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Abstract
What shapes the prospect for democracy in the aftermath of civil conflicts? Some
authors claim a successful transition from violence to elections mainly depends
on the ability of political institutions, such as power-sharing arrangements, to
mitigate the security dilemma among former battlefield adversaries. Drawing on
a broader literature, others point to potential effects of foreign aid on democratic
development.
This predominant focus on elections and the security dilemma, however, limits
our understanding in a number of ways. We do not know how the choice of postconflict elites to hold elections is strategically intertwined with their willingness
to reform other state institutions. We also have only begun to understand how
post-conflict power-sharing governments function as revenue source for elites.
Knowing how this economic function drives or obstructs post-conflict democratic
development is particularly helpful if we shift our attention to a major source of
income for post-conflict elites: foreign aid, and the democratic conditions donors
attach to it.
Addressing these gaps, I argue that both the economic utility from office as
well as political conditionalities give rise to a rent-seeking/democracy dilemma for
post-conflict elites: they can either hold elections and face uncertainty over their
access to power, but secure economic rents from aid. Or they refuse to democratize,
secure their hold on power, but risk losing revenues when donors withdraw aid.
In this situation, elites’ optimal strategy is to agree to democratic reforms in the
area on which donors place most value: elections. But to maximize their chances
of electoral victory and continued access to rents from office, elites simultaneously
restrain an independent rule of law and narrowly distribute private goods to their
supporters.
This rent-seeking/democracy dilemma is particularly prevalent in one of the
most popular forms of post-conflict institutions: power-sharing governments. Including rebel groups in post-conflict cabinets increases the number of constituencies
that need to be sustained from the government budget. In addition, the interim
nature of transitional power-sharing cabinets leads elites to steeply discount the
future and increase rent-seeking in the short term. My main hypothesis is therefore
that large aid flows to extensive power-sharing governments should be associated
with improved elections, but limits in the rule of law and more provision of private
instead of public goods.
To test this prediction quantitatively, I combine data on aid flows and rebel
participation in post-conflict cabinets between 1990 and 2010 with indicators for
democratic development, election quality, rule of law, and public goods provision.
Results from a wide range of regression models provide empirical support for
my argument. Individually, extensive power-sharing governments and large aid
flows do not seem to have strong effects. Models that introduce an interaction term
between aid and power-sharing, however, yield strong evidence of a rent-seeking/

democracy dilemma: Power-sharing and foreign aid jointly predict a positive, but
small change in democracy scores as well as cleaner elections. At the same time,
they are jointly associated with a limited rule of law and stronger distribution
of private goods. For each indicator, I document evidence for mechanisms and
changes in the effect over time.
The theory and empirical results presented in this dissertation have a number of
implications for future research. They highlight the importance of moving away
from a singular focus on post-conflict elections and looking also at other institutional
dimensions of post-conflict politics. My political economy model of power-sharing
also demonstrates the utility of explicitly including economic functions of postconflict institutions into power-sharing and broader peacebuilding research. And I
introduce novel evidence into research and practice of aid delivery; this helps not
only to clarify academic debates under which conditions aid can be effective, but
also informs practitioners who help conflict-affected countries in their transition
from war to democracy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
On 21 November 1995, three simple signatures were set under a daunting 149-page
document in Dayton, Ohio. These signatures by Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovic,
Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic, and Croatian President Franjo Tudjman
marked the end of a three-year-long civil war in the former Yugoslavian republic of
Bosnian and Herzegovina. After the breakup of Yugoslavia in 1991, disagreement
over the autonomy status of ethnic Serbs within Bosnia and Herzegovina violently
escalated into a multi-ethnic civil war among Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks; a war
that ultimately cost approximately 100,000 lives and displaced more than 2 million
people.1 The “General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina”
(or Dayton agreement in short) halted this bloodshed by establishing the multiethnic
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH).
The declared goal of the Dayton agreement was not only to end a war, but
also to build a democratic state. The idea was that democratic institutions would
channel violent political conflict on the battlefield into non-violent conflict at the
ballot box and in court rooms.2 And some democratic progress was indeed visible.
Even though the first round of elections in 1996 was marred by inconsistencies,
subsequent elections, organized with substantial assistance by the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), improved markedly in quality (Manning 2004, 64-65). Between 1996 and 1998 independent print media proliferated,
party control of the media receded, and the OSCE implementend fines for parties
that violated election regulations (ibid.).
Beyond elections, however, the state of BiH’s democracy looked more problematic. Between 1995 and 2000, the BiH judiciary, for instance, was riven by ethnic
biases, corruption, and suffered from political influence. As result, it did not fulfil
1 Exact casualty numbers for the Bosnian conflict remain controversial with estimates ranging between

100,000 and up to 300,000. For a discussion see Tabeau and Zwierzchowski (2013) and Obermeyer,
Murray, and Gakidou (2008).
2 This view is expressed in many documents, but most clearly in this quote by the US Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (1998, 1): “continuous elections, if held in as free and fair a manner
as possible, have been viewed by the international community as a means to bring stability and recovery
to a country divided by extreme nationalist political leaders, particularly among the Serb population,
many of whom remain in positions of power or influence.”
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its function as an effective check on executive power in the country (Knaus and
Martin 2003, 61-62). When the international community pushed for judicial reforms
in 1999, “the political and executive organs of the BiH government were quick
to realise that an important source of income and power was at risk of slipping
out of their control, so they began to resist implementing the new laws and plan”
(Bergling 2013, 119). Also, rampant corruption and clientelism characterized the
BiH government in the early post-Dayton years (Hedges 1999). Manning and Antic
(2003, 56) observe that
the [Bosnian, F.H.] war [...] allowed the strongest parties to seize control
of the most lucrative assets in their respective territories, including utilities, transportation networks, and industrial enterprises. [...] [A]ccess to
employment in them depends in part upon access to the political interests that control them. People continue to vote for nationalist parties,
not necessarily because they wish to return to the politics of genocide
and ethnic polarization, but because these parties can deliver the means
of sustenance.
In sum, democratic development in BiH in the early post-Dayton years looked
“messy:” relatively well-functioning elections existed alongside an ineffective rule of
law and rampant corruption and clientelism. Such a mixed trajectory of democratic
democratic development in the immediate aftermath of war is not unique to Bosnia.
Figure 1.1 shows that BiH shares its experience of limited post-conflict democratization with other countries across the globe. Figure 1.1 plots the democratic
trajectories of 46 post-conflict countries between 1990 and 2010 within the first five
years after the end of a civil conflict.3 Arrows indicate whether a country became
more (green arrows to the right) or less democratic (red arrows to the left). The plot
shows that BiH’s experience is in scope comparable to countries such as Georgia
after 1994 or Paraguay after 1990.
Figure 1.1 also shows that extent and direction of democratic development after
civil conflicts vary substantially. Not only is the scope in democratic advancement
heterogenous—compare, for instance, Haiti’s large increase after 1992 with Indonesia’s miniscule advancement after 1993 despite similar starting points. But we
also observe that democratic development is not the only possible outcome. Many
countries also regress towards more autocratic structures. These overall patterns,
exemplified by the Bosnian experience, give rise to a fundamental puzzle: What
explains the variation in direction and the institutional composition—elections, rule
of law, and corruption/clientelism—of political development after civil conflicts?
The existing literature provides only insufficient answers to this puzzle. Many
authors point to the role of international assistance as potential driver or obstacle to
democratic development. Yet, while a large literature has tackled the question if
development assistance can foster democracy in general, quantitative aid research
has not explicitly focused on democratic development in post-conflict contexts,
3 The

x-axis shows Unified Democracy Scores (UDS) scores developed by Pemstein, Meserve, and
Melton (2010). The UDS reflects a latent measure of a country’s “democraticness,” where higher values
represent more democratic countries.
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Figure 1.1. Democratic Trajectories after Civil Conflict, 1990-2010
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neither theoretically nor empirically.4 Development aid flows to post-conflict countries, in the form of technical assistance, economic aid, and budget support, are
enormous, however. In the Bosnian example, development assistance peaked at
26% of the country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 1999. But many countries,
particularly African ones, received substantively higher levels of development assistance in the wake of war terminations—at one point, more than 190% of Liberia’s
gross-domestic product, for instance, was made up by foreign aid funds. The
Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) estimates that
in 2010, USD 50 billion in development assistance (38% of all aid transfers) went
to conflict-affected or fragile countries (OECD 2013, 43). And yet our knowledge
about the political effects of these transfers remains incomplete.5
Another growing strand of research highlights the effects of power-sharing
institutions as causes of post-conflict democratic reforms (Binningsbø 2013; Hartzell
and Hoddie 2015; Joshi 2010; Jung 2012). If political power is distributed among
former belligerents, the argument goes, the security dilemma among opponents is
mitigated. As a result, cooperation, including successful elections, becomes more
likely (ibid.). While this literature offers many important insights to the political
and security problems that underlie democratic transitions after civil conflict, there
remain three major blind spots that limit our understanding how power-sharing
drives political development after civil conflict.
First, prior studies on post-conflict democratization, including most powersharing research, define (and operationalize) post-conflict democracy often only
through the presence of elections (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Wantchekon 2004;
Zürcher et al. 2013). I agree with most scholars that elections are an important,
maybe even the most important element of post-conflict political development. But
focusing only on elections prevents us from investigating if the choice to hold free
and fair elections is intertwined with choices to reform or restrict other areas of
political order, such as the rule of law, and public goods provision. In essence, we
do not yet know “whether power sharing facilitates or impedes movement from
Schumpeterian [=election based, F.H.] democracy to other forms of democracy”
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2015, 66).
Second, existing scholarship has mostly focused on power-sharing on a general
level that subsumes different forms, such as rebel participation in post-conflict
cabinets, territorial autonomy provisions, military quotas, or economic wealth
sharing arrangements under one analytical and empirical roof (Hartzell and Hoddie
2015). While this is useful to gain an understanding about the general effects of
4 See e.g., Altincekic and Bearce (2014); Carnegie and Marinov (2017); Djankov, Montalvo, and ReynalQuerol (2008); Jones and Tarp (2016); Wright (2009). A recent overview can be found in Wright and
Winters (2010). For a more comprehensive discussion, see the literature review, particularly subsection 2.4.2, p. 41ff.
5 One group of scholars points to peace operations as possible drivers of democracy after conflict
(Doyle and Sambanis 2006; Fortna 2008b; Joshi 2010; Zürcher et al. 2013). While peace operations can
be important—in Bosnia, NATO deployed 30,000 troops to oversee the Dayton agreement—existing
research is not only divided about their effect (see Fortna 2008b and Steinert and Grimm 2015 for instance),
but it also often downplays or omits the political role of development assistance that accompanies these
missions.

5
power-sharing on post-conflict democracy, we require more detailed theory and
data on the specific components of power-sharing, particularly cabinet-level powersharing governments. Not only are power-sharing governments one of the most
popular types of power-sharing arrangements (Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a), but
by directly institutionalizing rebel participation at the highest political level they
should also have most direct consequences for elites’ decisions to democratize or
not.
Third, prior research focuses on how power-sharing solves political and security
problems—but it remains silent on the economic functions of power-sharing governments. This stands in contrast to a large tradition in the literature on historical
state development that has highlighted actors’ economic motives as determinants
of democratic or autocratic rule in the context of inter-group violence or warfare
(North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009a; Olson 1993; Tilly 1990). While some work
on wealth sharing touches the issue (Binningsbø and Rustad 2012; Rustad and
Binningsbø 2012), it fails to account for the insight from the neopatrimonialism
literature that political office itself is frequently a major source of economic income
(Bratton and van de Walle 1997; Chabal and Daloz 1999). This omission of a political
economy approach to power-sharing becomes relevant if we acknowledge that
power is never shared in an economic vacuum. As I have sketched above and will
argue in more detail throughout this dissertation, one particularly relevant source
of state revenue after conflict is foreign aid. Without explicitly theorizing how
power-sharing shapes elites’ economic interests—and through that their political
decisions—our understanding of power-sharing remains one-sided. What is more,
our knowledge about the conditions under which aid affects political development
after civil conflicts remains limited as well.
This dissertation addresses these gaps, guided by the following research question:
What is the joint effect of power-sharing governments and foreign aid on
post-conflict political development?
Before I present the main argument underlying my answer to this question, a
few terminological notes are in order. With the term “political development” I refer
to a country’s gradual movement between forms of political order—democracy
and autocracy—in the immediate aftermath of civil conflict. Three dimensions
comprise a democratic political order: free and fair elections, a rule of law that
constrains the executive, and an impartial provision of public goods. Elements of
an autocratic political order are the inverse of these dimensions, i.e. a rule based on
no or fraudulent elections, an unconstrained executive, and the provision of largely
private goods and corruption to secure political rule.6
I use the terms “democratic development,” “democratic reforms,” or simply
“democratization” interchangeably when I refer to within-country processes that
6 A full definition as well as discussion of the underlying dimensions of political order are given in
section 2.1, page 13.
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strengthen one (or several) of these three elements, such as the introduction of
strong electoral laws, reforms to strengthen the power of the judiciary vis-à-vis the
executive, or curbing corruption. Similarly, I use the terms “autocratic development”
or “autocratization” to refer to political development processes that weaken one
(or several) of these elements, such as election fraud, bribing judges, or preferential
provision of state resources to a political leader’s ethnic group. Importantly, a mix
between democratic and autocratic elements of a political order is theoretically and
empirically plausible. We therefore could observe countries with, for instance, relatively free and fair elections, but no independent rule of law and limited provision
of public goods.

1.1

Main Argument

My main argument is that large foreign aid commitments to post-conflict countries
with extensive rebel participation in power-sharing cabinets lead to positive, but
limited democratic development. This effect is positive because we are most likely
to observe a jointly positive effect of power-sharing and foreign aid in the area of
election quality. But it is also limited because we should simultaneously observe a
weakened rule of law and lower provision of public goods in response to powersharing and aid.
These predictions are based on a model of rent- and office-seeking domestic
elites: political elites require revenue to secure their political survival by distributing
these revenues to politically relevant groups in exchange for political support
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). A baseline implication of this model is that elites
prefer autocratic political orders over democratic ones. Free and fair elections and
a strong independent judiciary, according to this model, jeopardize and constrain
elites’ access to revenues from the state budget and thus threaten their political
survival. These preferences change once elites’ access to state revenues is tied to
political aid conditions imposed by external donors, giving rise to a rent-seeking/
democracy dilemma: On the one hand, elites’ continued access to aid rents depends
on their compliance to with donor demands for democratization. On the other hand,
compliance with these very demands implies accepting uncertainty over political
office and to risk losing economic rents from political office through elections.
Power-sharing governments amplify this rent-seeking/democracy dilemma
more than in any other type of post-conflict government through two channels.
First, power-sharing governments grant rebel groups and their constituencies direct access to state power. Minister-level, and sometimes even prime minister or
presidency-level access to the state budget constitutes an unprecedented change in
rebels’ income status. Arriola (2009, 1346) observes that in Africa, “[m]inisters not
only have a hand in deciding where to allocate public resources, presumably in their
home districts, but are also in positions to supplement their personal incomes by
offering contracts and jobs in exchange for other favors.” Evidence from around the
world suggests that access to state resources and subsequent redistribution of these
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resources is a universal phenomenon (Hodler and Raschky 2014; Luca et al. 2015).
Power-sharing governments institutionalize this access for rebels. Thus, they add
more rent-seeking players who need to sustain their constituencies from a limited
state budget.
The second channel through which power-sharing intensifies rent-seeking is a
limited time horizon. Power-sharing governments are typically temporally limited
(Schmidt and Galyan 2016). Thus, elites in power-sharing know that their guaranteed participation in government will end at one point in the future. To secure their
survival in office beyond the interim period, they need rents that they can distribute
among their followers in exchange for political support. This dynamic is strengthened by the fact that elites’ insecurity about political survival after power-sharing
coincides with insecurity about physical survival.
Combining both insights—donor conditionalities give rise to a rent-seeking/
democracy dilemma and power-sharing intensifies rent-seeking—yields the key
empirical implication that more aid to extensive power-sharing governments is
associated with limited democratic reforms. However, donors vary in their attention to the different elements of political development sketched above. It is this
variation that creates the multifaceted outcome for the different elements of political
development—elections, rule of law, and public goods—outlined in the beginning
of this section.
Elections. Donors place particular value and thus aid conditionalities on early
as well as free and fair elections (Paris 2004; Reilly 2002). Consequently, rent-seeking
elites in power-sharing governments will be much more likely to respond to donors’
demands by implementing clean post-conflict elections. Even though this strategy
potentially jeopardizes their political survival—they might get voted out of office
after all—it is their best available strategy to secure continued access to aid rents
given the threat of losing aid.
Rule of Law. To increase their chances of electoral victory, however, elites in
power-sharing governments can pursue alternative strategies. One strategy is to
limit an independent rule of law. If the judiciary’s influence is limited, elites can
better evade institutional control, such as charges or even convictions of war crimes.
While donors could offset this strategy by attaching strong conditions on rule of
law reforms, strengthening judicial reform is rarely high on donors’ peacebuilding
agendas. What is more, a strong rule of law is much less attached to a singular
event such as elections. It is therefore difficult for donors to formulate concrete aid
conditions for rule of law reforms as opposed to elections. As a consequence, aid
inflows to rent-seeking elites in power-sharing governments should function much
more as a resource windfall instead of a driver of rule of law reforms. The result is
that we are likely to observe a weakened rule of law in countries with higher aid
inflows and extensive power-sharing government.
Public Goods. A second strategy to secure electoral victory is to “buy” political
support through targeted spending. Elites can channel state resources to politically
relevant social groups (such as coethnic groups) in exchange for their support—
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Table 1.1. Overview of Main Hypotheses
Component

Hypothesis

Political development
(general concept)

More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive
power-sharing governments is associated with limited
democratization

Elections

More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive
power-sharing governments is associated with freer and
fairer elections

Rule of Law

More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive
power-sharing governments is associated with a weaker
rule of law

Provision of Public
Goods

More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive
power-sharing governments is associated with less
provision of public goods

and rent-seeking elites in power-sharing governments will do so in particular.
Again, donors could offset this behavior by conditioning aid commitments on
recipients’ promise to impartially allocate aid resources throughout the post-conflict
state. In practice, however, aid conditionalities on public spending face the same
problems as rule of law conditionalities: not only is it difficult to attach public goods
provision to a specific event. But combating corruption and clientelism in postconflict states is also much less prominent on donor agendas. Consequently, higher
aid commitments to countries with extensive rebel participation in power-sharing
cabinets should be associated with less public goods provision more particularistic
spending.
In sum, we should observe improvements in election quality together with
limitations of the rule of law, and lower public spending in post-conflict countries
with extensive power-sharing governments and large aid inflows. This coexistence
of improvements in one dimension—election quality—and deterioriation in others—
rule of law and public goods—jointly reflect that overall levels of democratization
as a function of aid and power-sharing are likely to be limited (see Table 1.1).

1.2

Methodological Approach

My theoretical arguments detailed above yield four main empirical implications,
summarized in Table 1.1. Each of those will be evaluated in a separate empirical
chapter.
I rely on quantitative methods to investigate these hypotheses. I construct
two data sets on which I perform my statistical analyses. In the first data set,
the primary unit of observation is the post-conflict country-year. This data set is
used to investigate the overall relationship between foreign aid, power-sharing
governments and democratic development, using quantitative democracy indices,
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such as Polity IV and Freedom House (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015; Freedom
House 2013). I also use the country-year data set to analyze the joint effect of
aid and power-sharing on the rule of law and public vs. private goods provision.
To measure a post-conflict country’s strength of the rule of law, I use judicial
independency scores from Linzer and Staton (2015) and the Varieties of Democracy
(V-Dem) project (Coppedge et al. 2015b). Public vs. private goods provision is
captured by V-Dem indicators on particularistic vs. private spending and political
corruption (Coppedge et al. 2015b).
I construct a second data set to analyze the joint effect of power-sharing and aid
on election quality. In this data set, the unit of observation is the individual postconflict election round. I construct a measure of election quality from the National
Elections across Democracy and Autocracy (NELDA) data set (Hyde and Marinov
2012). I complement this data with information with V-Dem’s clean election index
(Coppedge et al. 2015b). Data on rebel participation in power-sharing governments
is taken from the Power-Sharing Event Dataset (PSED) data set (Ottmann and
Vüllers 2015a); information on foreign aid flows comes from the AidData project
(Tierney et al. 2011).
I employ different regression techniques to analyze these data. Since my data
is observational in nature, but my research question aims at establishing a causal
link between power-sharing, aid, and political development, standard concerns
about endogeneity in the form of unobserved confounders and/or reverse causality
arise. I address these concerns with a combination of Instrumental Variables (IV)
/ Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS) and matching approaches. These techniques
allow me to assess confidence in the causality of the empirical associations I find. In
addition, each analysis is subjected to a range of robustness checks using alternative
codings of my independent and dependent variables, as well as fixed and random
effects estimations. To further strengthen the plausibility of my findings, I draw on
anecdotal case evidence whenever possible.

1.3

Key Contributions

This dissertation makes a number of notable contributions to the research gaps
identified above. As a conceptual contribution to the literature on post-conflict
democratization, I develop a novel model of post-conflict political development.
The model explicitly combines the three elements elections, rule of law, and the
provision of public goods and connects these elements to a unified political economy
model of power-sharing and foreign aid. Going beyond the election-based concept
employed by a majority of existing studies (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Wantchekon
2004; Zürcher et al. 2013), this concept enables me—and future research more
broadly—to study how and why post-conflict elites’ choice for democratic reforms
in one area, such as elections, is strategically linked to their choice to limit reforms
in other areas, such as the rule of law and public goods provision. As a result,
the findings also have implications for the study of democratization more broadly,
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particularly the research program on “democratization by elections” (Lindberg
2009) and the origins of political order (Fukuyama 2011, 2014; North, Wallis, and
Weingast 2009a).
As a theoretical contribution, I introduce a political economy model of powersharing into the literature on the topic. This model complements existing research
that has so far predominantly focused on security-related variables as determinants
of post-conflict democratization (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Joshi 2010; Jung 2012).
A political economy model not only allows me to develop a range of implications
about post-conflict democratic development, but can also be fruitfully applied to
study new questions about post-conflict peace or distributive politics in post-conflict
environments (Golden and Min 2013). Empirically, I demonstrate the usefulness
of employing fine-grained, disaggregated data on extent and type of cabinet-level
power-sharing participation over existing, more coarse measures.
This dissertation also contributes to debates in the foreign aid literature. I
improve upon existing research by incorporating a post-conflict context into my
analysis. The quantitative aid literature has only paid scant attention to the effects
of foreign aid on democratic development after conflict (Wright and Winters 2010).
Thus, while studies on the link between power-sharing and democratization exist
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2015), mine is the first to explicitly model the interaction
between power-sharing governments and foreign aid and their effect post-conflict
democracy, both theoretically and empirically. Consequently, my emphasis of the
post-conflict context and power-sharing governments in particular, adds nuance
to a growing number of studies that emphasize how the recipient’s institutional
environment moderates the effects of aid on political outcomes in general (Bader
and Faust 2014; Wright 2009).
Finally, the findings of this study are relevant for public policy, in particular
aid and mediation practitioners. In 2007, the OECD adopted ten “Fragile States
Principles” (OECD 2011) which were intended to guide development aid practice
in conflict-affected and fragile states. The first of these principles is to “take context
as the starting point” (ibid.). This principle grew out of a recognition among
donor states and organizations that blue print approaches to peacebuilding had
often failed to deliver sustainable peace, democracy, and economic growth. The
findings of this dissertation directly speak to this principle of context awareness.
They introduce systematic evidence on the challenges and opportunities of a local
institutional context in which aid is delivered: the degree to which local elites share
political power in post-conflict governments.
This is all the more important as power-sharing remains a highly popular
instrument to pacify violent conflicts among diplomats. In the ongoing conflicts in
Syria and South Sudan (as of 2017), for instance, power-sharing is an often proposed
solution (Groarke 2016; Kindersley and Rolandsen 2016). Theory and findings of
this dissertation direct attention to local elites’ economic motives (in addition to
their political ones) and the potentially harmful political ramifications of these
motivations. Thus, the evidence I present in this study informs practitioners who
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seek to design transitional institutions that take into account the pernicious effects
of rent-seeking, aid windfalls, and political conditionalities.

1.4

Structure

The remainder of this dissertation is structured as follows. The next chapter 2 introduces the reader to my disaggregated concept of political development, consisting
of elections, rule of law, and public goods provision. Based on this defintion, I then
proceed to critically examine prior research on post-conflict political development,
power-sharing, and foreign aid. The key outcome of this chapter is the identification
of the three research gaps sketched above.
In chapter 3 , I develop a political economic theory of the relationship between
aid, power-sharing, and post-conflict political development. I first discuss three
main context conditions of political development in the aftermath of violent conflict:
the political economy motives of rulers, political conditionalities of foreign aid,
and the size of post-conflict power-sharing cabinets. I then combine insights from
these three conditions to formulate hypotheses first for the relationship between
aid, power-sharing, and political development in general and then for each of its
subcomponents, elections, rule of law, and public goods.
Chapter 4 presents the data used to study the hypotheses formulated in chapter 3.
I describe the construction rules for the data sets, evaluate existing data sources’
quality, explain the data structure, and present summary statistics. This chapter
also serves to introduce my empirical strategy in greater detail.
In chapters 5, 6 , 7 , and 8, I report the results of the empirical analyses. Chapter
5 presents results for the effect of power-sharing and aid on political development
in general, using democracy indices. The subsequent chapters 6 to 8 dig deeper and
evaluate hypotheses on the effect of power-sharing and aid on elections, rule of law,
and public goods provisions, respectively.
Chapter 9 concludes the study. I draw together the findings from the individual
empirical chapters, assess their relative results in conjunction, and discuss their
implications for scholarship and and practice of power-sharing, foreign aid, and
political development.

Chapter 2

Related Literature
What is political development after civil conflict? And what do we (not yet) know
about how power-sharing and foreign aid shape this development? To answer
these questions, this chapter conceptualizes my study’s dependent variable and
reviews existing literature on political development, power-sharing, and foreign
aid. In section 2.1, I propose a concept of political development as a gradual
movement between democratic and autocratic types of political order across three
sub-components: elections, the rule of law, and public goods provision.
I identify three research gaps. In section 2.2, I show that the existing literature
predominantly focuses on post-war democratization as elections, ignoring other
aspects of political development. My three-part concept of political development is
particularly suited to address this gap.
Based on this concept, I argue secondly (section 2.3) that the literature on the
domestic sources of political development after conflict—particularly research on
power-sharing and post-conflict democratization—has largely failed to explicitly
take into account the political economy motives of post-conflict elites. Yet the
literature review shows that research on historical roots of political development in
the context of inter-group violence, civil war theory, and the broader comparative
politics literature all suggest that we should pay theoretical attention to actors’
economic motivations in addition to their political ones. Consequently, the main
argument of section 2.3 is that a political economy theory of post-conflict political
development—such as the one proposed in this study—can fruitfully complement
the existing literature on power-sharing and post-conflict political development.
In a third and last step (section 2.4), I show that the literature on foreign aid
has mostly ignored the unique domestic political context of post-conflict countries.
In particular, aid scholars have failed to investigate whether different effects of
aid exist in post-conflict countries with power-sharing governments as opposed
to post-conflict countries with other government arrangements. This dissertation
therefore expands existing aid scholarship by explicitly examining how aid effects
political development in the unique context of power-sharing governments in the
wake of violent internal conflict.
12
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Section 2.5 concludes the chapter. I bring together the research gaps identified
above and argue all gaps deserve a joint theoretical and empirical treatment. If
economic motives indeed matter for theorizing about how power-sharing affects
post-conflict development, we should combine such a political economy perspective
with a theory of foreign aid. I further argue that a three-part concept of political
development as varying combinations of elections, the rule of law, and provision
of public goods can best capture the range of actors’ institutional choice that result
from a political economy theory of power-sharing and foreign aid.

2.1

Conceptualizing Political Development

For the purposes of this study, I define post-conflict political development as a
country’s gradual movement between forms of political order—democracy and autocracy—
in the immediate aftermath of civil conflict. This definition follows in the footsteps of
many authors who have sought to explain why and how some societies develop
democratic political orders, while others establish autocratic forms of rule (cf. Dahl
1971; Lipset 1959; O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986; Przeworski et al. 2000). In contrast
to these earlier studies—which typically embraced a global or regional perspective
on the subject—I focus on political development in the particular subset of “postconflict” countries. Also in contrast to many of the earlier studies, I do not consider
political development as an either-or dichotomy. Instead, I understand political
development as a country’s small or large shifts on a spectrum between two ideal
types of political order: democracy and autocracy.
I build on Fukuyama’s (2011, 16) concept of political order and Dahl’s (1971)
classic notion of “Polyarchy” and define the ideal type of a democratic political order
through the presence of three features. (1) Free and fair elections, (2) an existing rule
of law that constrains the executive,7 and (3) a capacity to provide public goods.8 In
contrast, the ideal type of an autocratic political order is defined through the absence
of these features. Autocracies (1) lack the explicit consent of the people over which
they govern (although they may enjoy implicit popular consent); (2) do not have
any (or only very few or weak) executive constraints that limit the execution of
government power, and (3) rely on the provision of private goods as a strategy to
remain in power. Table 2.1 gives an overview of these three elements and provides
7 The first two of these elements of a democratic political order, elections and the rule of law, roughly
correspond to Robert Dahl’s classic distinction between “inclusiveness” and “competition / contestation”
in his discussion of “Polyarchy” (Dahl 1971). For Dahl, inclusiveness is “the proportion of the population
entitled to participate on a more or less equal plane in controlling and contesting the conduct of
government”, while he refers to competition as “the extent of permissible opposition, public contestation,
or political competition” (Dahl 1971, 4).
8 My third element of a democratic political order differs somewhat from Fukuyama’s broader
category of a “state” as third component of political order. Fukuyama (2014, 1), defines a state as “a
hierarchical, centralized organization that holds a monopoly on legitimate force over a defined territory.”
In contrast, I focus solely on the state’s capacity to provide certain public goods, such as infrastructure
or health care, impartially (or not) to its citizen. This capacity might be driven by the state’s monopoly of
violence, but it is a distinct analytical category. To separate out the effects between stateness as defined
by Fukuyama and my focus on public vs. private goods provision, I include controls for stateness in my
empirical models.
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Table 2.1. The Concept of Post-Conflict Political Development
Political Development

Democracy

↔ Autocracy

Definition

Empirical
Indicators

Gradual movement between
forms of political
order—democracy and
autocracy—in the immediate
aftermath of civil conflict

Democracy
scores (e.g.
Polity IV or
Freedom House,
see Marshall,
Jaggers, and
Gurr 2015;
Freedom House
2013)

Free and Fair
Elections

Non-consensual
rule

Free and fair elections are present
when people choose their rulers
through a vote and the election
that aggregates these votes is free
from direct and intentional
manipulation (adopted from
Norris (2015) and Bishop and
Hoeffler (2016); see also
section 3.3)

Election Quality
Indices (e.g.
NELDA, see
Hyde and
Marinov 2012)

Rule of Law

Unconstrained
Executive

“[...] a set of rules of behavior,
reflecting a broad consensus
within the society, that is binding
on even the most powerful
political actors in the society,
whether kings, presidents, or
prime ministers.” (Fukuyama
2014, 1)

Judicial
Independence
Scores (see e.g.
Linzer and
Staton 2015)

Public Goods
Provision

Private Goods
Provision

Public goods are goods or
services that cannot be withheld
from individual consumption
and whose individual
consumption does not reduce the
ability of others to consume the
same good (Ostrom and Ostrom
2015, 4)

Corruption &
Targeted
spending
(corruption
measures and
expert measures
of a state’s
public goods
provision, see
Coppedge et al.
2015b)

precise definitions.
Many definitions of political development or democratization also include a
set of human rights as additional defining features of a democracy, for instance
(Coppedge 2012; Freedom House 2013; Lindberg et al. 2014). Yet, I refrain from
developing such a “thicker” definition that includes human rights for three reasons.
First, a narrow definition of political order through the three elements elections, rule
of law, and provision of public goods corresponds better to the limited possibility of
a full democracy to develop after civil conflicts. I discuss these limited possibilites
for political development in post-conflict environments in the next section.
Second, thinner concepts “travel further” and can thus be applied to a larger
set of cases over a longer period of time. I am interested in finding a generalizable
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answer to my research question. Thinner concepts, that distinguish well between
core features of a phenomenon, but ignore the finer variations between them are
well suited for this task (Coppedge 2012, 22). This means that my explanation will
remain on a higher level of abstraction and may not be able to distinguish between
finer nuances across all post-conflict cases, at least to some extent. Yet this downside
is balanced by my ability to generalize my explanation to a greater set of cases.
Finally, thin concepts are better measurable. My definition of political development as a country’s movement on the dimensions elections, rule of law and capacity
to provide public goods corresponds well to existing measures of democracy. At
the same time, I can measure the three components of my definition independently
to analyze more refined variation in political development (for more details on data
and measurement, see chapter 4). I therefore exclude basic human rights from my
concept of political development but acknowledge their normative importance.
In addition to the advantages of a “thin concept,”disaggregating political development into the three subcomponents elections, rule of law, and provision of
public goods also allows me to fill the “gradual movement” component of my
definition with substantive meaning. “Gradual movement” in this sense denotes
that a country can successfully implement a reform in one of these components
without necessarily also having to implement the other. As an example, consider
the Bosnian example given in the introduction. In post-Dayton Bosnia, the government organized increasingly free and fair elections. But, at the same time, the
government limited judicial independence and used their political influence to
hand out economic benefits to their ethnic kin. Thus, Bosnia “gradually moved”
on the spectrum of political development towards a more democratic end point
by improving election quality, but limiting the rule of law and provision of public
goods.
Similar to my broader concept of political development I conceptualize all of
these three elements as continuous, not dichotomous. Take again elections as an
example. Some elements of the election cycle, e.g. voting laws or media freedom
prior to elections, can be manipulated while other elements, such as no violence
during election day and acceptance of the results by the loser, might be free and
fair. Such mixed elections are still not fully free and fair, but they are closer to
ideal-type elections than elections where the incumbent steals the vote.9 Similarly
nuanced distinctions can be made for the rule of law and the provision of public
goods. “Political development” is therefore the umbrella term to denote finergrained changes—or gradual movement—across any combination of these three
elements.
This three-part concept is in line with the historical development of political
order. States have time and again developed elections, rule of law, and impartial
provision of public goods independently of each other. Fukuyama (2011, 262ff.),
for instance, argues that the Catholic church’s widespread legitimacy during the
9 for a more detailed discussion of the elements of the election cycle and what constitutes free and fair
elections, see section 3.3 on page 75.
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Middle Ages, including the pope’s prerogatory to crown the king, constituted an
early precursor to the rule of law—long before elections or the impartial provision
of public goods were universally implemented. Given this historical precedence,
we can expect that contemporary political development will also run along the
paths of these three main elements; yet historical evidence also indicates that these
elements need not develop simultaneously. My concept is well-suited to capture
this expectation.
In addition to historical accuracy, such a nuanced concept is compatible with
more recent research on democratization and authoritarian politics. This strand of
research explicitly addresses the combination of autocratic and democratic features,
such as the literature on “electoral authoritarianism” (e.g. Schedler 2006), “democracy with adjectives” (Levitsky and Collier 1997), or “hybrid regimes” (Levitsky and
Way 2010). One example for such a hybrid regime is Mozambique. After the end
of the civil war in 1994, the first post-conflict elections brought an unprecedented
degree of liberalization to the war-torn country. However, the ruling party Frelimo
(Front for the Liberalization of Mozambique) managed to win these first as well
as all subsequent elections. Frelimo “retained tight control over the courts and the
police, which they routinely wielded against the opposition” (Levitsky and Way
2010, 249), marking post-war Mozambique as a “hybrid regime” (ibid.).
The presence or absence of elections, rule of law, and provision of public goods—
and any combination of them—is therefore a useful starting point to think about
political development as a general concept. We could use it to study any society,
whether post-conflict or not. But, as I argue below, such a disaggregated concept
of political development also helps us to much better grasp political development
in the specific context faced by countries that have recently emerged from civil
conflict.

2.2

Political Development in Post-Conflict Countries

How does political development—as conceptualized above—after conflict differ
from political development in other contexts, such as the largely peaceful postcommunist transitions in Eastern Europe? And how can a concept of political
development that focuses on the presence or absence of elections, rule of law, and
public goods help us better understand this process in post-conflict countries? To
answer these questions, this section proceeds in three steps.
First, I argue that what distinguishes political development in post-conflict
countries from other countries are the many simultaneous social, economic, and
political challenges that a post-conflict country faces.10
10 I employ the technical definition by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) of an armed conflict
“as a contested incompatibility that concerns government or territory or both where the use of armed
force between two parties results in at least 25 battle-related deaths in a year. Of these two parties, at
least one has to be the government of a state” (Themnér and Wallensteen 2012, 572). I use the terms
“civil conflict” and “armed conflict” interchangeably. Following convention, I use the term “civil war” to
refer to civil conflicts that meet these criteria but result in at least 1000 or more battle-related deaths.
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Second, given these challenges, I show that a consensus in the literature on
post-conflict democratization has emerged that a realistic democratic end point
of the spectrum of post-conflict political development is a “minimal democracy.”
Most authors define minimal democracy in terms of a a political system in which
competitive elections are held, but which lacks other elements of a democratic
political order, such as full protection of civil liberties, a functioning rule of law, or
impartial provision of public goods.11
In a third step, I assess this argument. I concur with existing scholarship that
a minimalist democracy is a realistic expectation of political development in the
aftermath of conflict. But I also argue that we should expand our view beyond a
mere focus on elections by including other elements of political development, such
as the rule of law and provision of public goods.
How is Political Development Different in Post-Conflict Contexts?
The first difference between non-conflict and post-conflict political development is
that civil conflicts destroy social and political trust.12 Many studies have shown,
however, that both social and political trust are key ingredients to democratization
processes (see e.g. Halpern 2006; Paxton 2002; Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993).
This radically undercuts the social foundations on which democracy can be built.
Such social ruptures, tearing apart the social fabric down to the neighbourhood,
were visible, for instance, in Bosnia where “before May 1991 Croats and Serbs
lived together in relative contentment [...] nobody in their wildest fantasy would
have predicted that within 12 months [...] Croat soldiers would massacre innocent
Serbs while Serb fighters would mutilate innocent Croats” (Glenny 1996, 19). This
destruction of the social fabric is not only a feature of large-scale civil wars, such as
in Bosnia. It also affects populations suffering from smaller conflicts, such as the
simmering low-intensity Hindu-Muslim conflicts in India (Varshney 2003).
Another stumbling block for post-conflict democracy is the economic destruction and humanitarian suffering after civil conflicts. Gates et al. (2012, 1713) find
that “[a] medium-sized conflict with 2500 battle deaths is estimated to increase
undernourishment an additional 3.3%, reduce life expectancy by about 1 year, increases infant mortality by 10%, and deprives an additional 1.8% of the population
from access to potable water.” Similarly, Paul Collier finds that civil wars substantially decrease a country’s economic output (Collier 1999). These numbers horribly
come to life watching news footage of the destruction caused by the Syrian civil
war (Chulov 2014). Yet it is precisely this economic and social modernization that
11 These studies include, inter alia, Hartzell and Hoddie (2015); Sisk (2008); Wantchekon and Neeman
(2002); Wantchekon (2004); Zürcher et al. (2013). This elections-focused definition has some led to
adopt the label “Schumpeterian” democracy (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Wantchekon 2004), echoing
Schumpeter’s (1976, 271) narrow definition of democracy as an “institutional arrangement for arriving at
political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle
for the people’s vote.”
12 This is a robust finding across a range of different definitions and operationalizations of political
and social trust. Notable studies include De Juan and Pierskalla (2016); Gilligan, Pasquale, and Samii
(2011); Pinchotti and Verwimp (2007); Rohner, Thoenig, and Zilibotti (2013).
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many view as a classic precursor, if not the main prerequisite for democracy (Lipset
1959; Robinson 2006). Consequently, the argument goes, post-conflict states lack
the economic capacity to fully implement costly and capable democratic political
institutions (Zürcher et al. 2013, 3), but can at best implement minimally democratic
institutions.
But certainly the main challenge that prevents the development of full democracy in post-conflict countries—and the one that has received most scholarly
attention—is the prevailing feeling of insecurity among former battlefield adversaries. This insecurity is driven by a mutual fear of the other side’s actions, the threat
of physical violence, and deep-seated mistrust: “what one does to enhance one’s
own security causes reactions that, in the end, can make one less secure. Cooperation [...] to mute these competitions can be difficult because someone else’s ‘cheating’
may leave one in a militarily weakened position. All fear betrayal.” (Posen 1993,
28). Such a dilemma leads to a commitment problem: no group can be certain that
the other does not renege on a peace agreement in the future. It is this commitment
problem that is seen as the central problem for establishing post-conflict peace (see
e.g. Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007; Jarstad and Sisk 2008a; Walter 2002, 2009)—and
as such has found entry in the study of post-conflict democratization (Hartzell and
Hoddie 2015; Wantchekon 2004).

