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Abstract

The international community spends significant sums of money on democracy pro-
motion, focusing especially on producing competitive and transparent electoral envi-
ronments. In theory, aid empowers a variety of actors, increasing competition and
government responsiveness. We argue that to fully understand the effect of aid on
democratization one must consider how democracy aid affects specific country insti-
tutions. Building on theory from the democratization and democracy promotion lit-
erature, we specify more precise causal linkages between democracy assistance and
elections. Specifically, we hypothesize about the effects of democracy aid on the imple-
mentation and quality of elections. We test these hypotheses using V-Dem’s detailed
elections measures, using Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson’s (2007) data and modeling
strategy, to examine the impact of democracy aid. Intriguingly, we find that there is no
consistent relationship between democracy and governance aid and the improvement of
disaggregated indicators of election quality, but aggregate measures still capture a rela-
tionship. We suggest that current evidence is more consistent with election-enhancing
aid following democratization than with democratization following such aid.



1 Introduction

In the post-Cold War era, democracy promotion has become a key foreign policy objective of
developed democracies (Burnell 2005, Carothers 1999, Collins 2009, Tkenberry 2000, Youngs
2002). Yet, the question of whether external stimuli can prompt meaningful democratic
change remains a matter of scholarly and public debate. Democracy promotion may take a
variety of forms, including economic sanctions and rewards—often in the form of preferential
trade agreements or economic aid—diplomatic pressure, and even military action. Here, we
focus on the effectiveness of foreign aid as a tool to promote democracy.

A growing literature has found that foreign aid is associated with higher levels of democ-
racy under some conditions (Goldsmith 2001, Bermeo 2011, Dunning 2004, Finkel, Perez-
Linan & Seligson 2007, Scott & Steele 2011). While the literature has focused on the re-
lationship between democracy promotion and regime quality, we attempt to examine the
micro-foundations of this relationship. Specifically, following Finkel, Perez-Linan & Selig-
son’s (2007) influential and highly cited paper establishing the empirical connection between
USAID democracy and governance aid and democratic governance improvements, we ex-
amine whether democracy promotion works through the empowerment of agents and the
building of nut-and-bolts institutions that support democratic processes. Leveraging recent
improvements in disaggregated measurement, we examine the relationship between USAID
democracy aid and the quality of electoral institutions like voting registries and electoral
management boards, as well as between aid and aspects of the electoral process such as
suffrage, vote buying and irregularities, voter intimidation, and electoral violence.

While we successfully use new measures to replicate earlier findings that show a positive
relationship between democracy aid and aggregate levels of democratic quality and election
quality, we find surprisingly little evidence that democracy promotion works by building the

specific institutional capacities necessary for conducting clean and safe elections. Our models



cannot establish a robust association between USAID spending on democracy and governance
aid and even basic technical capacities such as improved or more autonomous election man-
agement ]| The mechanisms through which technical foreign aid promotes democracy remain,
therefore, troublingly elusive. While our panel results do not represent a challenge to the
core relationship between electoral aid and improved democracy posited by the literature,
we nevertheless remain unable to pin down a robust connection between election aid and
changes in the electoral institutional targets of that aid.

As a possible answer explaining this puzzling result, we suggest that our inability to
find a relationship between governance aid and democracy except at the broadest aggregate
level (e.g. Polity scores, free and fair election indicators, highly aggregate V-Dem indices)
may reflect endogenous processes in aid distribution. Specifically, aid-providing countries
may be able to identify democratizing targets and distribute funds, but may not induce de-
mocratization themselves with their programs. We perform analyses using panel techniques
and synthetic control methods that suggest that, indeed, aid may follow broad changes in
aggregate democracy rather than building democratic changes from the ground up. While
our results are not based on airtight causal tests, we find our explanation plausible theoreti-
cally and empirically: aid and democracy timing patterns are more consistent with a United
States that finds budding democratizers and steps in with support rather than building their

electoral systems from the ground up with targeted aid to trigger democratization.

2 Foreign Aid and Democratic Change

Evidence that aid can have a meaningful impact on democratization is inconsistent. No-
tably, while some scholars provide causally plausible evidence that aid promotes democracy

(Carnegie & Marinov 2017), a variety of studies have found that aid has relatively little effect

I'Nor can we find a micro-level relationship in additional analyses on a different dataset, from 2001-2018,
whose results we discuss in the online appendix.



(Knack 2004), or even a detrimental impact (Brautigam & Knack 2004, Djankov, Montalvo
& Raynal-Querol 2008, Knack 2001, Licht 2010) on democratic change and institutional
development.

Variation across these findings reflect the diversity of approaches researchers use to
identify causal mechanisms through which aid might promote democratic change. Tradi-
tionally, theories of democracy promotion attempt to meld foreign policy and democrati-
zation theories in the hope of providing a convincing causal story of how external stim-
uli influence internal political processes. Generally, democratization scholars have focused
on power relations between incumbent governments and other societal actors (Acemoglu
& Robinson 2006, Moore 1966, Ansell & Samuels 2014) and, following that lead, theo-
ries of democracy promotion often suggest that aid could be used to affect the balance
of power between domestic groups. Similarly, other foreign aid scholars use results es-
tablishing an empirical link between democratization, economic development and the na-
ture of a state’s wealth to theorize about the impact of aid (Moore 1966, Acemoglu &
Robinson 2006, Przeworksi, Alvarez, Cheibub & Limongi 2000). If foreign aid were to ef-
fectively improve economic development, it would be expected to have the indirect effect
of promoting democracy. Indeed, several studies suggest that economic aid is correlated
with greater democratization. Goldsmith (2001), for example, found that aid is associ-
ated with higher levels of democracy. Bermeo (2011) and Dunning (2004) find that, while
aggregate aid is not associated with democratic change, aid from democratic donors has
a positive impact on regime change and democratic improvements, especially in the post-
Cold War era. Similarly, in arguments which echo the resource curse comparative literature
(Bueno de Mesquita, Smith, Siverson & Morrow 2003, Stasavage 2003, Robinson 2006, Haber
& Menaldo 2011), the financial independence of the government created by foreign aid
may help stabilize and entrench authoritarian governments (Djankov, Montalvo & Raynal-

Querol 2008, Licht 2010). By contrast, other studies have found that the “free money”



effect is conditioned by domestic political factors and how aid is delivered (Altincekic &
Bearce 2014, Bader & Faust 2014, Kono & Montinola 2009). Aid delivered through NGOs
or third party partners is likely to have a substantially different impact than direct bud-
getary assistance (Wright & Winters 2010, Dietrich 2013, Dietrich & Wright 2015). Finally,
the literature does find that aid can encourage more democratic behavior simply by using
direct conditionality tools, demanding democratic change, but the length and permanence of
such changes also only lasts as long as the donor’s leverage does (Carnegie & Marinov 2017).
Thus, the foreign aid literature directly using the logic of comparative democratization finds
significantly different results depending on the conditions on the ground and the details
of the foreign aid itself, and finds that simply demanding democratization may not create
long-term effectiveness.

Scholars increasingly focus on ways foreign aid might be used to give resources to societal
actors in order to spur democratization. Democracy assistance is aid that is designed and
allocated specifically to empower specific societal actors and build institutional knowledge
and capacity for the purposes of creating democratic change. This logic is both theoreti-
cally important and appealing to donors, because it suggests ways in which donor countries
can directly induce lasting democratization in their targets. It suggests that foreign donors
can find the right targets, underneath the regime’s nose, and create democratization that
is more than momentary acquiescence in exchange for funds. Finkel, Perez-Linan & Selig-
son (2007) explains: “Targeted democracy assistance, by contrast, works to educate and
empower voters, support political parties, labor unions, and women’s advocacy networks,
strengthen human rights groups, and otherwise build ‘constituencies for reform’; it thus at-
tempts to influence democratic outcomes in both the short term and the medium term.” By
empowering domestic actors, institutions, and organizations, democracy assistance attempts
to directly alter the power relationship between an incumbent government and key domestic

actors, prompting liberalization and democratic opening.



The empowering agents logic is controversial, however. While Finkel, Perez-Linan &
Seligson (2007) argue that democracy aid works through “agent empowerment,” Scott &
Steele (2011) suggest “anticipated reactions” may also directly influence democratic change.
Their argument suggests that democracy assistance encourages recipient governments to
implement democratic changes in order to secure further funding from democratic donors.
The difference between these two theoretical logics is critical: if agent empowerment is true,
countries can create durable democracy by building up agents and institutions. By contrast,
if anticipated reactions is true, any democratic improvements by the regime are a consequence
of future anticipation of aid and, potentially, subject to roll-back if future aid does not come.

A variety of studies suggest that relationship between democracy assistance and demo-
cratic change is more complex than the simple “agent empowerment” and “anticipated re-
actions” mechanisms imply. Wright (2009) argues that democracy assistance should only
bolster democratization in instances where the risk of an incumbent losing office is low be-
cause democracy assistance aid will likely be used by the government in a manner in which it
will have the least impact: avoiding elections. Bush (2015) argues that the nature of democ-
racy assistance has changed dramatically, making it both more acceptable to authoritarian
recipients and less effective. Reflecting this, aid for what is known as “good governance” has
made up an increasing proportion of democracy assistance aid versus aiding dissidents and
opponents of the regime. Aid for good governance includes technical support for elections
and electoral institutions, support for legislative bodies and training of legislative staff, and
promotion of women’s groups. Aid designed to improve governance is less confrontational
towards dictators, and focuses on clearly measurable outcomes.

Technical assistance, “the provision of donor funded personnel to supply missing skills
and train local people” (Arndt, 2000, p. 159) is regarded by various aid organizations
as a key instrument that enhances governance. Three types of technical assistance pre-

dominate. Aid agencies work to fill knowledge gaps through consultants and advisors,



help with the creation and strengthening of institutions, and agencies train recipient coun-
try officials, usually to support oversight or capacity building activities (Arndt, 2000).
Technical assistance is believed to create a monitoring effect, giving donors greater over-
sight when they cannot trust funding and implementation to recipient government agencies
(Arndt 2000, Berg 2000, Maipose 2000) or giving citizens and foreign audiences more belief
in the integrity of elections (Norris 2017, Norris & Nai 2017). Whether the “taming” of aid
produced more or less effective democracy assistance is up for debate. Bush suggests that
the taming of democracy assistance has made it less effective in promoting democracy while
Gibson, Hoffman & Jablonski (2015) offer evidence that technical aid can be effective.

