Appendix

Are Elections Mechanisms of Authoritarian Stability or Democratization? Evidence from Postcommunist Eurasia
1. Table A1: Presidential and Legislative Elections in Postcommunist Countries (1990-2011)
[image: image1.png]Country Presidential Election Years Legislative Election Years

Albania N/A 1992, 1996, 1997, 2001, 2005, 2009
Armenia 1991, 1996, 1998, 2003, 2008 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007

Azerbaijan 1991, 1992, 1993, 1998, 2003, 2008 1996, 2000, 2005, 2010

Belarus 1994, 2001, 2006, 2010 1995, 2000, 2004, 2008

Bosnia and Herzegovina N/A 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2006, 2010
Bulgaria 1992, 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011 1990, 1991, 1994, 1957, 2001, 2005, 2009
Croatia 1992, 1997, 2000, 2005, 2010 1992, 1995, 2000, 2003, 2007, 2011
Czech Republic N/A 1996, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010
Czechoslovakia N/A 1990, 1992

Estonia N/A 1992, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, 2011
Georgia 1991, 1992, 1995, 2000, 2004, 2008 1952, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2004, 2008
Hungary N/A 1990, 1994, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010
Kazakhstan 1991, 1999, 2005, 2011 1994, 1995, 1999, 2004, 2007

Kosovo N/A 2010

Kyrgyzstan 1991, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2009, 2011 1995, 2000, 2005, 2007, 2010

Latvia N/A 1993, 1995, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010, 2011
Lithuania 1993, 1998, 2003, 2004, 2009 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008
Macedonia 1994, 1999, 2004, 2009 1994, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2008, 2011
Mongolia 1993, 1997, 2001, 2005, 2009 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008

Moldova 1991, 1996 1994, 1998, 2001, 2005, 2009, 2009, 2010
Montenegro 2008 2006, 2009

Poland 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010 1991, 1993, 1997, 2001, 2005, 2007, 2011
Romania 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2009 1950, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008
Russia 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008 1993, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, 2011
serbia 2008 2007, 2008

Serbia and Montenegro N/A 2003

slovakia 1999, 2004, 2009 1994, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2010

slovenia 1992, 1997, 2002, 2007 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2011
Tajikistan 1991, 1994, 1999, 2006 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010

Turkmenistan 1992, 2007 1994, 1999, 2004, 2009

Ukraine 1991, 1994, 1999, 2004, 2010 1994, 1998, 2002, 2006, 2007
Uzbekistan 1991, 2000, 2007 1995, 1999, 2005, 2010

(Former Republic of) Yugoslavia 2000 1992, 1992, 1996, 2000

Election years in bold are only used in descriptive statistics.




2. On Coding the Elections

Following Lindberg we exclude referenda, partial elections, and the first rounds of presidential elections.
 Parliamentary and presidential elections are coded separately even if they are held the same day. For countries that elect presidents directly, there are two types of “first” election, presidential and parliamentary. In cases in which the election falls in the first two months of the year, we use the values for the previous year.
The dataset includes 257 elections. On average, the countries in the sample held 4.9 parliamentary and 2.9 presidential elections between 1990 and 2011. Bulgaria, Latvia, Moldova, and Poland held the highest number of parliamentary elections -- seven, whereas Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, and Romania each held 6 presidential elections in the same period. Newly independent Kosovo and the short-lived Union of Serbia and Montenegro held the fewest number of elections, only 1 each, whereas Georgia, Poland, and Romania have experienced 12 in total, since the fall of communism.

Some countries have two separate electoral sequences, because they held both parliamentary and presidential elections. Parliamentary regimes have a single sequence. Three countries, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan, have two first presidential elections because Nursultan Nazarbayev, Islam Karimov, and Saparmurat Niyazov either postponed elections to an unspecified time in the future or held uncontested plebiscites rather than competitive elections.
3. Dependent Variable: The Freedom House Civil Liberties Index

Our main dependent variable is the level of democracy and following the previous literature we measure it using Freedom House’s Civil Liberties scores (CL). The CL index ranks the protection of civil liberties on a 1-to-7 scale with 7 representing the lowest level of protection. The index takes into account freedom of expression, conscience, association, and assembly, as well as rule of law and individual autonomy. It is available since 1972 for a broad cross-section of countries and thus covers our whole sample.
 