Why Post-Conflict Political Development is Best Understood as “Minimalist”
These are formidable social, economic, and political hurdles for establishing a
full democracy in the shadow of violent internal conflict. Realistically, political
development in a post-conflict context is therefore not so much about “getting
to Denmark” as others (see Fukuyama 2011, 14ff. and Pritchett and Woolcock
2004) have famously labeled the historical process of creating democratic political
institutions. Instead, rephrasing this as getting from “Haiti to Liberia” better
captures the kind of variation in the type of political order that we can expect in a
post-conflict country (see also Figure 1.1, page 3, on democratic trajectories after
conflict). After all, it took the Western countries centuries to arrive at the level
of democracy where they are today (Fukuyama 2011, 2014). It would be naive to
expect the same development to happen within the first few years after conflict has
ended.
I therefore concur with existing research that a “minimalist democracy” is a
realistic expectation for the democratic end point on the spectrum of democratic
development. Political development, in this sense, is a useful heuristic tool to
denote movement between types of political order, given realistic expectations about
the range between autocracies and minimalist democracies in which this movement can
occur.
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Why We Should Go Beyond “Elections-Only” Approaches to Political Development After Conflict
Where I disagree with existing concepts on post-conflict democratization is their
predominant focus on defining “minimalist democracies” only through elections.
To be clear, I also consider elections to be an important element of political development, maybe even the most important one. But I argue that focusing only on
elections precludes us from furthering our knowledge on post-conflict political
development for two reasons.
First, if elections are our main focus in the study of post-conflict political development, we sweep under the rug variation in other components of political
development. The Bosnian example given in the introduction illustrates that elections are only one part of the picture; the frail state of the Bosnian judiciary and
the rampant cronyism define the country as much as its relatively well-functioning
elections. By ignoring these other aspects, we are unable to answer more precise
questions about post-conflict political development, such as: Do former battlefield
adversaries who agree to hold elections also agree to uphold the rule of law after
conflict? Or do they join forces to provide public infrastructure to the war-torn
country? And if not—as we have observed in Bosnia—why? A singular concept
of minimalist democracy as “elections-or-nothing” cannot help answer these questions. What is more, it strips us from the possibility to formulate precise theories
about why elections are the defining features of a minimalist democracy, and not
other elements.
Second, a minimalist definition of democracy as elections cannot capture movement from more autocratic to less autocratic countries that still miss the threshold of
electoral democracy. Consider the Nigerien constitutional crisis between 2009 and
2010 (cf. Trithart 2013). In late 2009, Nigerien president Mamadou Tandja assumed
emergency powers after a failed attempt to extend his presidency for more than
the legally allowed two terms. This led to a coup d’etat by the military in 2010.
The military ultimately restored the constitutional order and organized elections
in 2011. However, the act of violently overthrowing the government was itself
undemocratic, yet it served the purpose of upholding the constitution, i.e. the rule
of law. Consequently, Niger scores a -3 on the Polity scale in 2009 and a somewhat
more demoratic score of +3 in 2010, but still on the non-democratic side of the Polity
spectrum between -10 and +10. This variation in political development cannot
be captured by a unidimensional understanding of minimalist democracy only
through elections. A concept such as the one proposed above, is much better able
to capture such variation through changes in elements of political order beyond
elections.
Existing scholarship on post-conflict democratization recognizes these shortcomings. Hartzell and Hoddie (2015, 66), for instance, state that “[w]e [...] do not
know whether power sharing facilitates or impedes movement from Schumpeterian
democracy to other forms of democracy. An investigation of these types of issues
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should constitute the next stage of a research agenda on the relationship between
civil war and democracy.” I believe that my three-part concept of political development presented in the previous section is uniquely suited for this task. It allows
me to explicitly include the other dimensions of a country’s political order into
my analysis and thus enables me to reexamine my initial research question—how
do power-sharing and foreign aid shape political development in post-conflict
countries?—through a much finer lens.
Given a definition that allows gradual change between democratic and autocratic ideal types along elections, rule of law, and public goods, what do we know
about the causes of this change? This question is the subject of the following sections. In the next section, I review the literature on domestic sources of post-conflict
political development, particularly the role played by post-conflict power-sharing.
International sources of political development after conflict are the topic of the
section after next (section 2.4, see page 37).

2.3

Domestic Sources of Post-Conflict Political Development

In this section, I develop one main argument: existing research lacks an explicit
political economy approach in explaining the sources of post-conflict political
development (or democratization). Yet, as I show below, scholarship on the history
of political development, civil war theories, and political economy approaches in
the broader comparative politics literature all point towards the same conclusion:
economic motives—in addition to political ones—should be incorporated into
theories about political development after civil conflict. It is this mismatch that my
dissertation seeks to address.
I develop this argument in two steps. I first make the case why we should care
about economic motives in the context of post-conflict politics (subsection 2.3.1).
To do so, I draw on three different strands of literature: (1) historically-oriented
scholarship on the sources of political development in the context of inter-group
violent conflict; (2) contemporary civil war theories; and (3) work in comparative
political economy more broadly. All three fields give us strong reason to consider
actors’ economic motives as drivers of political development once violent conflict
has ended. In a second step (subsection 2.3.2), I review contemporary explanations
of post-conflict political development, with a particular focus on post-conflict powersharing. I show that this line of research on post-conflict political development has
neglected political economy motives (and opportuntities) so far.

2.3. Domestic Sources of Post-Conflict Political Development

2.3.1

21

Why Economic Motives Matter

The History of Political Development
The driving force of economic motives is a main theme that connects historicallyoriented scholarship on the origins of different types of political order (Fukuyama
2011, 2014; Olson 1993; Levi 1989; North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009b; Tilly 1990).
The classic treatment connecting rulers’ need for capital, their tendency to wage war,
and how this interaction created states and political order is Charles Tilly’s Coercion,
Capital, and European States, 990-1990 (Tilly 1990). Tilly famously posited that “war
made the state, and the state made war” (Tilly 1990, 67ff.). According to his theory,
war-making put economic pressures on rulers who had to extract resources from
their population. In order to be able to continue waging war, rulers had to establish
administrative systems and bureaucracies that were able to organize the system of
capital extraction and manage warfare (Tilly 1990, 15).13
Besides making explicit the connection between capital, war, and state development, Tilly (1990) also offers an explanation of which types of state institutions
emerged as a result of this process, especially why representative, or democratic
institutions emerged. For him this was a side-effect of rulers’ concessions in their
bargaining processes with lower lords to extract money from them (p. 64):
In the long term, however, those [democratic, F.H.] institutions were the
price and outcome of bargaining with different members of the subject
population for the wherewithal of state activity, especially the means of
war. Kings of England did not want a Parliament to form and assume
ever-greater power; they conceded to barons, and then to clergy, gentry,
and bourgeois, in the course of persuading them to raise the money for
warfare.
Mancur Olson’s Dictatorship, Democracy, and Development picks up Tilly’s focus
on economic drivers of (democratic) state formation (Olson 1993). Olson argues that
states originally developed out of different economic incentives of rulers: political
elites with access to means of violence will settle down and provide protection
and investment for their citizens because such behavior will increase productivity
which subsequently yields higher tax returns (Olson 1993, 568). States, in this view,
are “stationary bandits” that extract rents from their population in exchange for
protection from violence. From this perspective, many contemporary civil wars
resemble processes of violent statebuilding in which a range of “roving bandits”
(i.e. rebels) compete over establishing a stationary bandit, i.e. a state (see Sanchez
13 A more recent version of Tilly’s argument is given by Morris (2014) who also argues that war-making
led to state-making. Unlike Tilly, Morris is not so much concerned with the type of the state’s political
regime that emerged, however, but rather emphasizes the overall increase in social welfare caused by
social organization in ever larger states, leading him to claim that “[i]t is thanks to war that we live
longer and more comfortable lives than ever before” (Morris 2014, preface, np).
Herbst (2000) applies Tilly’s argument to the study of African states and argues that the forces
Tilly emphasizes—interstate warfare and conflict about scarce land—were not present on the African
continent. These factors, together with the pernicious effect of colonial institutions and foreign aid
during the Cold War, Herbst argues, are responsible for the numerous weak states we find in Africa
today.
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de la Sierra (2017) for a recent application of the theory to the Democratic Republic
of the Congo (DRC).).
In a crucial addition to Tilly’s argument, Olson also theorizes why groups might
choose to create democratic stationary bandits, instead of remaining autocracies. His
main argument is that democracies are more likely to arise, if none of the groups
can overthrow the other and a stalemate is reached. In these conditions, Olson
(Olson 1993, 574) argues that
[w]ith several groups, it is not certain in advance how elections will
turn out, yet each group can, by allying with other groups, ensure that
no one other group will continually dominate elections. Thus elections
as well as consensual agreements among the leaders of the different
groups can be consistent with the interest of the leaders and members
of each group.
In Violence and Social Orders: A Conceptual Framework for Interpreting Recorded
Human History, Douglass North, John Joseph Wallis, and Barry R. Weingast (NWW)
develop a general theory of political development. Their framework builds on
Tilly’s and Olson’s hypotheses and connects inter-group violence, the need of group
leaders to extract rents and the type of political rule that emerges from this process
(North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009a).14
NWW distinguish between natural states (or limited access orders) and open
access orders. With “natural states” NWW refer to autocratic states ruled by a
narrow and unaccountable dominant coalition between elites of groups within a
state. In NWW’s terminology “open access orders” denote a type of political order
that is “sustained by institutions that support open access in the economy and
competition: political competition to maintain open access in the economy and
economic competition to maintain open acess in the polity” (North et al. 2012a, 16).
Thus, open access orders combine the elements that I have previously described as
a “democratic political order” above (see my definition of political development in
section 2.1, p. 13).
NWW’s most relevant contribution for my research question is their description
of the political economy logic of natural states. According to NWW, natural states
developed because they reflect the rational response of elites in situations where the
risk of violence is high. In such situations, the dominant coalition needs to generate
rents and distribute those rents to the members of the coalition. By doing so, peace
is more beneficial to each member of the coalition as rents are higher in times of
peace. Thus, violence (or the threat of violence) directly affects the way rents are
allocated (to insiders in the coalition), imposition of limits on outsiders to access
the governing coalition, and clientelistic relationships between rulers and ruled.
In characterizing natural states as a dominant coalition between violent groups
that join forces to secure rent-generation for their own group, their approach most
14 In

earlier work about the constitutional development in Seventeenth-Century England, North and
Weingast explore the idea of institutional liberalization as political exchange for resources without
explicit reference to violence (North and Weingast 1989).
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closely resemebles a modern understanding of power-sharing—and thus provides
a fruitful starting point to think about similar economic motives in contemporary
power-sharing governments that are similarly structured. I therefore pick up their
idea when I discuss the political economy of power-sharing governments in my
theoretical chapter (see subsection 3.1.3, p. 59).15
In sum, Tilly, Olson, and NWW all emphasize the force of actors’ economic
motives in shaping democratic or autocratic forms of political orders in the shadow
of violence throughout history. While they describe political development in general
terms, their main theoretical argument is applicable to contemporary post-conflict
situations. As I have laid out in section 2.2, the constant threat of violence is one the
defining features that shape the political climate of modern post-conflict countries.
This prevalent sense of insecurity also drives the explanations of Tilly, Olson, and
NWW. That makes their basic insight transferrable to contemporary post-conflict
situations: the ability to make economic profits out of a specific type of political
order under the threat of violence shapes a country’s trajectory on its way to a
democracy or an autocracy.
Economic Motives in Civil War Theory
In addition to historically-oriented scholarship, recent civil war theory gives us
reason to consider economic motives in our theories about post-conflict political
development. There is much evidence that economic incentives drive rebel and
government behavior during violent conflict. One important strand of the civil
war literature suggests that rebellion is—at least in part—economically motivated
(Collier 2000; Collier and Hoeffler 2004). Insurgencies occur, according to this theory,
because rebels seek private economic profit from rebellion, much like a criminal
seeks private gain from engaging in illegal activities. Grossman (1999, 267-268)
makes this argument most vividly, rendering insurgencies as an activity through
which a revolutionary leader maximizes the wealth of his clientele:
The incumbent ruler maximizes the expected wealth of his clientele,
which includes the current owners of land or capital and/or a parasitic
ruling class, such as the royal court, the members of a ruling party, or the
military elite. [...] The potential revolutionary leader is an entrepreneur
who recruits, deploys, and compensates insurgents. The potential revolutionary leader maximizes the expected wealth of his clientele, which
is an alternative set of property owners and/or an alternative parasitic
ruling class. A revolution in this theory is an attempt to depose the
incumbent ruler and his clientele in favor of the revolutionary leader
and his clientele.
Consider the last sentence of the quote: “A revolution in this theory is an attempt
to depose the incumbent ruler and his clientele in favor of the revolutionary leader
and his clientele.” Here it becomes clear that once the revolution has ended and
15 In Cox et al. (2015), the authors expand on this idea in a more formal way and in North et al. (2012b)
they apply this framework to contemporary developing countries.
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the revolutionaries won, insurgents continue their wealth-maximizing behavior,
only now as part of the government. Thus, if rebellion is, at least partially, the
result of economic motivation, it follows that rebels should continue to hold strong
preferences for economic gains once conflict has ended. This proposition is particularly relevant for my analysis of the effect of power-sharing governments. As
power-sharing governments explicitly include rebels into post-conflict governments,
the number of actors with economic motives and with access to state resources
increases.
The implication of this short overview of civil war theory for the study of
post-conflict political development is clear: If rebellion can be conceptualized as
“quasi-criminal activity” (Collier 2000), economic motives should continue to shape
actors’ behavior once conflict has receded. In addition to this argument and to the
role of economic motives in the history of political development developed in the
preceding section, existing research in comparative politics and political economy
also emphasizes the impact of economic motives for political development. It is
therefore this line of research that I discuss next.

Political Economy Incentives in Comparative Politics
According to an influential strand of comparative politics, one of the main motives of
political rulers (if not the main motive) is to stay in power. This wish fundamentally
shapes political outcomes, including the choice between democracy or autocracy.
The most prominent account of this assumption as basis for a complex theory
of politics is given by Bueno de Mesquita, Alastair Smith, Randolph M. Siverson,
and James D. Morrow (BDM) in their book Logic of Political Survival (Bueno de
Mesquita et al. 2003). In the book, the authors argue that a political leader’s decision
to increase the provision of public goods such as free media, infrastructure, and
bureaucratic transparency is a function of the respective institutional setup of a
country’s polity. According to their logic, any political institutional arrangement
consists of a selectorate, a winning coalition, and a political leadership.
Building on the assumption of a rulers’ wish to stay in power, BDM et al. argue
that political leaders must secure the support of their winning coalition. The selectorate refers to the set of people who have a say in selecting the political leadership.
The winning coalition denotes the subset of the selectorate whose consent is essential for bringing the political leadership into office (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003,
chap. 2). Bueno de Mesquita et al. hold that democracies differ from autocracies
only in the ratio of the size of selectorate to the size of a ruler’s winning coalition:
in democracies, the selectorate comprises the entire (adult) population and the
winning coalition is 50% of the selectorate’s votes (either by one party/candidate
alone or by a coalition). But a large selectorate and a large winning coalition do not
automatically define a democracy, although most systems with large selectorates
and winning coalitions are indeed democratic (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003, 72).
In autocracies, the winning coalition is typically a much smaller fraction of a much
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smaller selectorate.
To remain in office, a politician’s optimal strategy is to distribute economic or
political benefits to the members of the winning coalition in exchange for their
political support. In small-winning coalition systems these goods are (mostly) private goods, as can be observed especially in neopatrimonial regimes, for instance
in Africa (Bratton and van de Walle 1997; Erdmann and Engel 2007), but also in
political systems with bigger, but not universal selectorates, such as the communist
party in China. As the size of the winning coalition increases, an incumbent’s “available resources become more thinly spread and public goods become a relatively
cheap way to reward supporters, and coincidentally, often the rest of society as well”
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003, 87).
BDM et al.’s theory not only produces several implications for the study of
economic growth, war, corruption, and political survival, but also specifically for
endogenous political development (Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2009b). They
propose that political leaders will try to decrease the size of the winning coalition
and increase the provision of private goods for their winning coalition—i.e. they
seek to increase the authoritarian characteristics of the regime—if they face a credible revolutionary threat in conjunction with having access to nontax resources
such as natural resource rents and/or foreign aid. Employing a variety of statistical
analyses, BDM et al. find support for this hypothesis.16
The main assumption that leaders wish to stay in power is taken up and refined
by Acemoglu and Robinson (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006) in their book Economic
Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. They, too, emphasize the significance of a
revolutionary threat in face of leaders that want to secure their position of power.
Acemoglu and Robinson conceptualize democratic institutions as an elite instrument that provides credible commitment to the citizens in order to ensure future
pro-majority politics, when the elite is threatened with revolution (Acemoglu and
Robinson 2006, 27).17 The main idea both from BDM et al. and Acemoglu and
Robinson relevant to the study of contemporary post-conflict political development
is that politicians in the aftermath of conflict are likely office-seeking agents. The
reason for this is that they face a credible revolutionary threat, namely the recurrence of the violent conflict that has just been terminated (especially if no clear
victor emerged from the conflict but both sides have agreed to a peace agreement).
Summary
Why do economic motives matter for the study of post-war political development?
In the preceding sections I have developed a three-part answer to this question. First,
16 Bueno

de Mesquita et al.’s empirical findings have been challenged on methodological grounds,
however. It seems that, although their theoretical contribution is considerable, empirical support for the
theory’s implication still suffers from biased estimation techniques and measurement problems of key
concepts such as the size of the selectorate and winning coalition (Clarke and Stone 2008; Kennedy 2009).
17 See Weingast (1997) for a formal model of the conditions under which citizens (or groups of citizens)
can successfully coordinate to enforce limits for transgressive, i.e. autocratic, state behavior. Weingast
suggests a “coordination device” which reduces the costs of coordination. Empirical examples of such a
device are elite pacts and/or constitutions.
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violence between social groups and their desire to create economic rents has shaped
political development throughout history. Since post-conflict politics have at least
some similarity to these violent history of political development, we should also
expect economic motives to play a role in contemporary post-conflict environments.
Second, theories of civil war as “quasi-criminal activity” (Collier 2000) give us
reason to consider actors’, in particular rebels’ economic motives in post-conflict
countries. And third, the broader political economy literature highlights the role of
rents for office-seeking politicians: political rulers seek office because it generates
access to rents; rents that politicians require to buy political support from their
winning coalition. Thus, if rent-seeking is a general feature of politics, it should also
be apparent in post-conflict countries. Consequently, all three strands of literature
point to a common theme: when we analyze political development after conflict,
we should pay attention to the economic incentives actors face.

2.3.2

Explanations of Post-Conflict Democratization

Do contemporary explanations of the domestic sources of political development
after internal conflict take into account parties’ economic motives? The answer is
“no.” As I will argue in the subsequent sections, most authors have so far focused
on the overarching issue of “security” as driver or stumbling block of post-conflict
democracy. Economic motives are rarely addressed—leaving a gap in the literature
that this study aims to fill.
I develop this argument in greater detail in the following way. I start out
with reviewing general explanations of domestic variables that shape post-conflict
political development. I then discuss more specific explanations of post-conflict
political development, focusing on the role of power-sharing. Then I review the
literature on the domestic explanations of election quality, the rule of law, and
public goods provision after conflict.

General Explanations of Post-Conflict Democratization
Most scholars emphasize one key variable in their explanations of post-conflict democratization: the perception of (in-)security among former battlefield adversaries.
As I have highlighted above (see section 2.2), the question of whether one side in
a post-conflict country can be sufficiently sure that the other side will not renege
on a peace agreement is a defining feature of almost all post-conflict situations
(see Hartzell and Hoddie 2003; Walter 2002). Thus, the way in which post-conflict
parties resolve these security issues has implications not only for the survival of
peace, but also whether the state that emerges from civil conflict is a democratic
or an autocratic one. Given this fundamental nature of security questions in postconflict societies, it has also drawn most attention from conflict scholars; other
variables—such as economic incentives—have been largely put in the rear.
Interestingly, there is one exception to this rule. It is also one of the earliest
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studies of post-conflict democratic development by Leonard Wantchekon (2004).18
We have already encountered Wantchekon’s concept of a “minimalist democracy”
after civil war above (see above, section 2.2).
Wantchekon’s game theoretic models predict that a limited form of democracy
after civil war, a Schumpeterian democracy, see section 2.2
[...] can result from an outcome of strategic interaction between “intelligent” warlords. I...] If we were to believe [...] that [...] warring
factions [...] do what is in their best interests, then democracy will become the natural outcome of civil wars, provided that there is a military
stalemate and the factions are economically dependent on citizens’ productive
investments. (Wantchekon 2004, 32; my emphasis)
In the highlighted passage and the following text, Wantchekon directly translates Tilly’s idea of democratic concessions by elites in exchange for their right to
tax citizes to a post-war context (Wantchekon 2004, 30ff.). In this way, he explicitly considers the role of economic motives as driver of post-conflict democracy.
Interestingly, this particular piece of his argument—in contrast to his more widely
used concept of “Minimalist / Schumpeterian post-war democracy”—has not been
picked up in subsequent works on the topic.
This omission of economic variables (and a greater emphasis of security issues)
is visible in Jarstad and Sisk’s (2008b) collection of essays on challenges and tradeoffs that emerge from introducing democratic politics directly after civil war. The
book discusses three main dilemmas of democratization after civil conflicts: (1)
Horizontal dilemmas, which refer to the question whom to include in a post-war
political order (rebel groups, militias; but also representatives of refugees, for
instance). Here the importance of electoral rules that allocate power in ways that
respects the interests of former belligerents is acknowledged and analyzed in detail
(Reilly 2008). (2) Vertical dilemmas, which denote the problems of elite-population
relations , the necessity to include civil society organizations, and disarming rebel
organizations, and building strong, pro-democratic political parties (Manning 2007).
(3) Temporal dilemmas which Sisk summarizes as “deals needed to achieve war
termination and bring an end to violence may require compromises that constrain
democratization later” (Sisk 2008, 249). Examples for such deals are power-sharing
agreements which ensure rebel participation in post-conflict politics, either through
assinging seats in post-conflict cabinets, territorial autonomy, or quotas in military
and/or bureaucracy.19 All three dilemmas are based on, at least in part, security
issues. The implicit assumption is that without addressing the security problem
inherent in post-conflict societies democratic development is impossible (Sisk 2008).
In line with this more skeptical reasoning about the chances of post-conflict
democracy are the mixed empirical results of both quantitative and qualitative
studies on the domestic sources of post-conflict democratization. Again, much of
18 Wantchekon’s main work on the topic is his 2004 article in the American Political Science Review, but
it is partially based on earlier work together with Zvika Neeman, see Wantchekon and Neeman (2002).
19 I discuss the relationship between power-sharing and democratization in detail below.
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this skepticisim stems from the lingering insecurity between former belligerents
after the end of civil conflicts. Fortna and Huang (2012) statistically examine factors
that might contribute to democratization after civil war. They report that the
determinants of post-war democratization do not much differ from the factors that
determine democratization in other societies: economic development facilitates
post-war democratization, while oil wealth obstructs it. Conflict-specific factors,
such as type of war outcome, do not affect democratization after civil war. Yet
their results also suggest that wars that have been fought over ethnic identities, i.e.
wars in which the security dilemma is particularly pronounced (Posen 1993), are
followed by less democratic development (Fortna and Huang 2012, 806-807).

Studies that explore the determinants of post-war democratization using comparative or single case studies also point out the importance of security issues
(Manning 2002, 2007; Wood 2000). Carrie Manning (2007) for instance focuses on
the role of political parties and rebel-to-party transitions. She argues that “the
question of whether and how [...] armed opposition groups make the transition
to political parties is thus critical to the survival of democratic politics” (Manning
2007, 253). One of her results of comparing rebel-to-party transitions in El Salvador,
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Mozambique is that successful transitions depend both on
the institutional environment of the party/rebel-group (i.e. the electoral system,
see below) and the functioning of competition within the party (Manning 2007,
269). Wood emphasizes the role of mass mobilization in violent insurgencies and
subsequent democratization (Wood 2000). Drawing on case evidence from El Salvador and South Africa, she argues that both an insurgent “elite” that establishes
a viable negotiation partner for the regime and the accumulating costs of violent
insurgency for the incumbent regime facilitate both war termination and creation
of democracy. Both Manning’s and Wood’s explanations thus deal with security
issues. Manning makes the point rebels need to transform from violent to genuinely
peaceful political actors whereas Wood argues that insurgent elites can accumulate
costs for the incumbent regime through violence.

In sum, general explanations of post-conflict political development highlight
(in-)security resulting from the violence among former conflict parties as the main
stumbling block of post-conflict democracy. Only if post-conflict elites can overcome horizontal, vertical, and temporal dilemmas (Jarstad and Sisk 2008b), reconcile
ethnic identity conflicts (Fortna and Huang 2012), transform (violent) rebel organizations into (peaceful) political parties (Manning 2007), or incur costs on the
incumbent regime through violence (Wood 2000), democratic development after
conflict seems possible. Interestingly, though, none of these works explicitly incorporates a political economy perspective on post-conflict democratization as suggested
by Wantchekon (2004). We see a similar pattern when we look at studies of more
specific drivers of post-conflict political development, such as power-sharing.
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Power-Sharing and Post-Conflict Democracy
Many authors suggest that the extent to which former belligerents share political
power has a considerable effect on post-conflict political development (Hartzell
and Hoddie 2015; Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a). Power-sharing in the post-conflict
context is defined as “rules that, in addition to defining how decisions will be made
by groups within the polity, allocate decision-making rights, including access to
state resources, among collectivities competing for power” (Hartzell and Hoddie
2003, 329).20
But does power-sharing increase or lower the chances of democratic development after conflict? The literature offers us mixed answers to this question.
Conceptually, many argue that power-sharing should decrease parties’ tendency
to initiate democratic reform. Jarstad (2008b) identifies four central problems of
power-sharing and its effect on democratization: (1) power-sharing essentially
rewards extremist groups that have used violence to achieve their goals and shuts
out moderate groups; (2) power-sharing is essentially an elite pact which often lacks
popular support and, consequently, legitimacy; (3) power-sharing is frequently
imposed by third-party actors that push parties into agreeing to a peace deal which
then lacks local support; and (4) power-sharing perpetuates existing cleavages
between groups and prevents new political groups from taking hold in the political
system.
These reservations are echoed by Roeder and Rothchild who also argue that
power-sharing may obstruct democratic development after conflict, at least under
the specific circumstances in which power-sharing arrangements are most often
adapted (Roeder and Rothchild 2005). Their main argument is that power-sharing
predetermines many political decisions (who holds political office? how are public
goods to be distributed?). However, the openness of these questions is a defining feature of democracy which is, according to Przeworski, “institutionalized
uncertainty” (Przeworski 1991). Consequently, Roeder and Rothchild argue, powersharing obstructs democratic development after internal conflict. There is case study
evidence that corroborates this critical view. In a study of post-conflict Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Jung (2012) finds that the power-sharing deal enshrined in the 1995
Dayton accords has hampered the development of a fully functioning democracy,
because it entrenched social divisions between Bosniaks, Serbs, and Croats.
Recent empirical findings are more optimistic about the potential of powersharing to transform post-conflict politics and induce democratic elements to the
post-conflict political process. Hartzell and Hoddie (2015) report that post-conflict
power-sharing is associated with the establishment of a minimum of democratic
20 Many of the studies on post-conflict power-sharing have largely revolved around the question
whether power-sharing is indeed conducive to post-conflict peace. The answer is mostly “yes”, at least
under certain circumstances (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007; Walter 2002). Critical voices however
remind us that power-sharing can also be seen as rewarding insurgent violence with political influence
and, thus, make rebellion more likely (Tull and Mehler 2005). For the sake of clarity, I do not review
the vast literature on the relationship between power-sharing and post-conflict peace (for an excellent
summary, see Binningsbø 2013). Rather, I restrict myself to the studies that make an explicit link between
power-sharing and political development.
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governance after civil wars. Their finding is interesting in several respects. First,
they explicitly build on Wantchekon’s (2004) proposition that after civil war we
should realistically expect only the development of a limited form of democracy, at
best (see section 2.2 on political development in the aftermath of violent conflict).
Second, their empirical results suggest that power-sharing provisions in peace
agreement increase the chances of transitition to a minimalist form of democracy,
contrary to the theoretical objections laid out above.
A recent study by Ottmann and Vüllers (2015b) gives further reason for (at least
limited) optimism about the impact of power-sharing on political development after
conflict. They show statistically that certain types of power-sharing, such as parliamentary power-sharing can foster rebel demilitarization and their transformation
into a political party (Ottmann and Vüllers 2015b, 32). Linder and Bächtiger (2005)
examine the effect of power-sharing institutions (defined as diffusion of powers
among actors of the central level of governments and diffusion of powers between
different levels of goverment) on democratization in Africa and Asia. Their results
show that power-sharing has a positive effect on democratization. Similarly, Pippa
Norris (2008, 155) argues that:

Constitutional design plays an important role in driving democracy.
Even after cultural, social, and economic factors are taken into account,
the choice of executive institutions is systematically related to the success
(or failure) of democracy. These findings support the argument that
power-sharing arrangements [...] are at the heart of this process. In these
types of executives, there are multiple checks and balances on political
leaders.
Also more optimistically, Gurses and Mason (2008) study the impact of negotiated settlements on post-civil war democracy. Their analysis shows that civil wars
that ended in a negotiated settlement tend to be followed by more democratic political systems. They suggest that power-sharing arrangements which balance power
between rival groups are a key driver of this process: “A negotiated settlement is
most likely to even power balances among the warring parties and lead to more
democratic polities in post-civil-war states” (Gurses and Mason 2008, 320).
How can these opposing views on the democracy–promoting and democracy–
obstructing effects of power-sharing in the aftermath of conflict be reconciled? I
argue that both views do not take into account the effects of a third variable that
moderates the relationship between power-sharing and political development: the
economic motives of the elite actors involved in post-conflict politics. The review in
subsection 2.3.1 shows that security concerns, economic incentives, and political
survival motives are closely intertwined in their impact on statebuilding and the
type of political regime of such a state. Yet, while paying close attention to the
security dimension (and sometimes the political survival motive), the majority of
the power-sharing literature has not explicitly included economic motives into their
theoretical models.
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There is one exception to this statement: Economic motives do enter the powersharing literature through the notion of “economic power-sharing,” which denotes
provisions in the power-sharing agreement that regulate the distribution of wealth
(or sometimes the control over resource-rich regions, cf. Binningsbø et al. 2012;
Binningsbø 2013, 97). Empirical examples of economic power-sharing are rare, however (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003; Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a). Yet, only focusing on
actual wealth-sharing arrangements is short-sighted. In many post-conflict societies,
the state—and thus any political office than allows access to state resources—is the
primary source of economic income for those who control it (Acemoglu, Verdier,
and Robinson 2004; Acemoglu and Robinson 2012b; Bates 2008; Moselle and Polak 2001).21 Thus, any power-sharing arrangement that regulates access to state
power has to be analyzed against the background of economic motives of the elites
participating in it.
In sum, the literature on the link between power-sharing and post-conflict
democratization suffers from the same deficit as the more general literature on
the sources of political development after civil conflict: the lack of systematic
theoretical and empirical consideration of political economy motives. Yet all the
studies reviewed so far conceptualize political development on a relatively broad
level. Most of them do not disaggregate this phenomenon into the subcomponents
proposed in the beginning of this chapter, i.e. elections, rule of law, and the provision
of public goods. This raises the question whether the lack of an explicit political
economy approach to post-conflict democratization is echoed in more specific
research on the individual components of political development. In the following
paragraphs, I therefore investigate this question in greater detail.
Post-Conflict Elections
Similar to the broader literature on the domestic sources of post-conflict democratization reviewed above, research on the drivers of post-conflict elections and election
quality lacks an explicit political economy perspective. This is largely due to the
fact that most scholars of post-conflict elections have focused on the question which
types of electoral systems can contribute to post-conflict stability. In this literature,
a theoretical and empirical focus on security issues predominates. Studies that
explicitly focus on the more fundamental question why elites would accept to hold
elections after violent conflict in the first place and do so in a free and fair manner
are relatively rare. Even more rare are studies that try to answer these question by
incorporating economic motivations into their theoretical models.
The literature about the role of elections in post-conflict settings originates from
scholarship about the effectiveness of different specific types of electoral systems on
democratic stability in divided societies (Lijphart 1977; Horowitz 1985; Reilly 2001).
The focus of this earlier work was not whether elections per se were conducive to
post-conflict peace and democracy, but rather which types of elections function
21 I discuss the theoretical implications of the state as the main source of economic revenue for elites in
chapter 3.
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best in such a setting. While most scholars in the field agree on the importance of
electoral rules for the consolidation of post-conflict democracy, they differ in their
conclusions about the specific sets of rules required in deeply divided societies in
order to establish a functioning democratic system.
Horowitz proposes a “centripetal” system of majority vote that provides incentives for moderate politicians of each identity group to reach out to the other group
for votes. Typically, one component of such a system is a first-past-the-post electoral system in which politicians need to obtain a majority (or at least a substantial
amount) of votes from the opposing group. As a result, moderate politicians are
more likely to win the elections, since they have a higher chance of winning a majority of votes than more radical politicians who run on extreme nationalist tickets;
radicalization as well as an outbreak of inter-group violence is prevented (Horowitz
1985). As institutional instruments to achieve this, Horowitz proposes—depending
on the specific societal context—alternative vote systems (see also Reilly 2008),
territorial distribution of the vote, and federalism, each of which foster inter-group
cooperation and favor moderate candidates (Horowitz 2008, 1217).
Lijphart, on the other hand, suggests that a consociationalist form of electoral
system best reduces the likelihood of intergroup violent confrontation. Lijphart’s
model is based on a representative system of votes which guarantees each identity group representation in the legislative (or, depending, on the specific system
adopted even in the executive (Lijphart 1977, 2004). Although forms of consociationalism differ, most of them share a set of core institutional features: parliamentary
systems, rather than presidential systems; proportional electoral (often list-based)
electoral systems; autonomous sub-units in the state (federalism). These institutional features provide each group with the possibility of self-governance, preserve
their identity and give them security guarantees, and depending on the specific
system selected, even a veto against legislation or executive decisions that would
hurt their core interests.22
Empirical studies sparked by the debate between Horowitz and Lijphart have
not found a conclusive answer to the question which type of electoral system best
mitigates conflict risks in divided societies. Selway and Templeman test Lijphart’s
hypothesis quantitatively and find that “there is little empirical evidence that the
consociationalist package of institutions is able to deliver better performance in the
societies that are most at risk” (Selway and Templeman 2012, 1565). Selway and
Templeman’s more sceptical findings run against earlier statistical studies that find
conflict-reducing effects of the consociational model as proposed by Lijphart (see
Norris 2008; Saideman et al. 2002; Reynal-Querol 2002).
The inconclusive findings about the effect of consociationalism are mirrored by
studies about the effects of centripetalist institutions. In a recent comparative case
study of the effect of centripetal institutions (e.g. alternative or single-transferrable
22 For some scholars, the terms power-sharing and consociationalism are synonymous (cf. Noel 2005;
Norris 2008). I depart from that understanding and consider power-sharing—especially in its executive,
cabinet-level form, operationalized as seats in the executive government—as a possible, but not necessary
element of consociationalism.
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vote systems) in divided and post-conflict societies, McCulloch calls for caution:
“centripetal rules did not provide strong enough incentives for moderation in 11
elections in four cases where extremist victories were achieved (in turn hurting the
cause of political stability)” (McCulloch 2013, 129). Rather, she argues, the success of
centripetalism seems to depend on context factors, such as extant moderation and
demographic heterogeneity (ibid.). The ongoing argument between “centripetalists”
and “consociationalists” has also led to studies promoting a middle-ground. Durant
and Weintraub (2014), for instance, propose “turn-taking” institutions, in which
politicians alternate office according to fixed rules. Empirical applications of such
models are rare, however, and so are analyses of their effects.
The literature has since moved away from the question about the effect of the
specific types of elections to questions about timing of post-conflict elections. This
more recent research was based on the empirical observation that holding elections
as soon as possible after the conflict, frequently triggered renewed violence over
contested elections in countries such as Angola or Liberia. In other instances,
post-conflict elections were largely inconsequential in demilitarizing politics and
establishing a genuinely democratic form of rule, such as in Cambodia or Tajikistan
(Lyons 2004). The evidence from case studies that elections can be conflict-inducing,
rather than stabilizing is echoed by studies that analyze statistically the effect
of post-conflict election timing on peace. Brancati and Snyder (2013) find that
early elections are associated with a higher risk of return to war; confirming an
earlier finding by Flores and Nooruddin (2012). The argument of both is that
early elections take place in an environment in which former combatants mobilize
voters along conflict lines, and are more likely to return to arms if they do not
accept electoral defeat. This mechanism is exacerbated when parties have not been
properly disarmed—as it is typically the case for early post-conflict elections, as the
disarmament and reintegration takes time (Brancati and Snyder 2013, 826). Both
studies agree, however, that certain context conditions reduce the destabilizing
effect of early post-conflict elections, including prior experience with democracy,
power-sharing institutions or the presence of UN peacekeeping forces.
The main gap in the literature on explanations for variation in post-conflict election quality is its omission of economic rent-seeking motives and how they might
influence the functioning of elections. Both centripetalists and consociationalists
assume that the benefit of elections for political leaders is to gain access to power.
In many post-conflict countries, however, political power also ensures access to
economic benefits from state resources. The literature has so far failed to incorporate
the implications of a dual political and economic benefit of political office.23

23 The study by Durant and Weintraub (2014) is an exception, as they explicitly connect their framework

to the political economy theory of North et al. (2009a). Interestingly, the implications from their theory—
”turn-taking institutions”—fall between the consociationalist and centripetalist camps.
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Post-Conflict Rule of Law
In contrast to the rich literature on elections in post-conflict settings, scholarship
on domestic drivers of the rule of law in the aftermath of conflict is much more
limited. Indeed, in a relatively recent contribution, Hurwitz (2008, 9) states that
there is a “dearth of academic work on the conception, underpinning principles,
implementation, and outcomes of rule of law programs in peacebuilding contexts.”
In the studies that do exist, a central theme is—again—a focus on security and the
relationship between security and the rule of law. Economic motives for creating
and upholding the rule of law after violent conflict feature less prominently in these
explanations.24
The literature’s focus on security issues stems from the basic definition of the rule
of law as “a set of rules of behavior, reflecting a broad consensus within the society,
that is binding on even the most powerful political actors in the society, whether
kings, presidents, or prime ministers” (Fukuyama 2014, 1). In this definition, the
focus on security is explicit: the rule of law is supposed to constrain even “the most
powerful actors in society,” i.e. its purpose is to protect those without power from
those with power (for an in-depth discussion about the conceptual underpinnings
of the rule of law, see section 3.4 on page 82).
How do post-conflict societies construct a strong rule of law that limits the
power of those that have previously fought against each other? The literature does
not offer clear-cut answers to that question. Most studies are descriptive in nature,
and contend that rule of law programs have become an integral part of international
peacebuilding missions (see Hurwitz and Huang 2008; Samuels 2006; for more
on international efforts to strengthen the rule of law, see subsection 2.4.2). These
studies are relatively silent on domestic variables that are conducive or obstructive
in shaping rule of law outcomes in the aftermath of conflict.
One of the first quantitative analyses of the sources of post-conflict rule of law
is a study by Haggard and Tiede (2014).25 Using a newly constructed data set on
post-civil war rule of law reforms, they report evidence for path dependency: their
strongest finding is that pre-war levels of rule of law are the best predictors of
post-war rule of law levels (Haggard and Tiede 2014, 411).
A recent study by Hartzell and Hoddie (Hartzell and Hoddie 2016) complements Haggard and Tiede’s finding and asks specifically whether power-sharing
can contribute to building the rule of law after civil wars. Results from their statistical models indeed suggest that stronger power-sharing institutions—measured
as combination of political, territorial, economic, or military provisions in peace
agreements that regulate joint control over power in these areas—can contribute to
24 A much richer literature exists on the emergenece of a rule of law in developing countries without
an explicit focus on post-conflict countries, see e.g. Carothers (2006), Haggard, MacIntyre, and Tiede
(2008), or Fukuyama (2010). Due to space limitations, I cannot review this literature in its entirety. I do,
however, build on it conceptually when I theorize the joint effect of power-sharing and foreign aid on
rule of law reforms in section 3.4 (see page 82).
25 An earlier version of the study with virtually the same findings was published as Haggard and
Tiede (2012).
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stronger rule of law institutions.
Both Haggard and Tiede’s study as well as Hartzell and Hoddie’s more recent
paper provide a much needed systematic investigation of the origins of rule of law
in post-conflict settings. They do not, however, systematically incorporate the role
of post-conflict actors’ economic motivations into their theoretical models. The only
strand of literature that has systematically incorporated actors’ economic incentives
is research on domestic sources of the provision of public goods in post-conflict
countries. It is this line of research that I therefore turn to in the next section.

