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Abstract
Although foreign policies often fail to successfully promote democracy, over a decade
of empirical research indicates that foreign aid specifically for democracy promotion
is remarkably successful at improving the survival and institutional strength of fragile
democracies. However, these measures cannot tell us how well democracy aid supports
the central promise of democracy: accountable government. Since institutions can be
subverted in various ways that undermine accountability, it is vital to know whether
democracy aid supports accountability to assess its overall success. We provide evidence for this by analyzing incumbent turnover in elections following poor economic
performance – the economic vote – as a measure of voting to achieve performance accountability. In our analysis of over 1,100 elections in 114 developing countries between
1975 and 2010, we find distinct evidence that increasing receipt of democracy aid is
associated with more economic voting. Results are robust to numerous alternative
empirical specifications.
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Growing empirical evidence suggests that foreign aid for democracy promotion – democracy aid1 – is effective at helping democratic institutions survive and thrive as a bevy of
articles (Finkel, Pérez-Liñán & Seligson 2007, Nielsen & Nielson 2010, Kalyvitis & Vlachaki
2010, Scott & Steele 2011, Dietrich & Wright 2015, Gibson, Hoffman & Jablonski 2015) and
a rare meta-analysis demonstrate (Askarov & Doucouliagos 2013).2 The positive evidence
is surprising and important because “classical” foreign aid – aimed at supporting economic
and human development – has repeatedly been found ineffective at bettering recipients’
economic performance (see Easterly 2003) and has been unsuccessful (in early studies) at
helping bring about democracy (Knack 2004, Askarov & Doucouliagos 2013).3
The accoutrements of democratic governance – elections, parliaments, legislation, etc.
– are now ubiquitous in even minimally democratic regimes (Gandhi 2008, Svolik 2012),
which indicates something beyond formal institutions is needed for democracy to function.
Indeed, examples abound of ostensibly democratic institutions operating in ways that defy
the logic of accountability, for example the widespread practice of clientelism and vote-buying
(Kitschelt & Wilkinson 2007, Stokes, Dunning, Nazareno & Brusco 2013). We argue that,
from citizens’ perspective, democracy aid’s effects are only realized if politicians within these
institutions are also accountable (Barro 1973, Ferejohn 1986, Powell 2000, Adserà, Boix &
Payne 2003). Achieving accountability is also relevant for broader development goals (see
summarily Winters 2010).
Unfortunately, we lack knowledge of whether democracy aid helps improve the accountability relationship between politicians and citizens. This leaves a gap between a collection
of promising findings and our understanding of their substantive implications. In this paper,
we address this by arguing and providing robust evidence that democracy aid helps promote
political accountability4 between citizens and politicians. We draw upon recent theoretical
work connecting political accountability and stable democratic practices to arrive at the case
for how democracy assistance supports accountability. In particular, Fearon (2011) theorizes
that credible information is crucial to sustaining meaningful, accountability-featuring elec-

1

tions, and Svolik (2013) shows theoretically how greater ease of learning about politicians’
actions in office can lead citizens to demand more accountability, which stabilizes democratic
institutions. As we will argue at length, almost all democracy assistance projects enhance citizens’ capacity and willingness to keep watch over politicians and condition their vote choices
on political performance. Democracy aid mostly informs the populace, subsidizing activities of civil society and of technocratic governance. Thereby, it supports the mechanisms
that Fearon and Svolik put forth. While microfoundational aspects of these mechanisms
have been shown through randomized controlled field experiments in Cambodia, Mozambique, Mali, and Mexico (Hyde & Lamb 2015, Aker, Collier & Vicente 2016, Mvukiyehe &
Samii 2015, Gottlieb 2016), it remains open whether these translate into observable nationwide politics.
To provide cross-national evidence of the link between democracy aid and accountability at a country’s national level, we analyze election outcomes, which we take as the most
prominent locus of meaningful accountability. We rely on the benchmark borrowed from
established democracies in which incumbent politicians typically suffer electoral costs following economic downturns (Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier 2000, Duch & Stevenson 2008) and
examine whether this pattern varies with the receipt of democracy aid. Two aspects of
this “economic vote” motivate our conceptualization. First, this empirical regularity is a
well-understood instance of democratic accountability at work (Whitten & Palmer 1999, Alvarez, Nagler & Willette 2000, Blais, Turgeon, Gidengil, Nevitte & Nadeau 2004, Tucker
2006, Roberts 2008), and movement toward this would indicate improving accountability.
Second, the logic of economic voting implies a version of accountability that accords with
our argument: citizens condition their vote choices on politicians’ observed performance
(Duch & Stevenson 2008, Alesina, Roubini & Cohen 1997, Svolik 2013). Although not the
only way one might operationalize accountability, this measure has the further advantage of
being readily calculable across national contexts.
Our empirical analysis demonstrates that democracy aid, indeed, strengthens economic
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voting and thus citizen-politician accountability in a sample of 383 executive and 747 legislative elections in 114 developing countries in Latin America, Africa, Europe, and Asia.
Worsening economic performance is unlikely to affect incumbent electoral performance when
countries receive little democracy assistance ($0.25 per capita). As democracy aid increases, however, the odds of negative electoral reactions to worsening economic outcomes
rise sharply. At $5 of democracy aid per capita, we find increases of 10–20 percentage points
in the probability that incumbents suffer at elections when the economy sours.5 A wide
range of alternative statistical specifications indicate this result is very robust.
The paper is organized as follows. First, we review studies on democracy aid’s effectiveness. We argue that their focus speaks little to the important concern of electoral accountability. In our theoretical argument, we draw on recent work by Fearon (2011) and Svolik
(2013) to derive the mechanism by which democracy aid should lead to any and greater
electoral accountability. We then introduce the research design and, in particular, the use
of economic voting as an empirical benchmark. We present results, probed with systematic
robustness checks, and close by discussing our findings’ implications.

Measures of Democracy and Accountability
The literature on “outside-in” attempts to improve governance has struggled to provide consistent, promising findings (Krasner & Weinstein 2014). In light of this, it seems surprising
that scholars often find democracy assistance effective, evidenced by increased probability
of democratic survival (Scott & Steele 2005, Dietrich & Wright 2015) and greater institutional strength (Finkel, Pérez-Liñán & Seligson 2007, Scott & Steele 2011, Nielsen &
Nielson 2010, Kalyvitis & Vlachaki 2010, Askarov & Doucouliagos 2013). We provide new
insight on this puzzle by showing democracy aid supports a feature indispensable to democratic survival and functionality: working accountability between citizens and politicians
(Powell 2000). To this end, we establish in this section that accountability is conceptually
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and empirically distinct from the features of democracy that the just-cited works consider.
Earlier work has relied almost exclusively on Polity and Freedom House scores, which
measure “competitiveness of participation” and political rights and civil liberties, respectively (Marshall & Jaggers 2010, Freedom House 2013). The meta-analysis by Askarov &
Doucouliagos (2013, Table 1) lists 25 articles assessing the effects of foreign aid (including
democracy aid) on democracy. Of these, 23 use Freedom House and 22 Polity to measure
democracy. The next most frequently used measure (three) is the democracy-autocracy score
by Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub & Limongi (2000). Despite plentiful evidence that democracy aid helps recipient states’ institutional frameworks, it cannot be taken for granted that
this aid also supports accountability between citizens and politicians. Polity assigns its most
democratic score when stable, secular political groups compete for and win office without
resort to coercion or disruption (Marshall & Jaggers 2010). Likewise, Freedom House indices
address political repression, freedom of assembly, press freedom, and other political and civil
rights.
These common measures do not capture well subversions of political accountability. Voters, themselves, can and do use formal institutions in ways that subvert electoral accountability, for example casting ballots in exchange for particularistic benefits such as patronage
jobs or clientelistic benefits (Kitschelt 2000).6 Quid pro quo exchanges for votes are a particularly troublesome as these practices turn the traditional notion of accountability on its
head (Stokes 2005, Nichter 2008). Indeed, incumbent politicians can formally respect political and civil rights (à la Freedom House and Polity) while using patronage, targeted pork,
or private side-payments to build electoral coalitions.
A noteworthy exception to the reliance on such indices is the study by Dietrich & Wright
(2015). They show (among other things) that democracy aid helps consolidate ostensibly
competitive elections. Despite the importance of multiparty elections for accountability, their
presence does not preclude that the aforementioned deficiencies still characterize systems
with multiparty elections. (See also Bader & Faust (2014, p. 579).) Conversely, even
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heavily rigged multiparty elections may exhibit patterns of accountability (Miller 2015).
Simply put, prior articles fail to tell us whether democracy aid helps accountability because
their measures capture poorly ethnic voting, vote buying, etc.

Importance of Accountability
We argue that a more fundamental test of the performance of democracy assistance is to
look for a connection with political accountability. Two theoretical linkages are important.
First, increases in citizens’ capacity to monitor and hold politicians accountable for their
performance must have the potential to generate and sustain democratic accountability. And
second, activities financed by democracy assistance should increase voters’ capacity both to
monitor politicians and to hold them accountable. We begin with establishing the former by
drawing on recent theoretical work. We address the latter with a closer look at the activities
financed through democracy assistance and their effects.

Accountability via monitoring
Setting the right bar for a test of democracy aid’s effectiveness inevitably requires contemplating long-running fundamental debates over democracy’s cornerstones and their ontogeny
(see Müller 2011). Our argument draws upon Fearon’s (2011) and Svolik’s (2013) theoretical
work to motivate accountability’s importance to democratic government. These models work
differently from one another and do not touch on any form of aid. We use their commonalities to reach insights with respect to the role democracy aid plays in fostering accountability
and accountability’s independent role in democracies.7 We briefly review the core of each
model, then argue which parameters in each we believe are affected by democracy aid.
In Svolik’s (2013) model of politics, incumbent politicians decide whether to appropriate
public funds for their private purposes or to work on behalf of citizens who decide whether to
bother monitoring politicians. If they do, they rationally condition vote choices on economic