The inconclusive findings within the democracy assistance literature suggest a variety of
difficulties for evaluating the impact of democracy assistance aid. First, while there has been
some effort to identify causal linkages between aid and the process of democratization, further
theoretical development is needed to better incorporate domestic factors, including strategic
calculations by recipient governments. Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) provided one
of the most detailed theoretical explanations for how democracy assistance might affect
democratization. However, in the nearly ten years since its publication, limited effort has
been made to flesh out the dynamics among donors, recipient governments, and key domestic
democratic agents.

Technical theories generally focus on the mobilization and empowerment of a variety
of domestic actors and agents, including opposition forces, civil society, voters, minorities
and under-represented groups, and the media. However, most quantitative studies rely on
higher level measures of democracy to evaluate the impact of aid. Only a small portion of
the literature attempts to tie democracy assistance to mid-level changes as Finkel, Perez-
Linan & Seligson (2007) do. Fewer still attempt to tie democracy assistance to disaggregated
changes or to trace disaggregated changes to higher order measures of democratic change.

Using new data, our study attempts to fill this gap.



A test of agent empowerment, as described by Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007),
forms the foundation of our work. We start by considering whether democracy assistance
promotes democracy by empowering key domestic agents, thereby altering the calculations
of the incumbent government. We add empirical depth to a well-established argument by
incorporating disaggregated explanations. As Wright (2009) suggests, recipient governments
are active participants in the aid process and may accept or reject democracy assistance.
It is unlikely that incumbent governments accept democracy assistance packages that will
seriously undermine their political power.

This does not mean that an incumbent authoritarian will reject all democracy assistance,
only aid that may pose a threat to their power. Indeed, some democracy assistance may
even support the regime (Dietrich & Wright 2015). Democracy assistance in its current form
is rarely of a kind that directly confronts autocrats through the funding of dissidents. As
a result, the vast majority of democracy assistance is technical assistance directed at small
measurable outcomes. These small measurable objectives are less threatening to autocratic
incumbents than opposition cultivation, yet technical assistance that supports voter regis-
tration, enables the formation of additional parties, strengthens the electoral management
board, and increases the cost of electoral fraud may all increase the likelihood of political
reform (Faye & Niehaus 2012, Hyde & Marinov 2014, Resnick & van de Walle 2013)E] If
it does so, low level electoral aid provides an acceptable way for foreign governments to
enhance democracy, regardless of regime preferences.

Agent empowerment may take any of several forms. The U.S. Agency for International
Development (USAID) identifies two democracy-specific development objectives within their
“Democracy, Human Rights, and Governance” strategy framework. The first objective is
to “promote participatory, representative and inclusive political processes and government

institutions” (United States Agency for International Development 2013). This includes

2But note work by von Borzyskowski (2016), who finds that even technical election assistance can be
refused by regimes.



activities that support the implementation of participatory political processes by state insti-
tutions, including advising, training, and financial support for electoral management boards.
The second objective is to “foster greater accountability of institutions and leaders to citizens
and to the law” (United States Agency for International Development 2013) This objective
focuses on activities that support citizen participation, such as voter registration, and de-
velop of institutions and systems that promote political competition through institutional
reform.

We use these strategic objectives and their corresponding activities to propose a series
of disaggregated outcomes that we can examine to test the impact of democracy assistance.
If “agent empowerment” is the primary mechanism through which democracy assistance
promotes democratic change in recipient countries, one should expect to observe changes
in disaggregated measures of democratic agents’ power in addition to previously observed
macro-level shifts in aggregate level of democracy. Specifically, we focus on electoral insti-
tutions and agents. One would expect democracy assistance to be correlated with improve-
ments in voter registration, stronger and more autonomous electoral management boards,
growth in legal political parties, and less electoral fraud. On the other hand, if democracy
aid works primarily through “anticipated reactions” or some other form of conditionality we
might expect to see macro-level shifts in democracy in the absence of such micro-foundations.
Similarly, if the relationship between democracy aid and aggregate democratic quality is en-
dogenous and aid agencies reward states for improvements in democratic function rather
than build democracy, we might also see a positive aggregate relationship between aid and
democracy without also observing a relationship between aid and the effectiveness of the

agents and institutions that democracy aid is thought to support.



3 Data and Methods

We replicate Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson’s (2007) modeling strategy as a starting point for
our analysis. Building on their dataset, which contains detailed cross-national information on
US democracy assistance and recipient country characteristics for the period between 1990
and 2004, we examine the relationship between democracy aid and changes in the quality
of the set of disaggregated outcomes that we described in the previous section. We specify
models that replicate Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson’s (2007) specifications using new de-
pendent variables. In particular, we fit hierarchical growth models that are meant to capture
and predict differences in the timing and trajectories of recipient country regime character-
istics. These models use random intercepts for recipient country with an accompanying year
random slope, along with a linear year term. They also adjust errors for heteroscedasticity
and a time dependent AR1 error structure. The models contain a set of dynamic, time-
varying variables (including the critical measures of U.S. aid behavior), in addition to a
series of static country characteristic variables which are allowed to interact with the linear
time trend. Instead of predicting traditional democracy variables like Freedom House or
Polity, however, we instead begin by examining how both election assistance and aggregate
governance aid predict measures of a variety of agent capacities and electoral characteristics.
We finish by predicting dependent variables which closely resemble aggregate measures like
Policy and Freedom House, replicating Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson’s (2007) results[]

In order to test the effects of U.S. democracy and governance aid on the empower-
ment of electoral agents/characteristics, we use newly released data from the Varieties of
Democracy (V-Dem) project (Coppedge, Gerring, Lindberg, Skaaning, Teorell, Altman,
Bernhard, Fish, Glynn, Hicken, Knutsen, Marquardt, McMann, Miri, Paxton, Pemstein,
Staton, Tzelgov, Wang & Zimmerman 2018). V-Dem data represent expert rated obser-

vations at the country level for virtually all countries, with an extensive timespan. V-Dem

3All variable descriptive statistics are available in the appendix.
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uses the assessment of many country expert raters for each observation, scaled together using
a Bayesian measurement model (Pemstein, Marquardt, Tzelgov, Wang & Miri 2015, Mar-
quardt & Pemstein 2018), to provide assessments of hundreds of individual country, regime,
and election characteristics. Of particular interest for this project, V-Dem coded a number
of variables that measure plausible electoral agents/policies that could be directly affected
using foreign aid to improve electoral democracy (e.g. election management boards). V-
Dem simultaneously incorporates indices measuring high-level, aggregated, characteristics
like strength of party competition or free and fair elections indices, allowing us to compare
the effect of aid on specific characteristics of electoral democracy along with the effect on
high-level assessments of democracy level. In short, the granularity of the data allow us
to find out which agents are being empowered and if that empowerment is associated with
aggregate level changes in electoral quality and better competitive, multiparty, democracy.ﬁ
We focus on electoral agent empowerment because the prominence given to findings and
centrality of election related empowerment in the aforementioned literature, and in actual
aid policy when examining specific projects. It is possible that the agents empowered by
democracy and governance aid may not show up in improvements to low-level measure of
elections but instead through other agents like media or civil society, though that would
not explain the findings in models predicting electoral agent improvements with the specific
category of electoral USAID fundsﬁ We suggest that finding that democracy and governance
aid does not empower electoral agents, nor does narrowly targeted electoral strengthening
democracy and governance aid, would be substantively a troubling result on its own.

First, we use as dependent variables V-Dem’s measurements of several specific electoral

4Note that a number of variables at the election level are only measured for each election (quality voter
registry, vote buying, vote irregularities, government election intimidation, other election violence, level of
multiparty competition). We repeat observations of the last election for any characteristic measured only at
election year and repeat it until the next election. We tried several other aggregation strategies to ensure
robustness, including only using the non-missing observations unaltered and calculating per-election averages.
Both yielded almost identical results to those presented.

5Doing similar analysis with other agents is a worthwhile research direction for future study.
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institutions that should be directly tied to technical democracy assistance aid. We use V-Dem
variables measuring the accuracy of voting registries (interval assessment of accuracy), de
facto suffrage (%), election management board (EMB) autonomy (interval measure of level
of autonomy), and electoral management board capacity (interval measure of capacity)f]
These are the types of observable, nuts and bolts, improvements to democracy that could be
directly empowered by technical foreign aid for democracy. They are logical targets for mod-
ern, measurable, foreign aid improvements in democracy that empower agents. Most of these
variables are all what V-Dem refers to a “C” variables. V-Dem constructs “C” variables by
surveying subject experts—typically PhD-holding academics, but sometimes also NGO staff
or other policymakers—and asking them to rate each variable on a Likert scale. Generally,
five or more experts rate each observation and the V-Dem team uses a Bayesian measurement
modeling framework (Pemstein et al. 2015) to aggregate exert ratings into interval-valued
scores, adjusting for variation in expert strictness (differential item functioning) and relia-
bility. The modeling framework also makes use of bridging observations—experts who rate
multiple countries—and anchoring vignettes (King & Wand 2007) to help ensure that scores
are comparable across space and time. De facto suffrage is an exception here; research
assistants coded this variable from historical records.

We move next to modeling changes in disaggregated characteristics of elections them-
selves. We model changes in the quality of elections using specific characteristics of a coun-
try’s last election measured by the V-Dem “C” variables: extent of vote buying behavior,
incidence of voting irregularities, amount of government intimidation, and level of overall
electoral violence.ﬂ Here, we can see if foreign aid affects the propensity of specific maladies
that often plague elections in new and developing democracies.

Finally, we model changes in V-Dem’s aggregate indices of the quality of democracy in

countries. Specifically, we predict how multiparty and competitive a country’s last election

6Variables 3.1.12, 3.1.74, 3.1.6, 3.1.7, respectively.
"Variables 3.1.21, 3.1.24, 3.1.27, 3.1.30, respectively
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was, how free and fair, overall, its elections are, and its aggregate quality of electoral democ-
racy using both an institutional and liberal concept of democracyﬁ The final two variables
are of interest because they correspond most closely with the literature at large’s aggregate

democracy dependent variables represented by Polity or Freedom House.ﬂ

4 Results

Table [1] shows a consistent, surprising trend: democracy and governance aid is not asso-
ciated with improvements in the specific electoral institutions we might expect to benefit
from democracy and governance aid projectsm By contrast, democracy measured in its
broadest sense does appear to covary positively with aid disbursements. In fact, the more
disaggregated and technically we measure the dependent variable, the more ambiguous the
results. Money donors spend to improve electoral democracy may be associated with changes
in, for example, a broad liberal conception of democracy, but shows no statistically signif-
icant relationship with improvements in specific institutions that describe the conduct of
elections[T]

To begin, Models 1-3 trace the most disaggregated possible connection between aid and
democracy. Specifically, these models include an independent variable from Finkel, Perez-

Linan & Seligson (2007) that granularly tracks money disbursed by USAID for projects

8Variables 3.21, 2.2.6, 2.1.1, 2.1.2 represent indices scaled together from a number of other extant V-Dem
variables to measure a bigger picture concept.