Post-Conflict Provision of Public Goods
The third element of post-conflict political development—the provision of public vs.
private goods—has received more attention in the peacebuilding literature. Public
vs. private goods provision is typically studied under the more general label of
“(political) corruption.” Corruption is the “the abuse of entrusted power for private
gain” (Transparency International 2016). As such, it captures an important element
of private vs. public goods provision, namely whether political elites use their
“entrusted power” to access state funds for private, particularly private political
purposes, such as buying political support from key political players or relevant
groups (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003).
I provide a more in-depth discussion of the conceptual underpinnings of private
vs. public goods provision in section 3.5 (see page 88ff.). Here, I focus more on
the theoretical and empirical findings about the domestic sources of post-conflict
corruption as the third element of my definition of political development. The main
argument put forward in the subsequent paragraphs is that—in contrast to most
of the other studies reviewed so far—economic motives do feature prominently in
research on post-conflict corruption. Yet, they lack a systematic focus on potential
institutional context conditions for corruption, such as post-conflict power-sharing
governments.
Corruption has only relatively recently caught the attention of post-conflict
researchers. In the literature that has emerged on the topic, it features mostly as
an independent variable. This becomes evident from one of the first major contributions to the field, the edited volume Corruption and Post-Conflict Peacebuilding
by Cheng and Zaum (2013b). One of the most interesting findings in the volume
is that the promise of accessing state rents can be a strong incentive for violent
groups to lay down arms and commit to a peace process (Cheng and Zaum 2013a,
10). Cheng and Zaum also highlight potentially detrimental effects of persistent
corruption on the quality of post-conflict democracy (Cheng and Zaum 2013a, 16):
“electoral campaigns require money, and those most able to fund such campaigns in
the aftermath of civil war are also the people who are most likely to be powerful
and corrupt.” In addition to the effects of corruption, they also point to drivers of
corruption, in particular external actors.
That corruption is an important element of post-conflict politics is also the main
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finding of a special issue on post-conflict corruption in the journal Third World
Quarterly (Lindberg and Orjuela 2014). In addition to the factors highlighted in the
volume by Cheng and Zaum (2013b), they highlight the negative impact of corruption on trust in post-conflict societies. Given that interpersonal trust is particularly
low in post-conflict societies—and thus an obstacle to democratic development (see
section 2.2)—a negative impact of corruption on trust is problematic in post-conflict
societies.
In addition to these two major publications, there are number of individual
studies on post-conflict corruption. Here, too, the focus is predominantly on the
effects of corruption. Fahad and Ahmed (2016), for instance, find that corruption
lowers foreign direct investments in post-conflict countries. Given the enormous
need for external capital to rebuild war-torn economies, this finding underscores the
negative implications of corruption in post-conflict countries. This finding is echoed
by Rustad, Lujala, and Le Billon (2012) who examine the relationship between
natural resources and corruption in post-conflict settings. They argue that natural
resources provide a large source of spoils that could provide peace dividends for
the broader population. However, corrupt handling of these assets undermines this
endeavor. Nevertheless, it might have the perverse effect of stabilizing the peace by
handing out spoils to the conflict parties.

2.3.3

Assessment

In this section, I discussed the domestic sources of political development, both
in general and specifically of the three components of my definition of political
development, elections, rule of law, and provision of public goods. Over the course
of this discussion, I developed a two-part argument. I showed in subsection 2.3.1
that three different strands of research emphasize economic motives as drivers
(and obstacles) of political development. Research on the historical origins of
political development, civil war theories that conceptualize war as “quasi-criminal”
activities, and the broader political economy literature all emphasize how the
motivation to generate economic rents shapes political development. It follows that
we should incorporate economic motives into our theories of post-conflict political
development
In the second part of the argument (see subsection 2.3.2), I show that it is precisely this notion of elites’ economic motives that is lacking from contemporary
explanations of post-conflict democratization. Instead, the literature has predominantly emphasized security issues. In so doing, scholars’ have mainly emphasized
strategies how former belligerents can overcome the security dilemma. Examples
include power-sharing arrangements that distribute political power among conflict
parties.
Given this mismatch between what should be a part of an explanation of postconflict political development and the current state of such theories, this dissertation
directly addresses this gap. I want to emphasize that the existing literature’s focus
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on security concerns instead of economic motives is not wrong. As I have argued
above (see section 2.2), the security dilemma is a defining feature of post-conflict
politics. However, there is a rich literature that points to the benefits of explicitly
theorizing the political as well as the economic gains of groups in a post-conflict
political order (see subsection 2.3.1). I am therefore convinced that developing
a theory of post-conflict political development that takes into account economic
motives is a fruitful addition to the literature.
If we want to take economic motives seriously, we should not only study that
actors seek economic rents, but also where these rents come from. In many, if not
most post-conflict countries, foreign aid is the main source of government income. I
therefore discuss the literature on the international sources of post-conflict political
development next.

2.4

Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Political Development

What do we know about the international influence on political development after
civil conflict? To answer this question, I review the literature on foreign aid and
peace operations in this section. I identify a two-sided research gap: On the one
hand, research on peace operations and post-conflict democratization suffers from
similar shortcomings as the literature on domestic sources of political development:
peacekeeping scholars predominantly emphasize how external actors can (not) help
overcome the security dilemma between warring parties; domestic elites’ economic
motivations—and how external actors might shape these motivations—are largely
absent from these studies.
Due to its strong disciplinary roots in economics, the foreign aid literature,
on the other hand, has a long tradition in modeling the economic preferences of
domestic actors. But foreign aid scholars have failed to explicitly incorporate the
unique context of post-conflict politics into their theoretical and empirical models.
In my dissertation I therefore aim to address the gaps in both research strands:
I complement research on external interventions with a perspective that focuses
explicitly on foreign aid instead of only investigating operational characteristics of
peace operations. And I add to research on foreign aid by incorporating a specific
model of post-conflict politics, particularly post-conflict power-sharing.
The remainder of this section is structured as follows. In the subsequent section
(subsection 2.4.1), I discuss the literature on peace operations and post-conflict
political development. Next, I turn to the scholarship on aid and democratization
(subsection 2.4.2). I conclude this section with a an assessment of the contributions
and shortcomings of both strands of literature.
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Peace Operations and Democratization after Civil Wars

The question whether multilateral peace operations—first and foremost United
Nations peacekeeping missions—can reduce the risk of civil conflicts recurrence
has long occupied social scientists.26 Less attention has been paid to the question
whether such operations also affect political development in the aftermath of violent
social conflict. This question is directly relevant to the focus of this dissertation—
the relationship between foreign aid and post-conflict political development—as
military engagement in post-conflict contexts is often accompanied by large inflows
of development aid (Doyle and Sambanis 2008).
Empirical findings about the effect of military interventions, both in form of UN
peacekeeping operations and bilateral military interventions such as the Iraq war in
2003, on the trajectory of post-conflict democracy are mixed, however. Arguments
vary according to the specific type of intervention under investigation. The first and
largest group of studies has examined the effects of UN peacekeeping operations
on post-conflict governance. In a series of related publications, Joshi (2010; 2013)
finds that UN peace operations can foster democracy after civil wars. He argues
that UN operations protect human rights in post-conflict environments, are more
legitimate than biased interventions in favor of one of the warring parties, support
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of former combatants, and protect
the balance of power between conflict parties (Joshi 2010, 840). He further posits—
and presents empirical results supporting this argument—that it is this democracyenhancing effect of UN peace operations that also increases the chances for longerlasting peace after conflict (Joshi 2013, 379). More recently, Steinert and Grimm find
that UN peacebuilding operations make subsequent democratization significantly
more likely (Steinert and Grimm 2015).
These recent findings echo the results of earlier studies. Doyle and Sambanis
(2000; 2006) also find that UN peace operations are successful in promoting “strict”
peace, that is the absence of large-scale organized violence in addition to a minimum of democratic participation. According to Doyle and Sambanis, strongly
mandated peace operations increase “international capacity,” i.e. the international
community’s ability to compensate for the lack of local infrastructure and local
hostilities (ibid.). Crucially, they also include a measure of foreign aid flows in
their aggregated variable that captures “international capacities,” but they do not
disentangle the effect of aid from that of UN peace operations. In a related argument, Pickering and Peceny (2006) find that UN interventions can help foster
democratic development. They argue that this result can be traced back to the fact
that most UN interventions are deployed at the request of conflict parties and are
thus more legitimate which in turn enables them to engage in more constructive
26 The literature on this question is vast; notable studies include Autesserre (2009); Bove and Ruggeri
(2016); Diehl and Druckman (2010); Dorussen and Gizelis (2013); Fortna (2008a); Hegre, Hultman, and
Nygard (2011); Howard (2007); Hultman, Kathman, and Shannon (2013, 2014); Joshi (2013); Paris (2004);
Ruggeri, Gizelis, and Dorussen (2013). The general consensus emerging from this literature is that
peacekeeping is generally effective in reducing conflict violence and fostering peace.
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conflict-building (Pickering and Peceny 2006, 553).27
The more optimistic findings about UN peace operation’s effect on post-conflict
democratization stand in contrast to the results of a set of more skeptical studies.
Fortna, for instance, reports no statistically significant effect of UN peacekeeping
on post-conflict democratization (see Fortna 2008b, and similar findings for the UN
variable in Fortna and Huang 2012). Her conclusion is consistent with the results
by Gurses and Mason (2008). They do not find empirical support for the argument
that UN peacekeeping produces higher levels of post-war democracy (Gurses and
Mason 2008). They justify their diverging findings from Doyle and Sambanis with
their inclusion of variables capturing prior level of democracy as well as more
nuanced measures of conflict outcomes (Gurses and Mason 2008, 332-333).
These less optimistic quantitative findings regarding the impact of international
intervention resonate with a large body of qualitative work that has produced an
extensive critique of external agents trying to build peace and democracy after civil
conflict. While some criticize the internationals’ strategy, but acknowledge and
defend the necessity of United Nations interventions to assist war-torn states in general (Paris 2004, 2010), others question this approach on a more fundamental level.
These scholars’ main line of criticism is that external attempts of peacebuilding often
revert to the imposition of Western value systems, including democratic political
systems, and resemble patterns of imperialism (Heathershaw 2008; Mac Ginty 2006;
Newman, Paris, and Richmond 2009; Newman 2009).
Evidently, scholars disagree about the impact of multilateral peace operations
on the prospects for post-conflict democracy. How can we explain these diverging
views and findings? I propose two answers to this question. First, the majority of
these studies disregard the political-economic motives of domestic post-war elites.
While elites’ security concerns and political survival motives are sometimes taken
into account, the explicit role of the state as revenue source of elites and the role of
the international community as a major source of these revenues is not adequately
addressed. Second, the majority of these study attempt to estimate the average
and unconditional effect of international peace operations. Especially many of
the quantitative studies therefore include a variable measuring strength of UN
deployment or simply a dummy of whether the UN intervened or not and add
control variables. However, this modeling strategy fails to take into account the
possibility that the effects of both military and financial international engagement
might vary with the domestic political environment in which they occur (Chaudoin,
Milner, and Pang 2015).28
The most notable exception to this criticism is a research project by Christoph
27 Pickering and Peceny’s study (2006) suffers from a selection bias, however, that is not addressed
in their empirical analysis. They do not model where military interventions occur which biases their
estimates of the effect of their military intervention variables. This is surprising, since they explicitly
argue that is the request of conflict parties—clearly a selection feature—that plays a significant role in
explaining the UN’s success in democratization.
28 To model such variation empirically, the authors would need to include interaction terms between
their variables measuring international involvement and domestic political structures (cf. Chaudoin,
Milner, and Pang 2015). Yet none of the studies either discuss the possibility of such interaction
theoretically, nor test for this possibility empirically.
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Zürcher and Carrie Manning (Barnett and Zürcher 2009; Zürcher, Roehner, and
Riese 2009a,b; Zürcher et al. 2013). In a series of nine comparative case studies of
UN peace operations, the group around Zürcher and Manning finds that post-war
democratization depends on the interactions between peacebuilders and local elites:
if elite and international preferences for democratization align and if local elites’
adoption costs (i.e. their costs of adopting a democratic political system) are lower
than their utility of democracy, democratization becomes more likely. Adoption
costs are determined by the extent to which democracy threatens post-war elites’
physical security, their economic basis, and their political power. They find that the
leverage of international actors on domestic elites is limited; neither higher levels of
post-war democratic aid, nor higher levels of mission intrusiveness (as measured by
peacekeeping personnel per capita) are consistently associated with higher levels of
post-war democratization.
Zürcher et al. have produced the most comprehensive study of peace operations—
including their financial as well as their operative elements—and post-war democratization so far. Their findings of the limited ability of external actors to introduce
democracy to war-torn societies are politically and academically extremely relevant.
Yet, their study leaves open at least three avenues for further research that this dissertation directly addresses: (1) Methodologically, they focus on an in-depth study
of a limited number of cases—nine for closer consideration, 19 for comparative descriptive statistics. While this enables them to uncover detailed causal mechanisms
regarding the adoption costs of domestic elites, it remains methodologically limited:
Their chosen method does not allow us to conclude whether their findings reflect
a general pattern or whether they are limited to their case studies. Furthermore,
they select their cases of post-war democratization depending on whether a UN
mission with more than 500 military personnel was deployed to the country. This
strategy is likely to be subject to a selection bias. There may be a variable influencing
both the chances for the deployment of a mission and the likelihood of post-war
democratization, such as war termination or war intensity.29 (2) Theoretically, their
concept of “adoption costs” is extremely valuable in that it allows to systematically
analyze the cost-benefit calculations of domestic elites for democratization. Zürcher
et al. argue that there are many different ways adoption costs can be influenced,
which lends towards a categorical explanation, rather than a statistical one across
more cases. Yet, if we can find a way to model these different pathways more
systematically and if we manage to operationalize and measure them accordingly,
we should be able to find evidence for these patterns across a more diverse set of
cases. (3) Zürcher et. al focus on a binary outcome for their dependent variable that
is heavily based on the presence of free and fair elections. Based on that criterion,
either a mission is a democratization success, or a failure. I am interested, however,
in explaining gradual changes to portray a more fine-grained picture of political
29 The variable “war intensity” is particularly important since Fortna has shown that peacekeepers
tend to get deployed to more severe post-conflict cases (proxied by prior conflict intensity) (Fortna
2008b)—precisely the countries in which the development of open political institutions is likely to be
most difficult.
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development after war that sheds light on institutions beyond elections.
In sum, research on peace operations and democratic development in the wake
of internal conflict suffers from a similar research gap as the literature on the domestic sources of political development: a predominant focus on security. Theoretical
models that explicitly combine domestic actors’ political and economic preferences
and how international peace operations influence them are missing. This omission
is in part a result of the fact that this strand of the literature largely focuses on
operational characteristics of peace operations, such as presence, mandate, or troop
size. Less attention is given to another aspect that typically accompanies such
missions to a great extent: foreign aid. I therefore discuss the literature on effects of
foreign aid on political development in the next section.

2.4.2

Aid and Democratization

Can Western donors and multilateral institutions “buy” democratization in recipient
countries through the delivery of foreign aid? This question has long occupied
a large number of political scientists and economists. A key finding from this
predominantly quantitative literature is that the effect of aid varies with the specific
domestic context in which it is delivered (Bader and Faust 2014; Wright 2009,
2010). The causal mechanisms that are put forward to explain this variation draw
heavily on domestic actors’ political economy motives—precisely the theoretical
mechanisms that are lacking in the rest of the literature. Over the course of this
section I will show, however, that the literature has so far largely ignored the specific
context of post-conflict politics, and here particularly the role of power-sharing as
moderator of the effect of foreign aid.
One group of scholars is skeptical that foreign aid can improve the democratic
quality of the recipients’ political systems. The line of reasoning put forward by
most authors in favor of this view resembles the “resource curse” argument (Ross
2001; Dunning 2008a): similar to government income from natural resources, foreign
aid is a form of public revenue that is not generated by the government’s taxation
of its population. As a result, public officials are less responsive to the population’s
needs and demands and can maximize private income from foreign aid instead
of generating public goods—democratization becomes less likely. Variants of this
theory and supporting quantitative evidence has inter alia been put forward by
Djankov et al. (2008), Smith (2008), and Morrison (2009).
Djankov et al. (2008) find that “being dependent on foreign aid seems to result in
worsening democratic institutions,” but concede that “the specific mechanism why
foreign aid has a negative effect on political institutions needs to be further investigated” (Djankov, Montalvo, and Reynal-Querol 2008, 16-17). Smith provides the
theoretical underpinnings for such a mechanism. Building on Bueno de Mesquita
et al.’s (2009a) selectorate theory, Smith (2008) argues that a regime which relies on
a small winning coalition will reduce public good spending when a) faced with a
revolutionary threat and b) is provided with nontax resources such as foreign aid
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and/or natural resources. This is because the regime seeks to reduce the insurgent’s
capacity to organize—which in turn is a function of public goods provision—to
successfully mobilize against the regime.
The mechanism of reducing public goods in the face public opposition is the opposite to Morrison’s (2009) model, although he too predicts a negative relationship
between levels of aid and levels of democracy. He posits that foreign aid provides
autocratic leaders with revenue to buy off poor citizens who might otherwise press
for a democratic opening. This enables autocratic leaders to stay in office and
prevent democratic reforms. Morrison provides evidence for both implications of
his theory. He establishes both a relationship between increased levels of foreign
aid and regime stability, and gives results that suggest increased public spending in
autocratic regimes which receive foreign aid. His study is particularly interesting
because it is one of the few that are able to provide empirical evidence not only for
the main relationship in question (foreign aid and regime stability), but also for the
underlying causal mechanism (social spending) supporting the argument.
A second group of studies challenges the hypothesis of the pernicious effect
of aid. Knack (2004) does not find any support for the hypothesis that foreign aid
promotes or blocks democracy. Similarly questioning the “perversity hypothesis”
of aid-induced autocracy, Goldsmith (2001) finds that foreign aid has a positive, but
very small effect on political liberalization as measured in change of Freedom House
scores. His results are qualified by Dunning (2004) who—replicating Goldsmith’s
original results—found that the effect only holds for the period after the Cold War.
Dunning posits that donors could more credibly condition their aid after the Cold
War, since Cold War-strategic considerations had become less emphasized after the
end of the Cold War. More credible aid conditionality plus an increased attention by
donors on good governance and regime type are the reason for the positive effects
of aid on democratization, argues Dunning. Both Goldsmith and Dunning only
analyze African countries which limits their conclusions geographically.
More recently, Wright finds that “dictators with large distributional coalitions,
who have a good chance of winning fair elections, tend to respond to aid by
democratizing,” while “aid helps dictators with the smallest distributional coalitions
hang on to power, ” such as military regimes (Wright 2009, 552). Wright’s combines
insights of earlier studies on foreign aid (aid has different effects in different political
contexts) with an explicit focus on political transformation (how does aid impact
regime type). His finding that aid works differently in different political contexts—
he looks at types of autocratic regimes and their respective winning coalition—has
important implications for modeling aid effects in post-war contexts, which differ
substantially from other political transformations.
Dietrich and Wright (2015) also offer statistical evidence that democracy aid has
fostered transitions to multiparty democracy in Sub-Sahara Africa. They rest their
argument on the distinction between different kinds of aid, arguing that democracy
aid that improves governance structures has a more positive effect on democratic
governance than economic aid which is more easily captured.
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Finally, Altincekic and Bearce (2014) argue theoretically and show empirically
that there “should be no political foreign aid curse.” Directly contrasting the
effects of aid and oil as unearned income they argue that aid is less fungible, more
conditional, and less constant than oil income. Thus, elites cannot use aid to finance
appeasement and/or repression as easily as oil revenues.
Foreign aid, this section has shown, can have an effect on political development
in recipient states—an effect that varies with the respective political context in which
aid is deployed (Wright 2009; Morrison 2009). If political context matters, however,
the absence of a post-conflict context in the empirical analyses discussed so far is
conspicuous. Although some studies have a dummy variable indicating whether or
not a country is currently in a state of civil conflict (e.g. Dietrich and Wright 2015),
none of them explicitly models the specific circumstances of post-conflict political
environments.30
This omission of post-conflict contexts in the foreign aid literature could stem
from the macro perspective on political development of most of the quantitative
studies in the field. In section 2.1, I disaggregated political development into the
three components elections, rule of law, and provision of public goods. Thus, the
question arises whether a similar research gap exists when we look at studies on
the relationship between aid and these individual subcomponents. I therefore turn
to a review of these more specific strands of literatures in the subsequent sections.
Aid and Post-Conflict Elections
The main form in which foreign assistance affects elections and election quality is
through international election monitors. Can international aid improve the freedom
and fairness of elections? Findings are mixed.
Ideally, election monitoring provides independent information about the quality
of an election (Kelley 2008; Hyde 2011). Consequently, election fraud should become
less likely as domestic fraud becomes internationally stigmatized. Yet many studies
argue theoretically and show empirically that under certain conditions, election
monitoring can increase election misconduct. Beaulieu and Hyde, for instance, document that international election monitoring can increase incentives for opposition
30 The theoretical and empirical omission of post-conflict environments from the aid → democratization
research is even more surprising as there is considerable scholarship on the relationship between aid
and conflict onset and duration.
Nielsen et al. (2011) for instance find that aid shocks, i.e. severe decreases in aid revenues, increase the
likelihood of violent armed conflict. They argue that sudden decreases in government revenue from
foreign aid limits the government’s ability to commit to an agreement with insurgent groups. Nunn
and Qian (2014) report findings from 2SLS regressions indicating that U.S. food aid increases incidence
and duration of conflict, but has no direct effect on conflict onset. In a similar vein, Narang finds that
humanitarian aid can shorten peace after military victories (Narang 2014) and that humanitarian aid can
increase the duration of conflict (Narang 2015).
Aid is not universally fueling conflict, however. Savun and Tirone, for example, find statistical support
for their hypothesis “that foreign aid appears to be a useful tool for preventing civil wars in the wake of
negative economic shocks” (Savun and Tirone 2012, 363). This findings echoes the results from an earlier
study by Collier and Hoeffler (2002). They find that aid is associated with economic growth, which in
turn reduces the risk of conflict relapse. Savun and Tirone also explore a different channel through which
aid affects conflict risks: democratization. They find that “democratizing states that receive higher levels
of aid are less likely to experience conflict than those that receive less aid” (Savun and Tirone 2011, 238).
De Ree and Nillesen (2009) find that foreign aid to Sub-Sahara Africa can decrease conflict duration.
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parties to boycott elections because they perceive incumbents unfairly benefitting
from international election support (Beaulieu and Hyde 2009). Simpser and Donno
(2012) argue that international election monitors can only prevent certain low-level
types of manipulation (e.g. stuffing ballot boxes). This induces incumbents to
use more damaging tactics of election manipulation, such as influencing voting
administration bodies or repressing media. Daxecker reports that international
election monitoring shifts elites’ incentives from using violence during an election
to using violence prior to the election to influence the outcome (Daxecker 2014). In
addition, Daxecker shows in a different study that election monitoring can increase
post-electoral violence (Daxecker 2012). Similarly, Daxecker and Schneider provide
evidence that multiple international election observer organizations that differ in
their analysis of the election quality can provide incumbent elites with the wiggle
room necessary to interpret election results in a way that is favorable for them
(Daxecker and Schneider 2014).
The studies cited above provide rich information on the conditions under which
election monitors can influence election quality. However, they lack a perspective
on the broader effects of foreign aid and other mechanisms through which aid can
affect election quality after conflict, such as political conditionalities attached to
aid more generally (for an exception, see Donno 2013). Another shortcoming is the
lack of explicit focus on post-conflict elections; much of the literature cited above
focuses on election monitors in general, irrespective of the specific context. My
dissertation seeks to address both shortcomings, formulating and testing a theory
of the broader impact of foreign aid in the context of power-sharing governments
on election quality as one aspect of post-conflict political development.

Aid and Rule of Law
Most studies cited in the general literature on aid and democratization above
subsume the rule of law under the label “democracy” in general—if they refer to
the concept at all. However, an emerging literature discusses the effectiveness of
external rule of law promotion strategies.
Schimmelfennig (2013) compares the rule of law promotion strategies of major
Western donors. He concludes that “international rule of law promotion became a
standard item on the global foreign aid development policy menu of all Western
countries” (Schimmelfennig 2013, 130; see also Carothers 2006 for a similar observation). He argues that this donor focus on rule of law promotion stems from the
fact that Western donors domestically adhere to the rule of law and thus see as a
“success model” that they attempt export (ibid.). However, due to differences in
domestic legal systems (i.e. common vs civil law), donors often end up pursuing
different rule of law programs in the same country, creating difficulties for recipient
states.
The number of conceptual studies on rule of law promotion such as the one by
Schimmelfennig (2013) and the essays in Carothers (2006) is not met by systematic,
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quantitative analyses of the actual effects of these strategies. One recent working
paper by Wright, Dietrich, and Ariotti (2015) explicitly investigates the relationship
between foreign aid and judicial independence, their main rule of law indicator.
They report two main findings: First, democracy aid, i.e. aid that is specifically
targeted at improving recipient governance structures, is positively associated with
greater judicial independence. Second, this positive effect is moderated by election
periods in the recipient country: when aid recipients hold elections, the positive
effect of aid on judicial independence disappears. This indicates that domestic
political considerations—i.e. recipient elites’ wish to win elections—shape aid
effects. The general positive relationship between aid and judicial independence is
confirmed by Jones and Tarp (2016). They find that more aid is generally associated
with higher institutional quality, including judicial independence (ibid.).
Even more scarce is the number of studies that systematically analyze rule of law
promotion in post-conflict contexts. O’Neill (2008) surveys rule of law components
of UN peacekeeping operations, but stops short of a systematic evaluation of the
effects of such mandate. Stromseth, Wippman, and Brooks (2006) do attempt to
provide such an systematic overview for rule of law programs after military intervention. The answer to their question “can might make right?” is relatively modest,
however. They highlight the need to establish security before attempting to build
and reform domestic legal systems and suggest a rule of law building approach
that is tailored to the specific post-conflict contexts. Echoing this latter solution is
a chapter by Chesterman (2008) that emphasizes “ownership” by domestic actors
over rule of law reform programs as success conditions (see also Campbell 2017).
In sum, there is a mismatch between the more conceptual, case-oriented studies
on international rule of law reform programs in post-conflict countries and macrocomparative quantitative studies that analzye the effectiveness of such programs,
but ignore the specific context of post-conflict politics. This dissertation addresses
this gap by adding a quantitative, systematic study of the effect of foreign aid on
post-conflict rule of law and the moderating effect of power-sharing governments
in this process.
Aid and Corruption
The literature on the aid → public / private goods nexus is more extensive than the
literature on the relationship between aid and the rule of law. A number of studies
point to pernicious effects of foreign aid on recipient state corruption—though
none of them explicitly investigates whether and how this effects varies across
post-conflict states.
Svensson (2000), for instance, posits that foreign aid offers little incentives for
rent-seeking elites to pursue growth-friendly politics as long as they can expect
foreign aid to continue.31 He finds evidence suggesting that higher levels of foreign
31

Schudel (2008) finds that the level of corruption in a country negatively influences the allocation
of aid, yet target state corruption does not as much influence aid allocation if the sender state itself is
corrupt. Similarly, Dietrich finds that donors bypass recipient governments when allocating aid, that
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aid are associated with increased corruption. His paper is particularly important for
the study of post-war political transformation, since foreign aid is associated with
increased corruption in countries that are “more likely to to suffer from powerful
competing social groups” (ibid., 455). Since post-war countries are particularly
characterized by deep-seated social cleavages, especially when no side has emerged
as a clear winner, Svensson’s theoretical model as well as the empirical support for
his model, merit further consideration. Yet he does not explicitly investigate his
theory on a sub-sample of post-conflict countries.
Other studies focus more directly on the theoretical mechanism proposed by
Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003): the selective provision of public goods to political
support groups. Jablonski (2014) argues that aid can indeed be captured by domestic
political elites similar to the “resource curse” proposition. Using the example of
the regional allocation of aid projects in Kenya, he shows that Kenyan politicians
systematically allocate World Bank projects to co-ethnic regions in an attempt to
“buy” votes (Jablonski 2014). In that way, aid is captured and does have pernicious
effects, but it does so in a democratic context that may well be in line with donors’
demands for a superficially democratic process (for a similar argument, see Briggs
2012, 2014).
Hodler and Raschky (2014) study whether politicians systematically allocate
more resources to their home regions. They find empirical support for this hypothesis as well as evidence for a stronger pattern of “regional favoritism” when countries
receive high levels of foreign aid. In a conceptually close study, the authors confirm
a similar pattern for the allocation of Chinese aid projects in Africa to leaders’ home
regions (Dreher et al. 2016).
The main contribution of these studies is that they steer our attention on the
potentially pernicious effects of foreign aid on the provision of public goods. The
argument that foreign aid undermines recipient states’ tax bases and thus props
up authoritarian tendencies is widespread in the literature. But it is the studies
reviewed here that subject this mechanism to empirical scrutiny. Similar to the rest
of the literature, they fall short of transferring this approach into a post-conflict
context, however. Thus, by explicitly incorporating public / private goods provision
as part of my dependent variable, this dissertation directly speaks to this gap in the
foreign aid literature.

2.4.3

Assessment

In this section, I have shown that research on the international sources of postconflict political development shows two main research gaps: similar to the literature on the domestic sources of post-conflict democratization, the literature on peace
operations does not explicitly take into account domestic actors’ political economy
motives (see subsection 2.4.1). Instead, the literature predominantly focuses on
means they provide more money to civil society organizations and universities, based on the recipient
state’s quality of governance (Dietrich 2013).
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whether international actors can mitigate the security dilemma between former
belligerents.
In contrast, the broader scholarship on the effects of aid on democratization
(see subsection 2.4.2) does include recipients’ political economy motives into their
theoretical and empirical models. What this literature lacks is a specific focus on
post-conflict politics. This omission is also visible when we look at the relationship
between aid and the subcomponents of political development, elections, the rule of
law, and provision of public goods.
In my dissertation, I address both gaps simultaneously. I develop a political
economy theory of the interactive effect between foreign aid and power-sharing
governments on post-conflict political development.

2.5

Chapter Summary

The goal of this chapter was twofold: to develop a theoretical concept of postconflict political development and to identify contributions and gaps in the existing
literature. In section 2.1, I conceptualized post-conflict political development as a
“country’s gradual movement between forms of political order—democracy and
autocracy—in the immediate aftermath of civil conflict.” I then disaggregated the
notion of “gradual movement” as a country’s shift on three elements of political
order: between functioning or fradulent elections, constraining or weak of rule of
law, and the provision between public and private goods.
Subsequently, I identified three research gaps. The first gap is the almost universal definition of a “minimal post-conflict democracy” only through elections
(Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Wantchekon 2004; Zürcher et al. 2013)—other elements
of political order, such as the rule of law or public/private goods provision, are
mostly neglected (section 2.2). I agree with most scholars that we cannot realistically
expect a full democracy to grow out of the ashes of a civil conflict, especially in the
early post-conflict period. Liberia is unlikely to resemble Denmark within the first
years after the war. Elections are therefore a useful benchmark to assess political
development after conflict. But it is insufficient to only focus on elections. An
elections-only focus strips us from the possibility to theorize how actors’ choice
to hold free and fair elections is strategically linked to their willingness (not) to
reform other dimensions of political order, such as the rule of law or public goods
provision. Thus, we need a concept of minimal post-conflict political development
that includes elections, but also extends the perspective on other elements of political order to fully understand the complex phenomenon of post-conflict political
development. The three-part concept I developed in section 2.1 is well suited to
address this gap.
Second, most research on the domestic origins of post-conflict political development does not include an explicit political economy perspective into their theoretical
models (see section 2.3). Instead, the literature’s predominant focus lies on the security dilemma between former belligerents and how it can be overcome. This latter
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point is the particular focus of the extensive research program on power-sharing
institutions. In the literature review, I show, however, that we have strong reason to
add economic motives to the political / security-oriented theories that currently
exist. Scholarship on the historical roots of political development (North, Wallis,
and Weingast 2009a; Olson 1993; Tilly 1990), civil war theories (Collier 2000; Grossman 1992), and contemporary political economy theories in comparative politics
(Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Bates 2008; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003), all imply
that economic motives play a role in political development—particularly in the
context of violent inter-group conflict.
The omission of elites’ economic motives is especially relevant for the powersharing literature, as power-sharing governments allow rebel elites direct access
to state resources. What are the political consequences of allowing rebel elites a
command over a ministry’s budget instead of command over troops? To model
the theoretical implications of access to state resources we need a theory that takes
into to account the political incentives created by power-sharing governments as
well as the economic incentives. This dissertation directly addresses this gap by
developing such a theory in the following chapter.
The third research gap is the foreign aid literature’s empirical neglect of postconflict contexts. Due to its roots in economics, the theoretical models of many
aid studies explicitly build on a political economy model of recipient states. Yet
the literature has a blind spot regarding the particularities of the post-conflict
environment, especially the type of post-conflict government. Does it make a
difference whether donors implement aid programs in countries that are governed
by extensive power-sharing governments? The existing literature fails to provide a
sufficient answer to this question. I address this gap in the aid literature by explicitly
theorizing and testing empirically whether power-sharing moderates the effect of
foreign aid on post-conflict political development.

Chapter 3

A Theory of How Aid and
Power-Sharing Shape
Post-Conflict Political
Development
How do foreign aid and power-sharing shape political development after civil conflict? In this chapter, I develop the argument that more foreign aid to post-conflict
states with extensive power-sharing governments is likely to lead to democratic
reforms—but these reforms will be ultimately limited. Domestic post-conflict elites
will concentrate democratic reforms in areas high on donors’ agendas (and that
are thus subject to stricter political conditionalities), such as post-conflict elections.
In less prominent areas, such as an independent rule of law and the impartial
provision of public goods, large aid flows to power-sharing governments can, in
fact, obstruct reforms toward a more democratic political order.
This argument rests on a novel political economy theory of post-conflict political
development. The theory highlights the role of three context conditions: postconflict elites seek economic rents as much as political power; donors frequently
attach political conditions to aid commitments; and power-sharing intensifies rentseeking incentives.
Combining these context elements yields the insight that rent-seeking postconflict elites are more likely to initiate democratic reforms if their access to rents
depends on the implementation of such reforms. Political aid conditionalities are
a prime example of such a dependency: elites only enjoy continued access to aid
rents if they comply with donor demands for political liberalization. At the same
time, rent-seeking elites are reluctant to democratize: free and fair elections, an
independent judiciary, and public demand for impartial service provision jeopardize
their position in power and their access to state rents. Elites thus face a rent-seeking/
49
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democracy dilemma: they can democratize and accept the possibility of losing
access to state rents, or they do not comply with donor demands and risk losing aid
rents.
This dilemma is more pronounced in power-sharing governments than in other
types of post-conflict governments, as power-sharing governments intensify postconflict elites’ rent-seeking incentives. Adding rebel elites to a cabinet intensifies
competition over finite state resources by increasing the number of constituencies
that need to be sustained from the government budget. The interim nature of
power-sharing governments introduces a limited time horizon for politicians’ time
in office; government and rebel participants in the power-sharing cabinet thus face
incentives to siphon off as many resources as they can, in the short time available to
them.
Facing the rent-seeking/democratization dilemma as well as strong rent-seeking
incentives, elites in power-sharing governments will employ a two-track strategy to
meet donor demands for democratization and secure access to state and aid rents:
They concetrate democratic reforms in areas on which donors place high value,
such as free and fair elections. In the areas of political order on which donors place
less emphasis (and thus less conditions)—the rule of law and the provision of public
goods—elites’ rent-seeking incentives imply that they will obstruct reforms. As a
result, I expect that more foreign aid to extensive power-sharing governments leads
to limited democratic reforms. These limited democratic reforms will be reflected
in relatively free and fair elections, together with restrictions of an independent rule
of law and impartial provision of public goods.

3.1

Context Conditions of Post-Conflict Political Development

I identify three conditions which I assume to shape the impact of foreign aid on postconflict political development: (1) the economic preferences of post-conflict elites,
(2) political conditionalities of foreign aid, and (3) the institutional design of the
aid recipient, particularly whether or not rebel groups participate a power-sharing
government.