5

performance, impelling incumbents to forgo rents and work on behalf of citizens. After all,
if politicians act like scoundrels, monitoring voters will see it and oust them. If incumbents
expect citizens will not monitor, it becomes more attractive to extract rents. Svolik shows
how citizens’ beliefs about politicians’ seeking rents generate positive feedback: the more
politicians think they are monitored, the more likely they work for citizens. As a result, citizens continue to monitor and vote based on performance. Democracy survives and matures
when citizens monitor politicians and vote accordingly because it leads to stable accountability relationships between citizens and rationally responsive politicians. Crucially for us,
easier citizen monitoring enables a state to arrive at and maintain this equilibrium.
Fearon’s (2011) model leads to similar insights via a different route. He sees elections as
focal points resolving citizens’ coordination problem in credibly threatening rebellions, which
keeps regimes in check. In the main equilibrium, elections are held, incumbents step down
when they lose, and citizens vote based on incumbent performance and credibly threaten
to rebel if election outcomes are not honored. This outcome is supported by the existence
of opposition parties, NGOs, or other actors who inform citizens about incumbents and
advertise electoral fraud. A trustworthy source of information ensures incumbents hold and
honor elections because the high cost of rebellions is avoided by alternation in office. In
short, elections are likelier to be consequential as the informational environment becomes
richer.
These models’ insights about the sources of democratic stability complement one other.
Fearon’s allows us to predict that increasing quality of information makes elections more
meaningful in the sense that losers actually step down. Svolik takes this for granted and
focuses on citizens’ decisions to monitor politicians and vote based on performance. They
arrive at the same point: more information and monitoring makes politicians more likely to
be held efficaciously accountable. This result complements a larger literature arguing that
the stability of virtually all forms of political organization rests on adequate information
shared by the many principals vis-à-vis their few agents (see Myerson 2008).
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How Democracy Aid Informs Citizens
We think of democracy aid as a tool that helps citizens be informed, lowering their costs to
monitor politicians. Such subsidies entail that monitoring happens more and more effectively,
thereby triggering the mechanisms by Fearon and Svolik. Conceptually and later empirically,
we include all sources of such funds, regardless whether provided by donor countries, foundations, or international organizations. While our perspective about democracy aid comes from
the monitoring part of the theories, this definition is close to the common uses of the democracy aid subset of all aid (see Carothers & De Gramont 2011, Nielsen & Nielson 2010, Gibson,
Hoffman & Jablonski 2015, Dietrich & Wright 2015, Jones & Tarp 2016).8
While there is agreement on what comprises democracy aid, we also need to substantiate
that these funds inform citizens as we assume. We focus on three mechanisms by which
democracy aid can inform people and thus lower citizens’ costs of monitoring politicians.
Availability of information. Aid can help information reach voters via many pathways.
Most organically, it can support a vibrant civil society with the capacity to provide information about the political process (Fearon 2011, pp. 1682–1683). Aid can also aim to
strengthen public bureaucracies’ capacity and transparency, which can ensure voters can
access information about incumbents’ activity. For example, Capuno & Garcia (2010, pp.
636–639) show that a Philippine government initiative to disseminate local government performance information prompted increased local political participation, indicating that the
initiative indeed impacted citizens’ information levels.
Further, many aid projects directly target voters with information (Finkel 2003, Finkel
& Smith 2011, Conroy-Krutz 2012). The effectiveness of such direct information campaigns
at actually informing voters has been shown through field experiments in contexts as diverse
as Mali (Gottlieb 2016, p. 151), Mexico (Chong, L. De La O, Karlan & Wantchekon 2015,
p. 63), Georgia (Driscoll & Hidalgo 2014, p. 3), Pakistan (Gine & Mansuri 2011, p. 37),
Uganda (Humphreys & Weinstein 2012, p. 26), Cambodia (Hyde & Lamb 2015, p. 37),

7

Mozambique (Aker, Collier & Vicente 2016), and others (for example, James 2011, p. 408).9
We thus assume that funds for civil society, improvement of public administration, and
direct targeting of voters all enrich the information environment and thereby lower citizens’ monitoring costs. Concrete examples of similar projects are found in our own data
(Tierney, Nielson, Hawkins, Roberts, Findley, Powers, Parks, Wilson & Hicks 2011). These
include: an Irish funded program in Timor-Leste in 2009 helping civil society organizations
promote good governance through monitoring, advocacy, and education; a United Kingdom
program in Iraq in 2004 supporting the design of political institutions and enabling citizen
participation in political and electoral processes; or Australian aid to Papua New Guinea in
2007 strengthening economic management and improving governance – in particular, public
institutions’ integrity.
Equipped and motivated populace. Certain democracy aid-funded activities aim to prepare
and mobilize voters to engage in the political process, participate in political parties, or
take part in other forms of political activism, all of which are manifestations of monitoring
politicians. As we have argued, knowledgeable citizens have the capacity to form and express
political preferences and therefore may be more inclined to treat their vote as an instrument
for achieving these ends rather than as a commodity. Relatedly, if increased information is
to be useful, voters must also express and act on political demands. Such mobilization has
come to be recognized as among the most promising and successful applications of democracy
assistance (Carothers & De Gramont 2011, Finkel 2002).
We also consider projects targeting state institutions as an indirect means by which
democracy aid helps citizens be informed. As citizens interact with public administration,
they learn to access services and obtain information, boosting impressions of their own
efficacy (Soss 1999, Bruch, Ferree & Soss 2010, Campbell 2012, Moynihan, Herd & Rigby
2016). These help citizens’ capacity to monitor. A feedback emerges in which citizens who
access public services are likelier to register and vote, attend community meetings, and even
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protest more frequently. Research by MacLean (2011) shows that this individual behavior
feedback is pronounced in rural areas of sub-Saharan Africa, despite that these regions face
more acute poverty and low education.
Examples of programs in our data include: a 2006 program funded by the U.S. in BosniaHerzegovina encouraging youth political activism; another in Cameroon in 2009 to promote
youth involvement in democracy and good governance; or a 2001 Australian program in
Cambodia promoting democratic values and observance of human rights.
Democratic alternatives. Common recipients of democracy aid projects are opposition political parties and NGOs. The existence of civil society organizations articulating and advocating policy alternatives and opposition parties vying for election promote the idea that
voting can be a choice between political programs, with incumbents’ performance on the
one hand and opposition parties and their policies on the other. As these actors engage
publicly with each other, citizens learn about incumbents’ (wrong-)doings and can hold
them accountable. Consider, for example, a 2009 United States program strengthening the
leadership skills of emerging party leaders in Ecuador, Mexico, and Peru.
Based on this review, we assume democracy aid projects make it easier for citizens to be
informed and to keep watch over politicians. Several studies affirm that we can expect these
actually bring about what we assume. Section B in the appendix examines in great detail
the composition of the commonly used democracy aid measure, which we will also use below,
and validates that it addresses informational issues. Via Fearon and Svolik’s arguments, we
anticipate that democracy aid strengthens electoral accountability in recipient states. In the
next sections, we provide evidence for this hypothesis.

9

Research Design
Before introducing the variables and data, we review the necessary tasks. First, we must operationalize accountability conceptually, which we do via the economic vote, the phenomenon
that incumbents typically suffer electorally from economic downturns. To this end, we need a
sample of elections, a measure of how incumbents fare in elections, an indicator for economic
performance, and the level of democracy aid which we expect to condition the relationship
between the former two measures. We regress incumbent electoral performance on the state
of the economy, the amount of democracy aid a country received, and these variables’ interaction. This reveals how the magnitude of the economy’s estimated effect on electoral
outcomes covaries with democracy assistance.
Economic voting is a useful starting place for studying accountability cross-nationally
because economic performance and electoral fortunes are comparable across countries, and
voting based on the economy is theoretically and empirically well understood. Consistent
with the logic of performance voting we have described, voters use economic outcomes to
learn about incumbents’ unobserved competence to manage the economy in the future (Duch
& Stevenson 2008, Alesina, Roubini & Cohen 1997). This process contrasts with subversions of democratic institutions in which leaders purchase votes, coerce them, or gain them
by ethnic loyalties. Therefore, systematic evidence that democracy aid is associated with
increased economic voting is a sign that voters are seeking greater accountability.10
Establishing a measure of economic voting requires addressing incumbent electoral performance and the state of the economy. Using the National Elections Across Democracy and
Autocracy (NELDA) dataset (Hyde & Marinov 2012), we obtain all national legislative and
executive elections since 1975.11 Countries included in the analysis are developing countries
in Latin America, Africa, Central and Eastern Europe, and Asia.12 Using these data, we
test our expectation about the effect of democracy aid on accountability on a sample of 383
executive and 747 legislative elections in 114 developing countries between 1975 and 2010.
NELDA provides two measures capturing incumbent electoral performance. Since our
10

theoretical perspective does not favor one over the other, we report results using both. First,
we use Incumbent Party Loss. A loss in legislative elections implies that the party associated
with the country’s incumbent chief executive lost its majority or plurality in the chamber and
is either excluded from government or found its role reduced to the point that the election is
widely considered a loss. A loss in executive elections indicates the incumbent party either
lost or did not contest the election. Second, we use Opposition Vote Gain, indicating whether
the opposition increased its share of legislative seats or won executive office.13 We focus on
political party electoral performance throughout to ensure comparability between legislative
and executive elections.14
Our interest in economic voting is based on the implied accountability scenario: incumbents may lose control of government when economic performance is poor. This interest
in substantive outcomes leads us to use country-level macroeconomic variables to capture
citizens’ perception of economic performance. Using macroeconomic indicators coupled with
actual election outcomes sets the right bar for testing our theoretical expectations, namely
that democracy assistance boosts political leaders’ incentive to maintain good economic
performance because their actions are under greater scrutiny.
An alternative measure of economic performance might use surveys of individuals’ perceptions of the economy and self-reported support for incumbents (Duch & Stevenson 2008).
Voters’ expressed preferences merit attention, but in our sample of weakly democratic countries we can neither take for granted that survey responses reliably indicate eventual vote
choices (while they are indicative of protesting for democracy as Brancati (2014) demonstrates), nor even that actual vote choices lead to consequences for incumbents. This means
that relying on individual-level data sets a lower bar for empirical tests. Evidence that
democracy aid makes individual vote intentions more sensitive to economic performance
would be a positive signal of aid’s impact on demands for accountability, but we could not
conclude that democracy aid impacts actual accountability without evidence that electoral
outcomes are affected.15 Furthermore, macro-level outcomes are of genuine theoretical in-
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terest because they are of primary concern to incumbents and policymakers themselves. For
our accountability story to work, leaders must anticipate tangible electoral consequences
following poor economic outcomes.
Given our theoretical understanding of economic voting, it is important that individual
economic perceptions correlate with our measure of economic performance, which Brancati
(2014) shows that they do. An ideal economic indicator satisfies two criteria. First, it
measures an aspect of the economy that catches voters’ attention, whether through media
attention, input from other sources about economic performance, or direct personal experience. Second, our indicator must be reasonably free of short-run pre-election manipulation
by government. We believe the most reasonable proxy is economic growth rates. Worsening economic growth is bound to mean lower wages or rents, which voters should observe
and can interpret as a signal of poorer economic management and therefore less competent
leadership.16
The economic voting literature also uses unemployment to measure economic performance. There are misgivings about using unemployment for our purposes. First, economic
voting is about incumbent competence. Low unemployment in aid-receiving countries likely
says little about incumbent competence, as aid-dependent recipients inflate state employment through increased spending (Remmer 2003), which can be particularly tempting when
aid inflows jump prior to elections (Faye & Niehaus 2012). Surveys also show that our
preferred macro-level indicator relates to individual economic perceptions, whereas unemployment rates do not (Tverdova 2011).17 We thus favor economic growth to proxy economic
perceptions; data on annual GDP growth per capita come from World Bank (2012).
We take data on democracy aid from Tierney et al. (2011), which records aid projects
funded by more than 80 donor entities. We classify as democracy aid all projects whose purpose contributes to informing citizens and lowering their costs of monitoring politicians. We
therefore aggregate projects addressing aspects of democratic practices, civil society activity,
corruption, and good governance. Specifically, we use foreign aid for “Government and Civil
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Society” (purpose codes between 15000 and 15999) and aid supporting non-governmental
organizations (92010, 92020, and 92030). The former categories cover projects targeting
recipients’ legal and judicial institutions, civil service, tax infrastructure, community participation in government, grassroots organizations, free flow of information, and election quality.
The latter captures projects supporting non-governmental organizations. These categories
of aid speak to our contention that democracy assistance facilitates citizens’ monitoring of
politics in general and of incumbents specifically.18
Data on foreign aid are commitments with unknown disbursement schedules tending to
span years. To account for time-delay effects, we average over four years of aid commitments
prior to each election.19 Further, we adjust democracy aid to a per-capita basis and discount
changes at higher levels by a square-root adjustment. Specifically, we define DemAidi,t =
q P
DemAidi,t−k
4
1
, with i denoting recipient countries and t years.20 Population data
k=1 Population
4
i,t−k