4. Other Independent Variables

a. Electoral Competitiveness


To measure the competitiveness of elections, we use the relative vote shares of the winner and the first runner up. A decrease in the winner’s vote share or an increase in first runner-up’s vote share represents an improvement in competitiveness. When parties contest elections as coalitions or as identified groupings of pro-government parties, we coded the share of the coalition or the party group, rather than simply assigning the second party as opposition. There is no existing dataset which could provide the data to compile the winner’s and loser’s share of the vote. We had to piece together the data from a large number of sources. These included data handbooks,
 websites,
 the New York Times archive, and the websites of the Central Election Commissions of various countries.
b. Electoral Turnout
To measure participation, we look at voter turnout in each election. The average turnout in all elections in the sample is 69 percent. The lowest level of turnout, a mere 32 percent, was registered in the Lithuanian parliamentary election of 2008. The maximum was one hundred percent, which was reported in several instances in Turkmenistan. The data come from the Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance.

c. Energy Income
 
We use Smith and Smith’s measure of fuel income per capita to test for evidence of the resource curse.
 It includes both petroleum and natural gas income per capita. It has several advantages over competing measures including not only taking account of exports, but also being widely available and easily reproducible for a large number of countries over long periods of time. 
5. Justification and Measurement of Control Variables

To control for the impact of development on democracy we include the natural log of GDP per capita in our regressions.
 
We also include two variables to control for the polarization of important social cleavages and how this might affect the quality of democracy. We capture the potential for ethnic polarization by including a measure of ethnic fractionalization.
 We also include the percentage of urban population in all countries to control for potential social polarization because of the salience of the urban-rural divide in the postcommunist context.
 
Several studies on postcommunist transformation found that connection to the EU had a positive effect on the level of democracy.
 Therefore we have included a binary variable for EU membership as a control. 
Several authors have found a significant negative relationship between strong presidential powers and the quality of democracy in postcommunist countries.
 We used the latest version of Frye’s presidential powers index (ppi) to control for the potential negative impact of strong presidents on the level of democracy.

6. Methods

To establish base-line similarities in the differences between Postcommunist Eurasia and Africa, we present a descriptive analysis of the data and run a variety of simple statistical procedures to examine the level, development and direction of the main variables over time in a fashion comparable to Lindberg (see below).
 ANOVA tests evaluate the overall democratic qualities of elections and civil liberties of countries by using the FH electoral democracy score to differentiate elections according to their fairness. Spearman’s correlations are used to examine the variation of civil liberties and the quality of elections over electoral cycles, including levels of participation and political competition. 
Our main multivariate statistical tests use ordered probit regressions to test the effect of uninterrupted electoral cycles, the energy curse and a range of other electoral and control variables on CL scores. We use ordered probit regressions because CL scores are essentially categorical, Likert-like scales.
 The index has multiple levels and the distance between different values is not necessarily equivalent. Though we believe that the ordered probit is a more appropriate procedure, we also ran OLS regressions as a robustness check, following the earlier literature in this vein.
 The results generated were quite similar.
7. Descriptive Analysis of the Dataset

Our purpose in this descriptive analysis is to check whether the patterns of change in the level of democracy over continuous electoral cycles identified in Africa holds in our postcommunist sample. Table A2 displays how the vote shares of winners and losers of elections, voter turnout, and CL scores change over electoral cycles. We observe that there are stark differences between countries that hold flawed as opposed to free elections as the mean levels of all these indicators differ significantly between the two (p<.001). Our discussion compares the levels of competitiveness, participation, and civil liberties in our sample, as well as patterns of change across elections for all three. 

Table A2: Competition, Participation, and Civil Liberties in First, Second, Third, and Later Elections

[image: image2.emf]Indicator Electoral Democracy? First Second Third Fourth+ ALL no of poll free& fair

winning candidate's  YES 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.44 -0.079 57.3

(or party’s) share of votes st. dev. (0.19) (0.17) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.209) (0.000)

N 34 38 29 70 171

NO 0.69 0.58 0.68 0.60 0.64

st. dev. (0.27) (0.25) (0.29) (025) (0.26)

N 27 14 17 28 86

loser's (or 2

nd

 party’s) share of votes

YES 0.22 0.25 0.28 0.28 0.26 0.191 77.40

st. dev. (0.12) (0.13) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.002) (0.000)

N 34 38 29 70 171

NO 0.11 0.18 0.12 0.13 0.13

st. dev. (0.10) (0.12) (0.11) (0.08) (0.10)

N 27 14 17 28 86

voter turnout YES 0.73 0.71 0.66 0.60 0.66 -0.44 31.63

st. dev. (0.14) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.000) (0.000)

N 34 38 29 70 171

NO 0.82 0.79 0.75 0.69 0.76

st. dev. (0.15) (0.14) (0.17) (0.13) (0.15)

N 27 14 17 28 86

civil liberties (mean) Free and Fair 2.9 3.1 2.8 2.2 2.6 -0.277 281.1

Flawed 5 5.6 5.3 4.7 5.1 (0.000) (0.000)

All 3.9 3.8 3.7 2.9 3.5

N 61 52 46 98 257

*Spearman’s Correlation values and significance for ordinal variables, and ANOVA F-values and significance for the interval variable.