3.1.1

The Political Economy of Post-Conflict Situations

My literature review has shown that we should conceptualize elites in post-conflict
governments as agents with both political (in terms of political office, security, or
territorial gains) and economic goals (see subsection 2.3.1). They are “rent-seeking”
agents , in the language of political economy theory (Henderson 2008).32 Work
on the origins of statebuilding stresses that governments have historically formed
to generate economic rents (North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009a; Olson 1993; Tilly
32 “Rent-seeking” refers to an activity that exploits or manipulates public policy or economic conditions
to create profits without generating additional wealth (Krueger 1974).
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1990). A prominent strand of the civil war literature conceptualizes insurgencies as
a rent-seeking, “quasi-criminal activity” (Collier 2000; Grossman 1999). And the
broader political economy literature highlights the fact that politicians seek rents so
they can distribute spoils to their political support groups in order to secure their
loyalty and allow the politician to remain in power (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003;
Erdmann and Engel 2007).
The common theme that emerges from these diverse strands of literature is that
politicans have political incentives to gain economic rents. The political economy
literature suggests that this last point holds as a general feature of politics, but
the state development and the civil war literatures emphasize that rent-seeking
motives are particularly prevalent in contexts that are characterized by (the threat
of) intergroup violence, such as post-conflict countries.
It is not simply the fact that governments and rebels seek to maximize economic
revenue. What also matters for understanding post-conflict democratic development is the type of government income. We can roughly distinguish between three
types of government income: taxes, natural resources, and foreign aid. The ability
to tax its citizens (and the organizations built by its citizens, such as corporations) is
one of the core features of a state in its modern understanding (Bräutigam 2008).
Taxation plays a crucial role for two reasons: First, taxation facilitates bargaining
between the state and its citizens and therefore fosters the creation of representative
institutions (Bräutigam, Fjeldstad, and Moore 2008; Tilly 1990). Second, state revenue from taxation drives the creation of a state’s bureaucratic capacity (Bräutigam
2008, 1-2), since tax collection is a complex endeavor: it requires population statistics, tax collection agencies, skilled professionals, and a functioning tax code. In
order to be able to provide these things, political rulers need to invest in their state’s
bureaucratic capacity if they want to collect taxes.
In post-conflict countries, tax income is typically low. Large-scale internal conflict destroys much of the bureaucratic and physical infrastructure that is necessary
to efficiently collect taxes. At the same time, the population of a typical post-conflict
state is often so poor that they cannot be expected to pay much taxes (Boyce and
O’Donnell 2007; Boyce 2010).
The right column of Figure 3.1 visualizes that tax revenues are, on average,
systematically lower in conflict-affected and post-conflict countries than in other
countries, except for low income countries.33 This column visualizes the distribution
33 The plot shows the distribution of government income from aid (left column), resource rents (middle
column), and taxes (right column) across different types of states between 1989 and 2010. The unit of
observation is the country-year. Each country-year is classified into either conflict-affected (i.e. currently
experiencing internal civil conflict according to the Uppsala Conflict Data program, see Themnér and
Wallensteen 2012), post-conflict (the country has at some earlier point experienced conflict), and the
World Bank income status classifications (Low, Lower middle income, Upper middle income, High).
Data sources are: Tax / GDP: Tax revenue as % of GDP. Data taken from the World Bank (indicator:
GC.TAX.TOTL.GD.ZS); Natural Resource Rents: Total natural resources rents in % of GDP, Data taken from
the World Bank (indicator: NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS) Aid / GNI: Commitment Amount in constant 2010 USD
per year. Data taken from the AidData 2.0 Project (Tierney et al. 2011). Only countries with a population
greater than 500,000 are included. The United States (Al Qaida attacks in 2011), the UK (Northern Ireland
conflict), and Spain (Basque conflict), were manually excluded from the “conflict-affected” category,
because they are industrialized states and thus differ systematically from the rest of the countries.
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Figure 3.1. Distribution of Post-Conflict States’ Revenue Sources, 1989-2010
Resource Rents / GDP

Aid / GDP

Tax Income / GDP

Conflict-affected

0.075
0.050
0.025
0.000
0.075

Post-conflict

0.050
0.025
0.000
0.12

Low income

0.09
0.06
0.03
0.00

Lower middle income

0.08
0.06
0.04
0.02
0.00

Upper middle income

0.100
0.075
0.050
0.025
0.000
0.15

High Income

0.10
0.05
0.00
0

50

100

150

0

25

50

75

0

20

40

60

Note: The histograms reflect the distribution of the x values (i.e. Taxes, Natural Resource Rents per
GDP, and Aid / GDP). The y-axis represents the percentage of observations in the category. Since
the maximum percentage score varies depending on the respective distribution, the y-axes have
different scales in the respective country categories. The solid vertical line indicates the mean of
each distribution; the dashed line indicates the median.
Interpretation: Many values to the left indicate little income from the respective resource type in a
given country category (i.e. the strongly right-skewed distribution of resource rents in high-income
countries (middle column, bottom row) indicates that only very few high-income countries receive
income from natural resources), and vice versa. A “zero” on the x-axis reflects a categorie of zero
per cent of the respective income source in GDP.
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of tax income (depicted on the x-axis) in different types of countries, such as conflictaffected, post-conflict, and high-, middle-, and low-income countries. A distribution
with many values to the right indicates that countries (or country-years, to be
precise) collect many taxes, a distribution with many values to the left indicates
that countries collect only few taxes. If we compare the means and medians (the
solid and dashed lines) of the distribution of tax collection see that the mean of
conflict-affected and post-conflict countries is very much to the left. In post-conflict
countries, tax income represents only 14.25% of the national GDP in post-conflict
countries as compared to 18.2% in upper middle income countries. What is more,
data on tax revenues is missing for more than 57% of the country-years in the
sample analyzed. Given the destruction of tax collection bureaucracies during
war and the value of non-taxed economic goods traded on the black market, the
estimated average tax revenue of 13.9% of a conflict-affected country’s GDP is likely
to be much lower than is reflected in Figure 3.1.
The second source of government income relevant for post-conflict political
development are natural resource rents. The World Bank defines natural resource
rents as “the sum of oil rents, natural gas rents, coal rents (hard and soft), mineral
rents, and forest rents” (World Bank 2015b, n.p.).34 High dependency on natural
resource rents is negatively associated with democracy and positively associated
with an increased duration of authoritarian governments (Morrison 2009; Ross 2015).
The main mechanism that is typically put forward to explain this pattern goes as
follows: governments that rely less on taxes but rather on income from natural
resources have less incentives to be responsive to their citizens’ needs. Instead,
they have direct access to resource rents to buy off political opponents and finance
repression (Ross 2015). This pernicious effect of natural resource income is most
pronounced in weakly institutionalized political systems (Acemoglu and Robinson
2012b). States with stronger political institutions, but equally high levels of natural
resource rents, such as Norway, are less susceptible to this process.
We see from the middle column in Figure 3.1 that the average of natural resource
income in per cent of GDP is higher both in conflict-affected and post-conflict
countries than in other countries. Again, given that official data collection is very
weak in many of conflict-affected and post-conflict countries, these official figures
are likely to be biased downwards and might well be higher (Jerven 2013).
The third source of state revenue is relevant for post-conflict political development is foreign aid. The effect of taxes on political development runs through
the exchange it creates between rulers and ruled; the effect of natural resources
stems from the fact that they sever this relationship between elites and citizens.
Where does foreign aid—which is higher in post-conflict countries than in other
countries, see the left column of Figure 3.1—fall in this spectrum? Some say that the
main difference between types of government income is whether it is tax income
or non-tax income and that is this distinction that has a causal impact on political
outcomes in the recipient country: “the particular source of nontax revenue-state34 For

a discussion of different definitions and indicators of resource rents, see Ross (2015).
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owned enterprises, aid, or other sources–does not make a difference: they all act
similarly with regard to regime stability [...]” (Morrison 2009, 109). I challenge this
view. Foreign aid—in contrast to other types of income—is deeply political in the
sense that it is an “authoritative allocation of values for a society” (Easton 1965).
Its authority stems from the fact that is given by donors with political interests,
regardless of the precise nature of these interests. This authority manifests itself
through the political conditionality of foreign aid.

3.1.2

The Political Conditionality of Foreign Aid

I distinguish between two main channels of political conditionalities: explicit and
implicit aid conditionality. Explicit aid conditionality is a core feature of today’s
foreign aid regime.35 When a “donor sets certain conditions to be met by the recipient as prerequisite of entering into an aid agreement or for keeping up aid” (Stokke
1994, 11) we speak of explicit aid conditionality. These conditions can include a
wide variety of political goals that are desirable in the eyes of the donor, such as
changes in the recipient’s economic, environmental, or social policies. The prime
example of economic conditionality are the World Bank’s and the International
Monetary Fund’s IMF structural adjustment programs, largely imposed during
the 1980s and 1990s (van de Walle 2001). These programs explicitly conditioned
loans on the reform of institutions and policies in the recipient countries, such as
privatization and strengthening austerity. Structural adjustment programs received
harsh criticism because of their top-down implementation, often without sufficient
recipient government consultations and free-market strategies (Easterly 2005).36
Thus, the World Bank and the IMF now accompany their structural adjustment programs with poverty reduction strategy papers (PRSPs) which involve negotiations
with recipient countries about specific policy targets recipients need to meet. This
procedure roughly represents the typical practice of how other donors implement
ex-ante conditionalities as well: donors negotiate a set of preferred policy measures
with the recipient country; aid is then disbursed in trenches or installments, where
future trenches are conditional on the recipient’s progress in the agreed-upon policy
goals (Crawford 2001).
This generic procedure of explicit economic conditionalities also describes the
way through which donors implement explicit political aid conditionalities—the
primary type of conditionalities on which I focus in this dissertation because of their
direct link to democratization. Political conditionality is “the allocation and use of
35 For a discussion of the link between foreign aid, conditionalities, and political outcomes in recipient
countries, see subsection 2.4.2 and, inter alia, Bader and Faust (2014); Boockmann and Dreher (2003);
Crawford (2001); Dreher (2006); Molenaers et al. (2015); Stokke (1994); van de Walle (2001)
36 Aid conditionalities continue to be normatively criticized as many see them as instruments by
powerful states (the West) to control and, sometimes even imperialize less powerful countries (all
developing countries). I explicitly refrain from engaging in a normative debate of aid conditionality
and restrict myself to describing the political nature of this resource and the implications for building a
positive theory of the effect of aid in post-conflict countries. I do, however, discuss policy implications
of the empirical results of my study and the extent to which they rely on aid conditionalities in the
conclusion of this dissertation (chapter 9).
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financial resources to sanction or reward recipients in order to promote democratic
governance and human rights” (Molenaers et al. 2015, 2). Political conditionality
became a part of the aid regime in the late 1980s when the fall of the Berlin Wall
and the perceived ‘victory of liberal democracy’ coincided with a changing donor
perspective that “economic conditionality was insufficient in obtaining sustainable
economic growth in developing countries” (Emmanuel 2010, 858). In this view, the
political environment had to be conducive to economic growth—and if it was not,
it became subject to political conditionality (Easterly 2006; Molenaers, Dellepiane,
and Faust 2015).
As a result, political conditionality is now widespread practice among donors,
particularly European and North American donors (Molenaers, Dellepiane, and
Faust 2015). Examples range from Contonou Partnership Agreements that regulate
the EU’s aid relationship between Africa, the Carribean, and Pacific countries
and which contains clear governance conditions (Schimmelfennig and Scholtz
2008); the United State’s Millenium Challenge Account that offers financial rewards
to recipients’ good governance efforts (Chhotray and Hulme 2009); or Japan’s
“positive” and “negative linkage” strategy for official development assistance that
ties Japanese aid delivery to recipient governance practices (Furuoka 2005). These
are not isolated examples. Out of 64 sanction episodes that aimed to improve the
sanction recipients’ democratic status, 51 (about 80%) included aid sanctions as
instruments to achieve this goal (von Soest and Wahman 2015).
Political conditionalities come in many forms. They range from “subtle persuasion behind [...] closed doors [...] to outspoken press statements condemning
certain government actions” to ultimately “negotiating hard incentives by pushing for political targets in the Performance Assessment Framework” (Molenaers,
Dellepiane, and Faust 2015, 4). As such, political conditionalities are to be distinguished from democracy aid. The two are related, but distinct phenomena. Donors
can attach political conditionalities to any type of aid, such as economic or budget
aid with the goal to change the recipient’s political institutions. Democracy aid has
this goal in common with political conditionalities. But the main channel through
which democracy aid achieves this goal is through technical assistance, not coercive
pressure.37
The second type of political aid conditionalities are implicit conditionalities.
With implicit conditionality I refer to predictable reactions of donors to a change in
conditions in the recipient country—and the recipient’s anticipation of this donor
behavior. Donors, especially bilateral ones, are typically responsive to political conditions in the recipient countries. Even if their projects are not explicitly conditional
on domestic political reform ex ante, donors frequently withdraw aid in the wake of
a coup d’etat, domestic political violence, or electoral fraud. In January 1996, the EU
threatened to withdraw their aid package from Sierra Leone if democratic elections
were to be negatively affected by the military coup d’etat (Crawford 2001, 190). This
37 I discuss the distinction between aid types and how to measure aid conditionality empirically in
more detail in subsection 4.3.2.

3.1. Context Conditions of Post-Conflict Political Development

56

Table 3.1. Explicit vs. Implicit Aid Conditionality
Explicit Political Conditionalities

Implicit Political Conditionalities

Ex-ante specified demands to promote
democracy or human rights (donor-driven)

Ex-post donor reaction to recipient actions
that violate democratic norms (recipient
can anticipate donor behavior)

is not a singular phenomenon, but applies more broadly to aid from Western donors.
Between 1990 and 1996 alone, Crawford finds 29 instances of different forms of aid
suspension following human rights violations, flawed elections or other types of
egregious political problems in recipient countries (Crawford 2001, 169).
Emmanuel (2010, 858-859) sketches the typical sequence of actions in the context
of implicit conditionality in the context of a coup d’etat as follows: “(1) donors
condemn the coup or some other negative action on the part of the aid recipient, (2)
donors suspend or dramatically reduce their aid in response, and (3) donors request
some sort of political reform, here a return to civilian, democratic rule in exchange
for the return of normal aid flows.” Recent developments in Burundi illustrate
this sequence: after Bujumbura’s crackdown of pre-election protests in May 2015,
the European Union institutions and Belgium—among the largest donors in the
country—swiftly suspended aid (Nduwimana 2015).
What distinguishes implict aid conditionality from explicit conditionality is that
it can apply to all types of aid, without donors explicitly specifying it a priori. But,
crucially, aid recipients can anticipate this donor behavior—and can adapt their
own behavior accordingly. Or they can come to the conclusion, after considering
the likely donor response, to go through with their potentially aid-reducing actions,
such as violent crackdowns of protests or manufacturing elections. But the typical
sequence of implicit aid conditionality also suggests that explicit and implicit
political conditionalities go hand in hand. Offensive recipient behavior may turn
regular, no-strings-attached aid into explicitly conditioned aid (see the third element
of the previously quoted sequence by Emmanuel 2010).
The main implication of the distinction between explicit and implicit political
conditionalities (summarized in Table 3.1) is that aid can have political effects even
if it is not explicitly tied to democracy promotion. As we will see in chapter 4, this
has consequences for the measurement of aid conditionalities.
The Relevance of Political Conditionalities in Post-Conflict Countries
While the previous discussion has sketched political aid conditionalities in general,
they also form a major part of donor strategies in post-conflict countries.
First, there is much qualitative evidence that donors use “peace conditionalities”
to nudge former belligerents into implementing peace agreements in recipient states
(Boyce 2002, 2010). For instance, donors often agree to finance a “peace dividend”
to the broader population (e.g. in form of repatriation programs) in return for the
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Figure 3.2. Foreign Aid, Economic Conditionality, and Armed Conflict
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Upper Panel: The y axis represents a count of structural adjustment programs that were agreed with a post-conflict
country in the respective year. Data for IMF programs available for 44 countries (1990-2010); Data for World Bank
programs available for 24 countries (1990-2004). Source for IMF and World Bank data: Boockmann and Dreher (2003);
Dreher (2006). For details on selection criteria for post-conflict countries, see chapter 4.
Lower Panel: The y-axis represents the sum of all aid commitments in the sector democracy and governance aid to postconflict countries in the year on the x-axis. For details on the aggregation and subsectors included, see subsection 4.3.2.
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conflict parties’ continued implementation of a peace agreement. Paris (2004, 225)
also concludes that international actors, not only international financial institutions
such as the World Bank or the IMF, but also United Nations peacekeeping operations, often push for early reforms aimed at liberalization: “Peacebuilders in the
1990s placed their faith in rapid democratization and marketization as a means of
consolidating peace in countries that were just emerging from civil wars.”
There is also quantitative evidence that political and economic aid conditionalities are important features of post-conflict politics. Unfortunately, no comprehensive data set on political aid conditionality exists.38 Yet data on economic
conditionalities—which often go hand in hand with political conditionalities (Paloni
and Zanardi 2012)—shows that post-conflict countries are heavily targeted by aid
conditionality. The upper panel in Figure 3.2 plots the share of World Bank structural
adjustment programs in all developing countries versus post-conflict countries.39
The figure shows that post-conflict countries often have higher shares of structural
adjustment programs than other developing countries. We further see that the
number of structural adjustment program agreements has been particularly high
during the 1990s, as argued by Paris (2004), the rate has somewhat receded in more
recent year.40
Further, the lower panel in Figure 3.2 plots the sum of democracy and governance aid to post-conflict countries between 1990 and 2010. Democracy and
governace aid serves as a rough proxy for the value donors place on democratic
governance after conflict, even though it is not the same as aid conditionalities
(see above). The plot shows that the aid committed to promoting democracy and
good governance in post-conflict countries has steadily increased since the end of
the Cold War. This is in line with other quantitative and qualitative studies who
report an increased donor focus on democracy, but for a global sample of countries
instead of post-conflict countries (Dietrich and Wright 2015; Molenaers et al. 2015;
Savun and Tirone 2011). While we cannot directly conclude from this plot that aid
conditionality to post-conflict countries has increased, it does show that donors
have increased their overall focus on post-conflict democracy promotion. Thus, it
is not enough to heed Morrison’s (2009, 134) advice that “future theoretical and
empirical work will need to account for the importance of nontax revenue, ” but we
also to need explicitly incorporate the political conditionalities of foreign aid as a
nontax revenue source into theoretical models of post-conflict politics.

38 The data on aid sanctions cited earlier (see von Soest and Wahman 2015) is not useful in this
regard since they only include sanctions against autocratic regimes and consider only EU, UN, or US
sanctions. Also, aid sanctions typically only refer to conditionalities ex-post, i.e. once the recipient has
violated norms, rather than pre-negotiated conditions (ibid.), which constitute the majority of political
conditionalities (Molenaers, Dellepiane, and Faust 2015).
39 The zig-zag shape of the red trend line is likely driven by the varying total number of underlying
post-conflict years per year. In years with many post-conflict countries the likelihood of any given
post-conflict year with economic conditionalities increases.
40 Note, that the plot’s x-axis is capped in 2004, since Boockman and Dreher’s World Bank data is only
available until 2004 (Boockmann and Dreher 2003).
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The Extent of Post-Conflict Power-Sharing Governments

The final context condition is whether the post-conflict state incorporates rebel and
government representatives into a joint power-sharing government. Two features
in particular make power-sharing governments different from other types of postconflict governments. First, power-sharing governments are an institutionalized
response to a security dilemma. Second, power-sharing governments provide direct
access to state resources to rebel groups in the post-conflict period.
The explicit goal of post-conflict power-sharing is to overcome the security
dilemma that exists in post-conflict countries (see the literature review in subsection 2.3.2 and Hartzell and Hoddie 2003). Power-sharing is formally defined as
“rules that, in addition to defining how decisions will be made by groups within the
polity, allocate decision-making rights, including access to state resources, among
collectivities competing for power” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 320). This allocation
of decision-making rules is “intended to ensure domestic groups that they will not
become victims of discrimination and violence in the new state” (Mattes and Savun
2009, 140). By conceding power to a rival faction in this way, all parties to a powersharing government make a costly signal to the other parties about their strong
commitment to the deal (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003). In this way, power-sharing
mitigates the commitment problem among former warring parties.
Power-sharing arrangements come in many institutional forms. I follow the typical distinction in the literature of power-sharing into four types: political, military,
territorial, and economic power-sharing (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007; Ottmann and
Vüllers 2015a). Political power-sharing addresses the question of political control
over the state: out of fear that politics will turn into a zero-sum game if only one side
controls the state, parties agree to a set of institutional mechanisms that guarantee
political participation. These mechanisms include cabinet participation, parliamentary quotas, and veto rights. Military power-sharing targets conflict parties’ fears
about military dominance. If one side agrees to disarm, how sure can it be that
the other side will not use this military advantage to attack? Integration of rebel
armies into the state’s security apparatus as well as ethnic quotas in the military
(such as in Burundi) are examples of military power-sharing institutions that address these questions. Territorial power-sharing arrangements regulate the question
about control over a territory. Regional autonomy of a certain region such as the
Bosnian entities after Dayton or the complete secession of a region(e.g. in Kosovo)
are examples of territorial agreements. Economic power-sharing arrangements
address fears about any party’s use of resources, often natural resources. Explicit
economic power-sharing arrangements include regulations about the division of
these resources among former belligerents, such as in Sierra Leone.41
My empirical and theoretical focus in this dissertation lies on political powersharing, or more precisely cabinet-level, executive power-sharing governments. This
type of power-sharing is characterized by the explicit inclusion of former insurgents
41 See Hartzell and Hoddie (2007, 24ff.) and Ottmann and Vüllers (2015a, 336ff.) for detailed descriptions of these different types of power-sharing.
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in a post-conflict power-sharing cabinet. I thus favor a narrow focus on political
power-sharing as government participation over a broader focus. Such a broader
focus on political power-sharing sometimes also includes the type of election system,
i.e. parliamentary vs. majoritarian types of election systems (see Lijphart 2004 and
Horowitz 1985 and the discussion in section 2.3.2, on page 31ff). The reason for this
focus on cabinet-level power-sharing is that power-sharing governments enable
rebel groups to directly access state resources.
Power-sharing governments as a rent-generating mechanism has been underexplored in the literature so far, despite the mention of “access to state resources”
in the widely cited definition of Hartzell and Hoddie. Instead, existing studies
have emphasized the role of “wealth-sharing” or “economic power-sharing” arrangements (Binningsbø and Rustad 2012; Rustad and Binningsbø 2012). The focus
on economic power-sharing as the only way in which rebels gain access to state
resources is too narrow, however.
We should conceptualize the entire power-sharing government as a wealthsharing and even wealth-generating instrument, regardless of whether the respective peace agreement includes specific provisions for wealth-sharing or not. The
reason is simple: in almost all developing countries, the government itself is a major,
maybe even the only source of income for politicians (Bratton and van de Walle 1997,
66ff.). With an economy in shambles and a displaced labor force, the state itself—as
weak as it might be—is typically the best chance for individuals in post-conflict
countries to secure income. The higher one’s position in the government, the more
opportunities to access different channels of state resources. Power-sharing directly institutionalizes this access at the highest position of government: the cabinet.
Power-sharing governments thus enable formerly excluded rebel elites to generate
“wealth through power” (Bates 2008, 43).
A major way to generate such “wealth from power” through power-sharing
governments is foreign aid. Governments are the main target of development aid,
one of the main sources of income in post-conflict states (see previous section and
Figure 3.1 on page 52).42 The occupation of certain ministries, for instance, is often
directly coupled with access to aid projects that fall under the ministry’s portfolio,
such as educational aid projects that are coordinated by the recipient country’s
education ministries (van de Walle 2001). Jablonski (2014, 321) illustrates this point
with an example from Kenya’s power-sharing government43 in 2008-10 where a
substantive part of World Bank projects ended up in the constituency regions of
the ODM party—the same party which also held most of the ministries that are
involved in the aid delivery process, such as the Minstry of Lands, the Ministry
42 Even

though governments are not the only target of development aid, as donors sometimes try to
steer money around the government and directly to local NGOs (Dietrich 2013).
43 Kenya established a UN-brokered power-sharing government between Party National Unity (PNU)
and the Orange Democratic Movment (ODM) after a violently contested presidential election in 2007
(Horowitz 2009). However, most post-conflict studies do not consider the Kenyan case as “post-conflict”
(including mine) since it followed electoral clashes instead of an organized armed insurgency against the
state. Nevertheless, the basic institutional solution is similar to many other power-sharing government
and thus provides an interesting example.
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of Roads, the Ministry of Public Works, and others. A focus on power-sharing
governments thus conceptually mirrors my research interest in the effects of foreign
aid on political development.
This direct access to aid resources is less pronounced in other types of powersharing, such as territorial, electoral, or military arrangements. In territorial arrangements, where parties gain different degrees of regional autonomy, aid income
is often still channeled through the central government which then allocates it
to subnational regions.44 Electoral power-sharing arrangements, where parties
are assigned a certain share of seats in the national parliament are similar in this
regard. Access to aid resources typically runs through the central government and
not through aid commitments directly to the parliament. Military power-sharing,
where rebel groups are integrated in a national military structure or gain military
command position, could be an exception this argument. Even though military
power-sharing might enable rebels access to the military budget this budget is not
directly funded by foreign aid.45
Both functions of power-sharing, its security and rent-generation function,
jointly reinforce each other. Rent-generation through access to state resources
can create economic incentives not to fight—which has, as I will argue later, also
implications for the development of democracy after conflict. North, Wallis, Webb,
and Weingast (2012b) illustrate this point by merging a logic of violence and the
political economy perspective put forward by Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003)
imagining an anarchic society with two groups that fight each other. In such a
situation, they argue that

[t]o avoid an outcome with continual armed conflict, the leaders of the
groups agree to divide the land, labor, capital, and opportunities in their
world among themselves and agree to enforce each leader’s privileged
access to their resources. The privileges generate rents, and if the value
of the rents the leaders earn from their privileges under conditions of
peace exceeds that under violence, then each leader can credibly believe
that the others will not fight (North et al. 2012b, 4).
Economic returns, in this framework, function as a commitment device that upholds
the peace: if both groups gain economically under a given institutional setup (such
as a power-sharing arrangement) they are less likely to return to violence, as a
return to arms would disrupt their revenue flows.46
44 Note that I explicitly focus on access to aid resources; territorial arrangements often entail regulations
about access to resources from natural resources, such as oil deposits.
45 The OECD explicitly excludes military aid from its definition of foreign aid (OECD 2014). Military
aid could be a substitute for foreign aid, providing a different source of external revenue. However,
global data on military assistance is non-existent, making it difficult to assess this empirically.
46 The commitment function of such an institutional arrangement rests on two mechanisms: First, both
parties must have full information about the other side’s income. If group A is uncertain about group B’s
level of income in peace time versus war time, it becomes difficult for group A’s leader(s) to gauge the
benefits of group B under peace. Instability may be the consequence. Second, rents must be distributed
fairly among the groups. If stark inequalities in rent income exist, one side may feel that a return to war
is more beneficial than remaining disadvantaged under the current institutional environment (North
et al. 2012b).
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The case of South Sudan illustrates this mechanism. In South Sudan, state
revenue from oil functioned as a commitment device after the independence in
2011. In 2012, South Sudan stopped all oil exports to (northern) Sudan. Oil exports
made up 98% of the South Sudanese government revenue, so it was deprived of
its main income source. As a consequence, South Sudan’s president Salva Kiir was
unable to uphold the complicated system of patronage that held to together the
different factions of South Sudan’s governing party (and former rebel group) SPLM.
Without oil income as commitment device that ensured every faction was better off
under the current system of government, fault lines within the party emerged and
escalated violently along ethnic lines. This pattern contributed to the outbreak of
the civil war in South Sudan in December 2013 (De Waal 2014).
It is these two features—power-sharing both as an institutionalized response to
the security dilemma and as a rent-generation instrument for formerly excluded
actors—that most visibly distinguish power-sharing governments from other institutional contexts, both in post-conflict and non-post-conflict situations. Take
power-sharing in non-post-conflict developing countries. Boix and Stokes show
theoretically and empirically that rulers in autocracies also have incentives to share
power in order to secure their rule (Boix and Svolik 2013). In authoritarian politics,
“power-sharing” typically refers to a division of power between the political ruler
and a more institutionalized party that incorporates societal interests and secures
the rule, such as the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) in Mexico (ibid.). But,
even though the threat of rebellion also features in this model, a security dilemma
between competing groups in autocracies is much less pronounced than in the
context of actual post-conflict power-sharing. Here, violent conflict prior to the
power-sharing government has shown to each party that the other side is not only
willing to, but also capable of perpetrating large-scale violence.
The direct participation of rebels in a joint government also distinguishes powersharing from other types of post-conflict governments, most notably military victories by one side (e.g. Sri Lanka in 2009) or peace agreements that only allow for rebel
participation in elections without explicit power-sharing elements (e.g. Mozambique after 1992 or El Salvador 1991). In the case of a military victory, the opposing
side is crushed and usually poses no immediate threat to the government. After Sri
Lanka militarily defeated the Tamil Tigers in 2009, for instance, the remaining rebel
cadres largely surrendered and agreed to participate in rehabilitation programs
(International Crisis Group 2010). In the case of peace agreements followed by
elections without power-sharing components, rebels are often allowed to run as a
political party. In both cases, military victories or rebel participation in elections,
rebels typically do not have direct access to the state and its resources, making them
a suitable comparison group to countries in which rebels do have this opportunity
through a power-sharing government.
Thus, if we want to understand how the economic motives of actors within
power-sharing arrangements shape the effect of foreign aid on political development, power-sharing governments are a natural starting point for analysis.
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Building Theories from Context Conditions

From these context condititions follow two implications for building a causal theory
of aid, power-sharing and political development. First, they lead to an elite-centric
theory. Both rebel and government participants to the power-sharing cabinet as well
as donor governments are the main actors on whose interactions I focus theoretically
and empirically. The elite-focus of my theory implies that I do not explicitly include
the role of civil society, or youths, ex-combatants, truth and reconciliation, or other
variables in my theory of post-conflict politics.47 This does not mean that I consider
these variables irrelevant for post-conflict political development. But including all
factors that might be remotely relevant for democratic development after conflict
runs into severe risk of losing analytical value—much in the same way a map that
includes every physical feature of a city or a country ceases to be a useful tool for
understanding and navigating the real world (Clarke and Primo 2012, ch. 1).
One implication of this theoretical reduction is a clear focus on the effects of
causes, rather than the causes of effects (Gelman and Imbens 2013). Thus, I do not
attempt to fully explain all causes of the phenomenon under scrutiny, i.e. to cover
all variables that might possibly affect political development after internal conflict.
Instead, I am explicitly focusing on the effects of a limited set of variables—foreign
aid, power-sharing, and their causal interaction—on political development.48
Second, the different context conditions sketched above do not exert their influence on post-conflict political development independently. Instead, they interact
with each other. This insight builds on a comparative political framework in which
domestic or unit-level variables, such as regime type, moderate the effect of international variables, such as foreign aid commitments: “systemic factors transform
the effect of domestic factors on the outcome; they shape the outcome by changing
the context they set for individual action” (Chaudoin, Milner, and Pang 2015, 280).
Crucially this interaction runs both ways: as domestic variables moderate the effect
of international factors, international factors, too, moderate the effect of domestic
variables.
As an example, consider Bader and Faust’s (2014, 583) description of the relationship between foreign aid and regime change in autocracies:
A political economy perspective suggests that the effect of foreign aid on
political regimes—as well as the effect of democracy aid—is conditioned
by the political institutions of the recipient country. Accordingly, neither
foreign aid in general nor democracy aid provokes political transformation, but their effectiveness depends on the particular survival strategy
of the recipient country’s political regime.
47 All

of which have been found to play a critical role in post-conflict peacebuilding. On the role of
youths see, e.g., Urdal (2006) and Kurtenbach and Pawelz (2015), on the role of ex-combatants see, inter
alia, Blattman (2009), and on the role of transitional justice see Buckley-Zistel et al. (Buckley-Zistel et al.
2013) and Samii (2013).
48 Note that the variables that I omit from my theoretical model might still empirically affect the
relationship I am investigating, constituting omitted variable bias. This makes it necessary to control for
these factors, either through design or model building, i.e. through control variables. See section 4.4
(Empirical Strategy) for further discussion of this issue.
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Consequently, my theoretical model of the impact of power-sharing and foreign aid
on post-conflict political development focuses strongly on the interaction between
both variables. I mirror this theoretical interaction empirically through multiplicative interaction terms which are the most straightforward way to directly model
such an interactive effect in a regression context (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006;
Chaudoin, Milner, and Pang 2015).
Building on these insights, the remainder of this chapter is structured along the
different types of dependent variables. First, I focus on political development in
general, subsuming individual changes elections, rule of law, and public goods
provision under the conceptual roof of “democratization.” This helps me to identify
the general dynamic and mechanisms between power-sharing, aid, and political
development. In a second step, I disaggregate this notion of democratization along
the different conceptual components of political development identified in the
previous chapter and theorize how the interaction between aid and power-sharing
might affect elections, rule of law, and provision of public goods.

3.2

Power-Sharing, Aid and Post-Conflict Political Development

How do rent-seeking elites in power-sharing institutions and foreign aid interact
in their effects on post-conflict political development? In the following sections, I
develop the argument that extensive power-sharing cabinets—conceptualized by
a large number of former rebels in the power-sharing coalition—targeted by high
volumes of aid should lead to observable, but ultimately limited post-conflict democratization. This argument builds on the insight that a political economy theory of
both power-sharing individually (discussed in the next section subsection 3.2.1) and
foreign aid individually (discussed in subsection 3.2.2) yield competing predictions;
only by considering how both variables interact, we arrive at a clear implication of
their effect on democratic development after conflicts (subsection 3.2.3).

3.2.1

Power-Sharing and Post-Conflict Democratic Development

Two competing expectations about the effect of power-sharing on post-conflict
political development emerge from a set of political and economic incentives faced
by elites participating in the power-sharing coalition (see Table 3.2). Politically, the
power-sharing cabinet gives elites security guarantees through fixed government
participation and allows them monitor each other’s behavior. These incentives
should foster cooperation among participants in the power-sharing governments,
stimulating post-conflict democratization (this part of the argument largely follows
Hartzell and Hoddie 2015). Taking my argument about the economic motives of
post-conflict elites as starting point, however, suggests that power-sharing governments are also access points to state resources for a greater number of actors. These
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Table 3.2. Elites’ Incentive Structure for Democratization in Power-Sharing
Cabinets

Political incentives

Economic incentives

Theoretical mechanism

Implication for democratization

Guaranteed government
participation

positive

Monitoring

positive

Access to state resources

negative

Limited time horizon

negative

incentives should inhibit democratization as democratic competition over office
jeopardizes rent-seeking elites’ access to state resources.
Political Incentives
First, power-sharing cabinets ensure that former belligerents have a say in all
government decisions, including the ones that affect their physical security through
guaranteed government participation. In this way, cabinet seats for rebels reduce
their fear of the government reneging on its commitment to the peace agreement
and vice versa (see subsection 3.1.3). Power-sharing cabinets, and thus guaranteed
government participation, typically persists for a certain period of time after which
elections are held. Through their influence on the political process during this
time, power-sharing participants are less afraid that politics will become a deadly
zero-sum game in which the winner of the political process can violently oppress
the loser. As a result, democratic reforms become more likely. An example is
post-Dayton Bosnia, in which all parties agreed to participate in elections once
the Dayton agreement secured their autonomy status and political participation in
Bosnia’s government (McEvoy 2014).
A second mechanism through which power-sharing cabinets facilitate democratic development is their monitoring function. Hartzell and Hoddie (2015, 50)
argue that “the presence of the elite representatives of rival groups at the political
center [...] enables groups to monitor legislation and, potentially, to veto measures
that may be harmful to their interests.” In this way, power-sharing provides vital
information to both parties about the other side’s behavior. This insight echoes the
finding from the broader literature on coalition governments that “in cabinets composed of several parties, monitorial strategies are used to ’keep tabs’ on partners,
especially when the ideological distance between government and coalition parties
is wide or maladministration endemic” (Michener 2015, 80; see also Riker 1962)—
both ideological distance and endemic maladministrations fittingly characterize a
power-sharing cabinet composed of former battlefield adversaries that oversees a
politicized bureaucracy. Given that a lack of information is one of the main reasons
parties fail to achieve a negotiated alternative to armed conflict (Walter 2009), the
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monitoring function of power-sharing increases the chances of cooperation and
ultimately for post-conflict democratic reforms.
The interim government after Nepal’s civil war exemplifies the role of this
monitoring mechanism. The Comprehensive Peace Agreement of 2006 brought
together the Maoist rebels and Nepalese government, represented by the Seven
Parties Alliance (SPA), in a joint transitional power-sharing government. The
Maoists were keen on securing influential ministerial posts, particularly the ministry
of communication. As the Nepalese government had previously used its monopoly
over communication infrastructure to spread pro-monarchist messages, the antimonarchist Maoists wanted to make sure—through their participation in the powersharing government—that this channel of pro-government propaganda was not
used against their core interests, i.e. for pro-monarchist propaganda. Thus, the
Maoists essentially used the power-sharing government to monitor the other side’s
behavior in terms of communication (Miklian 2009).
Taken together, both guaranteed government participation as well as a monitoring mechanism create democracy-promoting incentives. These incentives become
stronger with the extensiveness of the power-sharing government. “Extensiveness
of power-sharing arrangements” refers to the number and type of rebel participants
in the post-conflict government; power-sharing arrangements in which rebels participate in a greater number and/or in more senior positions in the post-conflict
government are typically considered more extensive ones (Ottmann and Vüllers
2015a). More extensive power-sharing arrangements imply better control over the
political process for the rebels: if only one rebel commander is allowed to participate, the rebels will have less influence on the policy process. But if more rebels
have a seat at the cabinet table and/or in more senior government positions, their
political influence—and consequently their security perception—is strengthened.
Furthermore, more extensive power-sharing arrangements entail better opportunities for each side to monitor the other’s behavior. This implies the following partial
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1a: More extensive power-sharing arrangements are associated with political development towards democracy.
Economic Incentives
Political incentives do not provide a full picture of the drivers of post-conflict political development, however. As I have shown above (subsection 3.1.1), economic
interests, too, influence political outcomes after conflict. In contrast to the political
incentives generated by power-sharing, economic interests obstruct democratization because it can jeopardize access to state resources for rent-seeking elites.
As uncertainty and scrutiny of public office is a defining principle of democracy
(Przeworski 1991), elites cannot be certain that they will be represented in a future
government. Thus, from an economic perspective, a reasonable baseline expectation
is that rent-seeking government elites are unlikely to voluntarily accept electoral
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competition over their office, establish a strong rule of law, or impartially provide
public goods if these actions threaten their access to rents.
If rent-seeking on average limits the possibility for democratic reform, higher
overall levels of rent-seeking in a state should obstruct the prospects of democratic
development even further. Power-sharing cabinets introduce two mechanisms
that amplify the overall level of rent-seeking in a post-conflict state: it adds to the
number of actors with access to state resources and it limits the time horizon in
political office for participating elites.
First, power-sharing governments increase rent-seeking by expanding the number of constituencies. In addition to the government’s constituencies that existed
prior to the power-sharing arrangement, there are now also the rebels’ constituents,
such as ethnic supporters, former combatants, and close political allies, who need to
be satisfied from the government budget (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). Given the
interim nature of the power-sharing government, individual ministers tap into the
budget to target spending to their constituents without having to bear the full costs
of these spending decisions themselves; costs are distributed over the entire government and into the future.49 The result is an “overuse” of the budget (Velasco 2000).
As a consequence, competition over a limited budget reinforces rent-seeking, since
all parties seek to internalize benefits for their constituencies while externalizing
the costs (Alt 2002).
Second, power-sharing cabinets introduce a limited time horizon for elites.
As power-sharing governments are typically temporally limited, so is the time
in office for participating elites. Office holders with limited time horizon face a
greater risk of moral hazard, because they cannot be certain of being compensated
after they lose office—which, given a limited time horizon, they expect to happen
rather sooner than later (see Persson and Sjöstedt 2012, 624 and Levi 1989). Facing
such a limited time horizon, parties to the power-sharing agreement have greater
economic incentives to become what Olson (1993) has labeled “roving bandits”:
rulers who prey on their subjects as opposed to settling down and turning into
a “stationary bandits,” i.e. rulers with an encompassing interest in the welfare of
their population because they can tax such enhanced productivity. As Olson put
it, “when an autocrat has no reason to consider the future output of the society at
all, his incentives are those of a roving bandit and that is what he becomes” (Olson
1993, 571). This limited time horizon increases the economic value of political office
undermines elites’ willingness to initiate democratic reforms.
The democracy-obstructing effect of the econominc incentives scales with the
number of rebels in the post-conflict cabinet. More extensive power-sharing cabinets
not only increase the number of actors that can access state resources for their and
their constituents’ benefit. They also intensify the detrimental effects of a limited
time horizon. The greater the number of rebels in the power-sharing government,
the less certain the individual rebel elite can be that they will be represented in a
49 Conceptualizing

the competition over government budget as a common pool resource problem is a
typical approach in public choice theory; see Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006; Elgie and McMenamin 2008;
Velasco 2000.
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post-power-sharing government and thus they discount the future more steeply;
intensified rent-seeking ensues (Levi 1989, 32-33). As a consequence, the prospects
for democratization decline. This expectation is summarized in the following
hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1b: More extensive power-sharing arrangements are associated with political development towards autocracy.
A political economy approach that incorporates both political and economic
incentives thus yields competing predictions about the effect of power-sharing on
post-conflict political development. These opposing predictions are mirrored by
the individual effect of foreign aid to which I turn below.