come from World Bank (2012).
With the sample and three main variables introduced, we explain how we estimate the
economic vote. Fundamentally, the economic vote is an unobservable quantity which we
must calculate from a statistical model relating economic performance to electoral outcomes.
Specifically, we simulate how extensive incumbent “punishment” would be in an election
given a specific history of democracy aid and other influences. Like Duch & Stevenson
(2008), we calculate the change in the probability of a negative election outcome for the
incumbent given a decline in economic growth. For the main text, we focus on a collapse
from +3% to −3% growth, a relatively common year-to-year occurrence in our data.21 Since
our interest lies in how such growth dips vary under different inflows of democracy aid, we
need an interactive setup. Our basic specification relating either binary election outcome
(yi,t ) to economic growth per capita (gi,t ), and DemAidi,t is,

P r [yi,t = 1|·] = FC [aj + β1 gi,t + β2 DemAidi,t + β3 (gi,t × DemAidi,t ) + xi,t γ] ,
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where xi,t captures additional covariates included to address inferential issues, discussed
shortly. Subscript i indexes elections and t year of observation. FC (·) is the cumulative
density function of the Cauchy distribution which we use as the link function between the
linear predictor and the probability parameter in the Bernoulli distribution. This gives us
a more robust (i.e. less susceptible to outliers) model for a binary outcome. To account
for intra-country correlation across elections, we use bootstrapped clustered standard errors
(Harden 2011).
Using this statistical model and suppressing subscripts, we formally define the economic
vote as

EV [DemAid = z] ≡ P r [y = 1|g = −3%, DemAid = z] − P r [y = 1|g = +3%, DemAid = z]

for different levels z of (square root) democracy aid-per-capita averaged over several years.
Specifically, all substantive results compare some tiny average inflow of democracy aid-percapita ($0.25 per capita; about the first tritile of democracy aid’s empirical distribution)
with an inflow of $5 per person (roughly the third quartile). We expect EV [DemAid = 5]
to be greater than EV [DemAid = 0.25].
Democracy aid allocations are obviously not random and likely correlate with factors
contributing to economic voting. We address confounding in various steps. We first outline
a narrow set of covariates that, from our reading of the literatures on economic voting and on
foreign aid, make up the minimal set of observables sufficing to address confounding (Pearl
2000). That is, we only include variables that existing literature indicates causally affect
economic voting and (democracy) aid provision.22 Leveraging the best knowledge currently
available, we consider this our main specification. Later and continuing in appendix, we
systematically probe robustness under numerous alternative assumptions.
For the main specification, we first account for effects of changes in regime type. In
particular, Hariri (2015) shows that countries in early stages of democratization receive
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substantially more foreign aid from Western donors and that this explains why democratizing
countries grow faster. Given his arguments, being in the early stages of democratization
confounds the relationship we study. Donors often give democracy aid on “autopilot” when
encountering democratization (Carothers 2015), and democratization, if successful, should
enhance accountability. Therefore, we calculate a dummy variable from Przeworski et al.’s
(2000) data (ACLP, henceforth) that takes on a one for countries in their first five years of
democratization, i.e. in any of the previous five years, the country went from autocracy to
democracy and remains a democracy (Hariri 2015).
Second, GDP-per-capita addresses that richer societies are more stable, stand to experience less pressure to increase accountability, and thus have lower chances of reverting to
authoritarianism once democratic (Przeworski et al. 2000). Furthermore, political economy
models of foreign aid allocation point out that richer recipients are more expensive to buy
off (Bueno de Mesquita & Smith 2009a). Data come from World Bank (2012).
Third, we account for average economic growth across rich developed countries. These
states provide the vast bulk of foreign aid worldwide and tend to shrink aid during economic
downturns (see Pallage & Robe 2001, Heinrich, Kobayashi & Bryant 2016). Further, scholarship on accountability argues that economic performance in newly and weakly democratic
countries is often judged against rich states’ economies (Whitten & Palmer 1999, Kayser
& Peress 2012). To this end, we include average GDP-per-capita growth rates of the main
(OECD) donor states.
Fourth, we include an indicator for ongoing civil wars. During such times, governments
tend to have less restraint vis-à-vis citizens and should more easily ignore demands for
increased accountability (Besley & Persson 2011). Research on foreign aid demonstrates
that donors step up aid when recipients experience civil wars (Brück & Xu 2012). We take
this indicator variable from Sarkees & Schafer (2000).
Lastly, much research shows that donors behaved differently during and after the Cold
War, affecting not only foreign aid levels (Fleck & Kilby 2010, Bermeo 2016) but also its
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democracy aid counterpart (Scott & Carter 2016). In the same vein, norms of democratic
governance have spread since the Cold War so that governments face pressure to create a
semblance of accountability (Müller 2011). Thus, we include an indicator variable for the
Cold War.23

Results
Executive elections
DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth
Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.47
[ 0.10, 0.85]
-0.07
[-0.15, 0.01]
0.04
[-0.07, 0.16]

0.42
[ 0.14, 0.70]
-0.06
[-0.11, 0.00]
0.05
[-0.02, 0.12]

0.22
[ 0.04, 0.40]
-0.02
[-0.04, 0.01]
-0.04
[-0.09, 0.01]

0.23
[ 0.04, 0.41]
-0.04
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.01
[-0.02, 0.04]

0.20
[-1.00, 1.40]
0.57
[ 0.12, 1.01]
0.16
[ 0.01, 0.31]
0.13
[-0.65, 0.92]
-0.11
[-1.96, 1.75]
-5.92
[-9.75, -2.10]

-0.16
[-1.07, 0.75]
0.40
[ 0.09, 0.70]
0.08
[-0.05, 0.21]
0.42
[-0.20, 1.05]
0.70
[-0.91, 2.31]
-4.18
[-6.67, -1.69]

-0.16
[-1.05, 0.74]
0.24
[ 0.06, 0.42]
0.07
[-0.06, 0.19]
-0.64
[-1.18, -0.10]
-0.10
[-1.46, 1.25]
-2.72
[-4.21, -1.23]

-0.23
[-0.80, 0.33]
0.28
[ 0.11, 0.44]
0.03
[-0.05, 0.11]
-0.47
[-0.82, -0.11]
0.33
[-0.89, 1.55]
-2.19
[-3.48, -0.91]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table 1: Coefficients for main models. Each regression is a Bernoulli-Cauchit model.
Coefficients are the mean of the across five imputed datasets. The 95% confidence intervals
are in brackets which were computed using the cluster-bootstrap.

Each column in Table 1 provides coefficients from a Bernoulli-Cauchit models by combinations of outcome measure and election type. The key variables are democracy aid/capita,
economic growth, and their interaction. However, due to the interactions, non-linearity of
the Cauchit binary model, and the fact that our quantity of interest (economic vote) is
defined as the difference between two non-linear functions, the magnitudes of effects are
difficult to discern. Therefore, we forego examining the statistical significance of coefficients
entirely and instead investigate whether differences of quantities on the scale of interest
matter (King, Tomz & Wittenberg 2000).
Our empirical quantity of interest is the effect of economic circumstances on incumbent
16

electoral performance and how democracy aid conditions this. We take 1, 000 parametric
bootstrap draws and calculate the effect of worsening economic circumstances on the probability the dependent variable occurs. That is, we calculate and compare EV [DemAid = 0.25]
and EV [DemAid = 5] as defined above while marginalizing over the empirical distributions
of all control variables (Hanmer & Ozan Kalkan 2013).
Economic vote (growth declines from 3% to −3%)
Incumbent party loss in executive elections

Incumbent party loss in legislative elections

Opposition vote gain in executive elections

Opposition vote gain in legislative elections

0.25

0.20

0.15

Economic vote at $5of democracy aid

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.25

0.20

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00
−0.04

0.00

0.04

0.08

−0.04

0.00

0.04

0.08

Economic vote at $0.25 of democracy aid

Figure 1: Hexagonally binned scatterplots of economic vote simulations; growth
collapses from +3% to −3%. Panels show when the economic vote when democracy aidper-capita is $0.25 (x-axis) and when it is $5 (y-axis). Points are gathered in hexagonal bins
(15 in each direction); darker bins include more points, lighter fewer. Panels correspond to
models in Table 1.

Figure 1 depicts the 1,000 simulations of our main results from the models in Table 1 in
hexagonally binned scatterplots. Panels show the simulated economic vote under low ($0.25
per capita; x-axis) and high democracy ($5; y-axis) aid-per-capita for different elections
(rows) and measures of incumbent electoral performance (columns). Simulations are gathered in hexagonal bins to ease interpretation, with darker shaded hexagons indicating more
17

points. Bins above the diagonal indicate a larger economic vote with greater democracy
aid-per-capita, supporting our hypothesis. Consider first the upper left panel, simulating
executive elections under the Incumbent Party Loss outcome. When democracy aid is low,
the economic vote centers near zero, indicating essentially no electoral consequences (on
average) for incumbents when economic growth saps from +3% to -3%. However, along
the y-axis, when democracy aid is at $5 per capita, we estimate an average economic vote
around 15 percentage points. That is, the same growth decline increases the probability that
incumbent parties lose power by about 15 percentage-points.
The other three panels show roughly similar results for Opposition Vote Gain as the
electoral measure and for legislative elections. While some economic voting occurs under
low democracy aid in legislative elections (right column), there is also some negative economic voting for our second measure in executive elections (bottom left). Regardless of the
economic vote under low democracy aid, the economic vote becomes sizable as democracy
aid increases to $5 per capita. No simulated outcomes fall in hexagonal bins that are near
either the horizontal nor the diagonal lines, signifying (respectively) that the economic vote
is positive at $5 per capita and greater than at $0.25 per capita. These results solidly support our prediction: greater democracy aid helps political accountability in the form of the
economic vote.