9These last two variables are V-Dem indices. V-Dem constructs these variables by combining information
from various expert-coded indicators, including many of the “C” variables that we analyze here. Note that the
liberal democracy index includes the Polyarchy index in its aggregation equation. See the V-Dem codebook
for details. Changes in these variables are simultaneously the most important but also the most causally
distant from actual democracy improvement projects.

10For brevity, we simply present the coefficient and standard errors for the democracy and governance aid
variables of interest in these tables. We include Finkel et al’s controls for non-U.S. aid, prior democracy,
violence, democratic diffusion, state failure, GDP growth, and a variety of static country indicators. See
online appendix for full results.

HNote that all V-Dem “C” variables (most dependent variable measures) in the paper are coded such that
positive changes correspond to normatively desirable changes.
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Table 1: Predicting Electoral Quality Characteristics with U.S. Elections Aid

Dependent Variable US Elect Aid US Election Aid Std Error US DG Aid US DG Aid Std Error
Voter Registry (Model 1) -0.0025 (0.0084)

EMB Autonomy (Model 2) 0.0231 (0.0169)

EMB Capacity (Model 3) 0.0212 (0.0131)

Voter Registry (Model 4) 0.0021 (0.0028)
Suffrage (Model 5) 0.1249 (0.0980)
EMB Autonomy (Model 6) 0.0027 (0.0051)
EMB Capacity (Model 7) 0.0030 (0.0026)
Vote Buying (Model 8) -0.0030 (0.0022)
Vote Irregularities (Model 9) -0.0008 (0.0037)
Gov Intimidation (Model 10) 0.0108** (0.0045)
Election Violence (Model 11) 0.0001 (0.0047)
Multiparty (Model 12) 0.0121°** (0.0044)
Free & Fair (Model 13) 0.0022%* (0.0013)
Polyarchy Index (Model 14) 0.0016** (0.0007)
Lib Dem Index (Model 15) 0.0016** (0.0006)

Coefficients and standard errors for democracy and governance aid extracted from full specification tables presented
in the appendix. Models 1-3 use a granular independent variable of democracy and governance aid used for election
projects, while Models 4-15 use democracy and governance aid overall as the key explanatory variable.

™ p-value less than .05

* p-value less than .10

to assist in the conduct of elections and its covariance with three measures of electoral
quality: quality of voter registry, and autonomy and capacity of electoral management boards
(EMB). These measures are relatively non-political and represent the sort of aid that could be
considered purely technical at the project level. The results are inconclusive; electoral project
aid is almost completely unrelated to quality of voter registry changes while it is positively
but insignificantly correlated with better quality electoral management institutions.
Because it is possible that all kinds of democracy and governance aid, not just election
aid, could bolster core electoral functions and institutions, Models 4-7 expand on the previous
modelling approach by using a less granular independent variable, all USAID democracy and
governance aid. Models 4, 5, and 7, in fact, replicate Models 1-3 using aggregated USAID
democracy and governance aid as the key independent variable rather than just elections

aid. The results of these models suggest that the quality of election registry, the openness
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of suffrage, and the autonomy and capacity of the electoral management board were not
improved by any type of USAID democracy and governance spending. In fact, the measures
tracking these agents show few statistically significant improvements from any type of foreign
aid, technical or non-technicall”

Moving to our second type of dependent variable — potential impediments to fully demo-
cratic elections — we model the occurrence of vote buying, voting irregularities, government
intimidation during elections, and electoral violence using U.S. foreign aid flows and USAID
democracy and governance aid in particular. One explanation for our previous results is
that while democracy and governance aid may not bolster the agents running the specific
institutions we have solid measurements for, perhaps other agents are being empowered to
improve democracy. If that is so, we might expect that democracy and governance aid tracks
closely with the containment of types of non-democratic behavior associated with tainted
elections but does not move assessments of electoral capacity. This might allow us to pin-
point which maladies democracy and governance aid treats. Models 8-11 on table [1f yield
only one clear result, and even that result may not be wholly supportive of the empowering
agents approach suggested by the literature that justifies technical aid strategies. USAID
democracy and governance aid is not statistically associated with any type of electoral im-
provements save for a reduction in government intimidation around elections. But if USAID
democracy and governance aid is improving democracy by empowering agents to prevent
cheating, disorder, and misconduct, it is confusing that the only measured behavior changed
by aid is the incumbent government’s willingness to alter election results through repression,
intimidation, violence, or harassment. Indeed, these results may be more consistent with
an “anticipated reaction” story in which incumbent governments receiving governance aid
may be afraid of cracking down too hard during elections to ensure desirable results due to

reputation effects with donors (Scott & Steele 2011). Regardless of the salience of sanction,

12Gee the full model results in the appendix for non-democracy and governance aid effects and a myriad
of other variables.
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it is fair to say that there is little evidence from these models that democracy and governance
aid significantly alters the incidence of specific types of misconduct in elections, and at the
polls, as its proponents expect.

On the other hand, when we return to the aggregate picture, our results bear out Finkel,
Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) and others’ findings on the relationship between governance
aid and the overall quality of democracy. Models 12-15 show a reasonably robust and sta-
tistically significant positive relationship between governance aid and the overall level of
democracy within countries. Elections are more competitive and multiparty, elections are
freer and fairer, similar results to both the core DG models and slightly disaggregated models
using election aid on overall election quality in Table 5 of Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson
(2007). Moreover, democracy, on aggregate, is positively associated with democracy and gov-
ernance aid. Countries that receive technical USAID democracy and governance aid are more
democratic, as Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) found previously with Polity, and we
find again here with V-Dem’s analogous Polyarchy indicator. Moreover, the more aggregate
the dependent variable, and the more we pull away from measures of specific institutions—
see the V-Dem liberal democracy measure, which emphasizes less tangible human rights and
other considerations—the stronger the relationship between aid and democracy becomes[”|
The online appendix, similarly, presents a replication of this pattern of findings using new

data from 2001-18.

4.1 Explaining Indicator Patterns

In sum, although democracy aid appears to be correlated with increases in higher level mea-
sures of democracy, it does not appear to be correlated with improvements in agent empow-

erment and institutional governance, the theorized mechanisms through which governance

I3Note also that since these aggregate democracy indices are themselves aggregates of sub-indices measur-
ing different dimensions of democracy, democracy and governance aid may be improving something other
than electoral characteristics and agents, perhaps indirectly, an area worthy of future work.
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aid is supposed to improve democracy for the empowering agents story. In order to better
understand this discrepancy, we examined the data to determine which cases were driving
the results to generate alternate hypotheses about how elections and governance aid might
be affecting democracy in the sample. We specifically examined cases where substantively
significant increases in democracy aid preceded significant increases in democracy measures.
Within our sample, only 45 cases experienced a greater than one standard deviation increase
in democracy aid one year and a greater than one standard deviation increase in democracy
the following year. These cases, in which aid might reasonably be argued to have influenced
democracy in the broadest sense, are a collection of relatively unique instances in which
other mechanisms may be at play. For example, 10 of the cases represent improvements to
democracy in eastern European states following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Like-
wise, several cases are the result of the separation of an existing state or creation of a new
state, such as the dissolution of Czechoslovakia and creation of the Czech Republic and Slo-
vakia, or the independence of Eritrea, both in 1993. In addition, several cases reflect other
unique and tumultuous circumstances. For example, South Africa’s 1994 transition from
apartheid and the end of Sierra Leone’s civil war in 2003 are both influential cases in our
sample. Similarly, the end of the UN Mission to Haiti in 1996, and the establishment of
Palestinian interim self-government in West Bank and Gaza under the Oslo Accords in 1995
also coincide with improvements in democracy in both cases.

Total democracy and governance aid to these countries accounts for nearly 51% of all
democracy and governance aid in our study. These cases illustrate key problems with many
explanations of how aid influences democratic change: donor uncertainty and recipient se-
lection. The previously outlined explanations of how democracy promotion aid contributes
to democratization begin with the assumption that donors are able to identify promising
recipients, critical actors and institutions that can be supported at key moments, and design

effective aid programs in order to support democratization. However, unlike the cases de-
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scribed above, where both internal and external pressures are easily observed from outside
the recipient state, the process of democratization is often more incremental and driven by
domestic forces that are difficult to observe[t]

Some autocracies may appear willing to accept democracy assistance while also skillfully
being able to subvert governance programs. Likewise, identifying key actors to empower
may be difficult. While donors may attempt to assist the process, in most cases identifying
potential democratizers is more akin to reading tea leaves than the systematic selection of
recipients. Indeed, within our data, donors only pick democratic “winners” about half of
the time; and many of those cases were identifiable because of easily observed events that
favored democratic improvements.

Donors’ difficulty in identifying targets where democracy aid will effectively promote
democracy may help explain our unexpected findings. The previously discussed cases in-
clude clearly identifiable movements or changes that preceded changes in democracy and
may have served as cues to donors to increase aid. Such cues are not present in all cases.
Without such signals, donors may attempt to observe and interpret other signs of democratic
promise—a difficult task with greater levels of uncertainty. As a result of this uncertainty,
donors target many recipients with varying levels of aid, depending on what a donor observes
about and within a potential recipient. Providing low levels of aid to many countries that

are slowly democratizing may provide a positive correlation between aid and higher level

MEven among cases where observable events may lead donors to believe they are observing (or creat-
ing) a democratizing moment — such as intervention in Afghanistan and Iraq — donors’ abilities to assess
democratic potential and design programs to effectively promote democratization is limited. Cases like
Afghanistan and Iraq have resulted in more than a decade of larger than average investments in democracy
promotion while producing limited democratic change. These cases illustrate the problem with assuming
that donors are not only able to, but do purposely select recipients where aid can be effectively used to em-
power actors and build institutions that lead to democracy. The difficulty of democracy promotion in these
cases illustrate donors’ uncertainty about how to identify promising recipients and design effective democ-
racy promotion programs, as well as a willingness to allow other objectives to influence recipient selection.
The distinction between these more difficult cases where larger aid contributions produce limited changes
in democracy point to potential contextual variables that might affect the ease of democracy promotion.
Examining variation in level of difficulty across cases is a potential area for further research but is outside
the scope of the current project.
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measures of democracy, regardless of whether that aid is targeting a particularly promising
recipient or contributing to the creation of democracy domestically. This still leaves us with
questions regarding if, and by what mechanisms, low levels of technical aid are contributing
to improvements in democracy if not through these institutional mechanisms.