3.2.2

Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Democratization

Similar to the individual effects of power-sharing, a political economy theory of
aid yields two competing expectations about its effect on post-conflict democratic
development. On the one hand, more foreign aid to post-conflict countries should
be associated with more democratization. This argument rests on the idea that aid
improves domestic information, brings technical expertise, and is often conditional
on democratic improvements in the recipient country. On the other hand, aid can
serve as a windfall resource that severs the link between rulers and ruled. The more
governments can rely on aid instead of taxes for income, the less accountable they
become to their citizens.
Information, Technical Assistance and Political Conditionality
International donors are a crucial source of impartial information about both sides’
behavior. One of the central tasks of international organizations is the production
of information—which is reflected by the enormous amount of reports, resolutions,
and discussion papers they produce (Rittberger, Zangl, and Kruck 2012). Reliable
and impartial information is especially important in post-conflict environments
where propaganda, hate speech, and biased news reports abound. One example for
the impartial information provided by an international organization is the United
Nations that collects and disseminates information about weapons registers, the
number of disarmed soldiers, or general compliance with provisions laid out in
peace accords.
More aid implies better and more information in the recipient country. The
more aid reaches a post-conflict state, the greater the number of donors that provide
independent reports and/or population statistics in different thematic areas, such as
health, environment, civil society, infrastructure, or peacebuilding. This translates
into a more conducive environment for democratic reforms, as better information
is available to design electoral districts, inform policy decisions, or engage civil
society. Such provision of information can help establish mutual trust, overcome
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existing security dilemmas, enhance cooperation, and, thus, facilitate democratic
reforms in the recipient post-conflict country (Walter 2009).
Aid projects also include technical resources that enable local governments to
initiate and undergo democratic reforms. The most common form of such support
is logistical assistance for elections. In countries such as the Democratic Republic of
Congo, with only very rudimentary infrastructure, the conduct of elections without
external support would be impossible. In some cases, such as in Cambodia in 1993
or East Timor in 2001, the United Nations not only assisted in organizing elections,
but, in the absence of any functioning state structures, ran them entirely itself (Reilly
2008, 175). But democratic and governance assistance entails other functions, too.
It supports legal and judicial development, fosters government administration,
strengthens civil society, and, crucially in a post-conflict context, addresses conflict
prevention and peacebuilding issues, such as disarmament, demobilization, and
reintegration. Thus, technical assistance, especially in the sector of governance aid,
should be conducive to post-conflict democratization.50
Finally, international agencies and donor countries often impose political conditionalities on local parties to stick to the terms of the peace agreement and implement
democratic reforms (see the literature review in subsection 3.1.2; Boyce 2002). Such
pressure can take the form of public criticism of missteps, debate of the country
on the United Nations Security Council or the UN Peacebuilding Commission, the
(threat of) suspension of aid, sanctions or even military engagement (Wallensteen
2008). As Roeder and Rothchild (2005, 48) note “a third party actor can [...] apply
pressure and offer incentives to push majority and minority interests to accept
difficult confidence-building mechanisms on the ceasefire, disarmament, demobilization, reintegration of armies, run-up to the founding election, and negotiation of
the principles of governance (including power-sharing arrangements).”
Thus, as more aid implies more information to local (former) conflict parties,
technical resources to implement reforms, and comes attached with political conditions to implement such reforms, the first partial hypothesis for aid takes the
following form:
Hypothesis 2a: More foreign aid to a post-conflict country is associated with more
political development towards democracy.
The “Curse” of Unearned Aid Income
This optimistic view of foreign aid collides with a more skeptical perspective that
casts doubt on the democracy-promoting effects of foreign aid (for an overview of
the debate see Wright and Winters 2010, 70ff.). The skeptical argument rests on the
view that foreign aid, similar to natural resource rents, represents a type of unearned
income that reduces a government’s incentive to raise taxes. As I discussed above,
50 More generally, aid might promote economic growth, thus enabling the formation of a strong middle
class, and, as a result, the domestic demand for democratization in line with classic modernization
theory (Lipset 1959). I control for this potential alternative explanation in my empirical analysis by
including a covariate for economic development.
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however (see subsection 3.2.2), the need for state leaders to generate revenue
through taxation has historically been a main driver for creating representative,
democratic institutions (North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009a; Tilly 1990), as aptly
summarized in the slogan “no taxation without representation” from the American
Revolution. Thus, unearned income—including foreign aid—results in a decreased
demand for representative and accountable institutions on the part of political elites,
ultimately undermining their willingness to initiate democratic reforms. This leads
to what some authors call an “aid curse” (Djankov, Montalvo, and Reynal-Querol
2008; Morrison 2009; Svensson 2000).
Foreign aid rarely takes the form of direct money transfers, however. Instead,
the main channel through which aid can replace tax collection as income source is
its “fungibility” (Molenaers, Dellepiane, and Faust 2015). Fungibility means that aid
frees up funds which governments then can use at their own disposal. One example
are government resources budgeted for education; before the government spends
these on actual education, a donors step in and provides external funds for education. As a consequence, recipient governments can spent the freed up resources
for other policy issues (or directly channel them to their constituents). This severs
the government’s link to its citizens on the issue of education: government representatives are no longer accountable to their citizens whether tax money is indeed
spent on education initiatives. Aid fungibility implies that this process applies to
virtually all policy areas, which ultimately undermines democratic accountability.
Hypothesis 2b: More aid to a post-conflict country obstructs political development
towards democracy.
The ambiguity between the two hypotheses about power-sharing and foreign
aid can only be resolved, I argue, if we look at their joint effect. This not only makes
sense theoretically, but also empirically: countries with power-sharing governments
vary widely in the volume of aid they are receiving. Liberia’s transitional powersharing government received up to almost 200% of its GDP in foreign development
assistance. Angola, which implemented a very limited power-sharing arrangement
in 2002, received only 1.4% of its GDP in aid. In light of these stark differences,
how do the mechanisms identified for power-sharing governments—political vs.
economic incentives—and foreign aid—information, technical assistance, and conditionalities vs. an “aid curse”—interact?

3.2.3

The Interactive Effect of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on
Post-Conflict Political Development

In this section, I develop the argument that power-sharing and foreign aid together
shape democratic development. This democratization is limited, however, as elites’
rent-seeking motives will only allow democratic reforms that minimize an impact
on their revenue stream from political office.
Figure 3.3 visualizes the relationship between the respective power-sharing and
aid mechanisms. The position of the rows in the upper part is chosen deliberately:
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Figure 3.3. Interactions Between the Theoretical Mechanisms of Power-Sharing and
Foreign Aid
Power-Sharing

Aid

Theoretical Mechanism
Political incentives

Theoretical Mechanism

Fixed Seats

Information

Monitoring
Economic incentives

Access to
state
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Technical Assistance

↔

Limited time
horizon

Political Conditionality
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Rent-seeking/Democracy Dilemma

Limited Democratic Political Development

information and technical assistance mostly interact with power-sharing’s security
guarantees in the form of fixed rebel participation in the government and the
monitoring function of power-sharing (top row). Political conditionalities and
unearned income interact more closely with the economic incentives of recipient
elites in power-sharing governments (bottom row). But how exactly?

Political Incentives and Foreign Aid
Aid can facilitate post-conflict democracy by strengthening the security guarantees
of a power-sharing cabinet. Here, aid functions as a donor signal of commitment
to the peace process, thus backing the interim power-sharing government and
strengthening the confidence of power-sharing elites in the peace process: “Third
parties can [...] ensure that the payoffs from cheating no longer exceed the payoffs
from faithfully executing the settlement’s terms. Once cheating becomes more
difficult and costly, promises to cooperate should gain credibility and cooperation
should become more likely” (Walter 1999, 137). More aid thus implies stronger
donor commitment to the peace process.
Technical assistance and information by donor agencies also strengthen the
monitoring function of power-sharing. Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR) programs are a good example of this pattern. DDR programs are
multidimensional peacebuilding interventions that combine security approaches
(disarmament, i.e. the assembly, registration, and, often, the physical destruction of
weapons), and socio-economic programs, such as reintegration into the labor mar-
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ket, and in between, such as organizing disarmed rebels in demobilization camps
prior to reintegration (Banholzer 2014). These programs are typically implemented
by a number of donors, each specialized in a different task (i.e. disarmament by
UN peacekeeping troops, reintegration programs by the World Bank, etc.) and
require a large amount of resources. But they fulfill a crucial task: informing each
of the former battlefield adversaries that the threat of the other group’s potential to
mobilize is over (or receding). Such information enables both parties to commit to a
peace agreement, and ultimately behave in a more democratic way (Hartzell and
Hoddie 2015; Walter 2009).
But information is not only provided by specific post-conflict peacebuilding
programs, but also by other aid projects. Large-scale infrastructure projects, too,
can help provide better information to the parties in the power-sharing government.
Better communication networks, improved road, access to electricity, and other
similar aid projects, all facilitate the information flow among power-sharing participants. Aid, in this sense, functions as a “lubricant” to the monitoring mechanics of
the power-sharing arrangements. One example for such a lubricant function is aid
aimed at improving government and private sector financial reporting standards.
Such aid programs increase government and private sector transparency, allowing
power-sharing participants to better assess the opponents’ activities (Kolstad and
Wiig 2009).
While this information effect applies universally, across all types of post-conflict
governments, it is particularly strong in power-sharing governments, where all
participating parties already have institutionalized means to monitor the other
sides’ behavior: their seat in the power-sharing government. An example from
Nepal illustrates this mechanism. Upon the establishment of Nepal’s power-sharing
government in 2006, both the Maoists and the Government of Nepal invited the
United Nations to “monitor the management of arms and armies of the Maoists and
the Government” and to “provide technical assistance to the Election Commission”
(United Nations 2007, 6). Given that the Maoists were part of the government, they
could actively shape this request to the UN and oversee the implementation of the
UN’s and the broader international community’s activities.

Economic Incentives and Foreign Aid
But foreign aid not only strengthens the security and monitoring functions of powersharing governments. It also affects the prospects for post-conflict democratization
by interacting with elites’ economic incentives. The main transfer channel between
aid and economic incentives are political conditionalities and the unearned income
that aid represents. Development aid that is conditional on democratic reforms
generates economic incentives for elites to democratize: complying with donor
demands for cooperation and democratic reforms simply pays better for government and rebel elites and their constituencies. Thus, elites in a power-sharing
government can generate income rents from aid by upholding the peace deal and

3.2. Power-Sharing, Aid and Post-Conflict Political Development

73

initiating democratic reforms.
This process of generating rents through elite coalitions echoes the mechanism
of historical state consolidation observed by North, Wallis and Weingast (2009b, 59):

Individuals and groups with access to violence form a dominant coalition, granting one another special privileges. These privileges—–including
limited access to organizations, valuable activities, and assets–—create
rents. By limiting access to these privileges, members of the dominant
coalition create credible incentives to cooperate rather than fight among
themselves. Because the coalition’s members know that violence will
reduce their own rents, each has incentives not to fight. In this way, the
political system [...] manipulates the economic system to produce rents
that then secure political order.
North, Wallis, and Weingast’s argument derives from the observation that
violent confrontation damages local means of production. Conflict lowers rent
income for elites, while peaceful elite coalitions increase rent income. But their
point directly applies to political conditionalities and power-sharing coalitions: here
it is not (only) the threat of violence that induces cooperation, but also the threat of
reduced aid income if power-sharing elites do not comply with donor demands for
democratization. We therefore need to extend Wantchekon’s original observation
that warring parties will choose democracy provided “factions are economically
dependent on citizens’ productive investments” (Wantchekon 2004, 32). As tax
income is typically low in war-torn socieites (see Figure 3.1), this assumption is
unrealistic. Instead, his argument should be rephrased: if factions are economically
dependent on third parties’ productive investments that are conditioned on the
development of democracy (=Aid), political liberalization becomes more likely than
the alternatives.
Thus, political conditionalities are likely to be more effective in the context of
domestic power-sharing. As I have shown above, power-sharing amplifies cabinet
participants’ rent-seeking incentives by increasing the number of constituencies
that need to be satisfied out of the state budget, and by introducing a limited time
horizon. A strong dependency on aid for state revenue implies that power-sharing
elites will largely siphon off aid resources to satisfy their constituencies. At the same
time, more aid coupled with a limited time horizon increases the economic value of
political office: as aid increases, power-sharing elites have more to lose, if they are
not part of the post-power-sharing government. Consequently, in power-sharing
cabinets, aid increases the risk of short-term self-enrichment.
A Rent-seeking/Democracy Dilemma
But donors cannot simply “buy” democracy in this way. Instead, the last paragraph
implies a political dilemma. On the one hand, elites in power-sharing governments
prefer not to democratize, since democratization jeopardizes their grip on power
and thus their access to “wealth from power” (Bates 2008, 43); less accountability
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allows elites to capture a greater share of economic rents and secure political power
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). On the other hand, elites feel external pressure
to act against this precise interest. Their access to these aid rents depends on their
compliance with donor demands democratic reforms—which might jeopardize
their political survival. Thus, if pushed towards democratization by donors, elites
resort to the “second best” option that satisfies both demands: they will initiate
democratic reforms, but will implement them in a limited way which maximizes
their chances of remaining in power, even despite democratic reforms.
As I will argue in further detail below, such “limited” democratic reforms will
predominantly take the form of holding relatively free and fair elections. Elections
receive a great deal of attention by donors, including political conditionalities.
Power-sharing elites will thus make sure to implement this component of political
development. At the same time, elites will limit executive constraints in the form
of an independent judiciary and increase the provision of private goods to core
political supporters to maintain control over the political process. Consequently,
we observe only a limited democratization process as a result of foreign aid flows
to countries with strong power-sharing governments.
Hypothesis 3: More foreign aid to countries with extensive power-sharing governments is associated with limited democratization.
This hypothesis on the limited effect of an interaction between effect between
power-sharing and foreign aid on post-conflict political development is visualized
in Figure 3.3 above (see 71). It captures the main argument of this study.

3.2.4

Summary

In this section, I developed a theory of how foreign aid moderates the effect of
power-sharing governments on post-conflict political development. This theory is
incomplete, however. It provides a general idea about the relationship between aid,
power-sharing, and democratization after conflict. Such a theory is useful for identifying theoretical mechanisms of the main independent variables, power-sharing
and foreign aid function. The theory also produces first, empirically verifiable
implications about this general relationship. But, as I argue in section 2.1, political
development consists of three components: elections, the rule of law, and provision of public goods (or a mix of the presence/absence of these components, see
section 2.1). To gain a more complete understanding of post-conflict political development and how its different elements are affected by aid and power-sharing,
I therefore apply the general theory developed in this chapter on each respective
subcomponent of political development in the following sections.
In the subsequent sections, I focus on the theoretical implications of the interaction between power-sharing governments and aid on elections, the rule of law
and public goods. Since I conceptualize these different dependent variables as
components of the broader democratization process described in this section, I
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assume that their individual effects will also yield opposing predictions as they did
above.51 I thus concentrate on the theoretically more interesting implications of the
interaction between aid and power-sharing governments.

3.3

Election Quality

Elections have become one of the main instruments to manage war-to-peace transitions after civil conflicts. In 2001 and 2002 almost as many post-conflict elections
were held as during the entire 1990s (Flores and Nooruddin 2012, 559). Almost
all countries in my sample of post-conflict countries (see chapter 4) held elections
within the first five years after the end of the conflict.
The popularity of elections stems from the hope that they can transform violent
conflict on the battlefield into non-violent conflict on the parliament floor (Reilly
2001). They provide legitimacy to governments that have lost credibility by fighting
parts of their own population. At the same time, elections offer insurgents a chance
of public recognition and legitimacy as a “normal” political actor. Also, postconflict elections provide international donor agencies with the opportunity to
engage with the post-conflict government as many agencies have regulations in
place that prevent them to cooperate with governments that are not democratically
elected. Lastly, peacekeeping troops often use the conduct of elections as signal for
a “successful” completion of their mission and exit strategy (Brancati and Snyder
2011).
Yet post-conflict elections vary in their success as instruments of peaceful transition. In many cases they are marred by pre- and post-electoral violence, irregularities, fraud or voter intimidation (Daxecker 2012, 2014). In other cases they are
relatively free and fair—or at least as good as can be expected under the recent
impression of civil conflict. In Mozambique, relatively free and fair elections in 1994
greatly contributed to stabilizing the country in the aftermath of its long-running
civil war (Manning 2002). In contrast, the first post-civil war elections in Nepal
were held in “a general atmosphere of fear and intimidation” overshadowed by
targeted killings of candidates and bomb attacks (EU Election Observer Mission
2008; The Economist 2008, 24).
The popularity of elections and their conceptual promise to transform political
conflict make them a key component of post-conflict political development that
merits further investigation. How does foreign aid influence the quality of postconflict elections—and to what extent is this effect moderated by the existence and
strength of post-conflict power-sharing governments?
Building on the theory developed in the previous chapter, I make the following
argument: foreign aid reduces instances of electoral manipulation if it is deployed
within the environment of an extensive power-sharing government. The reason51 I

nevertheless test their individual effects empirically in each empirical chapter to establish baseline
model against which I can compare the interaction results. Across all empirical chapters, individual
effects are generally less informative than the models with the interaction effects.
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ing behind this argument is derived from the same political-economic motives
as discussed above: if a power-sharing government exists, aid fosters the mutual
monitoring and information provision provided by the power-sharing government.
Donors support election monitoring, provide technical assistance to logistical challenges of conducting elections in war-torn countries, provide each party in the
power-sharing government information about whether the other side sticks to the
implementation of the peace agreement.
At the same time, aid increases the economic utility of not manipulating elections: office holders can expect aid to decline if they openly influence election
outcomes: more aid comes attached with political conditionalities and donor demands of good governance (Molenaers et al. 2015). Consequently, rigging elections
would be costly for power-sharing governments as open election manipulation
would cost them a major part of their aid income (Simpser and Donno 2012). Since
rent-seeking incentives are amplified in power-sharing governments as opposed to
other types of post-conflict governments, these economic utitility considerations
are the reason why international pressure is particularly likely to lead to cleaner
elections in the context of power-sharing governments.
Thus, as result of domestic political (i.e. monitoring through power-sharing)
and economic (i.e. international pressure to democratize and higher benefits of
economic returns to office in power-sharing governments) motives, higher volumes
of foreign aid should lead to less instances of open electoral manipulation in countries governed by strong power-sharing arrangements. Higher quality elections
are therefore the component of political development that is responsible for the
“democratization”-part of the main hypothesis (see hypothesis 3, p. 74) derived in
the previous section. As I will argue in more detail in the following sections, lack of
rule of law constraints and increased provision of private goods are the components
responsible for the “limited” part of the argument.

Defining Election Quality
For the purposes of this study, I define “electoral quality” as the extend to which
the election process deviates from an ideal concept of democratic elections. If this
deviation is high, electoral quality is low; if such deviation is low, electoral quality
is high (for a similar starting point, see Schedler 2002; Simpser 2014, 34). Election
manipulation refers to the direct and intentional activity that brings about a deviation
from this ideal type. I consciously define the term “election manipulation” in terms
of an activity by persons or organizations: some deviations from the ideal point of
democratic elections can result from accidents or unintentional behavior. If voting
booths are destroyed by a hurricane and voting records are lost, the democratic
ideal of democratic integrity (i.e. the principle that all votes are counted) is violated.
Crucially, however, this is not the result of direct manipulation by persons or
organizations.
The “intentionality” principle of electoral manipulation seems clear-cut at first,
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but becomes murkier if we look at it more closely. Does, for instance, the destruction
of infrastructure during a civil war which prevents certain parts of the population
to reach voting stations constitute election manipulation? Is the failure of a government to provide education to its population and thereby empower it to make
informed decisions about the election an instance of a manipulated election? From
the point of view of democratic theory, elections held under such (and similar)
circumstances certainly seem to be manipulated, at least indirectly.52 However,
such a broad definition makes it difficult to work with the concept empirically, as
it would entail an extremely complicated operationalization. I therefore, restrict
myself to a direct and intentional concept of election manipulation, wherein “direct”
refers to immediate (i.e. one year or less prior to the election; at the election day,
or in the process of counting and accepting the vote) action by persons or organization directed at influencing the election outcome (see Simpser 2014 for a similar
approach).
The crucial question of defining election quality, however, is the point of reference one takes in defining an ideal of “democratic elections.” Here, practices differ
among scholars and practitioners. In her recent project on electoral integrity, Pippa
Norris takes “international standards and global norms governing the conduct of
elections” (Norris 2015, 4) as reference point. This approach has the benefit that one
has the entire body of international law and the practice of election observance as
baseline criteria against which to compare elections and derive measures of election
integrity. As these practices and norms constitute a vast number of criteria, it makes
it impractical to study them empirically without major efforts in data collection.

53

Despite these data problems, Norris’ conceptual approach to thinking about
election quality is useful. Specifically, I follow her in employing the concept of
an uninterrupted “election cycle” as reference point for defining election quality
(Norris 2015, 11ff.). The idea of the election cycle takes into account the fact that
elections can be manipulated at different stages before and during the election
process. The precise stages of the election cycle differ by source; for the purposes of
this dissertation I employ the ten stages of the election cycle as defined in Bishop
and Hoeffler (2016, 609ff.). These stages constitute invidual elements in the larger
election cycle and are very roughly presented in the temporal order before the
actual election takes place. Since, these stages of the election cycle necessarily
overlap, however, the order of their presentation below does not map perfectly to
the temporal order of their empirical occurence in all cases. The individual stages
are:
1. Legal Framework. This criterion captures whether citizens have the legal and
constitutional right to vote. Citizens in North Korea do not have this right;
citizens in Denmark do. Changing electoral rules in a way that systematically excludes certain parts of the population from an election are the most
52 For

such an encompassing concept of election quality, see Elklit and Reynolds 2005.
fact, Norris’ project has engaged in such data collection, but, due to the enormous efforts involved
in capturing all aspects of election integrity, only includes data since 2012 which disqualifies its use for
this dissertation (Norris 2015).
53 In
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fundamental way in which a government can influence an election in their
favor.
2. Electoral Management Bodies. Electoral Management Bodies (EMB) are the institution or agency in charge of conducting the election. The more independent
an EMB is, the harder it is to influence its management of the election.
3. Electoral Rights. If citizens have a right to vote (see legal framework above),
but the government hinders them to vote, their electoral rights are violated.
Examples include literacy tests or poll taxes that were widespread tools in
many Southern US states to hinder Afro-Americans from voting, even though
they were legally allowed to do so (Kousser 1974).
4. Voter Register. Only if citizens can register as valid voter, an election is free
and fair. Forging voter registers in order to count some votes double is a
common manipulation strategy. In the 2001 general election in the Phillipines,
for instance, election observers reported that voting registers “contained flaws
including voters with identical names, names of deceased persons, and towns
with unusually large numbers of centenarian voters” (ANFREL Foundation
2010, 78).
5. Ballot Access. This element of the election cycle concerns de facto passive
voting rights (as opposed to de jure rights which are covered in the first
element, “Legal Framework”). If the government does not allow opposition
or restricts candidates on the basis of arbitrary social or political criteria,
an election cannot be considered free and fair. As an example, a legal age
requirement for political office would not be considered a violation of the
ballot access criterion; a qualification that office holders’ parents must be of a
certain nationality (such as the controversial “Ivoirité” clause in the 2010 Cote
d’Ivoire elections), however, would constitute a violation.
6. Campaign Process. Even if ballot access is de facto possible, the incumbent might
influence opposition campaigns in a number of ways. Manipulation strategies
to influence the opposition range from bribery to intimidation, kidnappings
and murder. If the campaign process is not free from this kind of interference,
an election must be considered manipulated.
7. Media Access. While media access could technically be subsumed under
campaign process, the role of the media in the election cycle is very particular.
Without equal access to media, no equal competition between candidates can
be ensured.
8. Voting Process. A free and fair election entails equal and effective access to
the polling station on election day, including free and secret ballot, adequate
security at voting booths, and no ballot stuffing or multiple voting.
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9. Role of Officials. Officials can influence election without directly stuffing
ballots. They might interfere with the voting process by campaigning in
polling stations and hindering international monitors and other required
personnel to access polling stations. If these activities are present, an election
cannot be fully considered free and fair.
10. Counting of Votes. If votes are not counted correctly or if the counting process is
interfered with in any way (such as mixing up of ballot boxes) or the counting
process is not observed by more than one group, an election is manipulated.
Note that in some cases recounts are required. If these recounts are legal and
peaceful they do not violate this criterion.
Thus, not only what happens on election day determines electoral quality, but
the entire process running up to the election and the subsequent counting of votes
is relevant when determining whether elections were manipulated or not. Only
if the entire election cycle is uninterrupted and each stage functions in the way
specified above, elections can be fully considered free and fair. At the same time,
the concept of the election cycle allows us to distinguish between different degrees
of electoral misconduct. If only one or two stages of the election cycle are violated,
but the others function relatively well, election quality is higher than in cases where
each stage of the cycle was violated.
Similar to all other types of countries, post-conflict countries are no different
when it comes to the election cycle: for full electoral integrity all stages must be
completed without manipulation. It is much harder, however, to implement all the
stages in post-conflict countries than in countries not characterized by armed conflict: Logistical challenges of conducting elections in societies ravaged by war meet
a polarized political landscape in which long-standing deadly enemies must now cooperate peacefully. It is precisely these two aspects post-conflict elections—political
polarization and logistical challenges—where power-sharing (as a mechanism to reduce polarization and to build trust) and foreign aid (in form of technical resources,
election monitors, and conditionalities) come into play.

3.3.1

How do Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing Interact in their Effect on Election Quality?

Political Incentives and Foreign Aid
Politically, power-sharing reduces participating parties’ incentives to manipulate
elections through its monitoring function. Regular interaction between former
belligerents in cabinet meetings, government hearings, and the necessity to reach
consensus on a range of policy issues reduces uncertainty and mistrust between the
power-sharing parties and facilitates cooperation (Boix and Svolik 2013; Hartzell
and Hoddie 2015; Michener 2015). This triggers two mechanism that make election
manipulation by incumbent elites less likely.
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First, elites in power-sharing cabinets have simply less opportunity to unilaterally manipulate elections. Regular interaction and greater transparency within
power-sharing governments make it more difficult to attempt large-scale election
manipulation for both sides without detection by the other side: findings from
coalition governments in the Western world show that under conditions of extreme
uncertainty and large ideological differences, monitoring within coalitions becomes
more likely (Carroll and Cox 2012; Thies 2001)—circumstances which are arguably
present in post-conflict power-sharing coalitions. Second, the monitoring function
of power-sharing reduces motives for election manipulation. If both parties know
that it is difficult for the other party to influence the election, they are more likely
to believe that the other side did not manipulate the election. Thus, because of
(relatively) secure political power positions and the mutual monitoring function
of power-sharing cabinets, the political incentives of power-sharing should reduce
elites’ incentives to manipulate elections.
Burundi’s 2010 elections serve as a case in point. Just prior to the elections,
president Nkurunziza attempted to introduce legislation that would curb the independence of the election commission. As Vandeginste (2011, 325-326) observes this
attempt failed, however, because of Burundi’s power-sharing regime. Because of
Burundi’s elaborate power-sharing arrangement, the opposition parties Frodebu
and Uprona were also part of the government and the Senate. Thus, they were able
to block the legislation.
Foreign aid complements this monitoring function of power-sharing governments. Aid improves the quality and quantity of information provided to the
parties within the power-sharing cabinet. And it also provides technical resources
that successfully reduce each parties’ fear that the other will cheat. Information
provision and technical assistance include the deployment of election observers
and experts who help with the implementation of election commissions, training
of election staff, political party assistance, civil society aid, and media assistance
(de Zeeuw 2005, 484ff.). Together, these activities help to reduce instances of election
manipulation.
Election monitors are part of many donors’ democracy aid portfolio.54 Following
Kelley (2012, 10), election observers improve election quality because they increase
the costs of cheating. If international election observers unanimously report that an
election was stolen, they strengthen domestic opposition. However, if they agree
that an election was honest, they make it harder for the opponents to dismiss an
honest election result as fraudulent. In each scenario, they increase costs of election
manipulation, thereby increasing election quality.
Technical election assistance typically accompanies election monitoring. During
the 2006 elections in the DRC, for instance, the international community “provided
roughly 80 percent of the budget for the elections, a sum of about US$ 400 million”
(Aldo 2008, 30), including assistance for the national election committee and train54 Donors can classify deploying election monitors as foreign aid under OECD Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) rules (OECD 2017, 11).
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ing of election staff. In other instances, donors provide assistance to political party
and as civil society. The German party foundations (Stiftungen) are one example of
such assistance (Pinto-Duschinsky 1991). Finally, media assistance aims at creating
“a well-trained, free and independent media that facilitates debate and discussion
on public policy issues. [...] Such media should serve as a ’watchdog’ for keeping
government and other public figures accountable for their actions.” (de Zeeuw 2005,
493). Through targeted assistance in these areas, international aid can improve electoral quality, particularly when it strengthens already existing monitoring channels
in a power-sharing government. In Cambodia for instance

the international community decided to sponsor two large media programmes [...]. With the help of three transmitters spread throughout
the country, Radio UNTAC broadcasted election news specifically for
the 1993 elections. It proved extremely successful in terms of informing
the population about the ins and outs of the elections, including how
to vote and assuring the population that the vote would be secret. Radio UNTAC contributed positively to the high voter turn-out rate of
approximately 90 per cent in the 1993 elections (de Zeeuw 2005, 494).
Thus, foreign aid functions as a “lubricant” for the monitoring mechanisms that
are inherent in power-sharing governments by providing information and technical
election assistance. Thus, if information about the other parties’ behavior is (at least
in part) provided by a credible third party (such as international donors), powersharing cabinets reduce mistrust between parties and, by implication, incentives to
forge elections. While these effects largely pertain to aid that is specifically targeted
at democratic governance issues, aid in general can have an effect elections through
the interaction between political conditionalities and economic incentives.
Economic Incentives and Foreign Aid
In contrast to these political motives not to manipulate elections, elites also face a
set of economic incentives to influence elections in their favor. Economic incentives
consist of two components: access to and competition over state resources and
limited time horizon of elites. As power-sharing expands the number of actors and
constituencies with access to state resources, competition within the government
over limited state revenues is intensified (Alt 2002; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003;
Velasco 2000). In addition, power-sharing typically introduces a limited time horizon to elites’ calculations: if they fear that they will lose access to state resources by
being voted out of office rather sooner than later, they are more likely to manipulate
the election cycle in order to secure electoral victory.
Political conditionalities interact with these economic incentives; there are two
reasons why power-sharing elites are more likely to comply with donor demands.
First, the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma identified above suggests that if donors
push for clean elections, elites in power-sharing are likely to use other political
channels to secure their access to rents and political office, such as limiting the rule
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of law and providing more private than public goods (I explore these channels in the
subsequent sections of this chapter). Second, the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma
predicts that elites in power-sharing governments would respond to donor pressure
with less instances of electoral fraud, but not necessarily engage in no electoral
manipulation at all. This is because both information provision through aid as well
as donor pressure are not flawless instruments. International election monitoring
can never observe the entire electoral process, and especially in the earlier stages
of the electoral cycle parties have much more leeway in manipulating the general
conditions under which elections take place (Moser 2009, 144). Also, donors often have less than perfect knowledge about local customs and traditions, which
may hamper their effectiveness promoting clean elections. Office-seeking domestic
elites can therefore exploit their informational advantage over international election
observers in order to influence elections in ways that remain hidden to the international community (Daxecker and Schneider 2014; Daxecker 2014; Simpser and
Donno 2012).
One example for this mechanism is the donor engagement with the transitional
power-sharing government of the Comoros. After a short, but violent secessionist
conflict between the island Anjouan and the main government of the Comoros in
1997 an agreement was struck in 2000 that established a power-sharing government
between Anjouan and the government. This arrangement was actively supported by
Western donors and international as well as regional organizations, such as the IMF,
the World Bank, the European Union (EU) and the African Union: since the African
Union had placed Anjouan under a trade embargo after the secession, the island
was eager to participate in the power-sharing government which promised to reestablish federal government transfers to the island. The international community
used development aid to incentivize clean elections in 2002.55
As foreign aid improves the monitoring mechanism of power-sharing and
donors pressure aid recipients into cleaner elections, both variables should interact
in their effect on post-conflict election quality.
Hypothesis 4: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with freer and fairer elections.

3.4

Rule of Law

While donors might pressure recipient power-sharing governments to hold free
and fair elections, elites can pursue other strategies to overcome the rent-seeking/
democracy dilemma. One of these strategies is to put limits on an independent rule
of law. Without an independent rule of law, elites face less scrutiny in accessing
state resources and diverting them for their own political purposes. A rule of
55 This engagement was met with mixed success however. Amnesty International reported several
instances of election violence (Amnesty International 2003). Nevertheless the Comorian elections were
relatively less fraudulent than other elections in that year, such as the 2002 Congolese (Congo-Brazzaville)
elections (European Parliament 2002).
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law that effectively constrains the power of post-conflict governments is therefore
an important ingredient of political development after armed conflict (Haggard
and Tiede 2012, 2014; Samuels 2006 and see my discussion in the literature review
section 2.1, p. 13).
I employ a “thin”definition of the rule of law.56 In particular, I follow Fukuyama’s
(2014, 1) definition of the rule of law as
[...] a set of rules of behavior, reflecting a broad consensus within the
society, that is binding on even the most powerful political actors in the
society, whether kings, presidents, or prime ministers.
This minimalist understanding of the rule of law is useful for my analysis of political
development in post-conflict states as it a) closely aligns with the function of law as
a fundamental constraint on government behavior, b) excludes more wide-ranging,
thicker components of the rule of law, which are both unrealistic to change in the
immediate aftermath of violent conflict, and are best analyzed as social outcomes
that depend on a strong rule of law in the minimalist sense,57 and c) refers to the
control of power as a fundamental component, which is particular relevant in postconflict states due to ongoing security concerns of all parties about abuse of power
over their own ethnic or political group.
There are other state and nonstate institutions besides the rule of law that can
constrain the government (Maravall and Przeworski 2003; Marshall, Jaggers, and
Gurr 2015). Prime examples are legislatures which not only elect the government in
parliamentary political systems, but can also dispose of the government through
votes of no confidence (see Fukuyama 2014, 470 and Helmke and Rosenbluth 2009,
347). Another institution that puts checks on the government is a free press (Gohdes
and Carey 2017). Power-sharing institutions (including power-sharing cabinets, but
also Lijphart-style consocionalism, see Lijphart 2004), too, can be seen as a check on
government power, since they provide clear rules who participates in government
in order to provide security to the sides to the power-sharing deal.
In this study, I focus on the rule of law, however, for two reasons: First, the rule
of law forms the basis of many of these other institutionalized forms of executive
constraints (Maravall and Przeworski 2003). Lacking any means of violent coercion,
parliaments can only successfully check executive power, if the executive power
adheres to the rules that grant the parliament these powers: the law. The same
holds for a free press. Only if the government respects laws that protect media
freedom, the media can fulfil their role as “fourth power.” Second, the rule of law is
56 The most prominent distinction of the rule of law in the literature is between “thin” and “thick”
concepts of the rule of law (Skaaning 2010). “Thin”, or sometimes “minimalist,” definitions emphasize
the restraints on the state as a result of the rule of law. It is this narrower sense, the rule of law is “the
government’s acceptance of the sovereignty of preexisting body of law” (Fukuyama 2010, 35). “Thick”
or “maximalist” definitions include a host of other, more substantive features in their concept of the rule
of law, such as universal political and civil liberties, “law and order,” and property rights (Haggard,
MacIntyre, and Tiede 2008).
57 Examples for these “thicker” components of the rule of law include human rights. As mentioned in
the discussion of my concept of political development above, these “thicker” components make it more
difficult to capture the phenomenon empirically, however.
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becoming an increasing focus of international peacebuilding efforts (Carothers 2006;
Samuels 2006). Development aid to post-conflict countries targeted at improving
legal and judicial structures has grown enormously over the past two decades. All
major bilateral donors now include rule of law programs in their development aid
portfolios and multilateral donors and organizations invest heavily in the rule of
law (Erbeznik 2011; Heupel 2013; Wright and Winters 2010; UNDP 2014).
Such a set of binding laws, implementend by an autonomous and powerful
judiciary (see below), is especially important in post-conflict states where agents
of the executive, such as the police, intelligence agencies, or the military, have
often perpretated grave human rights violations. In situations like these, executive
constraints enshrined in impartial laws provide security. If citizens can be sure that
there are effective legal boundaries on the execution of state power, they feel more
secure from arbitrary or systematic and targeted misuse of power of the state. By
analogy, in post-conflict states, laws can mitigate the security dilemma between
insurgents and governments (Haggard, MacIntyre, and Tiede 2008; Walter 2002,
2009; Weingast 1997). If elections ensure that governments have a basis in the
consent of its citizens, an effective rule of law offers security that governments do
not abuse their power in between elections. Thus, constraining on the government
in this way essentially represents an “inability of the few to control the many”
(Helmke and Rosenbluth 2009, 347-348).
In addition to controlling the government between elections and providing
security, a working rule of law fulfills a second function in post-conflict states. It
ensures that elections successfully work as nonviolent mechanisms of government
selection. Elections themselves cannot guarantee that leaders will actually adhere to
the election outcome. If clean elections are necessary to channel violent conflict into
a nonviolent competition to determine a legitimate “winner” of the post-conflict
political game, a functioning rule of law makes sure everybody plays by the rules
of the game. Only if political elites feel compelled to act according to prespecified
rules that might even run counter their interest to remain in office, elections can
function properly.
Whether an independent and strong rule of law exists in practice depends on
the extent to which independent judges can uphold and defend the rule of law.
Scholars generally distinguish between two types of judicial independence: de jure
and de facto independence (Linzer and Staton 2015; Ríos-Figueroa and Staton 2014).
De jure independence refers to the formal existence of rules that (theoretically)
allow for judicial institutions to control the government. Most of these rules are
operationalized through respective clauses in constitutions or legal text regulating
the relationship between courts and the different branches of the government
(Feld and Voigt 2003). De facto judicial independence focuses on the experienced
independence of courts.
Linzer and Staton (2015, 225) distinguish between two dimensions of de facto
judicial independence: autonomy and power. Judicial autonomy refers to the extent
to which judges are free of external influence. That is, a judge’s decision reflects only
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her “sincere evaluation of the legal record” (Linzer and Staton 2015, 225). Judicial
power refers to the extent to which a judge’s or a court’s decisions are going to
be implemented, especially by a government. In this sense, a powerful judiciary
is, by definition, autonomous, but an autonomous judiciary is not necessarily in
itself powerful: “Independent judges are not only autonomous but influential in
the sense that their decisions greatly constrain the choices of other actors” (Linzer
and Staton 2015, 225). Consequently, I conceptualize a strong rule of law in the
following as the existence of a formal judicial system in which judges are both
autonomous and powerful. It is this existence of an autonomous and powerful
judiciary that can provide security and stable expectations about election outcomes
in post-conflict contexts.