Robustness
We want to further examine alternative specifications to probe robustness our results. Specifically, these address potential concerns about donors’ allocation choices for democracy assistance, regional patterns, regime type, entrenchment and power of the incumbent regime,
donors’ parochial interests behind foreign aid, another measure for political institutions,
dropping the square-root transformation, and changing the time over which some variables
are averaged. We examine robustness relying on calculations analogous to those in Figure 1
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and show the corresponding graphs in Figure A.7 in the appendix; all tables of coefficients
are in Section A in appendix.
Alternative institutions. For the main analyses, we relied on the ACLP democracy measure
to calculate the democratization controls. We check robustness by using Polity instead
(Marshall & Jaggers 2010). We follow Hariri (2015) and code democratization when an
autocracy (Polity score < −6) changes to either anocracy (−6 ≤ Polity ≥ 6) or democracy
(Polity > 6) in any of the previous five years and the country remains non-autocratic.
Economic voting estimates using Polity remains essentially unchanged.
Square root. We transformed democracy aid by its square root to capture possible declining
marginal effects. If this transformation is not applied, the economic vote’s estimated size at
higher levels of democracy aid declines slightly.
Regime entrenchment. Another concern is that powerful and entrenched regimes may more
easily resist demands for accountability. We proxy this idea by three variables. First, many
studies suggest that fungible foreign aid has insulating effects for regimes (Morrison 2009,
Bueno de Mesquita & Smith 2009b). We use per capita average budget support to proxy
this, averaged over the same years as democracy aid, and transformed by its square root.
Data come from Tierney et al. (2011) again. Second, ruling governments staff government
offices with family members and cronies. The longer the current regime has been in place,
the more such allies it could place, and thus might be more resistant vis-à-vis demands for
greater accountability. From Beck, Clarke, Groff, Keefer & Walsh (2001), we use the (square
root) tenure of the current incumbent party. Third, governments fearing electoral backlash
might spend money as bribes and on lavish projects (Shi & Svensson 2006), undercutting
citizens’ holding the regime accountable. Hyde & O’Mahony (2010) show that such spending
before elections is curbed when the International Monetary Fund monitors a country. We
account for this by including a dummy when the country has any IMF agreement, using data
19

by Dreher (2006). Results remain largely unchanged when including these three variables.
Democracy aid dynamics. As laid out earlier, research on democracy aid allocation is scant
relative to the aid allocation literature. Here, we consider three ways to capture how bureaucrats in aid agencies may provide funds to potential recipient states.
First, we consider the spatial dimension of democratization as political changes in one
country may diffuse to neighbors (Gleditsch & Ward 2006, Huntington 1993). We suspect,
thus, that bureaucrats in aid agencies may infer a country’s propensity to democratize from
regional events. We proxy this idea via two variables. First, we calculate region-average
growth of GDP per capita (excluding growth in the country itself), as growth rates are
important for accountability and for regime stability. Similarly, we generate a crude proxy
predictor for the outcome of each country’s next election by averaging Incumbent Party Loss
or Opposition Vote Gain over the past four years across executive and legislative elections
in all countries in the region, excluding the country holding the election. Second, we repeat
this analysis replacing the election prediction proxy with the share of countries in the region
undergoing the first five years of democratization. Last, while we believe these ideas about
donor bureaucrats are reasonable, another approach is to capture these priorities indirectly.
Carothers suggests that democracy aid allocation is often running on “autopilot.” An indirect
way to capture which countries are important for democracy promotion to all donors is to
include a long-ago lag of democracy aid.24 If there is something peculiar to a country
that makes it attract democracy aid (and not just in the short run), then a long-ago lag
of democracy aid will pick this up. Then, the effects of previously used democracy aid
and growth variables are purged off these country idiosyncrasies. Therefore, we include the
(square root of) democracy aid per capita five years prior to the election. We take this
idea a step further by also measuring how important a region is (excluding the particular
country) in terms of democracy aid five years ago. The idea is that if a region is important
(ie. received much democracy aid per capita), then the particular country might also be.
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Economic voting estimates from statistical models using our three additional covariate
sets again show little change in the outcome of interest.
Donor interest. It is common wisdom that donors’ selfish interests drive (much) of foreign
aid (Bueno de Mesquita & Smith 2009a, Heinrich 2013). To more fully account for such
factors, we proxy political and economic interests that donors may have in recipients. First,
we rely on the well-established fact that donors fund their former colonies (Alesina & Dollar
2000), including a dummy for whether a country used to be either a British or a French
colony. Second, we cover trade interests by controlling for the trade openness of the recipient
country (World Bank 2012). Third, geographic distance is a well-established proxy for
spheres of interest in general (Schumpeter 1942) and in foreign aid (Boschini & Olofsgård
2007). Therefore, we use the smallest geographic distance to the UN Security Council’s
permanent members (P5) (Gleditsch & Ward 2001). Last, political ideological alignment
between recipient and powerful states matters. We proxy this by taking the mean minimum
UN General Assembly ideal-point distance between the recipient and the P5 states (Bailey,
Strezhnev & Voeten 2017). The inclusion of these variables do not change our results.
Regions. As an alternative specification for regional dynamics (see Democracy aid dynamics), we include region dummies. Once again, results stay very similar.
Regime types. Perhaps, our results are confounded by effects from regime type on accountability and democracy aid. To check for this, we control for the Polity2 score (Marshall
& Jaggers 2010) as well as for different kinds of authoritarian regimes. Specifically, these
latter are captured by dummies for personalist and single-party regimes (Geddes, Wright &
Frantz 2014). Figure A.7 confirms that the results stay very similar.
Averaging time periods. Lastly, we probe the results by varying the time periods over
which we average democracy aid. We have used four years throughout, but without theoret-
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ical justification. Results remain unchanged using either three or five years to average the
democracy aid.
Whereas many additional approaches to account for alternative causal mechanisms fail
to undermine our main results, they are unlikely to work independently. Following suggestions by Glynn & Quinn (2013), we estimate all possible models using our two samples and
two outcome measures under alternative modeling assumptions, mimicking Leamer-bounds.
If under every distinct specification results mirror our main finding, we ought to be more
confident in our findings. Section E in the appendix provides greater detail on this exercise. Below, Figure 2 shows that the changes in the economic vote across the 96 model
specifications for each of our four cases.25
Economic voting across all models

Economic vote at $5 of democracy aid/capita

Incumbent party loss in executive elections

Incumbent party loss in legislative elections

Opposition vote gain in executive elections

Opposition vote gain in legislative elections
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0.00
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0.10

−0.05

0.00
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Draws with increase in
economic voting: 99.1%
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−0.05

0.00
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−0.05
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0.10

Economic vote at $0.25 of democracy aid/capita

Figure 2: Economic Voting under all Model Specifications. The figure is constructed
analogously to Figure 1, relying on all 384 estimated models.

Conclusion
Accountable government is the central promise of democracy. Not only have many scholars
viewed accountability as the benchmark for democratic government (Barro 1973, Ferejohn
1986, Powell 2000), but more recent theories of democracy see functioning accountability
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as the key factor stabilizing the institutions of democratic government (Fearon 2011, Svolik
2013).26
Parties in less consolidated democracies often compete for office by trading particularistic
benefits for political support. Linkages of this nature between voters and political leaders
can insulate incumbents to the negative electoral effects of poor performance and misbehavior, thereby undermining democracy’s central promise. Our results provide evidence that
democracy assistance successfully encourages democratic accountability.
Our finding is important for several reasons. First, democracy aid’s positive effect on
democracy goes deeper than supporting democracy’s institutional edifice. It also supports
the goal at the heart of democratic principles: making government accountable to citizens.
Thus, not only does democracy aid work, but it works for the “right” reasons. Second, we
thereby confirm that successful democracies are not solely a set of institutions or rights, but
require that citizens behave such that politicians are held accountable (Powell 2004).
Finally, our theoretical argument and supportive results suggest a mechanism by which
democracy aid is successful at stabilizing democratic institutions: aid supports accountability, which ensures the long term health of democratic governments. Our results take a
first step in testing this by demonstrating the link between democracy aid and one type of
accountability while carefully controlling for institutions.
This raises important questions for future research. Does democracy aid support democratic institutions absent functioning accountability? Which features of aid projects or
recipient states make democracy aid more effective at catalyzing and supporting electoral
accountability? After all, some prior research suggests that democracy aid is not effective at
spurring institutions in some cases (Bosin 2012, Cornell 2013, Savage 2017). And, what are
the micro-level processes underlying the macro-level association between democracy aid and
accountability? Several field experiments in highly contested countries attest to aspects of
attitudinal and some behavioral changes, but we do not know whether these (smoothly) aggregate up to the national level and to the extent to which they generalize. Our study finds
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results consistent with an affirmative and optimistic answer. However, Brancati (2014) reports that one (presumably) intermediate outcome (pro-democracy protests) are not affected
democracy aid. Future research should focus more on the mechanisms.
Our findings are encouraging for proponents of democracy assistance, as we demonstrate that the relationship between a key measure of performance – the economy – and
the electoral performance of incumbent parties is strengthened as recipient states receive
more democracy aid. The mechanisms by which aid brings about accountability voting are
the subject of further research to solidify our understanding of democracy aid’s effects on
citizens’ expectations about accountability, assessments of incumbents and challengers, and
attitudes toward democratic institutions.
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Notes
1

We use “democracy aid” and “democracy assistance” synonymously.

2

Notwithstanding, Bosin (2012), Cornell (2013), and Savage (2017) report relatively rare

circumstances in which the general pattern does not hold. Further, Gershman & Allen
(2006) provide a narrative of the challenges facing democracy aid, and Bush (2014) suggests
(some U.S.) democracy aid is actually not aiming at changing recipients’ polities. Overall
though, the general finding stands.
3

See also Carnegie & Marinov (2017).

4

Diamond, Plattner & Schedler (1999) might call it “standard vertical accountability.”