As an alternative explanation for our results, if donors are attempting to pick future
democratizers in the absence of clear cues—such as the end of a civil war or the creation of
an independent states—they need a means of distinguishing promising recipients from the
rest of the pool. Specifically, donors seek to differentiate recipients in which the support of
domestic actors and institutions will successfully contribute to democratization from those
in which domestic factors are too weak or autocrats too skilled at subverting such efforts to
allow for democracy to be successfully promoted. One means of differentiating promising
cases would be to identify potential recipients’ demonstrable improvements in democratic
norms and institutions. Greater democratic changes within a potential recipient are both
more easily observed by donors and also induce greater confidence among donors that the
recipient will be a democratic “winner.” Thus, donors may give more aid, especially technical
aid, to recipients with more observable broad changes in democracy. If this is the case, aid
may follow, rather than lead, democratic improvements.

To address this possibility, we first run similar models to those presented in Models 1-15
with a reversed dependent variable and key independent variable. In table[7]in the appendix,
changes in aid are predicted by changes in overall democracy level using the previously dis-
cussed hierarchical growth setup. The reversed model would, ideally, indicate that aid levels
do not respond to changes in democracy, which would suggest a clear causal interpretation
of aid leading to democracy changes but not the reverse. Instead, our panel results suggest
that USAID figures are predicted by democracy with a positive and statistically significant
sign. Democracy appears to predict aid, in addition to the opposite. As a consequence,

timing may be important in the causal interpretation of the relationship between aid and
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Table 2: Generalized Synthetic Control Estimates

A Aid +1 SD A Polyarchy +1 SD A Polyarchy +2 SD

Avg. ATT t > 0 -0.01 (0.08) 0.72 (1.76) 14.70 (3.90)
ATT t=0 0.02 (0.01) 0.00 (0.19) 0.06 ( 0.13)
ATT t=1 0.02 (0.05) 0.18 (1.67) 5.82 ( 1.40)
ATT =2 0.01 (0.09) 1.99 (2.29) 15.02 ( 3.71)
ATT t=3 -0.11 (0.14) -0.06 (4.13) 34.07 (11.84)
ATT t=4 0.03 (0.30) -0.15 (2.78) 20.96 ( 9.45)
ATT t=5 0.05 (0.28)

ATT = average treatment effect on the treated.
Shock occurs at t=0.
Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses.

democracy. In order to explore the timing elements further, we turn to other statistical
methods to explore the correlation between aid and democracy in the 1990-2004 sample.
Specifically, we use generalized synthetic control (GSC) methods (Xu 2017) to examine the
plausibility of this reverse causal process. GSC methods require less stringent assumptions
than common panel data techniques, including the growth models that we use throughout
this paper. Notably, GSC techniques are robust to a general class of unobserved unit and
time heterogeneities. In particular, GSC relaxes the strong assumption that, conditional on
information explicitly included in the model, treated and control units follow parallel time
trends. The GSC approach also sidesteps a difficulty in standard panel models—choosing
appropriate lags—because it tests for differences in trajectories between treated and syn-
thetic control cases, and does not require the analyst to pre-specify a particular temporal
relationship between dependent and independent variables, a priori.

We use GSC techniques to model how shocks to a country’s total democracy and gov-
ernance aid predict changes in V-Dem’s Polyarchy measure, and vice-versa. All models
include the dynamic political predictors from the growth models—annual growth in GDP
per capita, democracy diffusion, U.S. military assistance priority, political violence, and state

failure—and a lagged measure of the relevant dependent variable. We examine how one and
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Figure 1: How Aid and Democracy Shocks Predict Changes in Each Other

Estimated Average Treatment Effect Estimated Average Treatment Effect

0.5- 40~

Coefficient
Coefficient
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0 5 5 0
Time relative to Treatment Time relative to Treatment

(a) Total DG Aid Shock (b) Polyarchy Shock

two-standard deviation above average positive changeﬂ in the key predictor variables—total
DG aid and Polyarchy—predict future trends in the level of the other variable. While our
panel models posit a linear relationship between aid dollars spent and democracy outcomes,
here we focus on whether large investments in democracy aid predict changes in democratic
institutions, and vice-versa. We therefore focus on the sorts of aid programs that most
plausibly might affect institutions.

Table [2| presents the results of the GSC analysis. We could only evaluate one standard
deviation DG aid shocks, because too few cases experienced shocks of two standard deviations
above the mean, or more. We find statistically insignificant average treatment effects on
treated cases (ATTs) for one standard deviation shocks in either direction. On the other
hand, large shocks to Polyarchy, exceeding two standard deviations above average yearly
changes, are strongly, and statistically significantly associated with positive increases in total
DG aid in the four years following the shock. Table [2[shows that such a shock is followed by

an average ATT of an increase of roughly $15 million per year. This increase is concentrated

15Tn other words, countries enter the treatment group in any year that they experience an increase in the
predictor at least one (or two) standard deviation(s) above the average yearly change in that predictor.
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between two and four years after the Polyarchy shock. Panel (b) in figure [1] illustrates the
ATT trajectory graphically: the shock quickly grows to almost $40 million by the third year
after the shock, although uncertainty around the ATT trajectory is substantial. Panel (a)
shows the contrasting ATT trend for a one standard deviation shock in aid, which has no
appreciable effect on post-treatment Polyarchy levels.

In sum, using GSC methods, we find evidence consistent with the idea that large shocks
to Polyarchy affect aid disbursements, but no evidence consistent with the argument that DG
aid affects Polyarchym This finding contrasts with the growth models that find evidence in
both directions. Given GSC’s robustness to unobserved temporal heterogeneity in the data,
these findings call the results of the growth model analysis—and in particular the finding
that DG aid improves democratic institutions—into question. Nonetheless, our finding that
Polyarchy shocks precede DG aid disbursements is potentially sensitive to speciﬁcationm
and the 1990-2004 panel upon which we and Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) contains
relatively few cases that both exhibit large democracy aid infusions (i.e., were “treated”)
and have sufficiently long pre-treatment periods to be included in the analysis. The GSC
approach is substantially more conservative than the growth model analysis. It calls into
question the argument that these data clearly support the contention that DG aid strengthens
democratic institutions. Yet, although it provides some evidence that USAID tended to send
democracy aid to places that had experienced large, positive, democratic shocks, these finding
may not generalize beyond the set of cases that experienced such shocks with sufficiently
long pre- and post-treatment observations periods to be included as treated cases in the GSC

analysis.

16But note that we are not making a strong claim of causal identification here. We simply show that, after
relaxing some of the assumptions in the panel data analysis, we find evidence consistent with democratization
causing aid, but not with aid causing democratization.

1TWe also tried specifications without lagged dependent variables. While we argue that the specifications
with lagged dependent variables are more appropriate, we nonetheless note that both one and two standard
deviation shocks to Polyarchy predict statistically significant DG aid increases in models without lags. On
the other hand, we find no evidence for the reverse causal process in any specification.
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5 Conclusion

We find the results here tantalizing. How are improvements in democracy being created
using technical election aid if not by improving specific, identified capacities or improving
aspects of elections? Returning to our results (Models 1-11), we find only a single significant
association between typical targets of specific democracy and governance USAID projects
and aid levels, one that could also be explained by a different, non-agent empowerment,
mechanism. We can think of several possible explanations. The most straightforward is
that democracy and governance aid does not, on average, improve the electoral components
of democracy within countries. It does not improve capacity, voter registration, or reduce
a variety of misconduct in elections. In fact, the only disaggregated result we find, that
democracy and governance aid is associated with a reduction in government intimidation
during elections, is more consistent with a reputational explanation of aid’s democratizing
effect than the importance of meaningful technical improvements.

If this is the case, then what is the United States spending its democracy and governance
aid on? In Models 12-15, we find evidence that supports previous accounts of foreign aid,
that aid does covary with important higher order measures of democracy level. While we
cannot conclude with finality based on the data, we find some evidence that democracy
and governance aid flows into countries when the fundamentals of democracy improve, not
vice versa. Democracy and government aid chases democracy but does not create it, which
appears as over-time covariance with aggregate democracy changes in models. Substantively,
one can interpret this pattern several ways. Cynically, bureaucrats at aid agencies seek out
democratizing countries to support with their foreign aid, attempting to find “winners”
that make their performance appear better and justifies their agency and its strategies.
Alternatively, the same facts could suggest that agencies know, in practice, that despite their

stated goals of creating democracy, they instead do the most good by bolstering countries
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that already show democratic progress. Either interpretation, however, does suggest that
democracy and governance aid does not induce democracy, a finding consistent with the
idea that modern authoritarians would choose not to accept aid that could endanger their
regimes.

Alternatively, there could be more mundane reasons for our non-findings. We may not
have identified (or do not possess) the proper variables to measure the strength of the cor-
rect empowered agents. In particular, perhaps aid works through non-electoral, civil society,
human rights, or media freedom, means. Extant theory, for example, does suggest that
democracy could be strengthened through the solidification of civil society using foreign aid
monies. Our results leave open the possibility that this aid is successful in a way election sup-
port is not. Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) find that specific election aid is positively
associated with improvements in broad measures of human rights, civil society, and free me-
dia and reductions in governance level in addition to the overall freedom of elections. USAID,
however, identifies the conduct of clean elections as one of its primary goals and allocates
technical projects accordingly—if other measures are the source of democratic improvement,
it calls into question projects focused on electoral institutions and agents. It may also be
possible that the V-Dem measures provide poor proxies for the individual aspects of electoral
quality that we wish to measure. V-Dem’s experts may, for instance, not have a clear picture
of the completeness of voter registries or the capacity of voter management boards, although
many of the measures we use here have been extensively validated in other work (see e.g.,
Bizarro, Gerring, Hicken, Bernhard, Skaaning, Coppedge & Lindberg (2018), McMann, Pem-
stein, Seim, Teorell & Lindberg (2016), and Knutsen, Gerring, Teorell, Maguire, Coppedge
& Lindberg (2019)). Another possibility is that foreign aid democracy and governance pro-
grams generate democratic outcomes, but primarily do so through other mechanisms than
the proposed agent empowerment framework. Of course, then we might ask why so many in-

dividual projects themselves are premised upon empowering various democratic institutions
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and agents. What is the purpose of an elaborate democracy and governance smokescreen if
the real democratizing impact of aid comes from traditional sources of power mostly related

to international political circumstances?