3.4.1

How do Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing Interact in their Effect on the Rule of Law?

Political Incentives and Foreign Aid
Given the recent violent history in the aftermath of conflict, elites will be worried
about the other group’s behavior in the future. A strong rule of law in the form
of an autonomous and strong judiciary can potentially provide insurance that no
party can abuse their political power in the future:
[...] when a ruling party’s chances of continuing to control office are
low, the ruling party has the incentive to follow through with judicial
advancements. In such a situation, a stronger judicial branch decreases
the risks the ruling party faces should it become the opposition. An
independent judiciary may check the capacity of incoming politicians to
harm the interests of the outgoing ruling party (Finkel 2008).
By creating security guarantees and allowing each parties to monitor the other
side’s behavior, power-sharing governments provide an opportunity build up the
trust between former adversaries that is necessary for them to agree to invest in an
independent judiciary as a “future insurance policy” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2016).
The case of Nepal illustrates this mechanism. When the Maoist insurgent became
part of the interim power-sharing government that followed the end of the civil war
in 2006, they pushed for a reform of the judiciary. During the civil war, one of the
Maoists’ central criticisms of the monarchist Nepalese government was the unjust
and corrupt judicial system (International Crisis Group 2006b, 19). The Maoists even
set up so-called “People’s Courts” in their territory during the civil war, reflecting
their view that the state’s judicial system could not be trusted (Pimentel 2011). After
their inclusion in the transitional government, the Maoists introduced proposals
that would change the conduct of the judiciary (Pimentel 2010).
Foreign aid can strengthen this monitoring mechanism of power-sharing through
human rights missions. In post-conflict countries, government and rebel forces
commit serious human rights violations, eroding trust in state institutions during
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and after conflict (De Juan and Pierskalla 2016). Particularly trust in the judiciary
is harmed as legal institution often were not capable or willing to persecute perpetrators of war crimes. In this environment, law cannot function as an effective
constraint on the government as the very institutions that are supposed to uphold
it are considered corrupted. Further, information asymmetries exist between courts
and other state institutions, such as the legislature, the executive, or the military
(Lupu 2013).58 In such a situation, independent information provided by international human rights organizations or by donors that support national human rights
organization can mitigate mistrust in national courts and overcome information
asymmetries, thereby improving the constraining function of law on governments
(Hafner-Burton 2012).
In contrast to the positive effects of technical assistance for elections, the role
of aid for building post-conflict rule of law is more ambivalent. On the one hand,
all major international and national donors have dedicated governance or rule of
law units whose goal is to improve legal and judicial capacity in recipient states
(Carothers 2006; Schimmelfennig 2013).59 These rule of law programs are now increasingly part of comprehensive peacebuilding strategies in post-conflict countries
(Samuels 2006). The United Nations Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina (UNMIBH),
for instance, was explicitly mandated to “monitor existing law enforcement, train
and advise law enforcement personnel, and support the reform of the criminal
justice system” (Heupel 2013, 146-147).
On the other hand, donors fail to achieve these ambitious rule of law goals in
reality. Differences in donor legal systems—specifically whether the donor has
a legal system based in common as opposed to civil law—can obstruct the effect
that donors have in promoting legal and judicial reforms abroad. “Countries tend
to advocate and export their own legal models, codes, and laws” observes Frank
Schimmelfennig (2013, 115) and continues with an example of Georgia where “the
pre-Soviet legacy of German law [...] initially provided an opening for German
agencies to assist with legal reform in the post-Soviet period. The Rose Revolution
of 2003, however brought to power those elites who orient themselves more strongly
toward the United States. As a consequence, the jury trial was written into the new
constitution, German agencies abandoned the field of criminal law, and the United
States took over” (ibid.). This competition among donors leads to an inconsistent
approach to rule of law reform, increases transaction costs for the recipient, and
thus decreases chances for successful rule of law reform.
58 Lupu (2013, 475) describes this asymmetry as follows: “Courts face important information asymmetries with respect to enforcing international commitments on the other branches of government.
Legislatures and executives often violate legal commitments and have an incentive to keep these violations hidden, especially if they expect judicial prosecution. [...] Unlike legislatures and other institutions,
courts generally have little power to directly monitor other actors. [...] [they] depend on other actors
to bring information to them regarding alleged violations of international commitments. Overcoming
information asymmetries [...] is therefore a crucial component of effective enforcement of international
commitments by domestic court.”
59 This official, state-based rule of law aid is complemented by international Non-Governmental
Organization (NGO)s that promote legal development, such as the political foundations in Germany, bar
associations (e.g. the American Bar Association), national legal organizations (e.g. the British Institute of
Comparative and International Law), or private NGOs such as the Soros foundation (Heupel 2013).
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In addition to competing legal perspectives, donors’ focus on rule of law reform
as a technical task as opposed to a genuinely political issue also weakens successful
rule of law reform (Erbeznik 2011). Anecdotal evidence and case studies suggest
that precise knowledge as to how implement legal reforms from outside is often
missing in external rule of law programs (Carothers 2006). Heupel argues that
donors lack generalizable knowledge on rule of law promotion, have few incentives
and resources to implement rule of law programs, and suffer from a lack of systematic scholarship which is typically produced within narrow academic disciplines
(Heupel 2013, 148). Further, donors often fail to include the local population in rule
of law reforms. What is worse, in some instances donors are even involved in grave
human rights violations themselves (think of the Abu Ghraib scandal in Iraq or the
abuse of local women and children by UN peacekeepers) which undermines the
legitimacy and thus the ability of external actors to successfully implement rule of
law programs (ibid.).

Economic Incentives and Foreign Aid
While cooperation within a power-sharing government can build trust and thus
increase chances that parties agree on strengthening the rule of law, their economic
incentives work against a strong rule of law. Independent judges can jeopardize
elites’ access to rent income from the state by limiting political corruption, clientelism, electoral manipulation, and other ways in which elites aim to secure their
hold on political power. As I have shown above, these economic incentives are
particularly strong in power-sharing governments, where additional constituencies
and limited time horizons amplify parties’ rent-seeking motives.
The Nepalese example from above illustrates these economic incentives to limit
the rule of law and an independent judiciary. Even though the Maoists were dissatisfied and critical of the Nepalese justice system and actively sought to change it
through the power-sharing government, they also made sure this judicial independence would not go so far as to threaten their political interests. Freedom House
(2010, n.p.) reports that “in October 2008, the Maoist-led government decided to
expand the Supreme Court by adding two seats. In December, it attempted to
fill over three dozen vacancies in the Supreme Court and appellate courts with
pro-Maoist candidates, moves the chief justice criticized as undermining judicial
independence.”
In the context of elections, I have argued that negative effect of these strong
economic incentives in power-sharing governments is counterbalanced by equally
strong external political conditionalities: elections are high on donor agendas.
They are much more visible; therefore, donors can “sell” holding elections to
their home constituents as a (seemingly) clear success of their engagement in
the recipient country. Thus, donors generally attach conditionalities mostly to
successful elections instead of other institutional reforms (Brown 2011; Paris 2004;
Reilly 2008).
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When it comes to the rule of law, the picture changes, however. Donors do not
condition aid commitments as strongly on rule of law improvements as they do on
free and fair elections (Schimmelfennig 2013, 124, Brown 2011).60 As Lord Paddy
Ashdown, UN High Representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina, vividly illustrated
in October 2002 (Ashdown 2002):
[...] In Bosnia we thought that democracy was the highest priority, and
we measured it by the number of elections we could organize. The
result seven years later is that the people of Bosnia have grown weary
of voting. [...]
In hindsight, we should have put the establishment of the rule of law
first, for everything else depends on it: a functioning economy, a free and
fair political system, the development of civil society, public confidence
in police and the court
This difference in political conditionality between elections and rule of law
changes elites’ incentives: if continued access to aid revenue is only conditional on
successful elections, but not on other institutional improvements, recipient powersharing governments shift their strategy accordingly. Elites make sure elections
approximate international standards. This ensures continued aid flows and satisfies
their and their constituents’ economic interests. At the same time they will attempt
to influence the judiciary so that they are not indicted for embezzlement of state
resources or that they will not be overruled by the constitutional court if they change
term limits for office. While still not the most preferrable option for office-seeking
elites (this would be no democratic reforms whatsoever), it is the best strategy given
their options.
To sum up: politically, it is unclear whether aid can effectively improve the
information and monitoring functions provided by power-sharing governments to
improve the rule of law. At the same time, more development finance fuels the rentseeking motives of elites in power-sharing cabinets even further, thus increasing
elites’ motives to limit institutional checks and balances. As aid is tied to sucessful
elections, rather than rule of law reforms, more aid to extensive power-sharing
cabinets should be associated with a weaker rule of law.
Hypothesis 5: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with a weaker rule of law.

3.5

Provision of Public Goods

This section focuses on how post-conflict power-sharing governments and foreign
aid interact in their effect on the provision of public or private goods. The provision
of private goods, particularly in the form of patronage and clientelism, offers
elites a solution to the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma identified above: To
60 One exception is the European Union which consistently attaches political conditions on its trade
and development aid agreements (Heupel 2013; Koch 2015).
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continue accessing rents from the state despite external pressure to democratize,
elites’ optimal strategy is to comply with external demands where donor attention
and conditionalities are strong, such as clean elections . At the same time, elites will
resist democratic reforms in policy areas with less donor attention to make sure
they can win elections and retain access to state revenues. In the previous section,
I have shown that one theoretically plausible course of action is to put limits on
an independent rule of law. But limiting the rule of law is not the only possibility.
Below, I show that an alternative solution to the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma
is a higher provision of private or particularistic goods, as opposed to public goods.
Public goods are goods or services that cannot be withheld from individual
consumption (“non-excludability” criterion) and whose individual consumption
does not reduce the ability of others to consume the same good (“non-rivalry”
criterion).61 Examples of public goods include infrastructure, such as roads and
bridges, social spending, or public defense.
As public goods are non-excludable, they cannot be efficiently produced on a
market and a free-rider problem emerges: rational individuals have no incentives
to contribute to a good if they receive its benefits regardless of whether they have
contributed or not. National defense is a classic example. A national army will
defend all people within the state’s boundaries from an attack. At the same time,
it is dangerous for individuals to participate in a national army. Since all citizens
prefer national defense, while they individually prefer not to serve in the army
and cannot be excluded from its benefits, a free rider problem emerges. A central
task of the state is therefore to overcome the free-rider problem and to provide
public goods.62 As a solution to the free-rider problem in the case of defense, a state
can collect mandatory taxes to fund an army (Cowen 2008). Solving this free-rider
problem is “the core of the justification for the state” (Ostrom 1998, 1).63
The argument that states can provide public goods rests on the crucial assumption that the states acts in the interest of the collective good (D’Arcy and Nistotskaya
2016, 3). This assumption is unrealistic, however. Politicians often provide private
goods in return for political support (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003). In fact, private
goods provision through the state artificially limits (or ensures privileged access
to) what are technically public goods.64 Examples include infrastructure or social
spending to a certain group of people that is relevant for the politician’s political
survival, e.g. the politician’s ethnic group, key players in the military, or in the
governing coalition (Hodler and Raschky 2014; Jablonski 2014).
The spectrum between public and private good provision by the state is often
studied under the broader label of “corruption,” as depicted in Figure 3.4. The
61 This

definition follows the discussion of the concept by Ostrom and Ostrom (2015, 4ff.).
exact public goods a state should provide is subject to normative debate (Cowen 2008).
63 To be precise, Ostrom (1998, 1) refers to the state as a solution to the “collective action problem.” The
free-rider problem, however, lies at the heart of the collective action problem (see Olson 1965) which
makes Ostrom’s insight applicable here.
64 Private goods are primarily defined by their excludability. Exclusion occurs “when potential users
can be denied goods or services unless they meet the terms and conditions of the vendor” (Ostrom and
Ostrom 2015, 4). In economics excludability is typically discussed in reference to goods supplied by a
market, because it enables people to attach a prize to goods and services (Ostrom and Ostrom 2015).
62 Which
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Figure 3.4. Public Goods, Private Goods, and Corruption
Embezzlement
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Note: Own illustration.

figure starts on the left with a politician’s decision how to spend state income (see
subsection 3.1.1, p. 50, on the different sources of state income). The politician
can invest in public or private goods. Investing in private goods constitutes more
corrupt behavior, as he or she uses “public office for private use”65 in the form of
either embezzlement, patronage, or clientelism.
Not all forms of private goods provision fall on the spectrum of corrupt behavior,
however. Private goods provided by market mechanisms, for instance, do not fall
under this category. Likewise, the state can also provide private goods, such as
infrastructre usage (think of public railway corporations). The key criterion that
distinguishes non-corrupt from corrupt private goods provision (in a broad sense)
is impartiality. Only if private goods provision by the state is partial, i.e. some
groups/individuals are preferred over others on the basis of arbitrary criteria, it
constitutes corrupt behavior.
Partial private goods allocation, particularly in the form of patronage and clientelism, can be a solution to the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma. It offers elite the
option to hold elections—thereby satisfying donor demands—and at the same time
to influence these elections in their favor. The literature terms the process of private
goods allocation in exchange for votes “distributive politics” or “pork-barrel politics” (Stokes et al. 2013). Research has overwhelmingly found that “that incumbent
politicians are rewarded by voters for distributive allocations, and in particular
for those that are clientelistic and from which recipients can be excluded” (Golden
and Min 2013, 12). Thus, targeting rents from the state to their constituencies,
post-conflict elites can attempt to win the elections demanded by donors.
65 The definition of corruption as “private use of public office” is a general and widely employed
definition (see e.g. Transparency International (2016). A more formal definition sees corruption as
“behaviour that deviates from the formal duties of a public role (elective or appointive) because of
private-regarding (personal, close family, private clique) wealth or status gains” (Nye 1967, 419).
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How do Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid Interact in their Effect on Private Goods Provision?

Political Incentives and Foreign Aid
Politically, the security guarantees and monitoring mechanisms of power-sharing
generate incentives for elites to allocate more private goods instead of producing
public goods. By institutionalizing a mechanism to access state rents, power-sharing
produces more credible security guarantees (North et al. 2012b). Thus, the economic
returns generated by power-sharing function as a commitment device: cabinet
posts generate economic benefits for the elites participating in the power-sharing
government, thus making conflict economically more costly than peace. An example
from the DRC’s interim power-sharing government (2003-2005) illustrates the point:

During [the DRC’s, F.H.] transition period, the political actors involved
appear to have felt strong disincentives to not cooperating. [...] All
the players had a seat in government, and, therefore, an opportunity
to access its resources. For most parties, and the individuals running
them, this was a vast improvement on their previous circumstances, and
ther was therefore no incentive to rock the boat and risk losing a cushy
position (Wolters and Kaiser 2013, 90).
The monitoring component of a power-sharing government further strengthens
its function as economic commitment device: power-sharing not only generates
rents for the elites sitting around the government table, but, crucially, also informs
every party about the rents the other party earns, generating an incentive structure
that roughly follows this logic: If I know that you profit from the same institutional
mechanism as I am—power-sharing—I have less incentive to walk away from that
institution (Cox, North, and Weingast 2015). Thus, from a rent-seeking perspective,
power-sharing is not only about the rent it generates for its participants, but also
about the fact that it allows all participants to observe that everyone else is profiting,
too.
When aid flows increase to power-sharing governments with such an incentive structure, I expect that the economic commitment mechanism should become
stronger. If we consider aid simply as resource windfall, more aid means more
resources that can serve as private goods for elites in the power-sharing government. This is illustrated by the Wolter and Kaiser (2013) assessment about the
economic benefits to the members of the DRC’s power-sharing government quoted
above: The economic benefits to each party to the DRC’s Sun City power-sharing
government were to a large part financed through external sources as the DRC’s
national economy was in shambles after the long and devastating civil war in the
country and highly aid-dependent (ibid.). Thus, the more aid flows into a country,
the stronger the power-sharing government’s function as economic commitment
device.
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Economic Incentives and Foreign Aid
While this economic commitment device might induce cooperation among former
battlefield opponents to foster peace, it limits parties’ incentives to provide public
goods. Instead, elites in power-sharing governments are much more likely to
allocate resources in the form of private goods that only benefit a selected, but
politically relevant group. There are three reasons for this expectation.
The first one is that a persistent security dilemma between former belligerents
and their constituencies creates disincentives for each group to provide public
goods that benefit all citizens, including the opponent’s constituency.66 Svensson
reports that “foreign aid and windfalls are associated with increased corruption in
countries more likely to suffer from competing social groups” (Svensson 2000, 457)—
and post-conflict societies are, almost by definition, riven by political competition
between social groups. In a highly competitive environment where one group’s
gains are considered the other group’s losses, rent-seeking incentives abound.
Competing groups will therefore try to capture as many benefits for themselves
and their political supporters in order to secure their own political survival. In the
language of Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003), power-sharing increases the number of
small winning coalitions—implying private goods provision—instead of one large
winning which would increase the incentives for elites to provide public goods.
Second, parties might allocate private goods predominantly to their constituencies as a form of retribution. In Burundi, for instance, it seems that “the change in
the power-structure gave the Hutu an excuse to enrich themselves to compensate
for prior losses” (Rose-Ackerman 2009, 81). And after the end of Apartheid, many
in South Africa’s African National Congress Party “who suffered for the cause, in
exile or in underground, now feel they deserve their just rewards: good salaries,
nice cars, patronage, and perks” (Ash 1997, 10).
Third, the widespread poverty in post-conflict countries makes targeted private
goods in the form of patronage and clientelism a useful strategy, since votes are
bought more easily from poor voters. As Dixit and Londregan (1996, 1143) put
it: “poor voters switch more readily in response to economic benefits because the
incremental dollar matters more to them.” Also, poor voters are typically riskaverse and value direct payments more strongly than risky promises of public
goods (Stokes et al. 2013, ch. 6).
When aid flows increase, these mechanisms are amplified. Similar to the area of
rule of law (see previous section), donors often aim political aid conditionalities at
elections, rather than at measures that limit private goods allocation, such as anticorruption programs (Paris 2004). Alesina and Weder (2002, 1136) report that “there
is no evidence that less corrupt governments receive more foreign aid,” suggesting
that donors do not systematically attach implicit conditionalities on recipients’
66 The

government might try to win “hearts and minds” by explicitly targeting resources to the rebel
constituency (or vice versa); this strategy is unlikely to be successful, however, because of eroded trust
in the government as a result of the war (De Juan and Pierskalla 2016).
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corruption levels.67 While there is some more recent evidence that donors react
with aid withdrawal to corruption scandals in the recipient country, this pertains
mostly to direct embezzlement (Swedlund 2017). It is much more difficult to attach
conditionalities on “softer” forms of private goods provision, such as patronage
or clientelism, particularly when aid is fungible and frees up other government
resources that elites can use to hand out patronage and perks.68
Thus, private goods allocation provides a second viable strategy to overcome
the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma: being pushed to hold elections, recipients
will try to sway these elections in their favor by engaging in distributive politics
to their constituencies. Power-sharing cabinets increase the overall number of
constituencies (see subsection 3.2.1, p.64) and therefore the number of targets of such
distributive strategies. As a result of both political and economic incentives faced
by elites in power-sharing, more aid to more extensive power-sharing governments
should be associated with less provision of public goods and more allocation of
private goods.
Hypothesis 6: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with less provision of public goods.

3.6

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, I developed the hypothesis that large aid flows to post-conflict
states with strong power-sharing governments should lead to positive, but limited
democratic reforms (hypothesis 3, see page 74). Based on the three components of
political development, elections, rule of law, and public goods provision developed
in the previous chapter, I further disaggregated the notion of “limited democratic
reforms.” In section 3.3 I argue that largely free and fair elections are responsible
for the “democratic reforms” part of the argument, while restraints on independent
judicial oversight (section 3.4) and the provision of private, rather than public goods
cover the “limited” part of this argument (section 3.5).
This hypothesis is based on three context conditions: the political economy
of post-conflict situations (subsection 3.1.1), the political nature of foreign aid
(subsection 3.1.2), and the relevance of power-sharing cabinets in post-conflict
states (subsection 3.1.3). The first condition draws our attention to the fact that
elites in post-conflict settings can be conceptualized as rent-seeking agents. These
economic motives, in addition to the political ones that are typically theorized in
the literature, have implications for post-conflict political development. The second
condition highlights the fact that aid is often conditional on political reforms in
the recipient states—and that this conditionality might alter the domestic political
67 Implicit conditionalities are anticipated donor behavior, such as aid withdrawal, as a response to the
recipient’s actions. See subsection 3.1.2 for a discussion of implicit and explicit conditionalities.
68 This is also reflected in a range of initiatives that have put aid transparency on the policy agenda,
such as the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI). IATI was, inter alia, put in place at the high
level meeting on aid effectiveness in Accra in 2008 to make aid flows more transparent and thus less
susceptible to corruption (IATI 2015). The IATI initiative reflects that corruption is a problem for donors.
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Table 3.3. Overview of Hypotheses
Component of
Political Development

Hypotheses

Democratization
(General)

H3: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with
extensive power-sharing governments is associated with
limited democratization.

Election Quality

H4: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with
extensive power-sharing governments is associated with
freer and fairer elections.

Rule of Law

H5: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with
extensive power-sharing governments is associated with
a weaker rule of law.

Provision of Private vs.
Public Goods

H6: More foreign aid to post-conflict countries with
extensive power-sharing governments is associated with
less provision of public goods

and economic rationales of recipients. The third condition alerts us to the fact that
power-sharing governments institutionalize direct access to state resources.
These conditions form the basis of the theoretical mechanisms that hold together
the main hypothesis: aid and power-sharing jointly lead to limited democratic
reforms (Hypothesis 3, p. 74). “Limited” reforms, because elites’ economic incentives induce what I have labeled a rent-seeking/democracy dilemma: rent-seeking
elites would prefer not to democratize, but their continued access to aid income
depends on compliance with donor demands for democratization. These economic
preferences are particularly strong in power-sharing governments, because rebel
participation in post-conflict cabinets increases the number of constituencies and
introduce a limited time horizon in office. As a consequence, the optimal strategy
for power-sharing elites who face donor pressure to democratize are likely to pursue
a two-part strategy: they will comply with demands for elections (Hypothesis 4, p.
82), but limit reforms in the areas of rule of law (Hypothesis 5, p. 88) and provide
more private instead of public goods (Hypothesis 6, p. 93).
These hypotheses lay out an explicit political economy perspective on how
the economic incentives institutionalized by power-sharing moderate the effect of
foreign aid on different dimensions of political development. As such, they address
several gaps identified in the literature review. An political economic theory of postconflict political development improves our understanding of the potential drivers
of democratic reforms after war. It also adds a novel perspective to the literature on
power-sharing which has largely focused on security and political issues instead
of an economic aspects. And my theory also contributes to a growing field of
research in the study of foreign aid that focuses on the question how domestic
structures moderate the effect of foreign aid—a field which has so far neglected
the moderating effect of post-conflict institutions on governance outcomes (see the
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research gaps identified in literature review, section 2.5).
Before I can test these these hypotheses, it is necessary to translate the theoretical
concepts developed in this chapter into observable empirical data. Thus, the next
chapter introduces and discusses the different samples, variables, and data sources
used, and sketches the empirical strategy I employ to investigate the hypotheses
developed in this chapter.

Chapter 4

Data and Research Design
In this chapter, I discuss my sample selection criteria, operationalize my main
independent and dependent variables. I also present the empirical strategy I pursue to investigate the hypothesized interactive effect between power-sharing and
foreign aid on post-conflict political development. In the first section (section 4.1),
I delineate the cross-section time-series sample and the election sample used in
subsequent empirical analyses. The following section 4.2 discusses the indicators
for my different dependent variables: democratization scores as general measures of
political development, and indicators for election quality, rule of law, and provision
of public vs. private goods. In section 4.3, I introduce the measures for my two
main independent variables, power-sharing governments and foreign aid. Finally,
in section 4.4, I lay out my empirical strategy that combines a mix of regression,
matching, and instrumental variable approaches.

4.1

Samples

I use two samples to test my hypotheses: the first is a cross-sectional time-series
sample in which post-conflict country-years are the unit of observation. This sample
is used for analyses of the effect of power-sharing and aid on democratization
scores, rule of law, and the provision of private vs. public goods. The second
sample comprises all post-conflict elections that took place within the country-years
specified in the cross-section time-series sample. The unit of observation in this
sample is the individual election round. This sample is used to test the hypotheses
about election quality.

4.1.1

Cross-Section Time-Series Sample

As I am interested in political development after internal civil conflicts, the crosssection time-series sample comprises country-years that follow intrastate and internationalized, not international, conflicts between 1990 and 2010. The 1990 limit
to the sample is due the fundamentally changed nature of aid allocation after the
96
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end of the Cold War when donors increasingly switched from allocating aid to
political allies in the East-West conflict to attaching political conditionalities to their
aid programs (Dunning 2004; Wright 2010). The upper limit of 2010 is due do data
constraints for certain variables (see below). I apply the following three criteria for
the selection of post-conflict country-years, based on Kreutz’ conflict termination
dataset (Kreutz 2010):
1. The country must have experienced at least one conflict termination in the
period between 1990 and 2010. Civil conflict termination is defined as the
end of a conflict episode. More specifically, a conflict episode ends “when an
active year is followed by a year in which there are fewer than 25 battle-related
deaths” (Kreutz 2010, 244).
2. The country must have experienced a war termination of one of the following
types: (1) Peace Agreement, (2) Ceasefire, (3) Ceasefire with conflict regulation,
or (4) Victory by one side. These definitions are based on Kreutz’ typology of
conflict termination who includes other outcomes and low activity in addition
to the four types just listed. I exclude the categories “other outcomes” and
“low activity” because they do not correspond to my theoretical assumptions.
“Other outcomes” refer to wars that simply stop. This happens when fighting
falls below the threshold of 25 battle-related deaths or a conflict “freezes”
without any particular agreement between all sides or a decisive victory. Since
the information within this category is too imprecise and it is unclear whether
a conflict has actually ended or when it is coded with other outcome, I exclude
it from my analysis.
3. The country must have experienced at least one period of two consecutive
years of post-conflict peace. This is simply to allow for a minimum of time for
political reforms to take place and to exclude conflicts that have consecutive
annual outbreaks and stops of conflict.
Based on these three criteria, I create a cross-section time-series data set in which
each post-conflict country-year, including up to five country-years after a conflict
termination, is treated as a separate observation.69 Note that these criteria allow for
more than five post-conflict years per country if the country experienced repeated
conflict terminations.
The main reason why I restrict myself to the first five post-conflict years is the
temporally limited availability of data for the power-sharing data (see Ottmann
and Vüllers 2015a and the section on operationalizing power-sharing below, subsection 4.3.1, p. 113). Yet the first five post-conflict years also correspond to the
theoretical and empirical expectations discussed in chapter 3: Political reforms are
often initiated within the first couple of years after conflict has ended. External
69 A strict application of these criteria would also require to include the United Kingdom in my sample
due to the fact that the Northern Ireland conflict was coded as terminated in late 1990s. I exclude the
case from my sample, because the UK is an outlier in terms of foreign aid received (practically none)
and GDP (exceeds most other countries in my sample by a substantial magnitude).
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Figure 4.1. Aid Flows Before and After Conflict Termination
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Note:The y-axis represents the logged value of aid per capita. Data points are individual country-years with extreme
outliers removed for visual clarity (including outliers does not change the overall pattern). The x-axis codes the year
before or after the end of a conflict as coded by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (Themnér and Wallensteen 2012);
negative values indicate the years before the end of a conflict, positive values are post-conflict years. A local LOESS
smoother is overlayed for the before/after periods to display trends and averages.

peacebuilders often push for quick reforms (Paris 2004) while peace agreements
often include fixed dates for elections which end the transitional period (including
power-sharing governments). Such transitional authorities typically last less than
five years (Strasheim 2017).
Further, as Figure 4.1 shows, we also observe an aid spike in the initial postconflict years. Aid levels are lower during conflict-years than after conflict, because
donors are reluctant to send aid workers into active conflict zones. Further, warring
governments are often sanctioned by donors withdrawing development aid. This
dampening effect is still felt in the immediate post-conflict years, but average aid
levels jump up considerably two years after conflict termination. Figure 4.1 shows
that there is a visible jump in aid commitments once armed conflicts end. To better
be able to capture the effect of this sudden inflow of aid, it is appropriate to restrict
the sample to the first five post-conflict years.
Third, my theoretical argument rests in parts on the existence of a security
dilemma between conflict parties. The security dilemma limits post-conflict elites’
time horizons and thus strengthens their rent-seeking motives (see subsection 3.1.3).
This theoretical scope condition is best captured by concentrating empirically on
the immediate post-conflict years. Extending the analysis further away from the
end of the conflict makes it less plausible to argue for an ongoing security dilemma
between post-conflict actors.
These criteria result in the countries and country-years summarized in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1. List of Countries
Country

Years obs.

Aid
∅ GDP

Has PS?

∅ Polity IV

∅ FH

Angola
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Burundi
Cambodia
Central African Republic
Comoros
Congo
Cote D’Ivoire
Croatia
Democratic Republic of Congo
Djibouti
El Salvador
Georgia
Guatemala
Guinea-Bissau
Haiti
Indonesia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Liberia
Macedonia
Mali
Mexico
Moldova
Mozambique
Nepal
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Rumania
Russia (Soviet Union)
Rwanda
Senegal
Serbia
Sierra Leone
Somalia
Tajikistan
Trinidad and Tobago
Uzbekistan
Venezuela

2005-2006
1996-2000, 2006-2010
1993-1997
1996-2000
2009-2010
1999-2003
2003-2005, 2007-2008
1990-1994, 1998-2002
1994-1996, 2000-2001, 2003-2007
2005-2009
1996-2000
2002-2005, 2009-2010
1995-1998, 2000-2004
1992-1996
1994-1998, 2005-2007, 2009-2010
1996-2000
2000-2004
1992-1996, 2005-2009
1993-1996, 2006-2010
1991-1995
1999-2003
1991-1995, 2004-2008
2002-2006
1991-1993, 1995-1999
1997-2001
1993-1997
1993-1997
2007-2010
1991-1995
1998-2002, 2009-2010
2005-2008
1990-1994
1997-2001
1990-1994
2000-2004
1990-1994
1997-1998
2003-2007
2004-2008
1992-1996, 2000-2004
2001-2005
1997-2000, 2003-2005
1999-2003
1991-1995
2001-2003, 2005-2009
1993-1997

1.03
2.45
3.02
18.61
29.09
13.18
8.62
12.67
8.12
3.73
0.76
24.38
13.26
5.1
6
1.97
23.9
10.4
0.98
1.99
9.62
42.1
4.9
12.89
0.22
5.24
36.12
5.38
16.97
12.01
2.57
2.92
13.89
1.32
1.5
0.98
2.04
23.78
9
6.71
29.37
6.64
16.53
0.48
1.67
0.29

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

-2
-6.8
6
.
6
2
-1
2.5
-1.6
0
-1.2
3
-1.7
7
5.6
8
2.6
3
1.3
.
5.6
2.6
9
5.8
6.8
7
2.8
6
6.4
2
4
8.2
4
5
8.2
5
3
-3
7.6
0
4.4
0
-1.4
9
-9
8

2.5
2.6
4.9
3.1
3.2
2.3
2.8
3.6
3.4
2.1
4.3
2
2.9
5
4.2
4.5
3.5
2.7
3.8
2.8
4.6
2.9
5
5.1
4.9
4
4
3.9
4.1
3.4
3.9
5
5.4
4.8
5.4
3.6
4.2
2.5
5.4
3.6
4.2
1.3
2.2
6.8
1.2
5.2

Note: A total of 46 countries. Aid data is taken from the AidData project (Tierney et al. 2011). GDP data is taken from the
World Bank (see http://data.worldbank.org). Polity IV data from the Polity IV project (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015),
Freedom House data from Freedom House (2013). For a discussion of data sources, see below. Freedom House scores have
been inverted to increase comparability between Polity and FH (i.e. higher values indicate a higher level of democracy). An
“.” indicates missing data.
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In addition to the countries under investigation, the tables shows a country’s
average aid as per cent of GDP over the years under observation, an indicator
wether the country experienced power-sharing in the years under observation and
a country’s mean Polity IV and Freedom House score to indicate their level of
post-conflict political development.70
While the cross-section time series sample is well-suited for data that is recorded
annually, it is less useful for analyzing more fine-grained data, such as different
rounds of elections. I therefore discuss the construction of my election sample next.

4.1.2

Election Sample

I rely on the National Elections across Democracies and Autocracies (NELDA)
dataset by Susan Hyde and Nikolay Marinov (Hyde and Marinov 2012) to capture
post-conflict elections. Empirical basis for the NELDA data are all elections for
national office between 1945 and 2012 in countries with a population greater than
500 000.71 Several features of the data set make it uniquely useful for analyzing the
relationship between foreign aid, power-sharing and electoral quality: First, NELDA
codes legislative and executive elections separately. This allows me to include
legislative elections that take place while an executive power-sharing cabinet is
in place. Second, NELDA includes more that 50 attributes of electoral events.
These attributes allow me to construct a detailed indicator of electoral quality that
corresponds to several features of the electoral cycle as defined in my theory chapter
(see section 3.3, p. 75).
To identify post-conflict elections, I subset the NELDA data to include only those
elections that take place during the country-years identified in the cross-sectional
sample. However, the country-year structure of my cross-sectional sample makes
some manual adjustments necessary. For instance, the Democratic Republic of
the Congo held their first elections after the Sun City Peace agreement of 2002 in
July 2006. However, violent conflict broke out again in November 2006. Thus, my
cross-sectional data set excludes the year 2006. As a consequence of this exclusion,
however, the 2006 elections in the DRC would be excluded from my elections
sample, as well, even though the elections took place during the post-conflict
period. Therefore, I use the StartDate2 variable from the UCDP dataset to check
whether an election took place before the following conflict episode started again
in the country-year following the country’s peace episode.72 Including the DRC
elections just described, eight elections in five countries are added by employing
this rule. Using these selection rules, I identify 145 elections in 41 countries: Two
Constituent Assembly elections in Nepal and Paraguay; 64 Executive elections; and
70 In some instances, countries implemented power-sharing governments in years in which they were
still in conflict but immediately broke down and conflict continued (such as Sierra Leone in 2000, for
instance). Due to my third criterion above, these country-years are excluded from my analysis (i.e. they
did not experience two years of consecutive peace.)
71 NELDA generally excludes national referenda “unless they are votes on the continued rule of a
specific individual” (Hyde and Marinov 2012, 196).
72 The StartDate2 variable indicates the start date of any continuous conflict episode recorded in the
UCDP data set (Themnér 2011).
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Table 4.2. Components of Political Development: Indicators, Data, and Samples
Concept & Components
Democracy

↔ Autocracy

Indicators

Data used /
Source

Sample

Democracy
scores

FH & Polity IV
(Marshall,
Jaggers, and
Gurr 2015)

Cross-Section
Time-Series

Free and fair
elections

No or
manipulated
elections

Election Quality

NELDA; V-Dem
(Coppedge et al.
2015a; Hyde
and Marinov
2012)

Election Sample

Rule of law

Unconstrained
executive/rule
by law

Judicial
Independence

Linzer & Staton
Judicial
Independence
Data; V-Dem
(Coppedge et al.
2015a; Linzer
and Staton
2015)

Cross-Section
Time-Series

Public goods
provision

Private goods
provision

Corruption &
Particularistic
spending

V-Dem
(Coppedge et al.
2015a)

Cross-Section
Time-Series

79 Parliamentary/Legislative elections. See below for a list of elections (Figure 4.3,
p. 109).

4.2

The Dependent Variable: Measuring Political Development

As outlined in section 2.1 on 13ff., I conceptualize my dependent variable both on a
general level and on three disaggregated levels. To capture changes in overall levels
of political development, I employ democratization scores. To measure variation in
the subcomponents elections, rule of law, and provision of public vs. private goods,
I rely on a range of different empirical indicators. The choice of sample depends on
the respective data source. Table 4.2 gives details on the different data sources and
samples used for each indicator. I discuss each below.

4.2.1

Democracy Scores

To measure the general concept of political development, I rely on two indicators:
Polity IV and Freedom House.
Polity
The first variable is the modified Polity 2 score, taken from the Polity IV data set
(Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015). The Polity measure has been employed in
wide variety of studies analyzing democratization generally and the link between
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foreign aid and democratization specifically (Dunning 2004; Goldsmith 2001; Knack
2004; Wright 2009). The Polity variable ranges from -10 (strongly autocratic) to
+ 10 (strongly democratic). It is an index variable that combines the scores of
two separate variables, capturing democracy and autocracy, respectively. Polity
defines a democratic political system “as one in which (a) political participation is
unrestricted, open, and fully competitive; (b) executive recruitment is elective, and
(c) constraints on the chief executive are substantial” (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr
2015, 15). Polity defines autocracies, in contrast, as political systems that “sharply
restrict or suppress competitive political participation. Their chief executives are
chosen in a regularized process of selection within the political elite, and once in
office they exercise power with few institutional constraints” (Marshall, Jaggers,
and Gurr 2015, 15). In 2000, Mexico and Guatemala scored an 8 on the Polity scale,
indicating relatively high levels of democracy. Countries such as Djibouti (2) or
Cambodia (2) are classified as lying in the middle between democracy and autocracy
(respective Polity scores for 2000 are reported in brackets). These countries are often
referred to as “semidemocracies” or “anocracies” (see Hegre et al. 2001 and Fearon
and Laitin 2003). Examples for autocracies include Azerbaijan (-7 in 2000) or
Afghanistan under Taliban rule (-7 in 1996).
Freedom House
My second measure for political development is a country’s Freedom House (FH)
score (the following information is based on Freedom House 2013). Freedom House
scores, awarded by the US non-governmental organization “Freedom House”,
assess a country’s freedom by collecting data on the degrees of political and civil
rights that a given country’s citizen enjoy. The variable ranges from 1 (most free)
to 7 (least free).73 Although Freedom House constructs a categorical variable
based on its numerical ratings to classify a country as “Free”, “Partly Free”, and
“Not Free” I employ only their numerical measure. This reflects the fact that I
conceptualize political development as a phenomenon that occurs by degree, not
necessarily by category. To compare FH scores with Polity measures, consider
the FH scores for the countries cited in the previous paragraphs. In 2000, Mexico
scored an 2.5 on Freedom House’s Freedom scale, whereas Guatemala classified as
3.5. This indicates relatively high levels of freedom in both countries. If I applied
Freedom House’s classification scheme, however, Mexico would be coded as “Free”
whereas Guatemala would be categorized as “Partly Free.” This illustrates the
difference between the Polity and the Freedom House measures. In the same year,
Djibouti, Somalia, and Cambodia score 4.5, 6.5, and 6, respectively, indicating highly
autocratic or “Not Free” countries. To ensure comparability with the Polity score, I
73 Freedom House bases its score on the basis of an evaluation of several subcategories of political
and civil rights. These are: “Political rights ratings are based on an evaluation of three subcategories:
electoral process, political pluralism and participation, and functioning of government. Civil liberties
ratings are based on an evaluation of four subcategories: freedom of expression and belief, associational
and organizational rights, rule of law, and personal autonomy and individual rights” (Freedom House
2013, 32)
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invert the FH scores so that 1 indicates Not Free / Autocratic and 7 indicates Free /
Democratic.
Although both measures correlate high in my sample (Pearson’s r = 0.78), they
capture slightly different aspects of political development. The most important
difference between both indicators is the fact that the Polity index does not reflect a
country’s civil rights, whereas half of the Freedom House score is an assessment of
such civil rights. Since my theory is mostly concerned with elite behavior, the Polity
measure more directly captures my concept of political development as a change in
the accountability structures and type of competition between elites. Nevertheless,
the Freedom House measure serves as a robustness check to ensure my findings are
not entirely driven by the particular coding of one indicator.