5

For the main part of the the analysis, we define worsening economic performance as

a drop in GDP per capita growth from 3% to -3%. Section C demonstrates the effect
magnitudes of alternative choices.
6

Clientelism is by no means the only such alternative to democratic accountability; see

Chandra (2004), Birnir (2007), and Conroy-Krutz (2012).
7

Arguments similar to ours appear in Poast & Urpelainen (2015) and Hyde & Mari-

nov (2014). These studies are about effects of international organizations on democratic
consolidation and election monitoring on post-election protests, respectively.
8

It is a bit more inclusive than definitions used by some (for example, Kalyvitis & Vlachaki

2010, Scott & Steele 2011, Savage 2017) and dramatically more so compared to research on
electoral assistance (von Borzyskowski 2016), which is a small subset of activities of interest
to us. Given our focus on factors influencing citizens’ capacity and inclination to monitor
politicians, we consider an inclusive definition most appropriate.
9

The entailing behavioral effects of these interventions vary. Some evidence links direct

information to shifts toward accountability voting (for example, Gottlieb 2016, Aker, Collier
& Vicente 2016), which is most closely in line with our expectations. Other studies find an
impact on vote intention and opinions (for example, James 2011, Humphreys & Weinstein
2012, pp. 24–25), and others identify depression in voter turnout (for example, Chong
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et al. 2015, p. 65). We find only one study with no evidence of effects of direct information
campaigns. However, that intervention involved focused on improving children’s education
and actually featured no political content in the treatment (Lieberman, Posner & Tsai 2014,
pp. 75–76).
10

Our choice of economic voting is no absolute yardstick for accountability. Cross-national

differences in economic voting arise from various institutional and economic differences even
among developed democracies (Powell & Whitten 1993, Duch & Stevenson 2008). Thus, it
is not the case that more economic voting always implies more accountability. Rather, we
expect that more democracy aid is associated with more economic voting in general across
our sample of countries, over time, and net of relevant cross-national differences.
11

Our data begin in 1970, leaving out the first five years to construct lagged measures as

discussed later.
12

Countries joining the European Union are dropped from the point of their respective

accessions as further EU transfers no longer count as development aid. Further, we retain
executive elections only where executives hold some policy-making power, identified via as
presidential systems (Beck et al. 2001). Figure A.9 in appendix shows all included elections.
13

Since Opposition Vote Gain only accounts for opposition gains, it generally matches the

Incumbent Party Loss in executive elections. Exceptions include cases like Raila Odinga’s
loss in Kenya’s 2007 presidential elections due to apparent fraud, or the independent Alberto
Fujimori’s win in Peru’s 1990 presidential elections. The former is an opposition gain despite
being an official win for the incumbent, while the latter was no gain for the opposition despite
the incumbent’s loss.
14

Importantly, economic voting occurs in states with heterogeneous political systems and

varying exposure to global economic trends, even where top elected officials may bear relatively little real responsibility for economic outcomes. Obfuscating factors, such as institutions limiting policy makers’ discretion or economic globalization, diminish the magnitude
of but do not eliminate economic voting (Duch & Stevenson 2008, Alcañiz & Hellwig 2011).
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Thus, we assume that when citizens have the capacity and inclination to engage in accountability voting, they have sufficient knowledge to process information about the economy.
15

The literature on economic voting has used macroeconomics indicators; see Powell &

Whitten (1993), Tucker (2006), and Roberts (2008).
16

Since scholarship has failed to show robustly that aid boosts economic growth, good

economic growth should reflect sound management and is not just an artifact of receiving
additional aid before elections (Faye & Niehaus 2012).
17

Brancati (2014) reports actual and perceived unemployment as well as growth do cor-

relate. Furthermore, missing unemployment data is rampant in our samples (roughly 60%,
depending on subsample) while it is minor for economic growth. We plot the extent of
missingness by variable in Figure A.8 in appendix.
18

These match the aid purpose codes used in the literature (for example Gibson, Hoffman

& Jablonski 2015, Jones & Tarp 2016), even though some omit the NGO support categories
(Kalyvitis & Vlachaki 2010, pg. 216). However, NGO support is minuscule compared to
funding for “Government and Civil Society”. See Section B for a longer justification that
these purpose codes commonly used to calculate democracy aid closely match our theory’s
view of democracy aid.
19

See Finkel, Pérez-Liñán & Seligson (2007), Clemens, Radelet, Bhavnani & Bazzi (2012),

and Dietrich & Wright (2015).
20

See Figure A.2 description in appendix.

21

See Section C in the appendix. We also examine alternative approaches for how to

model the decline in growth. The qualitative aspects of our results remain identical while
the size of the effects naturally varies with the size the percentage-point decline in growth.
22

Literature addressing democracy aid allocations is small. The little that we know is

centered on electoral assistance (von Borzyskowski 2016), a small subset of democracy aid,
and on delegational characteristics of democracy aid by one particular U.S. democracy promoter (Bush 2014). Scott & Steele (2005, 2011) and Scott & Carter (2016) focus on U.S.
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democracy promotion exclusively. Thus and following Nielsen & Nielson (2010), we rely on
insights from work on general foreign aid allocation.
23

We used multiple imputation to account for missingness using Amelia (Honaker & King

2010). See Section F in appendix for details.
24

Glynn & Quinn (2013) suggest that a lag of the main predictor is a too-little-used

approach to probe robustness of causal effects.
25

Table A.1 in the appendix at the end of the article also gives insight in how model

specification choices affect the estimated size of the economic vote.
26

In the appendix, we engage in a discussion of whether our results are inconsistent with

the assumption that government (rationally) wish to stay in power. We argue for three
reasons that this would constitute an erroneous critique.
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Alcañiz, Isabella & Timothy Hellwig. 2011. “Who’s to Blame? The Distribution of Responsibility in Developing Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science 41:389–411.
Alesina, Alberto & David Dollar. 2000. “Who gives foreign aid to whom and why?” Journal
of Economic Growth 5(1):33–63.
Alesina, Alberto, Nouriel Roubini & Gerald D. Cohen. 1997. Political Cycles and the Macroeconomy. The MIT Press.
Alvarez, R.Michael, Jonathan Nagler & Jennifer R Willette. 2000. “Measuring the relative
impact of issues and the economy in democratic elections.” Electoral Studies 19(23):237–253.
Askarov, Zohid & Hristos Doucouliagos. 2013. “Does aid improve democracy and governance? A meta-regression analysis.” Public Choice 157(3-4):601–628.
Bader, Julia & Jörg Faust. 2014. “Foreign Aid, Democratization, and Autocratic Survival.”
International Studies Review 16(4):575–595.
Bailey, Michael A, Anton Strezhnev & Erik Voeten. 2017. “Estimating dynamic state preferences from United Nations voting data.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 61(2):430–456.
Barro, Robert J. 1973. “The control of politicians: an economic model.” Public choice
14(1):19–42.
Beck, Thorsten, George Clarke, Alberto Groff, Philip Keefer & Patrick Walsh. 2001. “New
Tools in Comparative Political Economy: The Database of Political Institutions.” The
World Bank Economic Review 15(1):165–176.
Bermeo, Sarah Blodgett. 2016. “Aid is not oil: Donor utility, heterogeneous aid, and the
aid-democratization relationship.” International Organization 70(1):1–32.
Besley, Timothy & Torsten Persson. 2011. Pillars of Prosperity. Princeton University Press.
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Ex. elections, incumbent party loss
Parl. elections, incumbent party loss
Ex. elections, opposition vote gain
Parl. elections, opposition vote gain
Use polity
Don’t use square root
Regime power variables
DA; elections variables
DA; democratization variables
DA; process variables
Donor interest variables
Regime type
Regions
3 year averages
5 year averages
R2
Adj. R2
Num. obs.
RMSE

Difference in economic vote
0.13
[0.12; 0.14]
0.08
[0.07; 0.08]
0.14
[0.13; 0.14]
0.10
[0.09; 0.11]
0.00
[−0.00; 0.01]
−0.03
[−0.03; −0.03]
−0.01
[−0.01; −0.00]
−0.00
[−0.01; 0.00]
−0.00
[−0.01; 0.01]
0.01
[0.01; 0.02]
−0.01
[−0.02; 0.00]
−0.04
[−0.04; −0.03]
−0.01
[−0.02; −0.01]
−0.01
[−0.01; −0.00]
−0.02
[−0.02; −0.01]
0.97
0.97
384
0.02

Table A.1: Size of difference in economic vote and modeling choices. We regress
the mean difference in the economic vote between $0.25 and $5 democracy aid per capita
obtained from a specific model specification on variables capturing the model choices. Confidence intervals come from 1,000 non-parametric bootstrap iterations. Intercept omitted.
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A.1

A
A.1

Regression tables

Robustness check: using Polity
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (Polity)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.47
[ 0.08, 0.87]
-0.07
[-0.15, 0.02]
0.04
[-0.08, 0.16]

0.41
[ 0.14, 0.68]
-0.06
[-0.12, 0.01]
0.05
[-0.02, 0.13]

0.25
[ 0.05, 0.45]
-0.02
[-0.05, 0.02]
-0.03
[-0.09, 0.02]

0.25
[ 0.06, 0.44]
-0.04
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.02
[-0.02, 0.05]

0.22
[-1.02, 1.46]
0.57
[ 0.15, 0.98]
0.16
[ 0.01, 0.30]
0.14
[-0.64, 0.92]
-0.08
[-1.04, 0.88]
-5.92
[-9.47, -2.38]

-0.11
[-1.05, 0.84]
0.39
[ 0.07, 0.72]
0.07
[-0.05, 0.19]
0.42
[-0.16, 1.01]
0.03
[-0.75, 0.81]
-4.10
[-6.73, -1.48]

-0.24
[-1.28, 0.79]
0.26
[ 0.06, 0.46]
0.07
[-0.05, 0.19]
-0.61
[-1.21, -0.02]
0.60
[-0.02, 1.21]
-2.98
[-4.61, -1.35]

-0.23
[-0.79, 0.33]
0.29
[ 0.13, 0.45]
0.03
[-0.04, 0.10]
-0.46
[-0.87, -0.04]
0.56
[ 0.10, 1.03]
-2.39
[-3.62, -1.15]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.2: Robustness check: using Polity. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.2

A.2

Robustness check: using 5-year averages
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.41
[ 0.04, 0.77]
-0.05
[-0.12, 0.01]
0.03
[-0.06, 0.13]

0.39
[ 0.09, 0.69]
-0.05
[-0.11, 0.01]
0.06
[-0.02, 0.13]

0.24
[ 0.07, 0.42]
-0.02
[-0.05, 0.01]
-0.04
[-0.09, 0.01]

0.23
[ 0.03, 0.43]
-0.03
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.01
[-0.03, 0.04]

0.22
[-0.99, 1.43]
0.56
[ 0.12, 0.99]
0.14
[ 0.00, 0.28]
0.11
[-0.60, 0.82]
-0.24
[-2.24, 1.75]
-5.75
[-9.45, -2.05]

-0.14
[-1.10, 0.81]
0.39
[ 0.11, 0.68]
0.07
[-0.05, 0.19]
0.43
[-0.17, 1.03]
0.62
[-1.05, 2.29]
-4.12
[-6.47, -1.77]

-0.15
[-1.02, 0.72]
0.24
[ 0.04, 0.44]
0.07
[-0.06, 0.19]
-0.64
[-1.29, 0.01]
-0.10
[-1.38, 1.18]
-2.77
[-4.40, -1.14]

-0.24
[-0.85, 0.38]
0.28
[ 0.09, 0.46]
0.03
[-0.04, 0.11]
-0.47
[-0.86, -0.07]
0.34
[-0.91, 1.59]
-2.20
[-3.63, -0.78]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.3: Robustness check: averaging across five years. For details, see caption
to Table 1.