References

Acemoglu, Daron & James A. Robinson. 2006. FEconomic Origins of Dictatorship and Democ-
racy. Cambridge University Press.

Altincekic, Ceren & David H. Bearce. 2014. “Why there Should be No Political Foreign Aid
Curse.” World Development 64:18-32.

Ansell, Ben & David Samuels. 2014. Inequality and Democratization: An Elite-Competition
Approach. Vol. 43 Cambridge University Press.

Arndt, Channing. 2000. Foreign Aid and Development. Routledge chapter Technical Coop-
eration, pp. 290-311.

Bader, Julia & Jorg Faust. 2014. “Foreign Aid, Democratization, and Autocratic Survival.”
International Studies Review 16:575-595.

Berg, Elliot. 2000. Foreign Aid and Development: Lessons Learnt and Directions for the
Future. Routledge chapter Aid and Failed Reforms: The Case of Public Sector Man-
agement, pp. 225-241.

Bermeo, Sarah Blodgett. 2011. “Foreign Aid and Regime Change: A Role for Donor Intent.”
World Development 39.

Bizarro, Fernando, John Gerring, Allen Hicken, Michael Bernhard, Svend-Erik Skaaning,
Michael Coppedge & Staffan I. Lindberg. 2018. “Party Strength and Economic Growth.”
World Politics 70(2):275-320.

Brautigam, Deborah A. & Stephen Knack. 2004. “Foreign Aid, Institutions, and Governance
in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Economic Development and Cultural Change 52:255-285.

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

Burnell, Peter. 2005. “Political Strategies of External Support for Democratization.” Foreign
Policy Analysis 1:361-384.

Bush, Sarah Sunn. 2015. The Taming of Democracy Assistance: Why Democracy Promotion
Does Not Confront Dictators. Cambridge University Press.

25



Carnegie, Allison & Nikolay Marinov. 2017. “Foreign Aid, Human Rights, and Democ-
racy Promotion: Evidence from a Natural Experiment.” American Journal of Political
Science 61(3):671-683.

Carothers, Thomas. 1999. Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning Curve. Carnegie En-
dowment for International Peace.

Collins, Stephen D. 2009. “Can America Finance Freedom? Assessing US Democracy Pro-
motion via Economic Statecraft.” Foreign Policy Analysis 5:367-389.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindberg, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jan Teo-
rell, David Altman, Michael Bernhard, M. Steven Fish, Adam Glynn, Allen Hicken,
Carl Henrik Knutsen, Kyle Marquardt, Kelly McMann, Farhad Miri, Pamela Paxton,
Daniel Pemstein, Jeffrey Staton, Eitan Tzelgov, Yi-ting Wang & Brigitte Zimmerman.
2018. “V-Dem [Country-Year/Country-Date] Dataset v8.” Varieties of Democracy (V-
Dem) Project.

Dietrich, Simone. 2013. “Bypass or Engage? Explaining Donor Delivery Tactics in Aid
Allocation.” International Studies Quarterly 57(4):698-712.

Dietrich, Simone & Joseph Wright. 2015. “Foreign Aid Allocation Tactics and Democratic
Changes in Africa.” International Organization 77(1):216-234.

Djankov, Simeon, Jose G. Montalvo & Marta Raynal-Querol. 2008. “The Curse of Aid.”
Journal of Economic Growth 13:169-194.

Dunning, Thad. 2004. “Conditioning the Effects of Aid: Cold War Politics, Donor Credibility,
and Democracy in Africa.” International Organization 58:409-423.

Faye, Michael & Paul Niehaus. 2012. “Political Aid Cycles.” American Economic Review
102:3516-3530.

Finkel, Stephen, A. Perez-Linan & M.A. Seligson. 2007. “The effects of US foreign assistance
on democracy building, 1990-2003.” World Politics 59:404-439.

Gibson, Clark C., Barak D. Hoffman & Ryan S. Jablonski. 2015. “Did Aid Promote Democ-
racy in Africa? The Role of Technical Assistance in Africa’s Transitions.” World De-
velopment 68:323-335.

Goldsmith, Arthur A. 2001. “Foreign Aid and Statehood in Africa.” International Organi-
zation 55:123-148.

Haber, Stephen & Victor Menaldo. 2011. “Do Natural REsources Fuel Authoritarianism? A
Reappraisal of the Resource Curse.” American Political Science Review 105:1-26.

Hyde, Susan & Nikolay Marinov. 2014. “Does information facilitate self-enforcing democ-
racy? The role of international election observation.” International Organization
68:329-359.

26



Ikenberry, G. John. 2000. American Democracy Promotion: Impulses, Strategies, and Im-
pacts. Oxford University Press chapter America’s Liberal Grand Strategy: Democracy
and National Security in the Post-War Era, pp. 103-126.

King, Gary & Jonathan Wand. 2007. “Comparing incomparable survey responses: Evaluat-
ing and selecting anchoring vignettes.” Political Analysis 15(1):44-66.

Knack, Stephen. 2001. “Aid Dependence and the Quality of Governance: Cross-Country
Empirical Tests.” Southern Economic Journal 68:310-329.

Knack, Stephen. 2004. “Does Foreign Aid Promote Democracy?” International Studies
Quarterly 48:251-266.

Knutsen, Carl Henrik, John Gerring, Jan Teorell, Matthew Maguire, Michael Coppedge
& Staffan I. Lindberg. 2019. “Economic Development and Democracy: An Electoral
Connection.” Furopean Journal of Political Research 58(1):275-320.

Kono, Daniel Yuichi & Gabriella R. Montinola. 2009. “Does Foreign Aid Support Autocrats,
Democrats or Both?” Journal of Politics 71:704-718.

Licht, Amanda A. 2010. “Coming into Money: The Impact of Foreign Aid on Leader
Survival.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 54:58-87.

Maipose, Gervase S. 2000. Corruption and Development in Africa: Lessons from Country
Case Studies. Palgrave chapter Aid Abuse and Mismanagement in Africa: Problems of
Accountability, Transparency, and Ethical Leadership, pp. 87-103.

Marquardt, Kyle L. & Daniel Pemstein. 2018. “IRT Models for Expert-Coded Panel Data.”
Political Analysis 26(4):431-456.

McMann, Kelly, Daniel Pemstein, Brigitte Seim, Jan Teorell & Staffan 1. Lindberg. 2016.
“Strategies of Validation: Assessing the Varieties of Democracy Corruption Data.” The
Varieties of Democracy Institute Working Paper. https://www.v-dem.net/media/
filer_public/2a/7d/2a7d55e0-15c7-46e0-8a15-3a3f894ab12d/v-dem_working_
paper_2016_23. pdf|

Moore, Barrington. 1966. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Beacon Press.

Norris, Pippa. 2017. Strengthening Electoral Integrity. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Norris, Pippa & Alessandro Nai, eds. 2017. FElection Watchdogs. New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Pemstein, Daniel, Kyle L. Marquardt, Eitan Tzelgov, Yi-ting Wang & Farhad Miri. 2015.
“The V-Dem Measurement Model: Latent Variable Analysis for Cross-National and
Cross-Temporal Expert-Coded Data.” V-Dem Institute.

27


https://www.v-dem.net/media/filer_public/2a/7d/2a7d55e0-15c7-46e0-8a15-3a3f894ab12d/v-dem_working_paper_2016_23.pdf
https://www.v-dem.net/media/filer_public/2a/7d/2a7d55e0-15c7-46e0-8a15-3a3f894ab12d/v-dem_working_paper_2016_23.pdf
https://www.v-dem.net/media/filer_public/2a/7d/2a7d55e0-15c7-46e0-8a15-3a3f894ab12d/v-dem_working_paper_2016_23.pdf

Przeworksi, Adam, Michael E. Alvarez, Jose Antonio Cheibub & Fernando Limongi. 2000.
Democracy and Development. Cambridge University Press.

Resnick, Danielle & Nicholas van de Walle. 2013. Democratic Trajectories in Africa. Oxford
University Press chapter Democratization in Africa: What Role for External Actors?,
pp. 28-55.

Robinson, James A. 2006. “Economic Development and Democracy.” Annual Review of
Political Science 9:503-527.

Scott, James & Carie Steele. 2011. “Sponsoring Democracy: The United States and Democ-
racy Aid to the Developing World 1988-2001.” International Studies Quarterly 55:47—69.

Stasavage, David. 2003. “Transparency, Democratic Accountability, and the Economic Con-
sequences of Monetary Institutions.” American Journal of Political Science 47:389-402.

United States Agency for International Development. 2013. “USAID Strategy on Democracy,
Human Rights, and Governance.”.

United States Agency for International Development. N.d. “USAID Foreign Assistance
Database.” https://explorer.usaid.gov/. Last Accessed February 5Hth, 2020.

von Borzyskowski, Inken. 2016. “Resisting Democracy Assistance: Who Seeks and Receives
Technical Election Assistance?” Review of International Organizations 11:247-282.

Wright, Joseph. 2009. “How Foreign Aid can Foster Democratization in Authoritarian
Regimes.” American Journal of Political Science 53:552-57°¢.

Wright, Joseph & Matthew Winters. 2010. “The Politics of Effective Foreign Aid.” Annual
Review of Political Science 13:61-80.

Xu, Yiqing. 2017. “Generalized synthetic control method: Causal inference with interactive
fixed effects models.” Political Analysis 25(1):57-76.

Youngs, Richard. 2002. The Furopean Union and the Promotion of Democracy: FEurope’s
Mediterranean and Asian Policies. Oxford University Press.