Note: The CL scores are coded from 1-to-7. “7” demonstrates the worst condition and “1” demonstrates the best conditions for civil liberties.


 a. Competitiveness

Looking at the level of competitiveness in elections, we would expect the gap in vote shares between winners and losers to be narrower in more competitive systems. In free elections the mean vote share of the winner is 44 percent whereas it goes up to 64 percent in flawed elections. In a similar vein, the losing party (or candidate) receives an average of twice as many votes (26 percent) in free elections compared with flawed elections (13 percent). 

When we focus on change in vote share across electoral cycles, the findings do not show radical differences in the direction of change between the two groups. In free and fair systems the winner’s share does not really change across elections and in flawed elections it fluctuates but moves in a downward direction. The aggregate trend over both sets is slightly negative but the correlation falls below normal levels of statistical significance (p=.209). The loser’s vote share, on the other hand, increases over both free and flawed elections, with a faster rate of increase for free elections. In the first competitive election, a losing candidate wins on average 22 percent of the vote, whereas in the fourth and beyond this increases up to 28 percent. Similarly, there is a slight increase (2 percent) in flawed elections. The aggregate improvement in loser’s share of the vote is statistically significant (p<.01) across all elections. Overall, free elections are more competitive than flawed elections, but both subsamples demonstrate increased competitiveness, partly consistent with what Lindberg shows in Africa.
b. Turnout

The results on electoral participation are in line with the differences we expected for our sample. Average turnout levels are lower in free elections -- 66 percent, compared to 76 percent in flawed elections. Participation diminishes over time in both free and flawed elections. In flawed elections mean participation levels peek at the first election at 82 percent and drop down to 69 percent by the fourth and higher. In free elections the decline in participation is similar, about 13 percent, decreasing from 73 to 60 percent from first to fourth and higher. The drop in turnout across all observations is statistically significant (p<.001). This is starkly at odds with Africa, where Lindberg observes increasing turnout both in free and across all elections.
d. Civil Liberties


Unlike the differences we see in competitiveness and turnout in the postcommunist sample, CL scores, as in Africa, improve (go down) over elections. Looking at the bottom of Table 2, we see how with free and fair elections average CL scores improve from a value of 2.9 in the first election to 2.2 in the fourth and later. When elections are flawed, however, CL scores only improve modestly, from 5 at the first election to 4.7 at fourth election and beyond (p<.001). Thus, regardless of the nature of the election, the raw data suggest that successive elections help to improve the level of democracy across the region, especially where elections are free and fair.
Notes
� We ran our tests with a variable that captured the number of referenda, substantial in some countries. It was not significant and did not change any of the substantively important results. We did not report this model. It is available upon request. The variable itself did not fulfill the lowest threshold for conventional statistical significance levels (p>.29).
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� Alesina et al. 2003.


� Whitefield 2002. These data also come from the World Bank 2010.


� Kopstein and Reilly 2000; Smyth 2006; Pop-Eleches 2009.


� Fish 2005; Smyth 2006; Pop-Eleches 2009.


�Frye 1997.


�Lindberg 2006.


� Thames and Robbins 2007.


� Lindberg 2006, 2009; Pop-Eleches 2009.






















































































Sources


Alesina, Alberto, Arnaud Devleeschauwer, William Easterly, Sergio Kurlat, and Romain Wacziarg. 2003. “Fractionalization,” Journal of Economic Growth 8(2): 155-194.


Boix, Carles and Susan Stokes. 2003. “Endogenous Democratization.” World Politics 55(4): 517-549.


Carr, Adam. 2011. Psephos: Adam Carr's Election Archive. (�HYPERLINK "http://psephos.adam-carr.net"�http://psephos.adam-carr.net�), accessed January 1, 2011.