A.3

A.3

Robustness check: not using square root transformation
Executive elections

DA/Capita
DA/Capita x Growth
Growth
Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.12
[ 0.02, 0.23]
-0.02
[-0.05, 0.01]
0.01
[-0.05, 0.08]

0.12
[ 0.04, 0.20]
-0.02
[-0.04, 0.00]
0.03
[-0.02, 0.08]

0.03
[-0.01, 0.07]
0.00
[-0.01, 0.01]
-0.04
[-0.08, 0.00]

0.03
[-0.03, 0.09]
-0.01
[-0.02, 0.00]
0.00
[-0.03, 0.03]

0.17
[-1.02, 1.36]
0.54
[ 0.15, 0.94]
0.16
[ 0.01, 0.30]
0.08
[-0.60, 0.76]
-0.08
[-1.97, 1.81]
-5.46
[-8.73, -2.19]

-0.23
[-1.06, 0.61]
0.38
[ 0.11, 0.64]
0.09
[-0.05, 0.24]
0.36
[-0.16, 0.88]
0.67
[-0.97, 2.31]
-3.78
[-5.90, -1.67]

-0.20
[-1.11, 0.71]
0.20
[ 0.01, 0.40]
0.06
[-0.06, 0.18]
-0.73
[-1.34, -0.12]
-0.10
[-1.45, 1.25]
-2.25
[-3.72, -0.78]

-0.27
[-0.88, 0.34]
0.24
[ 0.07, 0.41]
0.02
[-0.06, 0.09]
-0.54
[-0.91, -0.17]
0.32
[-0.63, 1.27]
-1.71
[-3.05, -0.38]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.4: Robustness check: not using squareroot transformation. For details,
see caption to Table 1.

A.4

A.4

Robustness check: including regime power
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Global Budget Support (sqrt)
Party Tenure (sqrt)
Under IMF program
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.39
[-0.05, 0.84]
-0.07
[-0.16, 0.02]
0.04
[-0.06, 0.14]

0.36
[ 0.08, 0.63]
-0.05
[-0.13, 0.02]
0.05
[-0.02, 0.13]

0.14
[-0.07, 0.35]
-0.02
[-0.06, 0.02]
-0.03
[-0.09, 0.02]

0.15
[-0.05, 0.35]
-0.04
[-0.07, -0.01]
0.01
[-0.02, 0.05]

0.02
[-1.20, 1.25]
0.57
[ 0.15, 0.99]
0.14
[-0.06, 0.33]
0.15
[-0.62, 0.92]
-0.17
[-2.18, 1.84]
0.06
[-0.11, 0.24]
-0.38
[-0.71, -0.05]
-0.07
[-0.86, 0.72]
-4.75
[-8.78, -0.71]

-0.29
[-1.24, 0.67]
0.43
[ 0.10, 0.76]
0.06
[-0.11, 0.22]
0.51
[-0.17, 1.19]
0.57
[-1.41, 2.55]
0.06
[-0.11, 0.22]
-0.21
[-0.48, 0.06]
0.18
[-0.45, 0.80]
-3.87
[-6.69, -1.05]

-0.36
[-1.34, 0.63]
0.29
[ 0.06, 0.52]
0.05
[-0.08, 0.19]
-0.54
[-1.14, 0.06]
-0.05
[-1.12, 1.02]
0.08
[-0.06, 0.22]
-0.35
[-0.57, -0.13]
0.00
[-0.46, 0.47]
-2.13
[-4.03, -0.24]

-0.34
[-1.02, 0.33]
0.30
[ 0.09, 0.50]
0.01
[-0.07, 0.10]
-0.43
[-0.84, -0.01]
0.32
[-0.76, 1.41]
0.05
[-0.09, 0.19]
-0.17
[-0.30, -0.03]
0.07
[-0.32, 0.47]
-1.81
[-3.55, -0.06]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.5: Robustness check: including variables on regime’s power. For details,
see caption to Table 1.

A.5

A.5

Robustness check: democracy aid allocation (prior elections)
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth
Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Election outcome (lagged, spat. lag)
Growth (spat. lagged)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.48
[ 0.11, 0.86]
-0.07
[-0.14, 0.01]
0.05
[-0.05, 0.15]

0.41
[ 0.14, 0.69]
-0.05
[-0.11, 0.01]
0.06
[-0.02, 0.13]

0.24
[ 0.03, 0.46]
-0.03
[-0.06, 0.01]
-0.02
[-0.08, 0.04]

0.26
[ 0.09, 0.44]
-0.04
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.02
[-0.02, 0.05]

0.17
[-0.98, 1.33]
0.41
[-0.10, 0.92]
0.15
[-0.01, 0.31]
0.30
[-0.65, 1.24]
-0.06
[-1.80, 1.68]
2.34
[-1.11, 5.79]
-0.09
[-0.22, 0.04]
-5.45
[-9.08, -1.81]

-0.30
[-1.35, 0.74]
0.25
[-0.12, 0.62]
0.12
[-0.04, 0.27]
0.47
[-0.28, 1.22]
0.48
[-1.30, 2.25]
2.20
[-0.48, 4.89]
-0.07
[-0.18, 0.05]
-4.12
[-6.72, -1.52]

-0.19
[-1.06, 0.68]
0.19
[-0.04, 0.41]
0.06
[-0.05, 0.18]
-0.46
[-1.15, 0.22]
-0.02
[-1.26, 1.21]
1.43
[-0.17, 3.03]
-0.04
[-0.12, 0.04]
-2.79
[-4.62, -0.97]

-0.27
[-0.94, 0.40]
0.26
[ 0.11, 0.42]
0.04
[-0.03, 0.12]
-0.41
[-0.80, -0.01]
0.35
[-0.72, 1.43]
0.58
[-0.48, 1.65]
-0.02
[-0.07, 0.03]
-2.41
[-3.72, -1.11]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.6: Robustness check: including variables on DA allocation; regional
election outcomes. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.6

A.6

Robustness check: democracy aid allocation (democratization)
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth
Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Democratization (spat. lag, ACLP)
Growth (spat. lagged)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.48
[ 0.11, 0.86]
-0.06
[-0.14, 0.02]
0.05
[-0.05, 0.15]

0.44
[ 0.16, 0.72]
-0.06
[-0.11, -0.01]
0.07
[ 0.00, 0.14]

0.22
[ 0.02, 0.42]
-0.02
[-0.05, 0.02]
-0.02
[-0.08, 0.03]

0.23
[ 0.04, 0.42]
-0.03
[-0.06, 0.00]
0.01
[-0.02, 0.05]

0.19
[-1.09, 1.46]
0.54
[ 0.12, 0.95]
0.18
[ 0.02, 0.34]
-0.02
[-0.76, 0.71]
0.00
[-2.12, 2.11]
-1.44
[-7.82, 4.94]
-0.09
[-0.22, 0.05]
-5.55
[-9.09, -2.02]

-0.18
[-1.02, 0.65]
0.41
[ 0.10, 0.72]
0.13
[ 0.00, 0.27]
0.27
[-0.36, 0.91]
0.68
[-0.96, 2.32]
-0.67
[-5.18, 3.85]
-0.07
[-0.18, 0.04]
-4.24
[-6.77, -1.70]

-0.18
[-1.08, 0.72]
0.22
[ 0.03, 0.41]
0.06
[-0.05, 0.18]
-0.64
[-1.21, -0.07]
0.00
[-1.21, 1.22]
-2.80
[-7.56, 1.95]
-0.06
[-0.14, 0.02]
-2.39
[-3.95, -0.82]

-0.24
[-0.90, 0.42]
0.28
[ 0.11, 0.45]
0.03
[-0.05, 0.11]
-0.43
[-0.82, -0.05]
0.39
[-0.61, 1.38]
-1.42
[-3.44, 0.59]
-0.03
[-0.08, 0.02]
-2.12
[-3.40, -0.84]
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Table A.7: Robustness check: including variables on DA allocation; regional
democratization. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.7

A.7

Robustness check: democracy aid allocation (donor process)
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth
Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
DA/Capita (lagged 5 yrs, sqrt)
DA/Capita (lagged 5 yrs, spat. lag, sqrt)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.45
[ 0.07, 0.82]
-0.07
[-0.15, 0.02]
0.05
[-0.08, 0.17]

0.41
[ 0.12, 0.71]
-0.07
[-0.12, -0.02]
0.06
[-0.01, 0.13]

0.21
[-0.01, 0.44]
-0.02
[-0.06, 0.01]
-0.02
[-0.07, 0.03]

0.17
[-0.05, 0.40]
-0.04
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.01
[-0.02, 0.04]

0.19
[-1.12, 1.49]
0.56
[ 0.15, 0.97]
0.14
[ 0.00, 0.29]
0.11
[-0.65, 0.86]
-0.13
[-1.93, 1.67]
0.03
[-0.24, 0.29]
-0.01
[-0.47, 0.45]
-5.77
[-9.33, -2.20]

-0.18
[-1.13, 0.77]
0.42
[ 0.15, 0.69]
0.10
[-0.01, 0.21]
0.36
[-0.40, 1.13]
0.70
[-1.02, 2.42]
0.02
[-0.14, 0.18]
-0.02
[-0.43, 0.39]
-4.32
[-6.60, -2.03]

-0.29
[-1.25, 0.67]
0.23
[ 0.02, 0.43]
0.03
[-0.10, 0.16]
-0.87
[-1.51, -0.24]
0.09
[-1.24, 1.42]
0.06
[-0.12, 0.23]
-0.27
[-0.61, 0.06]
-2.17
[-3.81, -0.53]

-0.23
[-0.94, 0.48]
0.27
[ 0.11, 0.43]
0.03
[-0.06, 0.11]
-0.44
[-0.87, -0.01]
0.40
[-0.58, 1.39]
0.09
[-0.09, 0.26]
0.02
[-0.19, 0.22]
-2.17
[-3.45, -0.89]

383
78

383
78

747
114

747
114

Table A.8: Robustness check: including variables on DA allocation; proxying
donors’ focus. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.8

A.8

Robustness check: inclusion of “donor interests”
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Democratization (ACLP)
Cold War
Colony (France, UK)
P5 capital distance (min)
P5 UN voting (min)
Trade openness
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.42
[ 0.07, 0.76]
-0.08
[ -0.17, 0.00]
0.05
[ -0.07, 0.16]

0.45
[ 0.14, 0.77]
-0.06
[-0.14, 0.01]
0.06
[-0.03, 0.15]

0.25
[ 0.05, 0.44]
-0.03
[-0.07, 0.00]
-0.03
[-0.08, 0.03]

0.23
[ 0.05, 0.41]
-0.04
[-0.08, -0.01]
0.02
[-0.02, 0.06]

0.08
[ -1.20, 1.35]
0.44
[ -0.07, 0.96]
0.16
[ 0.02, 0.29]
-0.16
[ -2.12, 1.80]
0.08
[ -0.89, 1.04]
-1.03
[ -2.24, 0.18]
0.00
[ -0.62, 0.62]
-0.31
[ -1.48, 0.86]
0.00
[ -0.01, 0.01]
-4.36
[-10.72, 1.99]

-0.27
[-1.18, 0.63]
0.34
[-0.06, 0.74]
0.08
[-0.07, 0.23]
0.46
[-1.67, 2.59]
0.44
[-0.29, 1.16]
-0.58
[-1.47, 0.31]
-0.01
[-0.43, 0.41]
-0.37
[-1.44, 0.71]
-0.01
[-0.02, 0.00]
-2.87
[-7.49, 1.76]

-0.32
[-1.08, 0.45]
0.21
[-0.02, 0.44]
0.07
[-0.05, 0.20]
-0.12
[-1.13, 0.89]
-0.56
[-1.18, 0.06]
-0.93
[-1.51, -0.34]
0.00
[-0.20, 0.20]
0.15
[-0.50, 0.79]
0.00
[-0.01, 0.00]
-2.11
[-4.78, 0.56]

-0.33
[-0.96, 0.29]
0.30
[ 0.12, 0.49]
0.03
[-0.05, 0.10]
0.29
[-0.89, 1.47]
-0.54
[-0.94, -0.15]
-0.17
[-0.56, 0.23]
0.00
[-0.10, 0.11]
0.05
[-0.46, 0.55]
0.00
[-0.01, 0.00]
-1.94
[-3.74, -0.14]
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383
78
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747
114

Table A.9: Robustness check: including variables on donor interests. For details,
see caption to Table 1.