28


https://explorer.usaid.gov/

01" ueyyy ssof anyea-d

GO uer) sso[ onjea-d

‘sporad UOI109[0 Ueam)a( UOII[o JSB WO SUOI)RAISqO syeadal A(T T

[PPOIN “AJIO1)SBRPEISOIDIAY 09 JSNqOI pue ss0001d Yy 10J pojsnlpe s1011y AIIUnod SUIALII 10§ odors
wopUeRl Ieah pue 1dedIojul WOPURI UTRIUOD SPPOIN ‘Sosojjuated Ul SIOLIS PIRPURIS [[JIM SJUSIDIIS0))

*x

9¢8°'T 9681 PIS'T N

(000°0) #0000 (0T00°0) GT00°0 (8000°0)  %ST00°0 Ayrenbouy dwoouy
(6810°0) G0z0'0  (2820°0) GR€0°0 (9220°0)  %G6L0°0 UOIORL] OTUYIH
(9000°0) 000000  (1T00°0) 60000 (€100°0) 90000 eqrde)) /owoouy
(000000) 00000 (0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0) 400000~ LW UL oZIg
(000000) 000000~ (0000°0) 000000~  (0000°0) 00000 uoryendo g
(0000°0)  00000-  (0000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0)  %0000°0- AIvVSN 0661-01d
(8000°0)  6000°0-  (1T00°0) £+9200°0-  (€100°0) 200070~ AoeID0UWA( 101 ]
pudI) 189K ,011RIG

GL6Y'E6)  VELO0CT 1deoTou]
8GLG'T)  41L66°C- Ly1renbouy ouroouy
€G0T°C9)  ««P9GG6CT- UoIyoRI Oy

6.79°90T)  TETEIET
L060°2) z106°2-
08L€°9G) P126°9L-

1L68°0S)  ¥ELVT
L800°T) VL.2L0-
grIL0°LE) 0899 T¥-

( ( (

( ( (

( ( (
(L9L2°T)  ¥6IT0  (8801°C) WeLT-  (P98¢C)  019T°1- eqrde)) /owmoouy
(8100°0) L0000-  (8200°0) 07000 (0£00°0)  %C€T10°0 Zwy Ut azIg
(000000) 00000  (1000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0)  %T000°0~ uoryemdoq
(8000°0) 10000  (9T00°0) ¥200°0-  (L000°0)  %ET00°0 AIvsN 0661-01d
(G819°T) 80681 (¥¥2e ) «x2692°¢  (£209°C) GO8¢'1 AorIoouwd(] 101
wwﬁﬂﬁmﬁ&w\/ oﬁﬁmpm
(¥S200) 12000~ ($€£50°0) 0L90°0-  (89%0°0)  ¥SL0°0- puo1) IROx
(eev00)  2€s00-  (1890°0) €LL0°0 (6820°0)  90¥0°0- omreq 91818
(1000°0) 100000 (1000°0) 10000-  (20000)  Z0000- OOUS[OIA [¥I1H[0]
(zgo0'0)  ¥000°0-  (8500°0) 9%00'0-  (L£00°0)  9200°0 eouR)SISSY ATRIIN S ()
(F£€0°0)  %9€900  (0F¥0°0) w+VPLT°0  ($8€0°0) £6e0°0 uorsnyr(] £oemouro(]
(8T000)  x¢€00°0  (8T00°0) 6100°0-  (L100°0) €000~ eqde) /qimorn) JaH
(000000) 00000  (0000°0) 00000-  (0000°0) 000070 DA-UON VAO
(1000°0) 10000~  (2000°0) €000°0-  (1000°0)  %x£000°0- DA VAo
(¥000°0) 90000  (5000°0) €000°0-  (F000°0) 900070 D(-UON [BuoI3eIqng
(86000)  ¥100°0-  (8200°0) 9200°0 (L£00°0)  ¥T100°0- D 1euordeiqng
(1000°0) ¢0000-  (2000°0) 00000~ (T000°0)  0000°0- SN AIVSN-uoN
(2000°0) 20000 (20000) 0000°0 (€000°0)  ¥000°0- DA-UON dIVSN
(1£10°0) g1e00  (6910°0) 1£20°0 (¥800°0) $200°0- DA SuoRg AIVSN
m@?—dﬂd\/ oﬁaﬁgkg

¢ PPOIN G [PPOIN T [PPOIN
Lyoede) gINA Awouoiny gINHg A198189Y

Py USI0I04 SUOa[y S YNm Ajen) jussy [RI0)09[H pojesarddesi(] Sunoipald :Xipuaddy oaurju() :¢ o[qr],



01" ueyy ssof onpea-d
GO uey) ssof onjea-d

*k

‘sportod UOT109[0 UMD UOIFII[ JSB]
WOJJ SUOIPeAIdSqO Jeadal SA(] G PUR § [OPOIN "A}IO1ISEPadS0Ia)ay 03 snqol pue sseoold Yy ue 10J pajsnlpe sIoiry "AIjunod
Surateoar Aq odo[s wopueld IeeA pue 1dedIojul WOPURI UIRIUOD S[OPOIN

.w@w@ﬂwﬂ@.ﬁmg Ul SIOLID pJepurls M SJUSIOIJI0))

968'T 9681 GE]'T €a8'1 N
(€0000)  €0000  (0T00°0) ¥100°0 (0620°0) €700°0- (8000°0)  %ST00°0 Lyrenbouy owoouy
(6810°0) 81200  (¥820°0) 66£0°0 (£6€0°T) 9.8T°0" (6€00)  x0890°0 UOIORL] OTUY}H
(9000°0) 000000~  (1100°0) 60000-  (S520°0) 6810°0- (€100°0)  ¥000°0 eqrde)) /owoouy
(000000) 000000 (0000°0) 00000-  (0000°0) 0000°0- (0000°0)  %%0000°0- LWy UL ozIg
(000000) 000000~ (0000°0) 00000-  (0000°0) 0000°0~ (0000°0) 00000 puoxy uorpendoq
(0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0)  %0000°0- AIVSN 066T-01d
(8000°0)  60000-  (1100°0) +x9200°0~  (9220°0) £900°0- (£100°0)  8000°0- £oeI0oWA( 101 ]
ﬁﬁ@,ﬁ Hd@%*uﬁﬁam
(007L°09) 81990  (69S7°90T)  ©66T°9c1 (29L°T88T)  G0GST86-  (L8FFG6)  ¥GLL LTI 1deo1eyuy
(1900°'T)  82€90-  (91¥0°C) 9%8.°c-  (28T0°'8S)  T9¥G'S (0LLS'T)  xL968°C- Ayrrenbouy awoouy
(6¥26'9¢)  L06TFP- (1199°9S)  998F°6L-  (F9°LL0T)  TL6T°GTE  (L8F8°99) 4.LSST'IE€I- TOT0RI] OTUIH
(9zLz1)  08%P1°0  (9601°C) QTILT-  (zepo1e)  9¢122¢  (9968C)  ¥069°0- eqrde)) /owmoouy
(8100°0) 900070~  (8200°0) 1%00°0 (¥280°0) L100°0 (2€00°0)  ««€€T10°0 Zwey ut ozIg
(0000°0) 000000 (1000°0) 0000°0 (6100°0) 70000 (0000°0)  %T000°0~ uoryemdoq
(8000°0) 10000  (L100°0) €c00'0-  (€120°0) ¥800°0 (L000°0)  «&100°0 AIvsn 066T-01d
(v2z91)  €998°1T  (8¥eea) =0EP2¢  (gzeTsh)  691L2r  (T€26T)  9¥99°T Ademowo( 101
wwﬁﬁdﬁ.ﬂ@\/ oﬂﬁpw
(¥520'0) 20000~ (€£50°0) ¢¥90°0-  (¥eFPT) z9zs0 (LL700)  ¥%90°0- puaI} 189X
(LFP0°0)  €9S0°0-  (8890°0) 69L0°0 (76917) «x69L°6-  (F8T0°0)  9ZF00- oamyre 03elg
(1000°0) 100000 (1000°0) 1000°0-  (¥900°0) 7£00°0- (2000°0) 20000~ 9OUD[OIA [BdIH[0]
(9200°0) 00000 (2500°0) 67000~ (9¥T1°0) €65T1°0 (1700°0) %2000 oouR)sISSy AT "S')
(¥£€0'0)  «FF90°0  (8€¥0°0) #+6FLT°0  (S6T2°T) wl¥P2e  (00F0°0)  6950°0 UOISTLHI(] A0vID0Ud(]
(0200°0)  +¥€00°0  (8100°0) 9100°0-  (92¥1°0) 2960°0 (LT00°0)  0T00°0- eyde)) /imorn) JaH
(000000) 000000 (0000°0) 0000°0-  (¢T100°0) ¢100°0 (000000) 00000 DA-UON VAO
(1000°0) 100070~  (2000°0) €0000-  (0L00°0) z€00°0- (1000°0)  %%€000°0- Da vao
(¥000°0)  x20000  (S000°0) 6000°0-  (5¢10°0) 21200 (000°0) 20000 D-UON [RUOISIqNG
(L600°0)  2100°0-  (L200°0) ¥200°0 (G¥81°0) T180°0- (8800°0) 01000~ D [euoseIqng
(1000°0)  2000°0-  (2000°0) 1000°0-  (2900°0) £200°0 (1000°0) 00000 SN AIVSN-uoN
(z000°0) 20000 (2000°0) 0000°0 (¥800°0) «STT0°0 (F000°0)  S000°0- HA-UON AIVSN
(9200°0)  0£00°0  (1500°0) L200°0 (0860°0) 6¥21°0 (82000) 12000 DA dIvVSN
mwﬁo_wﬁd\/ UMEQQ%Q

L TPPOIN 9 [PPON G [PPOIN ¥ [PPOIN

Lyoede) gINH Awouoiny gNAg a8rigng A198189Y

Py USI0q "S () Yam Apend) yueldy [RI0109]H pojesarssesi(] sunorpald xipueddy suru() :§ o[qe],



01" weyyy ssof anpea-d
GO uer) ssof onjea-d

*%

‘spotrod U090 USIM)I( UOTIPOI
JSe] WOIJ SUOIIeAIdsqoO jeadal SA(T TT-Q [OPOIN AMOIISEPadsoIajay 09 Jsnqol pue ssedoid T 10J pajsnlpe sIoiry “AIjUnod
Suraredar 10j odofs wopuel Iead pue )dedIsjul WOPURI UTBIUOD S[OPOIN

.m@m@ﬂpﬂ@HﬁQ Ul SIOLIo plepurls [Yim SIULIdIo0)