Fish, M. Steven. 2005. Democracy Derailed in Russia: The Failure of Open Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Freedom House. 2012. Freedom in the World, Country Ratings and Status, 1973-2012. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%20Countries%201973-2012"�http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW All Scores Countries 1973-2012� (FINAL).xls), accessed July 27, 2011. 


Frye, Timothy. 1997. “A Politics of Institutional Choice: Post-Communist Presidencies.” Comparative Political Studies 30(5): 523-552.


IDEA. 2011. The International Voter Turnout Website. (http://www.idea.int), accessed February 10, 2011.


IFES. 2010. Election Guide. (http://www.electionguide.org/about.php), accessed April 4, 2010. 


IPU. 2011. Inter-Parliamentary Union Reports. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.ipu.org/parline-e/reports/2019_A.htm"�http://www.ipu.org/parline-e/reports/2019_A.htm�), accessed February 1, 2011.


Kopstein, Jeffrey S. and David A. Reilly. 2000. “Geographic Diffusion and the Transformation of the Postcommunist World.” World Politics 53(1): 1-37.


Lindberg, Staffan I. 2006. Democracy and Elections in Africa. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.


———. 2009. “The Power of Elections in Africa Revisited.” In Democratization by Elections, ed. Staffan I. Lindberg. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.


Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1959. “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy.” American Political Science Review 53(1): 69-105.


Nohlen, Dieter, and Philip Stöver. 2010. Elections in Europe: A Data Handbook. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft . 


Nohlen, Dieter, Florian Grotz, and Christof Hartmann. 2001. Elections in Asia and the Pacific: a Data Handbook. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


OSCE/UN. 1996. Report of the OSCE/UN Electoral Observation Mission in Azerbaijan on Azerbaijan's 12 November 1995 Parliamentary Election and Constitutional Referendum, January 1996. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/azerbaijan/14291"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/azerbaijan/14291�), accessed on January 1, 2011. 


———. 2000a. Republic of Uzbekistan Election of Deputies to the Oliy Majlis: 5 & 19 December 1999. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/uzbekistan/14770"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/uzbekistan/14770�), accessed February 11, 2011.


———. 2000b. Kyrgyz Republic Parliamentary Elections: 20 February & 12 March 2000. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/15803"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/15803�), accessed February 11, 2011.


———. 2000c. Kyrgyz Republic Presidential Elections: 29 October 2000. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/15802"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/15802�), accessed February 11, 2011.


———. 2004. Parliamentary Elections: 19 September and 3 October 2004. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kazakhstan/38916"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kazakhstan/38916�), accessed February 11, 2011.


———. 2009. Kyrgyz Republic Presidential Election: 23 July 2009. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/39923"�http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/kyrgyzstan/39923�), accessed February 11, 2011.


Pop-Eleches, Gregory. 2009. “The Post-Communist Democratic Deficit: Roots and Mechanisms.” Paper presented at the Conference of the American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies (AAASS).


Popescu, Marina, and Martin Hannavy. 2002. Political Transformation and the Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe. (�HYPERLINK "http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/aboutProject.asp"�http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/aboutProject.asp�), accessed April 6, 2010.


Przeworski, Adam, and Fernando Limongi. 1997. “Modernization: Theories and Facts.” World Politics 49(2): 155-183.


Regan, Patrick, Conor Dowling, and Elizabeth Spiro Clark. 2011. Election Results Archive. Binghamton University. (�HYPERLINK "http://cdp.binghamton.edu/era/index.html"�http://cdp.binghamton.edu/era/index.html�), accessed January 11, 2011.


Rose, Richard, and Neil Munro. 2003. Elections and Parties in New European Democracies. Washington, D.C: CQ Press, A Division of Congressional Quarterly.


Smith, Ben and Thomas Smith. 2011. “Measuring Oil Wealth: Toward More Meaningful Theories and Measures of Oil Politics” (manuscript).


Smyth, Regina. 2006. Candidate Strategies and Electoral Competition in the Russian Federation: Democracy Without Foundation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Thames, Frank, and Joseph Robbins. 2007. “Party System Institutionalization and the Level of Democracy.” Presented at the American Political Science Association Annual Meeting, Chicago, IL.


Whitefield, Stephen. 2002. “Political Cleavages and Post-Communist Politics.” Annual Review of Political Science 5(1): 181-200.


World Bank. 2010. Data and Research. (�HYPERLINK "http://search.worldbank.org/data?qterm=oil%20export&language=EN&format=html&os=10"�http://search.worldbank.org/data?qterm=oil%20export&language=EN&format=html&os=10�), accessed April 21, 2010.





1