A.9

A.9

Robustness check: inclusion of region dummies
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Southeast Asia
Middle East/ North Africa
Latin America
Central/ Eastern Europe
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.33
[ -0.03, 0.70]
-0.06
[ -0.14, 0.02]
0.03
[ -0.09, 0.14]

0.29
[ 0.01, 0.57]
-0.05
[-0.12, 0.02]
0.05
[-0.04, 0.14]

0.25
[ 0.07, 0.44]
-0.03
[-0.07, 0.00]
-0.03
[-0.08, 0.02]

0.16
[-0.02, 0.35]
-0.04
[-0.07, 0.00]
0.01
[-0.02, 0.05]

0.41
[ -0.71, 1.54]
0.22
[ -0.69, 1.12]
0.12
[ -0.06, 0.30]
-0.05
[ -1.03, 0.93]
-0.34
[ -2.38, 1.71]
-1.27
[ -4.18, 1.65]
-0.18
[ -3.25, 2.88]
1.35
[ -0.45, 3.15]
0.28
[ -1.91, 2.47]
-3.66
[-10.11, 2.78]

-0.16
[-1.03, 0.71]
0.18
[-0.30, 0.66]
0.06
[-0.11, 0.23]
0.29
[-0.55, 1.12]
0.53
[-1.61, 2.67]
-0.23
[-1.93, 1.48]
-0.62
[-3.71, 2.47]
0.94
[-0.18, 2.05]
-0.03
[-1.30, 1.23]
-2.69
[-6.03, 0.65]

-0.22
[-1.06, 0.62]
0.14
[-0.16, 0.44]
0.07
[-0.06, 0.21]
-0.57
[-1.16, 0.01]
-0.17
[-1.43, 1.09]
0.41
[-1.63, 2.45]
0.13
[-1.06, 1.31]
0.91
[ 0.14, 1.68]
0.85
[ 0.05, 1.65]
-2.53
[-4.68, -0.39]

-0.27
[-0.96, 0.42]
0.17
[-0.04, 0.38]
0.02
[-0.06, 0.10]
-0.56
[-0.97, -0.16]
0.25
[-0.84, 1.34]
0.07
[-0.74, 0.89]
0.24
[-0.47, 0.95]
0.63
[ 0.03, 1.24]
0.14
[-0.47, 0.75]
-1.49
[-2.92, -0.05]
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Table A.10: Robustness check: regions dummies. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.10

A.10

Robustness check: inclusion of regime type measures
Executive elections

DA/Capita (sqrt)
DA/Capita (sqrt) x Growth
Growth

Civil War
GDP/Capita (log)
Growth (OECD)
Cold War
Democratization (ACLP)
Personalist dictatorship
Single-party dictatorship
Democracy (Polity)
Intercept

Observations
Countries

Legislative elections

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

Incumbent party loss

Opposition vote gain

0.24
[-0.11, 0.60]
-0.07
[-0.15, 0.01]
0.04
[-0.09, 0.17]

0.23
[-0.06, 0.52]
-0.06
[-0.13, 0.01]
0.06
[-0.02, 0.14]

0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
-0.02
[-0.06, 0.03]
-0.04
[-0.12, 0.03]

0.05
[-0.11, 0.21]
-0.04
[-0.08, 0.00]
0.02
[-0.02, 0.05]

1.10
[-1.24, 3.45]
-0.13
[-0.49, 0.23]
0.12
[-0.05, 0.29]
0.78
[-0.67, 2.23]
-0.20
[-2.91, 2.50]
-0.21
[-2.16, 1.73]
-0.51
[-2.37, 1.34]
0.45
[ 0.11, 0.80]
-3.06
[-6.77, 0.66]

0.27
[-1.51, 2.06]
-0.13
[-0.51, 0.24]
0.06
[-0.13, 0.25]
2.03
[ 0.25, 3.81]
1.24
[-1.61, 4.08]
-0.47
[-1.71, 0.77]
-0.41
[-2.34, 1.51]
0.29
[ 0.11, 0.47]
-1.45
[-4.24, 1.34]

0.24
[-0.97, 1.44]
-0.08
[-0.38, 0.22]
0.08
[-0.06, 0.23]
-0.17
[-0.74, 0.41]
-0.14
[-1.78, 1.50]
-0.44
[-1.64, 0.75]
-1.11
[-2.30, 0.07]
0.21
[ 0.07, 0.34]
-0.92
[-3.13, 1.29]

-0.45
[-1.16, 0.27]
0.04
[-0.13, 0.22]
0.06
[-0.06, 0.19]
-0.29
[-0.75, 0.18]
0.42
[-1.07, 1.91]
-0.97
[-1.61, -0.34]
-0.72
[-1.15, -0.28]
0.09
[ 0.05, 0.13]
-0.04
[-1.50, 1.41]

383
78

383
78

747
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747
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Table A.11: Robustness check: regime types. For details, see caption to Table 1.

A.11

B

Composition of democracy aid

Our theory assumes that democracy aid informs citizens. As argued in the text, democracy
aid has many ways for achieving this. In this section, we take the standard purpose codes
of foreign aid that are used to construct democracy aid data and examine how well the
components to this measure comport with our specifically information-centric view. If the
routinely used democracy aid purpose codes were at odds with our conceptualization, our
operationalization would be inappropriate.
Figure A.1 breaks down the composition of our democracy aid per capita data by purpose codes from Tierney et al. (2011). Along the x-axis is the share of aid volume in the
data for each purpose code (which are shown on the y-axis). The dots denote the shares
across the entire data set. By far the vast bulk of democracy aid is comprised of funds
for policy planning and management, helping government and civil society, administration,
participation, and legal development. These fundamentally contribute to the informational
environment for citizens as we lay out in detail in our section “How Democracy Aid Informs
Citizens.”
What are the titular purposes of democracy aid components whose names suggest that
they might be least applicable to our conceptualization? These purposes, which we call the
“debatables”, are denoted by the light grey dots. These cover funds for peace building,
land mine clearing, etc. Yet, even among those “debatables”, many projects fund and push
policies and goals that fall under the conceptualization of democracy aid. We consider many
of these by randomly reading descriptions of individual projects as available in the AidData
website. Below, we give several as illustrative examples of “debatable” nominal purposes
under the democracy aid headline which nonetheless should contribute to the informational
environment. (The numbers in parentheses are the corresponding AidData ID #.)
• Civilian peace-building, conflict prevention and resolution and Conflict prevention and
A.12

●

Economic and development policy/planning

●

Government and civil society

●

Government administration

●

Public sector financial management

●

Democratic participation and civil society

●

Legal and judicial development

●

Civilian peace−building, conflict prevention and resolution

●

Reintegration and SALW control

●

Security system management and reform

●

Human rights

Land mine clearance

●

Public finance management

●

Post−conflict peace building (UN)

●
●

Elections

Women's equality organisations and institutions

●

Decentralisation and support to subnational govt.

●

Conflict prevention and resolution, peace and securitys

●

Media and free flow of information

●

Legislatures and political parties

●

Anti−corruption organisations and institutions

●

Child soldiers (prevention and demobilisation)

●

Free flow of information

●
0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

Share of total democracy aid/ capita

Figure A.1: Composition of democracy aid/capita. The figure gives the shares of
each purpose across the democracy aid/capita in our data. Grey dots denote the purposes
which are titularly “debatable” with regard to them boosting information.

resolution, peace and security. Projects under this headline address issues of trust
and cooperation of previously fighting entities. Several projects seek to foster trust
through exchanges and collaboration, activities that are fundamentally about mutual
understanding which is intrinsically an informational endeavor. See programs such
as Peace and Reconciliation process (906000469936), including community participation in designing police legislation (906000411039), mapping of tensions in communities (906000415341), training Somali youth leaders for conflict prevention initiatives
(906000460465).
A.13

• Post-conflict peace building (UN). Projects are helping NGOs stay secure (906000341414),
raising awareness for justice procedures (906000801513), and providing funds for legal
proceedings (906000695853). Each of these help with transparency (legal proceedings)
and facilitate NGOs doing their work. We consider these to be information enhancing.
• Land mine clearance. Projects aim to: enhance the capacity and sustainability of government agencies connected to the management, planning, prioritization, coordination,
and quality control of mine clearance work (14984047); build capacity of the national
landmine victim assistance program, develop the national database of persons with
disabilities, and strengthen community based rehabilitation programs (95230200); or
strengthen the capacity of the government to assure the security and access of the population to mine-infested areas (50104242). Each of these support government capacity
and professionalism, which we consider to be important contributors to transparency
and factors enabling citizens to access government benefits and services.
• Reintegration and small arms and light weapons control. Example projects aim to
increase the participation of children, young people and women in a discussion and
analysis process about the problem of small arms proliferation and the effect of them
on people (50029029); or improve the professional skills of ex-combatants, youths and
adults, build the institutional capacities of the public agencies and NGOs involved
in reintegration efforts, and inform and sensitize the communities (2410683). These
activities build government capacity and at the same time invite and empower citizens
to discuss and analyze community problems—improving the availability of information
and equipping and motivating citizens to express preferences.
Therefore, we think that many of these are appropriately part of our information-centric
conceptualization. For the projects that might fall outside our conceptualization, we note
that these volumes are all very small compared to the rest of democracy aid that more
directly and obviously connects with our arguments. The “debatable” purposes make up nine
A.14

percent of total funds per capita, not all of which is clearly outside of our conceptualization.
Our measure is surely not perfect, but to a tremendous degree matches what we need.
It is actually remarkable that the democracy aid that others have compiled without having information in mind matches our conceptualization. This overlap further helps with
the cumulation of knowledge that comes from using similar operationalizations of concepts
(democracy aid).

A.15

C

Operationalizing the economic vote

The economic vote is defined as the first difference in probability of electoral punishment
when growth declines. In our study, we differentiate the magnitudes for when democracy aid
per capita is high and low. Of course, the two levels of democracy aid and how to construct
the decline in economic growth are arbitrary. This section puts our main choice in the text
in context and probes alternatives. For the main analysis, we use a change from +3% to
−3% in growth rates and democracy aid per capita of $0.25 and $5.