PIS'T FIS'T 7I8'T PIS'T N
(8000°0)  %%6100°0  (8000°0)  #x02000  (6000°0) +x£€00°0 (9000°0)  %%9200°0 Ayrenbour owoouy
(¢Lz00)  @sv00-  (IPE€0°0) 90100 (99€0°0) eIv0°0 (21€00) 820070~ UOI}ORL] O35
(0100°0)  €100°0 (1T00°0) L1000 (1100°0) ++8€00°0 (IT00°0)  %%G€00°0 eqrde)) /owoouy
(000000) 000000~ (0000°0)  x0000°0-  (0000°0) ++000000-  (0000°0)  %%0000°0- LWy UL ozIg
(0000°0) 00000 (0000°0) 000070 (0000°0) +x0000°0 (0000°0)  %%0000°0 uoryerndog
(0000°0) 00000 (0000°0)  00000-  (0000°0) 00000 (0000°0) 00000 A1vsn 0661-01d
(1T00°0)  €1000-  (2100°0)  %49200°0- (1T00°0) £100°0- (1100°0) 01000~ AoeI0oUWA( 101 ]
ﬁﬁ@.ﬂ Hd@%%oﬁﬁum
(1919°¢8)  THISTET  (9P19°L6) «TICT668T (CTLT'SOT) 4«IELTFTCF  (T090°E8)  446859°GTE 1dedequy
(G90C°T)  4+x0868°€~ (9€29°T) 4482007~  (9€0LT) 091G 9~ (9GGT'T)  4496€T°G- Ayrrenbouy awoouy
(€906'%7S)  €26.°68  (200T'89) @8€T'Te-  (LSOT'€L)  80L%°€8-  (LESH'C9)  61LGCT LOOUBLERE fteLs il
(ces6'1)  wLI¥e-  (gogre)  vEREe-  (T6£1°T) 0P8V L (P6LT'T)  44E16T°9- eqrde)) /otmoouy
(9200°0)  2¥00°0 (1€00°0)  #%8900°0  (1%00°0) +xGGT0°0 (LE00°0)  %€800°0 LWy Ul 9ZIG
(1000°0)  10000-  (1000°0)  T000°0-  (0000°0) ++0000°0-  (0000°0)  %%1000°0- uoryendoq
(600000)  60000-  (¥100°0)  £000°0 (¥100°0) z100°0- (€100°0) 81000~ AIvsSnN 066T-01d
(001'7)  9.6%¢ (28L£T)  4x0€ST'S  (L2£T7T) TIvsC (98zz'2) L0861 Ademowo( 101
mwﬁn—ﬁzﬁ\/ Oﬂﬁpm
(8T70°0)  0.900-  (06%0°0) 29600~  (€¥S0°0) 82180~ (9TF0°0)  44929T°0- puaI) 189X
(68€0°0)  xxcS80°0- (89€0°0)  Tsv0'0-  (6270°0) L1G0°0- (6220°0)  x6L80°0- oamre 03elg
(20000)  %F000°0-  (€000°0)  %x9000°0- (2000°0) +%9000°0-  (T000°0)  %%2000°0- OOUR[OTA [BOTH[O]
(8600°0) 62000 (8¢00°0)  9100°0-  (6£00°0) £8900°0 (8200°0)  9T00°0- PouR)SISSY ATRIIN 'S N
(9860°0)  6zS0°0-  (2GC0°0)  4xCT9T°0  (02S0°0) 19€0°0 (0L70°0)  ¥200°0- uoIsngI( AoeIdouwo(]
(¥100°0)  100000-  (0200°0)  €200°0-  (F100°0) L000°0 (9100°0)  2T00°0 eqde)) /ypmorny JaO
(0000°0) 00000 (0000°0)  00000-  (0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0) 00000 DA-UON VAO
(20000)  %T000°0-  (€000°0)  ¥000°0-  (20000) 1000°0~ (€000°0)  ¥000°0- HA VAo
(¥000°0) 00000 (80000)  2T000-  (¥000°0) 20000 (9000°0)  «TT00°0 DH-UON [euolFoIqng
(ev00°0)  ¥000°0-  (1700°0)  €100°0-  (0900°0) +F0T0°0- (8L00°0)  %GL10°0- D [euordoiqng
(2000°0) 20000 (1000°0)  %c000°0 (2000°0) 20000 (1000°0) 20000 SN dIVSN-UoN
(6000°0) 200000~ (€000°0)  %0100°0-  (2000°0) +£000°0~ (2¢000°0) 100070~ DA-UoN AIVSN
(L¥00°0) 100070 (6700°0)  #%8010°0  (L£00°0) 80000~ (2g000)  0£00°0- DA AIvVSH
mwﬁo—dﬁd\/ EE@Q%Q
T PPOIN 0T [PPOIN 6 [PPOIN 8 [OPOIN
QOUD[OI A UOI)RPIWIIU] AOL) SOT}LIR[ILIAII] Surdng 9joA

PIY USIOIO "S'[) YA SOI)SLIDJORIRYY) [RI0JDI[H Pojesalssesy] Surjorpaid :Xipuoddy oulu() :G o[qr],



01" uevyy ssof anyea-d

60" wetyy ssof onpea-d

‘spotrod UO1109[0

U00M 9| UOI}DJ[ JSB WO SUOTIRAIISO S3eadal A(T G [PPOIN 'A}IO1ISRPOISOIL)OY 09 1sNqol pur ssed0xd [y 10J pajsnipe sI1oLry
"A13Unod SutAoaI 10§ odo[s wopuel Ik pur 1dedI9jul WOPURI UTRIUOD S[OPOJN "Sesayjuared Ul SIOLIS PIRPURIS M STUSIIFO0))

*

Te8'T TE8'1 €681 FIS'T N
(1000°0) +2000°0 (1000°0) 20000 (2000°0)  ¥000°0 (8000°0)  0T00°0- Lyrenbout owoouy
(6£00°0) #+08000  (F%000) 4410100 (0L00°0) 06000 (1220°0)  %%9980°0 Uo1ORL O3
(2000°0) €000°0 (2¢000°0) 20000 (2000°0)  ¥000°0 (0100°0)  TT00°0- eyrde)) /owoouy
(0000°0) #x0000°0-  (0000°0)  %%0000°0-  (0000°0)  xx00000- (0000°0) 00000~ Wy Ut ozIg
(0000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0) 000070 (0000°0) 00000 (0000°0) 000070~ uoryemdo
(0000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0) 00000~ (000000) 00000~  (000000) 00000~ AIvsn 0661-01d
(2000°0) ++2000°0-  (2000°0)  4%9000°0-  (£000°0)  %%9000°0- (0100°0)  4%¥200 0~ AdeI00W(] I0LL]
UQ@.B Mﬁ@%*oﬁdum
(£29z°€1) evee 91 (0gveer)  067S°GT (ze19°€z)  9180°9¢  (9601°C6) 9LIE€LT- 1deorequy
(e8€z°0) +LGTT0- (¢882°0)  0ST¥°0- (12g7°0)  001L°0-  (L929°T)  ¥.£0C Ayrrenbouy awoouy
(2908°L) o+ VGT6°CT-  (86TL°8)  4x299T°0Z- (0988°€T)  TFI6°LT-  (LOSOFE)  4x9LESTLI- UOORL] OTUYH
(cs6€£°0) 86€9°0- (818¢°0)  TI¥F0- (0L87°0)  8¢690-  (5L80C)  G98T'C eyrde)) /owoouy
(€000°0) wF100°0  (G000°0) 4487000  (L000°0)  #x¥200°0  (2¥00°0)  2g000 ITETR RIS
(0000°0) 0000°0- (0000°0)  0000°0- (0000°0)  0000°0-  (T000°0)  TO0O0O uoryemndog
(2000°0) 100070~ (2000°0) 100070 (2000°0) 00000 (1T00°0) L1000 dIvVSN 066T-01
(g6¥¥°0) wx11EE°T (TLIF'0)  4xCT6T'T (£996°0)  4x192T'T  (0S90°C)  4xx61CLF AdoeIo0wd( 101
wwﬁm—wiﬁ\/ UC«@@@
(L900°0) 28000~ (LL00°0)  8L00°0- (8110°0)  18100-  (09%0°0)  SS90°0 puoI) IR9x
(9200°0) «SPT0°0" (6800°0)  STT10°0- (¥S10°0) 28100 (9€20°0) 120070~ oamre] 03ess
(0000°0) £0000°0- (0000°0)  %%10000-  (0000°0)  0000°0 (€000°0)  ¥000°0- OOUR[OIA [BI1I[O]
(£000°0) #1000~ (G000°0)  #«PT00°0-  (2200°0)  ZI00°0 (€900°0) 00070 0OUR)SISSY TR S ()
(0900°0) ++L6T0°0 (€200°0)  x%€0€0°0 (GZTO°0)  #«¥EF0°0  (¥650°0)  %xGS6T°0 UOISNYI(] AoeID0WS(]
(2000°0) 00000~ (€000°0)  0000°0- (L000°0) 50000 (6200°0) 02000~ ejde)) /ymor) JaH
(0000°0) 0000°0 (0000°0) 00000 (000000)  000000-  (0000°0)  T0000- HA-UON VAO
(0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0)  %0000°0- (0000°0)  00000-  (£000°0)  T0O000- DA vao
(1000°0) +€000°0- (1000°0)  %x€000°0-  (T000°0) 420000~  (0T00°0)  €100°0- H-UON [euoI3aIqng
(8000°0) 80000 (1100°0)  ¥100°0 (1100°0) 60000 (L800°0)  T¥10°0 D [euordeiqng
(0000°0) 00000~ (0000°0)  0000°0- (0000°0)  1000°0-  (£000°0) 20000~ SN AIVSN-UON
(0000°0) 0000°0 (1000°0) 000070 (1000°0) 100070 (2000°0)  x2000°0- HA-UON dIVSN
(9000°0) #9000 (L0000) 44970000 (£1000) 482000  (FPO0°0)  4xITI00 DA dIVSN
m.ﬂ@dﬁﬁ\/ QMEﬁQ%Q

GT PPOIN 7T PPOIN €T [PPOIN T 1PPOIN

XopuJ AoRIOOWa(] [RIOqI] xopuJ AYdIeA[od Xopuj Irej-+oo1q Lyrediymin

PIY USIOIO S [] M SOIJSLIOJORIRY) DIIRIDOWD(] [QAS[-OIDR]N SUIoIpald :Xipuoddy ouru() :9 o[qr],



0T wer) ssof onpea-d

GO wery ssof onfea-d

“A1101)SePODS0I9)9Y 07 ISNCOI pue ssedorxd

TYV 10] pejsnlpe s1oiry A1punod urareosl 10§ odofs
wopuel Ieod pue 1dodIojul WOPURI UIRIU0D S[OPOIN
‘sosoyjuored Ul SIOLID PIBPUR)S UM SIUSIOLPOO)