Data structure
Following convention in the democratization literature (see, inter alia, Eisenstadt,
LeVan, and Maboudi 2015; Fortna and Huang 2012; Hadenius and Teorell 2005;
Scott and Steele 2011), I select a two-year lead of both Polity and Freedom House as
dependent variable to measure general democratic development. For each countryyear observation at year t0 , the dependent variable is measured two years later at
t2 . This forward lead allows me separate independent and dependent variables
temporally to mitigate simulataneity bias (Wooldridge 2008, 557ff.).74 By including
the Polity and Freedom House scores at t0 in a model, this two-year lead has the
additional advantage that it can be directly interpreted as a change score, i.e. the
difference between the variable at t2 and t0 (Allison 1990; Morgan and Winship 2015,
365ff.).75 At the same time, including the t0 as a covariate allows me to address
the confounding effect of regime type on aid allocation (see also the discussion of
control variables below).76
The choice of a two-year lead instead of a one-year or three-year lead is essentially arbitrary. I therefore estimate models for Polity and Freedom House scores at all
points in time from t1 , ..., t5 , i.e. from the first year to the fifth year, as dependent
variable. This allows me not only to mitigate bias from the arbitrariness of the
two-year lead, but also to investigate if the interactive effect of power-sharing and
aid on democratic development increases or decreases over time.
74 Temporal separation of independent and dependent variables does not completely solve simultaneity
bias, see Bellemare, Masaki, and Pepinsky (2017). I therefore employ instrumental variable and matching
techniques to address this problem, see section 4.4.
75 Another way to model the change would be to use the change score between the variables directly as
dependent variable (Allison 1990). However, when using change scores on the left hand side, including
the baseline score on the right hand side of the model induces correlation among the errors, since one
effectively controls for the baseline twice: once on the left-hand side by computing the change score, and
once by including it as a regressor (Allison 1990).
76 The inclusion of Polity and Freedom House at t essentially amounts to putting a lagged dependent
0
variable in the model, which can cause estimation problems (Wooldridge 2008, 315). I therefore estimate
models with and without this variable which does not change the results.
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Challenges to Democracy Codings and Solutions
The two year lead of my dependent variable entails the problem that if a country
experiences a (re-)ocurrence of conflict two years in the future, the raw Polity score
coding can become “contaminated” by conflict occurrence (Vreeland 2008). This
well-known problem occurs because Polity codings were reported to include the
coding of conflict in its measures of political participation. Thus, in years in which
a country experiences conflict, its Polity score is downward biased because conflict
is coded as negatively affecting the Polity component “Participation.” Following
the best practices in the literature (see Vreeland 2008), I therefore ran all statistical
tests reported below with Vreeland’s suggested xPolity indicator which leaves out
the Polity components that pick up violent conflict. These results—which are
substantively unchanged—are reported in the Appendix (see Appendix B, p. 279).
Another known problem with the Polity data is its coding of “transition” or
“anarchy” periods. Plümper and Neumayer (2010) observe that the Polity data is
sometimes inconsistently interpolated in these special periods. Since power-sharing
governments are particularly likely to occur in these transition periods, my results
using Polity scores might be affected by this bias. I therefore follow the advice of
Plümper and Neumayer (2010) and use alternative codings of the transition periods
that are based on different interpolation algorithms.
I discuss both the violence bias (Vreeland 2008) and the interregnum bias (Plümper and Neumayer 2010) in more detail in the Appendix, see section A.1 (p. 274).
Since the replication data provided by both Vreeland (2008) and Plümper and Neumayer (2010) is not available for my entire period of observation (their data end in
2008), I developed the R package recodepolity, that implements both Vreeland’s
and Plümper and Neumayer’s recoding instructions for all publications of the Polity
data since 2008. The package, including installation and usage instructions, is freely
available online.77
Data description
How prevalent is democratic and autocratic development after conflict? To visualize
the overall pattern of political development, I compute the change score between
my dependent variable at t2 and t0 and plot the resulting values in Figure 4.2.78 The
histograms indicate that both variables are strongly centered around zero which
means that in most of the country-years in my sample, no subsequent change in
democracy scores is taking place. This is in line with prima facie expectations: change
in a country’s political order should not be a frequent phenomenon, but something
that is rather uncommon. The zero-centered distributions of both variables support
this.
Further, the distributions also indicate that very large changes in both Polity and
Freedom House scores are relatively rare. The bulk of change magnitude is centered
77 See
78 See

https://github.com/felixhaass/recodepolity.
also Figure 1.1 in the introduction (p. 3).
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Figure 4.2. Distribution and Extent of Post-Conflict Democratic and Autocratic
Change
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above and below zero, which indicates only incremental steps. Again, this is what
we would expect. Dramatic changes in a country’s political system do not take
place over night (or over the course of two years, in the case of my data set). Rather,
political development is a slowly-moving, incremental process. Nevertheless, some
countries experience very sudden changes in their democraticness, as is indicated
by the outliers both to the right and the left side of the center of the distribution.
An example for such a sudden change is Mozambique. Here, the post-conflict
elections of 1994 were, according to most election observers, free and fair and
were accepted by all parties, most importantly the warring Frente de Libertação de
Moçambique (FRELIMO) (goverment side) and Resistência Nacional Moçambicana
(RENAMO) (rebel side). These successful elections indicated a massive shift in the
country’s political system from a previously authoritarian. one-party Marxist state
to a multiparty democracy (Freedom House 1994, 441). This is reflected by a shift of
+11 points on the Polity scale, from -6 to +6 (or +2 on the Freedom House scale).

4.2.2

Election Quality

I use the concept of the election cycle introduced in section 3.3 (page 75) as a starting
point to construct an empirical indicator for election quality. The election cycle
identifies ten different stages in which electoral integrity can be violated: Legal
Framework, Electoral Management Bodies, Electoral Rights, Voter Register, Ballot
Access, Campaign Process, Media Access, Voting Process, Role of Officials, and
Counting of Votes (see the theory chapter in which I conceptualize election quality,
section 3.3, p. 75, and Bishop and Hoeffler 2016).
Ideally, an indicator for election quality would cover all ten stages of the electoral
cycle equally. Bishop and Hoeffler (2016), on whose definition of the electoral cycle
I draw, also collected data on each of these dimensions. However, their data only
codes the overall electoral integrity of any given country-year, not of the individual
elections in that year. Given that I intend to exploit the variation between different
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elections, different election rounds and different types of elections, the Bishop and
Hoeffler data is not particularly well-suited for my purposes. Further, the Bishop
and Hoeffler data quality varies and has many missing values, especially for the
countries in which I am interested. Consequently, while Bishop and Hoeffler’s
concept of the election cycle proves to be analytically useful, I refrain from using
their data as the main indicator for electoral quality.
Thus, I employ two different indices to assess post-conflict election quality: one
based on information from the NELDA data set (Hyde and Marinov 2012) and
another one taken from the V-Dem data set (Coppedge et al. 2015a). Both cover
different aspects of the election cycle, complementing each other (see Table 4.3). The
NELDA data allows me to construct an ordinal-scaled election indicator based on
the different component variables outlined in Table 4.3. The table list each variable,
together with the question the original NELDA data collectors asked in determining
the variables’ value. The NELDA variables are recorded as dummy variables,with a
“1” indicating a “yes”-answer to the question. I therefore simply add all dummies
to create a 10-point (0-9) scaled ordinal variable. I invert the order of the scale so
that higher values indicate cleaner elections, matching the coding direction of the
V-Dem indicator.
I complement the NELDA Election Quality indicator with a second measure,
V-Dem’s “Clean Elections Index” (Coppedge et al. 2015a). The V-Dem project combines expert codings for individual election indicators (such as election violence,
party linkages, election rules for head of state etc.) to generate a composite index on
election quality. V-Dem aggregates its Clean Election Index from eight individual
variables: electoral management body EMB autonomy, EMB capacity, election voter
registry, election vote buying, other election irregularities, government intimidation
during elections, other election violence and a variable capturing a general assessment whether elections were free and fair. The variable name for the index in the
V-Dem data set is v2xel_frefair.
Table 4.3 lists each of the component variables of the V-Dem’s “Clean Election
Index” and maps them to the conceptual components of the election cycle, together
with the respective questions the expert coders were asked to answer in determining
the value for each variable. Note that some of the variables correspond to several
components of the election cycle. In contrast to the election quality index derived
from the NELDA data, I do not aggregate the components of the “Clean Election
Index” myself, since V-Dem already provides such a measure. They construct it
using a Bayesian measurement model of the eight components described in Table 4.3,
resulting in an interval-scaled variable that lies between 0 and 1 (Coppedge et al.
2015a), with 1 meaning no or only very little election manipulation and 0 indicate
many instances of elections manipulation.79 The variable also includes high and low
79 In essence, V-Dem’s Bayesian measurement model assumes that the “true” value of variable is an
underlying function of imperfect measurement of expert codings. That means for each variable in the
V-Dem data set, several (usually up to five) country experts were asked to rate a country in a given year.
The measurement model aggregates these codings into a single score, taking into account the divergence
of experts’ opinions. The model also allows the aggregation from an interval scaled Likert-scale to a
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Table 4.3. Election Quality: Components and Indicators
Electoral quality
component

NELDA

V-Dem
Clean Elections Index

Legal
Framework

nelda4 (“Was more than one party
legal?”)

-

Electoral
Management
Bodies (EMB)

-

v2elembaut (“Does the Election
Management Body (EMB) have autonomy
from government to apply election laws
and administrative rules impartially in
national elections?”);
v2elembcap (“Does the EMB have sufficient
staff and resources to administer a
well-run national election?”)

Electoral Rights

nelda11 (“Were there concerns
that elections were not free and
fair?”);
nelda33 (“Was there significant
violence involving civilian deaths
immediately before, during, or
after the election?”)

v2elpeace (“In this national election, was
the campaign period, election day, and
post-election process free from other types
of violence related to the conduct of the
election and the campaigns (but not
conducted by the government and its
agents)?”)
v2elfrfair (“Taking all aspects of the
pre-election period, election day, and the
post-election process into account, would
you consider this national election to be
free and fair?”)

Voter Register

-

v2elrgstry (“In this national election, was
there a reasonably accurate voter registry
in place and was it used?”)

Ballot Access

nelda13 (“Were opposition leaders
prevented from running?”)

v2elfrfair

Campaign
Process

nelda15 (“Was there opposition
harassment?”)

v2elvotbuy (“ this national election, was
there evidence of vote and/or turnout
buying?”);
v2elintim

Media Access

nelda16 (“In the run-up to the
election, were there allegations of
media bias in favor of the
incumbent?”)

-

Voting Process

nelda29 (“Were there riots and
protests before or after the
election?”);

v2elirreg (“In this national election, was
there evidence of other intentional
irregularities by incumbent and/or
opposition parties, and/or vote fraud?”);
v2elpeace

Role of Officials

nelda32 (“Were results that did
not favor the incumbent
canceled?”)

v2elirreg

Counting of
Votes

nelda47 (“Were there allegations
of vote fraud (by Western
observers)?”)

v2elirreg

Indicator

10-point ordinal scale (0-9)

Interval Composite Index (0-1)
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versions that error in the coding process which can be used in robustness checks.
Another advantage of the V-Dem data is that it comes in both country-year and
country-date versions. The country-date version refers to relevant historical dates,
including elections. That means I can exactly match the V-Dem “Clean Election
Index” to the elections identified in the NELDA data set, since the NELDA data
also records the precise date when elections were held.
Figure 4.3 plots an overview of all post-conflict elections in my sample between
1990 and 2010. The bar height corresponds to the number of elections in a given
year; bars are colored according to the type of election as coded by NELDA. The
opacity of each bar varies with election quality: the more translucent a bar, the less
instances of election manipulation are reported by NELDA; more solid bars indicate
more instances of electoral manipulation.
Figure 4.3 shows that a large number of countries have held many post-conflict
elections, whereas others hold only relatively few. There are two reasons for this
pattern in the sample: First, as some countries have experienced repeated rounds
of armed conflict, repeated post-conflict periods enter my cross-sectional sample
(and, thus more elections that can be held in these years). As a result, more elections
are included. Second, for some types of elections, multiple rounds of elections
are required, for instance run-off elections between two candidates in presidential
elections.
Figure 4.3 also shows that electoral quality varies both across countries and
within countries. Variation between countries is to be expected. Variation within
countries is more surprising however. We can see from Figure 4.3 that the 2000 and
2001 elections in Peru, for instance, differed markedly in their electoral quality, even
though they were only one year apart.

4.2.3

Rule of Law

My concept of the rule of law introduced in section 3.4 consists of two elements.
First, it emphasizes the constraining role of law on the exercise of power. Thus, it
does not so much focus on the substantive content of the rule of law, such as human
rights or media freedom, but on the “power of rules” as opposed to the “rule of
power.” Second, it highlights the role of legal institutions that uphold the rule of
law, such as the judiciary.
I therefore operationalize my concept of a strong/weak rule of law as the de
facto power of judicial independence. This operationalization corresponds closely
to the two criteria of my concept of the rule of law: it measures constraints on the
government and focuses on the judiciary as constraining institution (see section 3.4).
My main measure of judicial independence comes from Linzer and Staton (2015)
who explicitly operationalize the “power” component of judicial independence.
Linzer and Staton provide a time-series cross-sectional measure of judicial independence for all independent nation states between 1948-2012. They obtain their
continuous variable. For more information on the V-Dem measurement model, see Pemstein et al. 2015.
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Figure 4.3. Elections in Post-Conflict Countries
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measure through a measurement model that incorporates informtation from eight
different indicators that capture various aspects and subcomponents of judicial independence.80 Their measurement model is bounded between 0 (= no independence)
and (1 = complete independence).
For robustness purposes, I complement Linzer and Staton’s measure with the VDem Project’s “Judicial Constraints on the Executive Index” (referred to as “V-Dem’s
Judicial Independence Index” (Coppedge et al. 2015a, 56). Similar to Linzer and
Staton’s measure, the V-Dem Judicial Independence Index measures “To what extent
does the executive respect the constitution and comply with court rulings, and to
what extent is the judiciary able to act in an independent fashion?” (Coppedge
et al. 2015a, 56).81 Also resembling the Linzer and Staton measure, the V-Dem
Judicial Independence Index is based on a Bayesian measurement model, that
incorporates information from several subindicators of judicial independence and
judicial authority.
Following the variable construction of the democratization scores, I include the
value of the judicial independence scores at time point t + 2, i.e. two years after the
country-year in which all other variables are measured. This ensures that I measure
to what extent variation in my independent variables can predict the future level of
judicial independence. Again, similar to the two-year lead of the democratization
scores, this choice is also essentially arbitrary. I therefore reanalyze the models for
judicial independence at years t0 , ..., t5 to check the robustness of this choice and to
investigate temporal dynamics.

4.2.4

Provision of Public vs. Private Goods

My concept of the provision of public vs. private goods in subsection 3.5.1 emphasizes the impartiality of government spending on public goods. If a government
provides basic services, such as health, electricity, or infrastructure preferentially
to certain (ethnic, political, social) groups or individuals it provides more private
than public goods. Conversely, if the government provides these services in a way
that does not preclude access to certain groups it provides more public than private
goods.
One strategy to measure whether a government provides more private or public
goods is to analyze the provision of services directly. To do so, one needs to identify
one or several goods (i.e. education or health services) that are of relevance in a
country and link their provision to specific groups or individuals. If one finds that
certain politically important groups are treated preferentially than others, one has
found evidence for the provision of private rather than public goods, at least for
80 Specifically,

Linzer and Staton employ data from the following sources: Keith (2012), Howard and
Carey (2004), the CIRI dataset (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2014), the XCONST component of Polity
IV (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015), Johnson, Souva, and Smith (2013), Feld and Voigt (2003), the PRS
Group (PRS Group 2015), and Gwartney and Lawson (2007).
81 The V-Dem codebook (Coppedge et al. 2015a, 56) lists those subcomponents as follows: “The index is
formed by taking the point estimates from a Bayesian factor analysis model of the indicators for executive
respects constitution (v2exrescon), compliance with judiciary (v2jucomp), compliance with high court
(v2juhccomp), high court independence (v2juhcind), and lower court independence (v2juncind).”
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the specific service under investigation. This is the preferred strategy in a number
of studies, such as Burgess et al. (2015) (roads), Jablonski (2014) (aid), Kramon
and Posner (2013) (education, water, electricity, infant survival), or Min (2015)
(electricity).
However, this strategy is impractical for the purposes of this study for two
reasons. First, some goods are politically relevant in one country, but not in another.
While electricity provision, for instance, is particularly relevant in India (Min 2015),
it might be less relevant in Macedonia, a densely populated and well-electrified
country (in 2000, 95% of Macedonians had access to electricity as opposed to only
62% of Indians, see World Bank 2016). This makes cross-country comparisons difficult and can lead to faulty inference (see Kramon and Posner 2013 for a discussion
of this problem). Second, defining what a “politically relevant” group is also differs
across countries. While ethnic groups are particularly relevant in Africa, in Latin
America class might be a more relevant category. Thus, even if I were to find a
politically relevant good that is valid across countries, it would be very difficult to
globally identify politically relevant groups on a cross-national level.82
Thus, my strategy to measure the extent to which a government provides public
vs. private goods relies on a more abstract indicator. I capture whether a government in general tends to provide more private as opposed to public goods to
particular relevant social groups, irrespective of a particular type of good or the
specific relevant social groups. To do so, I employ V-Dem’s (Coppedge et al. 2015b,
189) “Particularistic or public goods” spending indicator (v2dlencmps). Similar to the
V-Dem measures discussed above, this variable, too, reflects an aggregated expert
opinion. The question asked is “Considering the profile of social and infrastructural
spending in the national budget, how “particularistic” or “public goods” are most
expenditures?” (Coppedge et al. 2015b, 189). Experts then rank their answer on a
five-point scale from zero (“Almost all of the social and infrastructure expenditures
are particularistic”) to four (“Almost all social and infrastructure expenditures are
public-goods in character. Only a small portion is particularistic.”). The values in
between zero and four represent different degrees of particularistic vs. public goods
provision. Every expert opinion (typically, V-Dem includes up to five experts per
country) is then aggregated through a Bayesian measurement model to a continuous
variable which I employ in my models.83 The variable is available for all countries
for all years in my sample.
I complement the direct measurement of public vs. private goods provision with
a more general measure of the pervasiveness of corruption in a given country-year.
Conceptually, corruption is an extreme form of private goods provision where
“public office is used for private gain” (see subsection 3.5.1). This extreme form of
82 Other studies have used “social spending” (particularly in the areas of health and education) as a
globally valid proxy of public goods provision (Altincekic and Bearce 2014). However, the World Bank
indicator used by Altincekic and Bearce (2014) has a prohibitively high number of missing observations
for post-conflict country-years, making this a less useful indicator in my case.
83 It is the same measurement model used for calculating the V-Dem Clean Election Index and the
Judicial Independence score and only differs in the scale. For a description of the measurement model,
see footnote footnote 79.
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private goods provision makes it an imperfect proxy, however—but the lack of other
cross-national data sources on private goods provision make it the preferred choice.
I measure corruption through V-Dem’s “Political Corruption” (v2x_corr) indicator
(Coppedge et al. 2015b, 65). V-Dem’s “Political Corruption” variable aggregates
several subindicators that measure executive, legislative, and judicial corruption.84
This makes it particularly suitable for my analysis since it covers a wide range of
potential sources of corruption. The variable is continuous and bounded between
zero and one, with one indicating high corruption and zero no corruption.
The V-Dem corruption index is better suitable to measure corruption in a crosscountry framework than other widely used sources, such as Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index or the World Bank’s Control of Corruption
index (Treisman 2007; World Governance Indicators 2015). These measures typically
aggregate expert opinions on individual countries at a certain point in time, not
across time periods. This makes the data less suitable for comparisons over time in
panel models (Malito 2014). V-Dem’s measurement model explicitly accounts for
this by combining scores from coders who code one (or several) countries over time
(bridge coders) and coders who code one issue across several countries in one year
(lateral coders; see McMann et al. 2016; Pemstein et al. 2015, and footnote 79).
In contrast to the two-year lead employed in the previous variables on democratization and rule of law, I include the spending and corruption variables with a
one year lead, i.e. at t + 1. This is due to the fact that we should observe changes in
spending patterns earlier than institutional changes. Whereas institutional changes,
such as staffing judiciaries with favorite candidates might only be possible when
their term limits expire and thus require a longer time lag to be visible, spending is
a central feature of any government from its inception date. Thus, a one-year lead
is better suited to capture this temporal dynamic. Even though a shorter time lead
is theoretically most plausible, I reanalyze my main models with public/private
spending and corruption at t1 , ..., t5 to avoid bias from an arbitrary time choice and
to investigate temporal dynamics.

4.3

The Independent Variables: Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid

I rely on two sources to construct my two independent variables of interest. To
measure the extensiveness of power-sharing cabinets in a country, I draw on the
Power-Sharing Event Dataset (PSED) (Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a). For information
on aid flows to post-conflict countries I use data from AidData project (Tierney et al.
2011).
84 The

invidual variables are V-Dem’s public sector corruption index (v2x_pubcorr); executive corruption index (v2x_execorr); its indicator for legislative corruption (v2lgcrrpt); and V-Dem’s indicator for
judicial corruption (v2jucorrdc), see Coppedge et al. (2015b, 65).
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Power-Sharing Cabinets

My theoretical focus lies on the transitional nature of rebel participation in powersharing government. It is in these very circumstances that a limited time horizon
and uncertainty about future participation in office should trigger the mechanisms
described in the theory chapter (see section 3.2, p. 64). PSED is uniquely suited
to empirically capture this phenomenon as it explicitly focuses on power-sharing
arrangements between rebel groups and government in the immediate post-conflict
period. Focusing on the short-term commitment problems that give rise to many
power-sharing governments, PSED excludes broader societal power-sharing, such
as religious or ethnic quotas as they were implemented, for instance, in Lebanon
(Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a, 335). Based on this short-term focus on transition
periods, PSED records both promises and practices of power-sharing between the
government and one (or more) rebel groups in the first five years after the respective
peace agreement. The PSED sample is based on all civil conflicts between 1989 and
2006 that ended in a peace agreement (Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a).85
PSED’s unit of observation is the post-conflict month for any government-rebel
dyad. Each observation contains information about all rebel cabinet positions
within a particular government-rebel dyad in every post-conflict month in the
first five years after conflict termination (or until conflict recurrence). My main
variables of interest from PSED are the Power-Sharing (cabinet) variable, that is the
total number of rebel seats in power-sharing cabinet, the Power-Sharing (senior)
variable (i.e. the number of rebels in senior cabinet positions) and the Power-Sharing
(nonsenior) variable, indicating how many rebels held nonsenior cabinet positions.
PSED’s unique data structure requires different aggregation procedures for my two
samples.
Power-Sharing Cabinets in the Cross-Section Time-Series Sample
To make PSED compatible with the cross-section time-series sample described in
subsection 4.1.1, I aggregate PSED on a country-year level, proceeding in two steps:
First, I aggregate all post-conflict dyad months to post-conflict country months to
obtain a count of all rebel seats in a post-conflict country’s government cabinet. In
the DRC in September 2003, for instance, the rebel group Rassemblement Congolais
pour la Démocratie (RCD) held nine cabinet seats, the rebel group Mouvement de
Libération du Congo (MLC) held six seats and the RCD-ML (a splinter group of the
RCD) held one seat. Following the procedure laid out above, these numbers would
be aggregated to a total of 16 rebel seats for the DRC in September 2003.
Second, I aggregate the Power-Sharing (cabinet) variable from post-conflict months
to post-conflict years. A problem arises, however, when dealing with a Power85 One case in which the distinction between short-term rebel participation in a post-conflict cabinet
and broader societal power-sharing is blurry is the Dayton Framework of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
because it essentially contained both: short-term rebel participation in the post-Dayton cabinet and
constitutional rules for Bosniaks, Serbs, and Croat ethnic groups in the country. Removing Bosnia from
the estimations does not change substantive findings, however.
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Sharing (cabinet) value of 12 in December but 0 in the other 11 months in a given
country-year. This data aggregation problem from lower to higher levels of temporal aggregation is well-known in other fields, such as economics (Rossana and
Seater 1995). It has not been as apparent in the study of post-conflict power-sharing,
since most existent data codes the presence of power-sharing provision in peace
agreements and not the actual implementation of these provision.
To solve this problem, I calculate the average of the Power-Sharing (cabinet)
variable over the 12 months in any year. If a rebel group consistently holds the
same number of seats within this year, this procedure will yield an exact number. If
there are fluctuations within the Power-Sharing (cabinet) variable over the 12 months,
the averaging will account for this in lower (or higher) values. Averaging this way
also ensures that I allocate appropriate weights to different lengths of implemented
power-sharing governments in a year: since the power-sharing government in
the Cote d’Ivoire only started in December 2005, the six seats held by the Forces
Républicaines de Côte d’Ivoire (FRCI) rebels are weighted to a 1 for the entire year.86
Since this procedure can yield imprecise numbers of fractions of seats, I round the
results to the nearest whole number to get an approximation of the number of rebel
seats held in any given post-conflict country-year. This information is then matched
to my cross-section time-series sample.
To guard against potentially arbitrary coding by taking the average over the
entire year, I also compute the average number of cabinet seats held by rebels
when the power-sharing government had been in place for at least six months in
a year (Power-Sharing (cabinet)6 ). Additionally, instead of taking the average, I also
compute versions for both minimum (Power-Sharing (cabinet)min ) and maximum
Power-Sharing (cabinet)max number of seats held in a year. Finally, I also generate a
dummy variable that indicates whether at least one seat was held by a rebel group
(Power-Sharing (binary)). The main findings of my empirical chapters are robust to
either version of my power-sharing variable.
The main indicator for my independent variable “Power-Sharing” is therefore
the average number of rebel seats in a power-sharing cabinet in a post-conflict country-year..
The number of rebel seats directly corresponds to the concept of “extensiveness” of
power-sharing discussed in the theory chapter.87
I exploit another feature of the PSED data to create alternative measures for the
extensiveness of a power-sharing government. The PSED data set distinguishes
between senior and nonsenior cabinet position and collect information which positions are held by rebels. Senior cabinet positions are defined by PSED as “President,
Vice President, Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Minister, Foreign Affairs, Defense, Interior, Justice, Finance, Economy, and Resources” (Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a, 348).
All other ministries (which vary by country) are nonsenior positions. Consequently,
6 seats
12 months = 0.5, which is rounded to 1.
87 Another way to measure the extent of

86

power-sharing cabinets is to take the share of all cabinet seats
held by rebels. However, global data since 1990 on cabinet size is only available to me until 2008 from
the Cross-Nation Time-Series data set (Banks and Wilson 2016). Consequently, I use this the rebel seat
share as robustness check, but refrain from using it as my main measure since I would lose too many
observations.
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Table 4.4. Post-Conflict Power-Sharing Cabinets and Post-Conflict Elections
Countries with Power-Sharing Cabinets

Countries without Power-Sharing Cabinets

With
Elections

With
Election
After PS

Without
Elections

With Elections

Without
Elections

Nepal,
Democratic
Republic of
Congo
(Zaire),
Liberia, Mali,
Djibouti,
Bosnia and
Herzegovina,
Macedonia

Bangladesh,
Comoros,
Niger

Angola, Cote
D’Ivoire

Burundi, Paraguay, Guatemala,
Lebanon, Venezuela, Peru,
Cambodia, El Salvador,
Indonesia, Mozambique,
Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Rumania, Rwanda, Senegal,
Trinidad and Tobago, Georgia,
Haiti, Sierra Leone, Serbia,
Azerbaijan, Croatia, Moldova,
Tajikistan, Mexico, Congo,
Guinea-Bissau, Lesotho,
Uzbekistan, Central African
Republic, Nigeria

Nicaragua,
Somalia,
Russia
(Soviet
Union)

12 Countries

34 Countries

Note: “With Elections after PS” refers to elections that take place in countries that had a power-sharing
government in their post-conflict period, but the interim period during which the power-sharing cabinet
was in place ended before the elections were held.

I use the number of rebels holding senior positions in government as an alternative
measure for strength of power-sharing. The more rebels hold senior post-conflict
government posts, the better they should have access to state resources.
The PSED data on power-sharing is an improvement over existing powersharing data sources for at least three reasons. First, PSED captures the actual
practice of power-sharing after peace agreements, even if it has not explicitly been
included in the respective peace agreement. Second, it has information on the
precise timing of power-sharing on the event level. That allows me to capture finegrained variation in the extensiveness of power-sharing that is reflected in a lower
annual Power-Sharing (cabinet) value, if power-sharing has not been implemented
for a number of months in a year. Third, it includes information on the different
portfolios (senior/nonsenior, see above) held by rebel groups. This allows me to
better capture the extent to which rebels have access to state resources, a key theoretical quantity of interest. These three features together—fine-grained information
on practice, timing, and portfolio structure of power-sharing governments—are not
available in any other data set on power-sharing (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007; Jarstad
and Nilsson 2008; Joshi and Darby 2013; Gates et al. 2016).

Power-Sharing in the Election Sample
PSED’s event-data structure makes it possible to record precisely whether an election was preceded by a period of cabinet-level power-sharing. For each election in
my dataset I calculate the average number of seats over the 12 months preceding
the election.
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Figure 4.4. Trends in Post-Conflict Power-Sharing Governments
Instances of Power-Sharing
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Using the average over the entire year prior to the election corresponds to my
theoretical concept of the election cycle. The concept of the different stages of
the election cycle implies that opportunities for manipulation occur in the entire
period before the election. Manipulation of election laws, for instance, are likely
perpetrated some time before the elections take place. To capture the possibility
of such manipulation by participants in the power-sharing cabinet, I compute an
average of the Power-Sharing (cabinet) score over the 12 months preceding each
election. This procedure is repeated for the Power-Sharing (senior) and Power-Sharing
(nonsenior) variables.

88

How prevalent are power-sharing governments? In my sample, about 26% of
all post-conflict countries (12 out of 46) had a power-sharing cabinet at one point
in their post-conflict period (see Table 4.4 for an overview, including elections).
Figure 4.4 indicates that this overall pattern is driven by a low number of powersharing governments prior to 2000 and an increase after 2000.

4.3.2

Foreign Aid

I rely on data from the AidData project (Tierney et al. 2011) to measure foreign
aid flows. The AidData project collects information on aid flows to 238 countries, organizations, and autonomous territories from more than 80 donors since
the 1940s. AidData provides detailed information at the level of individual aid
projects and classifies information by amount (project costs), donor, subject area
88 Since PSED provides fine-grained monthly data, I can match it with exact months in the election
sample. Yet, in Bosnia, PSED stops covering the Bosnian power-sharing government at November 1st,
2000, since this marks the end of the five-year period after the Dayton agreement in November 1995 and
PSED only observes five post-conflict years. The Bosnian elections in 2000 took place on 11 November,
however. I therefore carry forward the rebel seat count of 2000 to the Bosnian election of 11 November
2000.
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(e.g. infrastructure, budget support, education etc.) and year.
To capture the level of overall aid flows to a post-conflict country, I aggregate all
projects by every donor on a post-conflict recipient-year level. AidData is preferable
to other sources of foreign aid data, such as the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of
the OECD DAC because it allows sectoral disaggregation of aid types (see below).
More importantly, however, AidData corrects for “disappearance” of recipient
countries if they graduate from recipient country status to non-recipients.89
To account for the size of the local economy and to capture the extent to which
a post-conflict country is dependent on foreign aid, I calculate all aid measures,
i.e. overall aid flows, DGA, budget and commodity aid, as well as program aid, as
a percentage of GDP per year. Aid measured in relation to a country’s economic
performance fits my theoretical argument better than aid per capita—another frequently employed measure of aid (Bräutigam 2000). It better reflects the amount
of resources aid brings into the country (and that can be captured by elites) than
aid per capita (which implicitly assumes an equal distribution of aid per person per
country).
As Figure 4.5 shows, the distribution of aid as a percentage of GDP is skewed,
with many countries receiving only a comparatively small fraction of their GDP
in foreign aid money. Figure 4.5 shows that there are several outliers that receive
an enormous amount of aid compared to their GDP. Liberia, for instance, received
almost 200 per cent of its GDP in 2008 in foreign aid. Similarly, the DRC received
over 134 per cent of its GDP in 2003 in aid money. At the other end of the spectrum,
we find middle-income countries such as Venezuela and Mexico with aid flows of
less than 0.5 per cent of their GDPs in 1997 (Venezuela) and 1994 (Mexico). Thus, I
compute the natural log of all aid measures account for these outliers.90
Measuring Mechanisms Through Disaggregated Aid Types
I postulated three theoretical mechanisms through which aid works: it provides
information, brings technical and economic resources, and comes with political
conditionalities. To capture these mechanisms empirically, I also construct measures
for different types of aid. In addition to the sum of all aid flows—my main measure
of aid flows—I accordingly distinguish between the following three types of aid:
(1) Democracy and Governance Aid (DGA), (2) Program/Economic Aid, and (3)
Budget Aid.
DGA aid enables me to test whether the information and governance assistance
channels improve the monitoring mechanisms of power-sharing as postulated by
my theory. Program and economic aid captures the extent to which the effect is
89 The

AidData website explains this process: “ the OECD may remove historical information for past
aid recipient countries that become OECD donors. For example, past OECD releases document projects
from Germany to Poland. Once Poland became a member of the OECD, these past recipient projects
were expunged from the official OECD CRS data” (AidData 2015). The data collection process of AiData
data takes this particularity into account and thus provides a historically more complete dataset (ibid.).
90 I repeat this process for the different aid types (see below). In some years, some countries do not
receive a specific aid type, however. To prevent these cases from dropping out due to missing values, I
set their value to zero and add a small constant before computing their log.
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Figure 4.5. Foreign Aid after Civil Conflict, 1990-2010
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Note: This plot depicts aid levels in per cent of national GDP (given on the x-axis) for each post-conflict
country in my sample (listed on the y-axis). Individual data points represent country-years.
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driven by technical cooperation, while budget aid captures whether effects run
through the direct provision of budget support. Program and budget aid are also
often conditional on governance reforms, whereas democracy and governance aid
rarely comes with conditions attached—it does not make much sense for donors
to condition aid for elections on holding elections (Molenaers, Dellepiane, and
Faust 2015; Molenaers et al. 2015). Disaggregating aid in this way also allows me to
contrast my findings with recent advances in the literature regarding different aid
types that are largely derived from non-post-conflict contexts (Dietrich and Wright
2015; Wright, Dietrich, and Ariotti 2015).
I classify the different aid types using the DAC/AidData purpose codes, following convention in the literature91 While Table A.1 in the Appendix (p. 278) gives a
detailed overview of the precise DAC codes used for this classification, I summarize
their components here briefly.
DGA subsumes all aid projects that are directly targeted at influencing the recipient’s governance system. Examples include election support, training for public
officials and members of parliament, external advisors to improve bureaucratic
administration, civil service reform projects, or human rights trainings for lawyers.
DGA also targets civil society organizations, such as local NGOs that lobby for
democratic reforms, or parties (Dietrich and Wright 2015). One example for DGA is
a project in Indonesia (2006) in which AusAid, the Australian development agency,
assisted the Indonesian government in development high resolution maps of areas
of post-conflict Aceh in response to the Tsunami (AidData Project ID: 57927713;
Purpose Code 15140 “Government Administration”).92
Program/Economic aid includes aid that is targeted at improving different
aspects of the recipient’s economic and social systems, such as infrastructure, agriculture, and electricity, but also population or education policies. It incorporates
all projects that fall into a more or less “technical” domain, such as “Education,”
“Health,” “Infrastructure,” or “Environmental Protection” (see also Table A.1 for
a full list).93 While these sectors differ in their substantive focus, they share the
classic idea of development aid as “technical cooperation.”
Budget aid “refers to financial support to a country’s budget, using the partner
country’s own financial management systems and budget procedures, thereby
91 For a similar classification, see Dietrich and Wright (2015), who subsume budget and program aid
under the label of “economic aid.”
92 I include the DAC category “Conflict Prevention and Resolution” into a measure of democracy
and governance aid because, in a post-conflict setting, aid projects that explicitly target post-conflict
reconstruction and peacebuilding are necessarily “governance” issues. Violent intrastate conflict is at
the heart a governance issue: armed groups violently clash over questions of political power, such as
who has access to the central government, or who is allowed to govern which territory (Themnér and
Wallensteen 2013). Consequently, aid projects that specifically address this incompatibility have a strong
“governance” component as they address core political questions in the recipient countries. A similar
coding of conflict prevention aid as governance aid is employed by (Dietrich and Wright 2015).
93 I include “humanitarian aid”, i.e. in-kind emergency assistance, in the “program aid” category.
Although a substantial part of humanitarian aid typically comes in-kind and not as technical cooperation
where donor agency employees train recipient country personnel, it does fit better in the program aid
category: Similar to program aid, recipient countries can use humanitarian aid for political purposes.
Prior to the Liberian elections in 1997, for instance, Charles Taylor’s party, the National Patriotic Front of
Liberia (NPFL), successfully steered food aid to section of NPFL territory in order to gain votes (Harris
1999, 447).
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providing regular and flexible funding for country-led poverty reduction efforts”
(Molenaers et al. 2015, 62). While budget aid shares the underlying goal of program
aid—poverty alleviation—its distinctive feature is that it is not tied to a specific
project (Molenaers et al. 2015). Rather, its goal is to support the budget capacity
of the recipient country by direct financial support to a recipient country’s general
budget, either through direct financial assistance in form of grants or loans or
indirectly by debt relief (Koeberle and Stavreski 2006; Leiderer 2012). It is easier
for governments to use income from budget support for political purposes than
program or sector-specific aid, since it is delivered through the recipient country’s
own financial administration.
The correlation between the different aid types is high. Interestingly, the correlation (0.46) is lowest between DGA and budget aid, indicating that budget aid does
not necessarily mean donor support for democratic processes.94
Measuring Political Conditionality
Political conditionality is difficult to measure. The distinction between democracy
and governance aid on the one hand and program and budget aid on the other
hand, allows me a first distinction of mechanisms. However, while program and
budget aid are often tied to political conditionalities (De Catheu 2013; Molenaers
et al. 2015; Molenaers, Dellepiane, and Faust 2015), this relationship is not deterministic. Unfortunately, there is no global data set that comprehensively captures
all aid projects with regard to their degree of attached conditionality. Some studies
exist that statistically evaluate the effects of conditionality within the context of
World Bank or IMF programs (Dreher 2006; Montinola 2010). But they focus on
a very narrow set of specific types of macroeconomic conditionalites not political
conditionalities. Other datasets contain information on “aid sanctions” (von Soest
and Wahman 2015). These data only cover sanctions against autocracies which
leaves out many post-conflict countries.
In light of this data discrepancy, I argue that, other things being equal, we can
take the volume of aid flows (normalized by recipient GDP, see above) as proxy of
political conditionality, based on the following arguments.
First, I exclude all aid flows from nondemocratic donors from my data to capture
the extent to which donors value democracy in the recipient country. To do so, I
exploit a unique feature of the AidData data set: AidData includes information for
aid from non-traditional donors, such as Kuwait, Saudi Arabia or Taiwan. While
this data is incomplete, it might nevertheless distort the postulated mechanisms,
especially the political pressure part. There is an emerging literature that emphasizes that non-DAC donors, especially Chinese aid, but also aid from emerging
economies or Middle Eastern monarchies systematically differs from Western aid
(Bermeo 2011; Dreher, Nunnenkamp, and Thiele 2011; McCormick 2008). Common
to these “new donors” is, however, that they place much less emphasis on condi94 See Figure A.1 (p.