C.1

Democracy aid per capita

Let’s tackle the latter first. Figure A.2 gives the empirical cumulative densities for democracy
per capita for executive (left) and legislative elections (right) observations in our data. The
x-axes give the percentiles and the y-axis the corresponding level of democracy aid per
capita. The differently grey-shaded lines depict different times periods for averaging.
Our two choices for democracy aid per capita are $0.25 and $5 which occupy (roughly)
the 32nd and 77th percentiles. Unlike growth changes (see below), this pair of values does not
need to occur in our data for the same country within close proximity in time. Our claim is
not that swiftly increased democracy aid will lead to accountability; after all, we average it
over several years on theoretical grounds. Rather, our comparison is between the effects of
a collapse in growth under different circumstances. That said, we also do not want to pick
highly unusual cases for the circumstances. Had we picked comparing democracy aid at the
minimum and maximum, the magnitudes of our results would be grossly misrepresentative
of usual cases. We think that $0.25 and $5, the 32th and 77th percentiles, provide simple yet
relative representative choices.
To illustrate the monotonicity of our results, we replicate our main figure from the
manuscript (Figure 1) while using a lower level for the higher level of democracy aid. SpecifA.16

Overview of democracy aid by country
Executive Elections

Legislative Elections

Democracy Aid/Capita

250

Periods
100

3 Periods
4 Periods
5 Periods

50
25
10
5
1

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Percentile

Figure A.2: Democracy Aid/Capita. Each panel graphs the democracy aid/capita
against the corresponding percentiles. The left panel does this for the sample of executive
elections, the right one for legislative elections. Each line reflects the different number of
past periods used to average the democracy aid.

ically, we retain the $0.25 for the lower democracy aid and contrast it with $2.50. Figure
A.3 shows the results. As we should anticipate, effect sizes are smaller than those reported
using the higher level of democracy aid per capita.

C.2

Decline in economic growth

Turning to the growth rates, let’s first examine whether our choice is unusual given the data.
Our assessments of the economic vote are counterfactual simulations given the estimated
statistical model. As counterfactuals cannot be observed, we turn to year-to-year changes in
growths rates. If our choice of comparison is highly unusual compared to actually occurring
within-changes, our results would seem rather artificial. Figure A.4 plots the year-to-year
changes in economic growth rates in our data set. The top row shows hexagonally binned
scatterplots with the lagged growth rate on the x-axis and the contemporaneous one along
the y-axis. Darker hexagons indicate that more observations occur there. The left-hand
panels show the entire sample, the right-hands panels omit all Central/ Eastern European

A.17

Economic vote (growth declines from 3% to −3%)
Incumbent party loss in executive elections

Incumbent party loss in legislative elections

Opposition vote gain in executive elections

Opposition vote gain in legislative elections

0.15

Economic vote at $2.50of democracy aid

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00
−0.04

0.00

0.04

0.08

−0.04

0.00

0.04

0.08

Economic vote at $0.25 of democracy aid

Figure A.3: Hexagonally binned scatterplots of economic vote simulations;
growth collapses from +3% to −3%. Panels show when the economic vote when democracy aid-per-capita is $0.25 (x-axis) and when it is $2.50 (y-axis). Figure is constructed
analogously to Figure 1.

countries.27
In the figure, the round dot with an arrow pointing toward it denotes the (+3%, −3%)
case which we use in the main body of the data. From the figure, it is obvious that is a
year-to-year change that is relatively frequently observed. The dot occurs somewhat near
the highest density region. To see this better, we take the area encased in the rectangle and
only plot that part of the respective top panels. These give the bottom row of panels. This
highlights how usual our (+3%, −3%) case is among all observed within-changes of growth.
While our choice for growth pairs is not unusual among all year-to-year changes, these
latter changes are more encompassing than our target population. As the economic vote
is defined as a decline in growth, Figure A.4 also included cases in which growth actually
increased. Figure A.5 gives the histogram of all declines in growth observed in the data.
The entire sample is shown on the left, and to right after dropping the Central/Eastern
European cases. We see that the drop by six percentage-points, which our (-3%, 3%) pair
A.18

Entire sample

No Central/Eastern Europe

Count of cases
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Change in growth

Figure A.5: Year-to-year negative changes in economic growth.
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Figure A.6: Economic Voting under alternative definitions. The figure is constructed analogously to Figure 1.

corresponds to our four cases. In each, the x-axis gives the size of the percentage-change in
growth, and the y-axis the size of the economic vote. The black vertical lines and dots give
the economic vote for $5 of democracy aid per capita, the grey ones for $0.25. As expected,
the economic vote exists (ie. is positive) for all cases with the higher democracy aid. Further,
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the difference between the two cases shrinks as the magnitude of the percentage-point change
declines.
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D
Incumbent party loss in executive elections

Robustness Checks

Incumbent party loss in legislative elections

Opposition vote gain in executive elections

Opposition vote gain in legislative elections

Use Polity
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No square root

0.2

0.1

0.0

Regime power

0.2

0.1

0.0

DA allocation;
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Figure A.7: Robustness vis-à-vis alternative specifications. Panels are analogous to
those in Figure 1; rows separate distinct robustness checks.
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E

Comprehensive Robustness Check

Figure 2 and A.1 in the article rely on 4 × 96 models which span the space from the many
robustness check options. Specifically, these are:
• 3, 4, and 5 year averages (3 different model choices);
• legislative and executive elections (2);
• Incumbent Party Loss and Opposition Vote Gain (2);
• Use of square-root transformation (2);
• Inclusion of regime power variables, inclusion of donor interest variables; use of any
of the three democracy aid allocation considerations; inclusion of regime type (Polity
and autocracy-type dummies); inclusion of regional dummies (6);
• Use of Polity or ACLP (2).
These factors give us 3 × 2 × 2 × 2 × 8 × 2 = 384 estimated models (times the number of
imputations). Figure 2 in the article gives the estimate analogous to Figure 1 after pooling
the respective 96 models.
To understand the variation in magnitudes of economic votes better, we calculate for
every of the estimated models the mean change in the economic vote, subtracting the economic vote at $0.25 from the economic vote at $5 of democracy aid. Then, we regress these
on indicators for the corresponding model specification that was used. The results from a
regression of these models’ mean estimates on dummies for the model features are shown in
Table A.1. We omit the intercept so that the models from Table 1 are captured by the first
four dummies whereas the others capture departures from them.
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The regression highlights the changes resulting from the modeling choices in a straightforward manner. In executive elections and using the Incumbent Party Loss measure, the
economic vote difference is 14 percentage points under our main model specification (ie. all
other dummies are set to zero.) It is of similar size when looking at the Opposition Vote
Gain. The parliamentarian elections have levels of 8–10 percentage-points.
Some of our additional model specifications engender noteworthy changes on these mean
outcomes. First, if we do not use the square root transformation, then the change is about
three percentage points smaller. Given the sizes of the baseline estimates, even this does not
amount to much change. Second, controlling for regions reduces the effects by about two
percentage-points. Third, the regime type controls shrink the estimates by four percentagepoints.

A.24

F

Multiple Imputations

We address issues of data missing data by using multiple imputation (Honaker & King 2010).
Figure A.8 shows the pattern of missingness for our predictors. The light gray dots indicate
a variable’s missingness in the sample of legislative elections, the dark gray dots in the
sample of executive elections. Except for the unemployment variable, which is shown here
for illustrative reasons and is not included in any models, most variables have minor to
moderate missingness.
Whereas our samples are defined by elections, which do not (necessarily) occur annually,
all other variables are available annually. Further, one would suspect that the population,
GDP, Polity, etc. would have (likely smooth) temporal trends. Following the approach by
Honaker & King (2010), we wish to make use of this trend information. Further, we included
regional economic growth rates and GDP/capita to add additional information to help the
imputation.
Therefore, we first create a large country-year dataset for every year for every country in
the data. This allows us to use the trends in the data to more credibly impute the missing
values. For each of the subsequent analysis, we drop the observations that are not of the
sample (i.e. those that are not election years for the particular type of election in the model),
carry out our estimations, and then combine the estimates across the imputations.
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Figure A.8: Missingness of Covariates and by (Sub-)Samples. The black dot denotes
the fraction of missing values for each covariate when looking at the full raw data. The darker
gray and the lighter gray dots indicate the missingness for our sample of executive and
legislative elections, respectively. The unemployment variable is listed here as a reference;
it is excluded from the multiple imputation.
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H

Irrational incumbents that accept democracy
aid?

We wish to address a theoretical quandary suggested by our results: if receiving more democracy aid makes it more likely that incumbents lose office when the economy performs badly,
why would rational incumbents accept such aid? After all, it is a widely accepted assumption that incumbents wish to keep power. We advance three arguments that this critique
would be erroneous.
First, accepting democracy aid is often a sign of good faith vis-à-vis donors. Recipient regimes might with good reason let democracy aid projects unfold, which may bear no
fruit for years, in order to continue receiving considerably larger amounts of other aid. For
example, Indonesia under Suharto and Kazakhstan under Nazarbayev allowed democracy
aid into their countries while receiving considerably larger inflows of other aid (see Scott &
Steele 2011). In particular, donors politically aligned with the recipient are wont to help the
recipient regime with economic aid as elections approach (Faye & Niehaus 2012). Sizable
immediate cash inflows may be more salient than distant effects of democracy aid. Evidence
corroborating this comes from Dietrich in the domain of health aid (Simone Dietrich 2011.
“The politics of public health aid.” World Development 30(1):55–63). She argues aid recipients support the effectiveness of health aid projects in order not to alienate donors, securing
access to larger sums of other foreign aid. We suspect something similar might operate for
democracy assistance; future research should address this.
Second, though democracy aid may raise the risk of losing office if economic growth
shrinks, this impact is unlikely to be felt when recipients accept democracy aid. Awareness
campaigns, civic education, transparency reforms, and the like may not have noticeable effects for years. Therefore, accepting democracy assistance now is unlikely to be consequential
immediately, only proving a threat if the economy tanks. It merits repeating that our results
do not suggest a regime’s utility is automatically lower when accepting more democracy aid.
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We find that when economic growth shrinks it is likelier to be ousted. Last, Fearon (2011)
points out that it may be in incumbents’ interest to allow credible sources of independent
information to develop. This allows for an equilibrium with intra-elite collusion but lower
odds of violence, benefiting incumbents and citizens. In short, the notion that democracy
aid leads to greater odds of losing power under economic downturns is not inconsistent with
the fact that recipients could reject foreign aid and that incumbents seek to maintain power.
Consider this also from an empirical perspective. Some preliminary work suggests regimes
are more likely to reject democracy aid and interfere with foreign subsidies as they fear for
survival. Christiansen & Weinstein offer this correlation, and Carothers (2015, p. 68) asserts
the same (Darin Christiansen & Jeremy M Weinstein 2013, “Defunding Dissent”, Journal of
Democracy 24(2):77–91). Neither rigorously analyzes the phenomenon. If this relationship
holds in more rigorous analysis, then our results actually understate the effectiveness of
democracy aid, since it is rejected or restricted when most effective (i.e. most damaging to
incumbents). The bias is unlikely to be large, though, as interference with democracy aid is
a recent phenomenon (Christiansen & Weinstein 2013, p. 80).
Taking these consideration together, it seems unlikely that strategic behavior by recipient
regimes undermines our main results.
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