*

Ce8'1 N
(€700°0) +x6€10°0- Ayrenbouy suroouy
(¥S81°0) 69900~ UOoIpORI OTUYIH
(8%00°0) +x6910°0~ eyde)) /owoouy
(0000°0) #x1000°0 Ly Ut ozIg
(0000°0) 0000°0- uorendo g
(0000°0) +0000°0 AIvVSn 0661-01d
(0100°0) 2£00°0- Ade1o0w( 101
@Q@:E p@@\ﬁ*oﬁdpm
(FPP9G°6GF)  4x1L0°€6LT- jdooroquy
(L68S'8) +x9CEL LT Ayrrenbouy ourodouy
(6TFT°0LE)  6T8CIET UOTORL OTUY3F
(L£95°6) +%G£09°€E eyide)) /owoouy
(82£0°0) #x80CT°0" LUy Ut dzIg
(9000°0) 8000°0 uoryemndog
(7210°0) £6820°0- AIVSN 0661-01d
(z88¢°11) €82€°9 Aderooud( 1011
wwﬁﬁdﬂd\/ Uﬁwum
(¥0£z°0) +xL868°0 puoIy I1edx
(9125°0) 10€%°0 oIn[re 9je)g
(6000°0) z100°0- 9IUB[OTA [eII[O]
(12¥2°0) 0980°0 ooue)sIssy AT "S'()
(veet0) ISET°0 UOISTIPI(] AoRID0Wd(]
(¥200°0) 1600°0 epde)) /qpmor) JaoH
(2000°0) 100070 DA-UON VAO
(0£00°0) 600070 HA VA0
(0500°0) zs00°0 D(-UON [euordaiqng
(96£0°0) L120°0 9 euordeiqng
(0%00°0) ¥600°0 SN AIVSN-UuoN
(1010°0) €510°0 HA-UoN dIvSn
(81€¢€°1) +x885C°¢ Ayoredjog wpg-A
SO[RLIBA OIWRUA(]
9T [PPOIN
DA AIvVsn

QINSLIN ADRIDOWD([-OIDRIN [[IM PIY USWIO H)(T ‘S’ [) sumodpald :xrpuaddy ouru() :), o[qe],



“SUISSTWI-UOU dIoM So[qelIeA juapuadapul [e
UST[M SUOIJEAIISqO ZGR‘T 10 POje[lofed sa[qerrea SO13s1ye)s aA1pdrIosa(]

18L9'8L  LGET'TE€  8T0L'8 901LLY Ayrenbouy owoouy
0¥¥6°0 0¥00°0 9¢S¢0 SLyv0 ORI ST
€686'9¢  LIESGO 17¢0°6 1€57°8 eyde)) /owoouy
G'GevLT - 9190 T18°€vec  G9T€'196 W Ul 9715
GEGTeCT  GTC9LvI  TCLITVL  89'EVIEY uoryendo
vovevLy 0O 6CC'18€8  LIT'9¢0¥ dArvsn 0661-o1d
8T 0 Lvve’L 8LIC'SG £oeIowd( 1011 ]
! 0 €9.€°0 90LT°0 OInIR 998}
LE°0LL 0 LEOV TS ¢0c1'8¢ OJUS[OIA TBITH[Od
T1€L9°8V 0 8¥V9v 16LL°0 QOURYSISSY ATRYTIN "S'()
GIEY'0T  SVe6'v v€0e'T 86C8"L uoIsnjI( £orId>OWD(]
10T¥°68 #9907y~ ¥106°¢ [q4us! eyrde)) /mpmory Jao
LLE°0€97 O TGTL€ES  T€60°00€ DA-UON VAO
8IGT 979 0 €L89°9G 606966 0d vao
VLLV'8GC O 18€0°LC L0L9°CT D-UON [euoldaIqng
€8VE'GT 0 GEIE'T €086°0 D TeuoIddIqNg
L€€9°648 0 V¥86°G4 ¢Iyi0g SN dIVSN-UoN
6G¢°9¢8T 0 90€6'6ET  6680°9¢ DA-UON dIVSn
0Ttov'.s 0 GeT9'¢ ¥6L9°¢ Dd dIvsn
cr69'ST 0 ¢050°T 81¢E0 D SUONOSTH dIVSN
XeN Uy ‘A9 PIS  UedN

so[qreLeA Juopuadepuy 10J somsiiels oAnduss(] xipuaddy suru() :g o[qe],



"BUISSTWI-UIOU dIom So[qeLIeA juapuadopul [[& UL M SUOT}
“BAIOSCO gGR‘T I0] PAJR[NOTed Sa[eLIeA s213s1e)s 2ATydIIDSo(

I1€88°0 2LT0°0 G892 LEET'0  AdeIoouwd(] [eIL]I]
L026°0  FF80°0  ¥SST0 £ree o xopu] Aypred[oq
67860 0 Ye1e0 082570 XOpu[ Ire,+091]
T6T6'T  0LEV'E-  EPATT 69790 Lrednmy
SPPTC  0L69°S-  L¥CeT 96€T 0 9OUA[OTA
09%2'C  91FF'e- €ePeT 8€6T0 UOI}EPIWIIU] AOK)
SV 9.88°C- 60681 898T°0 sorjLIeNIaII]
QZ6T'E  GLL6'G- 6ESE'T 62,2070 Surdng 9307
Ve 2868°G- 099¢'T 16780 Lyoede) qINT
€ESL’E  G8/TSC- TRIT'I 86980 Awouomy gNH
00T 0 ¢L0T 61 6,01°96 odeigng
eYSSC  £900°¢-  TTTl €815°0 A1ysisoyg
XeN Uy A9 PIS  UBIN

so[qerrep juepuado(] 10J $o1)s19e)g 2A1YdLIose(] Xipuaddy aulju() :6 9[qel



5.1 Online Appendix: 2001-2018 Replication Results

In order to discover if our concerns about the macro/micro distinction apply only to the
sample from 1990-2004 analyzed by Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007), we performed
original regression analysis on much more recent USAID and foreign aid data from 2001-2018.
In particular, we analyzed the data to discover whether the core result of the Finkel replica-
tion in the main text, that USAID democracy and governance category aid correlates with
aggregate democracy measurements but not with specific and precise measures of electoral
quality, holds true in other data. Broadly, we do find results consistent with that difference.
We also find, however, that our 2001-2018 results are less robust than the original sample to
several dynamic control variables and some standard adjustments to standard errors.

For our test, we had to recollect new data for all measures and could not simply append
more recent data to extend the Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) analysis. In particular,
the available data from USAID, taken from the foreign aid explorer, do not correspond with
pre-2001 data gathered by hand by the previous paper from the green books (United States
Agency for International Development N.d.). There are several areas of mismatch. First,
the recent USAID data is slightly recategorized compared to the green book codings done by
Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007). Second and perhaps more importantly, Finkel, Perez-
Linan & Seligson (2007) were not able to gather disbursement data in for their analysis for
data availability reasons. Instead, they use appropriations data and smooth the data over
two periods, assuming that appropriations data is spent over the year and the following
year. USAID foreign aid explorer, instead, provides disbursement data for the post-2001
era, meaning that our analysis has much more precise measures of which fiscal year money
was actually spent. Our analysis does not include countries classified as “high income.”

We also made different modeling and operationalization decisions that attempted to
parallel but not exactly copy the Finkel, Perez-Linan & Seligson (2007) setup. In terms of
modeling, we decided to forego the random intercept for countries and linear year variable
interacted with all static, unchanging variables. Instead, we decided to eliminate the need for
static control variables (since they are treated as a nuisance controls by the original authors)
entirely by including a linear year variable but model static differences between countries
and years with a full battery of fixed effect dummies for year and country.

Our key operationalizations of USAID foreign aid and world bilateral aid remain virtually
identical to the original models, with USAID democracy and governance and non-democracy
and governance measures, non-USAID U.S. aid, and world ODA spending per country only
differing due to the improved, more precise disbursement data mentioned previously. Our
control variable operationalizations also differ slightly due to the need for data that goes up
through 2018. GDP growth per capita and U.S. military assistance % are operationalized
identically, coming from the WDI and USAID foreign aid explorer respectively (United States
Agency for International Development N.d.). By contrast, the Diffusion, Political Violence
and State Failure variables are now operationalized using the V-dem variables of the mean
regional electoral democracy level, Physical Violence Index and dichotomized % territory
controlled by the government. These dynamic variables, particularly, Diffusion, ultimately
confound our findings vis a vis USAID democracy and governance aid and the micro and



macro election and democracy indicators used as dependent variables in the main text.

Tables show the results of regressions analogous to tables [d{6] Without dynamic
variables and standard error adjustments, our results replicate our findings in the main text
from 2001-2018. USAID democracy and governance aid, with the exception of a measure of %
suffrage, is not statistically associated with level of micro level agent (Models 17, 19, and 20)
or micro-electoral characteristic quality (Models 21, 22, 24) in the positive direction except
for a similar positive association between government intimidation levels that we found in the
1990-200 dataset (Model 23). It is only when we reach the aggregate conceptual level, with
higher level indices of democracy, in Models 26-28, the positive and significant relationship
between USAID democracy and governance aid emerges. In this way, our more recent data
does replicate our findings in the main text on a different data set, even with different choices
about modeling and operationalization.

That said, the findings in this analysis are not exceptionally robust. In particular, when
we include the dynamic variable of Diffusion, most of our findings about USAID democ-
racy and governance aid and any correlation with micro or macro level dependent variables
disappears. Even models removing Diffusion but keeping the dynamic controls of Politi-
cal Violence, State Failure, and GDP per capita growth wipe out most positive associations
except at the most aggregate concept of Liberal Democracy. Moreover, if we adjust the stan-
dard errors of this model, relaxing independence of errors with more realistic assumptions
their structure with clustering or AR1 processes, the results similarly disappear.

It is hard to know exactly what to make of this. On one hand, it is possible that the post-
September 11th era of foreign aid simply looked different and democracy and governance aid
was allocated drastically differently by the United States. Alternatively, it could be that our
modeling approach of crossed fixed effects leaves less variance to explain, to its detriment,
than the more elaborate year interactions and random intercept models. Finally, it could
be that the relationship does not exist at all under more stringent assumptions. We must,
necessarily, leave these questions to future research but remain convinced that the data do
support our observation regarding measurement, that correlations between macro indicators
and democracy and governance aid exist but there is a puzzling lack of correlation with the
more specific measures of improved electoral agents and characteristics, an area where the
United States and other countries spend a tremendous amount of time and money.
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