277) in the Appendix for a correlation plot between the aid variables in my sample.
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tioning their aid on recipient “good governance” reforms (Dreher et al. 2015). At
the same time, democratic countries will place higher value on attaching conditions
to their aid commitments. As Faust puts it, “[w]hether recipient governments
like it or not, European governments have to account internally for what they do
externally. Thus, if they define human rights and political freedom not only as
their domestic core values but also as universal principles, European donors face
domestic pressure to take democracy seriously in their aid policies” (Faust 2013, 2).
Consequently, I exclude all aid projects from donors with a Polity score lower or
equal than six when I calculate the measures for the different aid types.
Second, donors are likely to attach more conditions to more valuable projects.
Put differently, probably not every stipend, water purification plant or medical
training will be tied to large scale political reforms in the recipient country. As
project values increase and cover more areas, the conditionalities attached to these
projects should increase. There is some evidence from World Bank conditionalities
that supports this claim. Hernandez (2016) finds that World Bank projects that cover
more areas are associated with a greater number of World Bank conditionalities
(see also Dreher 2006). Dreher (2004) finds similar patterns with respect to IMF
loans. While these findings pertain to the World Bank and the IMF only (as stated
above, similar data for bilateral donors does not exist), we can assume that a similar
relationship also exists for bilateral donors: together with the internal accountability
that democratic donors face (see above), donors have strong incentives to attach
conditionalities on their projects, in order not to appear “prepping up dictators”
for their home constituencies—particularly as the value of these projects (and thus
their visibility at home) increases. Thus, more aid should also reflect a higher level
of donor conditionality.
Third, I exploit a feature of the NELDA data set to establish face validity for the
argument that more aid should also be associated with more political pressure.95
The NELDA data set contains a variable that codes “whether aid was cut off or
threatened to be cut off by an outside actor at any point before or after the election?”
(nelda57). If more aid roughly equals more political pressure, we should observe
that elections where nelda57 is coded with “yes” have, on average, higher income in
the year preceding the election.96
Figure 4.6 shows boxplots of the association between nelda57 and different types
of aid commitments. We can see that elections where nelda57 was coded with “yes,
aid was (threatened to be) cut off” are, on average, elections that were preceded
by higher aid flows. This is particularly true for my overall measure of aggregated
aid flows, and, to a lesser extent for budget and program aid. Democracy and
governance aid is, interestingly, not associated with aid threats: from a donor
95 I use this measure also to directly test for political conditionalities in the empirical chapter on election
quality.
96 Unfortunately, the NELDA coding rule asks whether aid was threatened to be cut off or if it was
actually cut off. A “yes” to that question therefore could imply both, lower aid commitments (if it was
already cut off) or higher aid commitments (if high aid volumes are more likely to be associated with
more threats). I therefore take a one year lag of the aid value prior to an election. Thus, potential cut-offs
are less likely to be included, and higher aid values are more likely to reflect potential aid cut-offs.
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Figure 4.6. Establishing Face Validity of the Relationship between Levels of Aid
Commitment and Theoretical Mechanisms
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Note: For coding details see the NELDA codebook (Hyde and Marinov 2012, codebook, p. 19 and 22).

perspective, it would not make much sense to condition aid for elections on the
successful holding of elections. But, as Figure 4.6 shows, other types of aid are more
directly associated with aid cut off threats in the NELDA data.
These face validity tests are not perfect. Political pressure, including threats
of aid withdrawal, often fails because of lack of coordination on the donor side
(Molenaers et al. 2015). Nevertheless, the patterns in Figure 4.6, as well as excluding
non-democratic aid and considering the value of large-scale projects for donor
reputation, suggest that higher aid commitments should also be associated with
more information, better technical support, and higher political pressure for political
reforms.
Foreign Aid in the Election Sample
Since AidData collects aid project information on an annual level, the data used in
both samples is similar. It only differs in the lag structure: Since election quality can
affect whether donors withdraw aid, I use the value of the aid variable from the year
prior to the election for the election sample. In the cross-section time-series sample,
I use both the value of the current country-year as well as one- and two-year lags in
robustness checks.

4.4

Empirical Strategy

The goal of this thesis is twofold: First, I investigate whether the interaction between
varying levels of aid and power-sharing governments can explain variation in differ-
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ent characteristics of post-conflict political development, such as democratization in
general and, more specifically, election quality, rule of law, and provision of public
goods. Second, I seek to establish whether such an explanation is, in fact, causal. A
successful causal explanation rests on two components: theory and data.
A causal explanation is based on a logically coherent conjecture about the causes
of a phenomenon of interest: a theory. This theory, or at least observable implications of that theory, must be empirically testable (Kellstedt and Whitten 2013, 21,
King, Keohane, and Verba 1994, 19). Thus, a causal theory—which forms the first
part of the causal explanation—must connect causes to effects: why do things happen the way do? In the theoretical part of this dissertation (see chapter 3) I provided
precisely such a causal theory and presented observable implications about why
increased foreign aid flows in the context of extensive power-sharing governments
drive variation in different aspects of post-conflict political development, such as
election quality, rule of law, or public goods provision.
The second part of a causal explanation rests on the researcher’s ability to
infer the theoretically specified relationship from empirical data. I presented and
discussed the data I intend to use for this endeavor in the preceding sections.
Causal identification from observational data, which is the type of data used in
this dissertation, is difficult. In this thesis, I follow the Neyman-Rubin model of
causality which describes the fundamental problem of causality as follows (Rubin
2005):97 Suppose we observe for an individual (alternatively, country, or countryyear) i at time t whether it received a treatment (i.e. power-sharing) with Xit = 1
or not Xit = 0. The causal effect of the treatment variable X is Yit (1) − Yit (0), where
Yit (1) is unit i’s outcome value Y (i.e. political change, electoral quality, etc.) when
X = 1 and Yit (0) unit i’s outcome when X = 0. Thus, Yit (1) − Yit (0) represents the
difference in outcomes that is caused by the treatment.
The fundamental problem of causal inference is, then, that we can observe for any
unit i only whether it was treated or not (and the associated outcome), but never
both. But since the causal effect is defined at the level of the individual—or more
precisely at the potential outcomes for each individual—causal identification at
the individual level becomes impossible. However, under certain assumptions,
we are still able to estimate the causal effect of X between treated and non-treated
groups as opposed to inviduals. To do so, we must make the assumption that X is
uncorrelated with any other factors that might drive both whether an individual
is treated or not, and the outcome Y. This assumption implies that the researcher
needs to compare groups that are as similar as possible with respect to all factors
that might influence treatment assignment, but differ in their actual treatment
status. If such a similarity is achieved, for instance through randomly assigning
a treatment in an experimental setting, we can be certain that difference in the
outcomes between treated and non-treated groups is only due to the treatment.
This brief sketch of the Neyman-Rubin causal model highlights two important
97 The following sketch of the Neyman-Rubin causal model is based on Gailmard (2014, 336ff.) and
King, Keohane, and Verba (1994, 74ff.).
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points: First, any attempt to establish a quantitative causal explanation on the basis
of the Neyman-Rubin causal model investigates the effects of causes, rather the causes
of effects (Gelman and Imbens 2013). This emphasis of effects of causes (instead of
causes of effects) stems from the Neyman-Rubin model’s focus on the treatment
(and its unconfoundedness) instead of the outcome. In the context of this study,
this means that I attempt to uncover whether there is effect of foreign aid in the
context of power-sharing on political development and its different dimensions.
I do not attempt to completely explain all sources of political development in the
aftermath of violent conflict. It would be an immense task to successfully uncover
all the factors that drive political development for even one case, let alone make
generalizable statements across all cases. Thus, the goal of this dissertation is more
modest: to determine whether variation in foreign aid and power-sharing jointly
can successfully explain at least some variation in post-conflict development.98
Second, the Neyman-Rubin model highlights that any quantitative analysis of
causal effects must seek to compare differences in the outcome variable between groups
that are as similar as possible or for which the treatment has been assigned (as good
as) randomly. Since I cannot randomly assign power-sharing governments to postconflict countries, or randomly determine the level of aid flows to a country, I rely
on a series of empirical techniques that increase comparability between groups or
provide as-if-random allocation of my key independent variables. Every single
one of these techniques has certain benefits and shortcomings. These individual
benefits complement each other and the shortcomings cancel each other out so that
I can make use of each piece of information. Thus, the ensemble of techniques that
I discuss in the following serve as a blueprint for the analytical strategy taken in
each empirical chapter.

4.4.1

Plots

The first method I employ to investigate the (conditional) relationship between foreign aid, power-sharing and post-conflict political development is a simple bivariate
scatterplot between the variables of interest. For the analyses where I explicitly analyze the conditional effect of foreign aid in contexts with and without power-sharing
governments, I produce plots for each group (i.e. country-years with and without
power-sharing) and compare slopes between these groups. Such scatterplots have
a range of benefits which make them a suitable tool for a first stab at arriving at a
causal explanation in line with the Neyman-Rubin causal model.
One central advantage of plotting the raw data is that it makes any obvious
relationship immediately visible. If higher levels of foreign aid correlate strongly
with better electoral quality, for instance, one way this relationship can be detected
is through a scatterplot in which data points representing more foreign aid are
98 In statistical terms, I therefore do not place so much emphasis on obtaining a high R2 , i.e. capture
much variation in the dependent variable through my statistical model. Rather, I try to estimate an
unbiased causal paramater where other sources of variation in the outcome are only relevant if they also
influence treatment assignment, as is discussed explicitly in King (1991).
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plotted together with data points that represent better election quality and vice
versa. Further, this relationship is free of parametric assumptions that we make
about the data. Once we start modeling the data, e.g. through the linear or nonlinear
models, we impose assumptions about the error structure and functional form of
the variables and their relations. However, such modeling assumptions may hide
“true” relationships that appear in the data (Gelman and Hill 2007, 551ff.).99
Thus, the main advantage of plots is not so much that they increase comparability across groups, but that they make obvious relationships immediately visible
without imposing modeling assumptions on the data. However, their main disadvantage is that they are less suitable to account for confounding variables that
might possibly drive the relationship between variables of interest.

4.4.2

Regression and Control Variables

I therefore complement my empirical strategy with a regression-based approach.
The main advantage from a Neyman-Rubin point of view is that regression models allows us to explicitly account for variables that we believe are potentially
confounding the relationship under analysis (Angrist and Pischke 2009, ch. 3).
In addition to its ability to control for alternative explanations regression models
also allow us to estimate the average size of the effect of our explanatory and
dependent variable. Suppose we estimate a model of the following form:
yi = α + β 1 Ti + γXi + ei

(4.1)

In Equation 4.1, the coefficient β 1 represents the average effect of the variable T on y,
conditional on the observed covariates X (Angrist and Pischke 2009, ch 4). This is a
powerful technique. It enables us to quantify the strength of the association between
T and y. I have hypothesized, for instance, that large aid flows to countries with
extensive power-sharing governments are associated with a positive, but limited
degree of democratic development. Regression allows me to explicitly test this
proposition by investigating coefficient of the interaction term and its size.100 Thus,
as in most quantitative political science scholarship, regression models form the
basis of the remaining analyses in this dissertation. However, their validity strongly
depends on the choice of the correct (or at least most important covariates).
Control Variables
My selection of control variables is therefore guided by two main considerations.
First, the control variables should account for endogeneity problems in form of
99 The

most prominent example for data structures hidden by modeling assumptions is the famous
“Anscombe Quartet” of plots (Anscombe 1973). In this series of plots, the American statistican F.J.
Anscombe plotted four different data structures which are described by almost the same summary and
model statistics, but have very different underlying data structures in terms of outliers, functional form,
and unusual observations which can almost exlusively be detected visually.
100 To meaningfully interpret an interaction coefficient in a regression model it is helpful to plot the
interaction (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). This is why I complement the regression models that
include interaction terms with marginal effects plots.
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omitted variable bias. That is, I need to control for all variables that might reasonably
drive the relationship between my main independent variables, power-sharing and
foreign aid, and political development. In Figure 4.7, I depict the possible bias
that would be introduced by ommitting these key variables, as well as theoretical
reasoning behind that potential bias.
Second, while controlling for as many alternative explanations as possible is certainly necessary, it is not possible to control for each and every possible alternative
explanation. Instead, lacking knowledge about the true empirical model, too many
control variables may cause the empirical analysis to break down and mask any
meaningful empirical relationships (Achen 2005; Ray 2003, 2005; Schrodt 2014; Starr
2005). To find a balance between the ability to control for omitted variable bias and
keeping the model parsimonious, I include a set of six basic control variables, but
estimate the main models with and without control variables.
In selecting these variables I follow largely model specifications in established
research on power-sharing, aid, and democratization (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015;
Wright 2009; Boix and Stokes 2003). The variables described below form baseline
model specification for all dependent variables. Since elections, rule of law, and public goods are conceptualized as components of a single, underlying phenomenon,
political development, the control variables should similarly affect power-sharing,
aid, and the respective outcome. However, in the respective empirical chapters, I
discuss and include additional, context-specific control variables taken from the
literature, such as election monitors (in election models), legal origin (for the rule of
law models), or personalist rule (for public goods models).
State Capacity
Scholars have long argued that the existence of a functioning state is prerequisite of
political reforms, especially reforms toward democracy (Bratton and Chang 2006).
This is particularly an issue in war-torn post-conflict states in which the failure of
basic state institutions and/or the lack of state reach is often one of the conflict’s
legacies. To capture the existence of a functioning state I include data on two basic
dimensions of stateness: its economic capacity and the existence of a state’s basic
monopoly of the use of force within its territory (Hendrix 2010).
To measure economic capacity, I include the log of GDP per capita in my data.
In addition to capturing one dimension of stateness, the variable also controls for
long-standing arguments in the literature suggesting that economic development
positively affects political development (the classic argument is Lipset 1959, see
Robinson 2006 for a more recent overview and critique). Further, the GDP per capita
variable also accounts for the bias that poorer countries (as measured by GDP per
capita) receive more aid (Hoeffler and Outram 2011).101
101 Another variable that is closely related to state capacity is taxation (see subsection 3.1.1, Bräutigam
2008). However, data on tax income in post-conflict contexts is either non-existent or incomplete. Since
data on tax income heavily relies on information from the post-conflict country itself (and, unlike GDP,
can be less reliably estimated from outside), those countries most heavily affected by conflict are often
the ones for which most data is missing.
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Figure 4.7. Control Variables and Omitted Variable Bias
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For the monopoly of force category, I include a measure of nonstate violence that
occurs within the country. Although my sample is constructed on the basis of the
absence of violent conflict between one or more rebel groups and the government,
in many instances violence between non-state groups continues. Non-state conflict
differs from violent conflicts (which form the basis of my sample construction) in
that they only involve non-state groups, without direct government involvement
(Sundberg, Eck, and Kreutz 2012). If nonstate armed conflict continues during
the country-year under observation, I expect the chances of political reforms to
decline.102 Data for the existence of nonstate violence is taken from the UCDP
nonstate violence data set (Sundberg, Eck, and Kreutz 2012).103
Both GDP per capita as well as nonstate conflict could theoretically affect aid
allocation. Particularly lower levels GDP per capite have been consistently linked
to aid allocation (Dollar and Levin 2006; Hoeffler and Outram 2011). Similarly,
ongoing nonstate conflict might deter donors from allocating aid to these countries
while at the same obstructing democratic development. By explicitly controlling
for GDP per capita and nonstate conflict, I account for this potentially confounding
relationship.
102 This is a rough baseline expectation. Depending on the relationship between nonstate armed groups
and the government, a (non-)existent monopoly of force may in fact have different effects on political
reforms and elections, see for instance Acemoglu et al. (2013) on the impact of nonstate armed groups
on elections in Colombia.
103 I use the 2.5-2014 version of the dataset which defines nonstate armed conflict as “the use of armed
force between two organized armed groups, neither of which is the government of a state, which results
in at least 25 battle-related deaths in a year” (Pettersson 2014, 2).
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Natural Resource Rents
A growing body of evidence suggests that natural resource rents affect political
development. Specifically, researchers argue that the so-called “resource curse”
undermines democracy and strengthens authoritarian rule, since it provides rulers
with a source of income that is independent of taxation and thus possible legitimacy
claims from the population (Ross 2001; Robinson, Torvik, and Verdier 2006, but see
Dunning 2008a for an argument under which conditions resource rents can promote
both democracy and autocracy). Further, rent income from natural resources might
undermine the effects of political conditionalities attached to foreign aid: as resource
rent dependency increases, governments have less monetary incentives to comply
with donor demands.
To rule out that the relationship between aid, power-sharing, and political
development is driven by natural resource rents, I therefore control for state income
from natural resources. I include a measure of rents from natural resources as per
cent of GDP. Data is taken from the World Bank (World Bank 2015b). The World
Bank includes the following sources in its calculation of natural resources rents:
The sum of oil rents, natural gas rents, coal rents (hard and soft), mineral rents,
and forest rents (World Bank 2015b). Since World Bank data is incomplete for some
country-years, I carry forward the last known observation.104
Population size
The literature also holds that population size is related to democratic development.
The argument dates back to Plato who famously proposed an ideal population size
of 5040 for any republic; in modern political science see Dahl and Tufte (1973) for
the classic treatment and more recently Remmer (2010). Their common argument
is that larger populations make democratic governance more difficult: the higher
the number of individual preferences that need to be aggregated by the political
system, the more difficult it is to take them efficiently into account (Remmer 2010,
280). This effect should be particularly pronounced in post-conflict states, where
particularly a large share of youths might cause instability (Urdal 2006).
At the same time, less populous countries also receive more aid, on average
(Alesina and Dollar 2000; Hoeffler and Outram 2011). To account for any confounding relationship between population size and aid allocation, I include the natural
log of population size into my empirical models. Data is taken from the World Bank
(2015a).
Regime Type
Including the level of a post-conflict country’s level of democratic development
serves three purposes: First, it allows me to control for regime type effects. Po104 The

only country in which no data is available for natural resource exports is Somalia. I set Somalia’s
natural resource rents to zero in order to prevent the country from dropping out due to missing values.
However, estimation results do not change with or without Somalia.
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litical development, i.e. reforms that allow inter alia for elections, independent
judiciaries, public goods provision might be more easily conducted in countries
which already have a certain amount of political freedom. Second, the inclusive
nature of power-sharing governments might be reflected in the measurement of a
country’s institutions. By including a measure of the level of political development,
I can separate out the effects of power-sharing as opposed the effects of regime
type. Third, more democratic countries typically receive more aid, since donors are
reluctant to deliver aid in the hands of blatant dictators (at least since the end of
the Cold War, see Dunning 2004; Bermeo 2016). Also, including the level of regime
type functions as a baseline adjustment, so that the resulting coefficients can be
interpreted as a change in the dependent variable (Allison 1990). Consequently, I
include a measure of a country’s Polity/Freedom House score at year t to control for
regime type effects on political development.
Conflict Intensity
Finally, more violent conflicts may have detrimental effects on post-conflict political development, but might simultaneously determine whether a power-sharing
arrangement will be established. To rule out that any effect of power-sharing on
political development does not simply reflect extremely deadly conflicts that were
ended through a power-sharing arrangement, I include a dummy for conflict intensity. This variable also serves the purpose of controlling for a potential aid allocation
bias: countries with more severe conflicts are likely to receive more aid, given the
higher rates of destruction of infrastructure and the greater humanitarian needs
of countries with more severe conflicts. The dummy variable takes a one when
the conflict in any of the 10 years prior to the first year of post-conflict peace has
exceeded 1000 battle-related deaths. Data for conflict intensity is taken from the
Uppsala Conflict Data Program (Themnér and Wallensteen 2012).

Summary Statistics
To give an overview of the distribution of these control variables, Table 4.5 provides
summary statistics for all dependent and independent variables described in the
previous sections.

4.4.3

Matching

While conditioning on these covariates allows me to generate comparable groups
of countries or country-years in a regression framework, this also comes with
disadvantages. From the perspective of the Neyman-Rubin causal model, the main
shortcoming of regression is its reliance on the researchers’ ability to specify the
correct model (i.e. whether all relevant variables are included) and its correct
functional form (i.e. whether to include squared terms in the model) (Ho et al.
2006). Closely related to the issue of model dependency are the issues of imbalance
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Table 4.5. Summary Statistics
Cross-Section Time-Series Sample

Polity
Freedom House
Judicial Independence (V-Dem)
Judicial Independence (LJI)
Particularistic Spending (V-Dem)
Political Corruption (V-Dem)
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid/GDP
Democracy and Governance Aid
Program Aid
Budget Aid
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
GDP p/c
Population
Natural Resource Rents

Obs

Min

Max

Mean

Std.Dev

Median

263
272
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273
273

-9.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
-3.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.4
12.9
0.0

10.0
7.0
0.9
0.9
1.7
0.9
17.0
176.7
13.6
37.8
142.5
1.0
1.0
8.8
19.3
82.6

3.2
3.8
0.4
0.3
0.0
0.7
0.6
10.2
1.0
5.2
3.9
0.1
0.3
6.7
15.9
10.9

5.1
1.4
0.2
0.2
1.0
0.2
2.2
15.5
1.8
5.8
11.2
0.3
0.5
1.0
1.4
16.2

5.0
4.0
0.5
0.3
0.1
0.8
0.0
6.6
0.3
3.6
0.9
0.0
0.0
6.6
15.8
3.4

Obs

Min

Max

Mean

Std.Dev

Median

145
144
145
142
145
145
145
145
145
142
145
145

3.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0
12.9
0.0

9.0
0.9
18.0
54.1
13.6
36.7
45.0
1.0
1.0
8.7
19.3
51.2

7.2
0.5
0.8
10.4
1.2
5.3
3.7
0.1
0.2
6.7
15.8
7.9

1.7
0.2
2.9
13.0
2.2
6.6
7.3
0.2
0.4
1.0
1.3
12.1

8.0
0.5
0.0
7.3
0.5
3.4
1.6
0.0
0.0
6.7
15.8
2.3

Distribution

Election Sample

NELDA Election Quality
V-Dem Clean Election Index
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid/GDP
Democracy and Governance Aid
Program Aid
Budget Aid
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
GDP p/c
Population
Natural Resource Rents

Distribution
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and lack of complete overlap. Imbalance occurs “if the distribution of relevant
pre-treatment variables [i.e. the control variables captured by X in Equation 4.1,
F.H.] differ for the treatment and control groups” (Gelman and Hill 2007, 199).
Lack of complete overlap describes the extent to which range of the data is not the
same across treatment groups (Gelman and Hill 2007, 201). Imbalance increases the
problem of model dependence; lack of complete overlap forces the researcher to
make model-based extrapolations that are not necessarily supported by observed
data (ibid.).
The main strategy to account for model dependence, increase balance, and
ensure overlap is matching. Matching can be thought of as a technical way of
data preprocessing that ensures that treatment and control group are as similar
as possible (Ho et al. 2006).105 Matching algorithms compare units in the treated
and control groups and prune those observations that are not sufficiently similar
(where “sufficiently similar” is defined by the researcher). As a result of this process,
balance and overlap of treatment and control group increases: after all, treatment
observations that do not have any equivalent in the control group for a certain
covariate should not be compared and are dropped by the algorithm (Gelman and
Hill 2007).
In addition to improving balance and overlap (and thus reducing model dependence) matching strengthens the causal inference that can be drawn from a
model estimated on a matched data set. Since matching essentially generates a
data set with observations that are as similar as possible one can interpret the effect
of the treatment causally since it is as good as random (conditional on the covariates). However, similar to regression, matching rests on the so-called Conditional
Independence Assumption (CIA) assumption: it assumes that the researcher has
observed and included all variables that determine treatment assignment (Angrist
and Pischke 2009, 80ff.). This is an important limitation of matching. Nevertheless,
its benefits in terms of reducing model dependence, increasing balance and improving overlap, and approximating the experimental ideal, make matching a valuable
complementary approach to regression.
In the context of this study, I employ matching techniques mostly to account for
the non-random selection of power-sharing. Power-sharing can be meaningfully
conceptualized as a binary treatment: a country either has a power-sharing government or not. Thus we can explicitly model the selection of power-sharing through a
matching approach while at the same improving balance and overlap in the sample,
thus reducing model dependence.
Matching is a less suitable approach to causal inference for foreign aid. Since
aid is measured continuously in dollars per capita, it is difficult to classify countries
as being “treated” with foreign aid. To address potential endogeneity of aid and
105 The most common way to match treated and non-treated observations is to calculate their probability
of receiving the treatment conditional on observed covariates through a logit model. This probability
of treatment represents the so-called “propensity score” (Ho et al. 2006). Other algorithms to match
observations include Genetic Matching (Sekhon 2009) or Mahalanobis Distance Matching (King and
Nielsen 2016).
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improve the causal interpretation of its relationship to democratic development I
therefore employ a second strategy: instrumental variables.

4.4.4

Instrumental Variables

IV estimation is a powerful strategy for causal inference since it circumvents the
conditional independence assumption and solves the problem of omitted variable
bias. The main idea behind an instrumental variable approach is to find a variable
that predicts treatment (aid, in my case), but does not affect the outcome (political
development in my case) through any other channel than through the treatment
variable (Angrist and Pischke 2009, ch. 4).
IV analysis needs to meet three requirements (see Angrist and Pischke 2015, 106
for details). First, the instrumental variable must be correlated with the treatment
of interest in the first stage. The first stage simply represents the regression of the
treatment variable on the instrument (plus potential covariates). This requirement is
called instrument relevance. The second requirement is that the IV must be assigned
“as-good-as-random.” That means the IV must be unrelated to the unobserved variables that we want to control for. This is also known as the independence assumption.
The final requirement for an IV is the exclusion restriction. The exclusion restriction refers to the need for the IV to only affect the outcome through the treatment
variable.
In practice, good IVs are hard to find mostly because of the exclusion restriction. The exclusion restriction cannot be tested empirically but relies on theory
and empirical knowledge about the relationship between the instrument and the
treatment. But if one finds a convincing instrumental variable, IV estimation provides an efficient way to account for omitted variable bias and infer causality from
observational data.
In my analysis of the conditional effect of foreign aid I employ an instrumental
variable that is based on exogenous variation in donors’ aid budgets and longterm aid allocation levels. Both are sources of exogenous variation that make the
exclusion restriction plausible, since they are unlikely to be related to short-term
variation of the recipient democratic or autocratic trajectory. It thus allows me to
estimate a causal effect of foreign aid on political development. I provide more
details on the construction, plausibility, and strength of this IV in the respective
empirical chapters.

4.5

Chapter Summary

In this chapter I have presented the data sources I use and the empirical strategy I
pursue in the subsequent chapters to investigate the relationship between powersharing, foreign aid and political development—and its components elections, rule
of law, and public vs. private goods provision empirically.
I make use of two distinct data sets: a cross-sectional time-series data set, consisting
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of 273 country-year observations in 46 countries. This data set is used for analyses
of democratization scores, rule of law, and public vs. private goods provision. The
elections data set consists of 145 post-conflict elections in 41 countries. I use the
elections data set to investigate the relationship between power-sharing, aid, and
election quality.
To operationalize political development, I rely on democratization scores of
Polity IV and Freedom House (Freedom House 2013; Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr
2015). I study election quality using data from NELDA (Hyde and Marinov 2012)
and the V-Dem project (Coppedge et al. 2015b). Post-conflict rule of law is captured
through de facto measures of judicial independence with data taken from V-Dem
(ibid.) and Linzer and Staton (2015). Finally, I measure the provision of public vs
private goods with V-Dem’s “Provision of particularistic vs. public goods” and
“Political corruption” variables (Coppedge et al. 2015b).
Data for my main independent variables comes from the PSED and the AidData
projects. Measures for the extensiveness of power-sharing is taken from Ottmann
and Vüllers (2015a), while levels of aid commitments are based on data from the
AidData project (Tierney et al. 2011).
To extract meaning from these data, I combine a set of analytical approaches. I
use plots to investigate the data visually without imposing parametric assumptions.
In addition, I rely on regression models to control for alternative explanations
captured by the covariates discussed in this chapter: state capacity, natural resource
rents, population size, regime type, conflict intensity. In order to increase our
confidence in the causal interpretation of the data, I complement the regression
models with matching and instrumental variable approaches. Equipped with
these instruments, I now turn the empirical analysis of the first set of hypotheses:
the effect of power-sharing and foreign aid on political development in general,
measured through democratization scores.
A Note on Replication
For the transparency of the scientific process, it is important to ensure the replicability of results, particularly in quantitative social science (Dafoe 2014; King 1995;
Weidmann et al. 2016). All the analyses and figures in this dissertation that are based
on data are therefore fully reproducible. An online replication archive contains the
necessary R and Stata code to generate figures and tables. The replication archive
also contains a codebook that translates the variable names used in the text into their
technical identifiers in the data set. The interested reader can access the replication
archive online at https://felixhaass.github.io/dissertation_replication/.

Chapter 5

How Foreign Aid and
Power-Sharing Shape
Post-Conflict Political
Development
Democratic states can be created directly from anarchy. A popular regime
can, in fact, skip the “princely” [in a Machiavellian sense, F.H.] stage and
go directly from oligarchic conflict to a form of popular government.
The Paradox of “Warlord” Democracy
Leonard Wantchekon (2004, 32)

Leonard Wantchekon’s (2004) early theoretical investigation of the prospects for
post-conflict democracy offers a clear expectation: democracy after civil war is
possible. Less obvious is the specific form of popular government that can emerge
out of civil conflict. While Wantchekon and others have explored the possibility
of a minimalist democracy that is largely characterized by competitive elections,
I propose a more nuanced view: in addition to analyzing elections, we also need
to focus on variation in the rule of law and public goods provision after conflict.
Without such a disaggregated concept of political development after conflict, our
understanding of how choices of elites to hold elections are intertwined with their
decision (not) to reform other state institutions remains limited.106
To address this gap, I developed a political economy theory of post-conflict
political development. This chapter tests the empirical implications of this model.
It investigates how power-sharing and foreign aid jointly shape post-conflict democratization measured through Polity and Freedom House scores. My theoretical
106 See section 2.1 for a more detailed discussion of the different concepts of democracy after civil
conflict.
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prediction is that power-sharing and foreign aid interact in their effect on political development: I expect that more rebel participation in post-conflict cabinets
together with large volumes of aid inflows should lead to positive, but ultimately
limited democratic reforms. “Positive” since elites are likely to follow donor demands to hold clean elections. “Limited,” at the same time, however, because
elites will also restrict the rule of law and provide more private rather than public
goods to incrase their chances of electoral victory. This effect will first and foremost
manifest empirically in a positive, but substantively small effect of power-sharing
and aid on democratization scores.
The empirical analyses in this chapter support this argument. In section 5.1, I
present anecdotal evidence from two cases with extensive power-sharing governments and large aid inflows, Liberia and the DRC. Turning to a statistical analysis
to generalize the insights from the case illustrations, I briefly explore the individual
effects of power-sharing and foreign aid. The relatively weak evidence of individual effects supports my expectation that the effect of power-sharing and aid
should largely be observable in conjunction, not individually. I then move to a
more sophisticated multivariate ordinary least squares analysis of the interaction
between power-sharing and foreign aid and their joint effect on post-conflict political development. I subject my findings to a series of robustness checks and
alternative model specifications as well as to selection models to account for the
non-random allocation of power-sharing and foreign aid and to strengthen the
causal interpretation of my findings. The results are in line with my theoretical
expectations: power-sharing and foreign aid together are robustly associated with a
positive, but substantively small change in post-conflict democracy scores.

5.1

Illustrating the Argument: Evidence from Liberia
and the DRC

The DRC and Liberia experienced long-running and extremely severe civil wars
which were followed by transitional power-sharing governments (2003-2005 in the
DRC and 2004-2006 in Liberia). The two countries are ideal cases in the sense that
they both implemented strong power-sharing arrangements with heavy rebel participation in the post-war government while both countries received large amounts
of foreign aid in the aftermath of conflict. They are thus well-suited to illustrate to
proposed empirical relationship as a plausibility probe (Levy 2008, 6). Figure 5.1
visualizes the development of Polity scores, extent of power-sharing and aid flows
to the two countries.
The Democratic Republic of the Congo
The Sun City agreement of 2002 marked the end of a particularly violent civil war
in the DRC (Stearns 2012, 316ff.). Observers estimate the conflict’s death toll to be
as high as 3.9 million lost lives as a consequence of the war that started in 1998
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Figure 5.1. Illustrative Examples: Political Development, Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid Flows in the DRC and Liberia
(b) Liberia
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Note: The upper panels plot the level of foreign aid in per cent of GDP with data taken from the
AidData project (Tierney et al. 2011); the middle panels depict the evolution of Polity 2 scores (Marshall,
Jaggers, and Gurr 2015); the lower panels show the number of cabinet posts held by rebels with darker
colors indicating the number of senior positions, and lighter colors indicating the number of nonsenior
positions. The shaded areas represent years in which UCDP registers an armed conflict with more than
25 battle-related deaths in the country (Harbom and Wallensteen 2010).
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(Coghlan et al. 2006), making it the deadliest conflict on the African continent in
recent history. The Sun City agreement led to a power-sharing government between
Joseph Kabila as president and two rebel groups, Jean Pierre Bemba’s MLC from
the country’s north and the RCD from the DRC’s east.107 Together with civil
society and opposition representatives the MLC and the RCD received numerous
minister positions, including vice presidencies for each group (Dizolele 2010, 147).
The DRC’s power-sharing government commenced in April 2003 and ended in
December 2006.
During the transitional period, aid flows to the DRC increased massively, with
a spike in 2003 when almost 80% of the country’s gross-domestic product was
made up by foreign aid (see upper left panel in Figure 5.1). The power-sharing
government was very extensive and consisted of as many as 18 ministries held by
the various rebel factions, which was about half the seats of the 37-minister strong
transitional government (see lower left panel in Figure 5.1). The political effects
of this extensive power-sharing government coupled with large aid inflows were
largely positive, at least compared to the chaos of the civil war. First and foremost,
power-sharing and aid income made peace more profitable for the DRC’s rebel
groups which led to a modicum of stability (Wolters and Kaiser 2013, 90).
But, in addition, the DRC’s power-sharing government, backed by enormous
amounts of development aid also allowed some very modest democratic reforms.
In the context of the DRC, “modest democratic reforms” largely means “elections,”
however. While some other democratic reforms are notable—most prominently the
2005 constitution which was approved by a referendum that drew a 67% turnout
(Dizolele 2010, 148)—elections were on the top of everyone’s, especially the international community’s, agenda. This focus on elections culminated in the presidential
elections in July 2006 that were heavily financed by the international community, as
[t]he DRC had neither the infrastructure nor the funds for the massive
operation that the elections would require. The international community under the leadership of the EU provided nearly $700 million for
the elections and deployed a contingent of European troops to ensure
security in Kinshasa. In an impressive performance, the UN airlifted
voting materials throughout the vast country (Dizolele 2010, 149-150).
While the presidential elections were deemed successful and relatively free
and fair according to most international observers (Norris 2015, 108ff.; Matti 2010,
48-49), the DRC’s democratic progress failed on other fronts. The international
push for elections came “at the expense of structural reform that targets corruption
and patrimonialism. (Matti 2010, 52)” As a consequence, Kabila’s track-record in
terms of media freedom, devolution of powers, judicial reform, and corruption was
widely criticized. In terms of the judiciary, the Kabila regime
[...] entrenched the independence of the judiciary in the constitution.
Unlike the direct infringement of press freedom, the government works
107 The

RCD’s seats were split between the RCD and the RCD-ML, a splinter group of the RCD.
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to undermine the independence of the judiciary indirectly through
depriving it of adequate funding. While Kabila enjoys ample discretion
in the appointment of judges, manipulation of the judiciary is largely
unnecessary because of the dearth of power vested in this institution.
As a result of the near total lack of funding for the judiciary, it is unlikely
to foster meaningful democratic contestation. (Matti 2010, 47)
Thus, modest democratic reforms in terms of constitution and elections, as well
as the concurrent autocratic elements, such as infringement on the judiciary and
patronage, are reflected in the DRC’s Polity 2 score, depicted in the middle left panel
of Figure 5.1. The score shows an increase from zero to five, corresponding to the
successful elections in 2006 and the referendum. This is a visible improvement,
especially compared to the instability and chaos during the DRC’s civil war, which
is reflected in its zero score during those years.108 The capping at a Polity score of
five, however, reflects the DRC’s limitations in an independent rule of law and the
rampant patronage and corruption in the country.

Liberia
Liberia’s story is similar to the DRC’s. In 2003, the Accra Peace Agreement ended
the civil war between the Government of Liberia and the two rebel movements,
Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) and the Movement for
Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) and established the National Transitional Government of Liberia (NTGL). The NTGL assigned several government positions to the
remnants of the Taylor government, each of the rebel groups, and representatives
of the civil society (Pham 2004).
In Liberia, too, everyone’s focus was on holding elections. The NTGL was
explicitly set up with the goal to prepare parliamentary and presidential elections in
2005 in order to organize a peaceful transition from civil war to democracy (Harris
2006). Multilateral and bilateral donors strongly supported this endeavor and
committed millions of aid dollars to Liberia (Reno 2013). This international support
was mainly steered through the International Contact Group for Liberia (ICGL) that
served as main coordinating body and international oversight mechanism for the
Accra peace agreement. The ICGL included regional actors, such as the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS), and the European Union, as well
as bilateral donors, particurlarly the United States which has long-standing donor
relations to Liberia which was founded as a colony of former Afro-american slaves
(Sawyer 2008, 179). Donors’ humanitarian and political actions were supported by
a 15,000 strong UN peacekeeping operation on the ground. This enormous donor
involvement is clearly reflected in the amount of aid inflows to Liberia, shown in
the upper right panel in Figure 5.1.
108 In fact, the zero score in the years 2000 through 2002 stem from Polity’s transformed -77 coding of
civil war or “anarchy” and subsequent interpolation during “transition years” (see Marshall, Jaggers,
and Gurr 2015). For more in-depth discussion of the Polity democracy codings and associated biases,
see Vreeland (2008) and Plümper and Neumayer (2010) as well as my discussion in section A.1.
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Liberia’s transitional government is widely considered to have fulfilled two
functions: First, its strong power-sharing component—MODEL and LURD received
ten seats in the 23 seats strong NTGL cabinet—successfullly “bought off” the rebel
groups and led to a situation were peace was more profitable to them war. Second,
with support and pressure from the international community, the NTGL managed
to organize largely free and fair elections.
Regarding the NTGL’s first achievement, Sawyer (2008, 180) observes that “the
power-sharing arrangement was seen by its leaders as a licence to plunder, with the
result that elections became as much an operation to rescue the transitional process
as one to lay foundations for democratic governance.” This peace-through-plunder
component of Liberia’s power-sharing government is well-documented. During
the transitional period, Human Rights Watch (2005, n.p.), for instance, reported that
On August 3, 2005, J.D. Slanger, the head of Liberia’s Maritime Bureau
and a former senior member of the Movement for Democracy in Liberia
(MODEL), was together with two of his deputies charged with economic
sabotage and fraud for their part in siphoning off of US $3.5 million of
government money.
Not only MODEL, but also LURD, Liberia’s other major rebel group, used the
power-sharing government for private economic gains:
[The NTGL] included George Dweh, the Speaker of the National Assembly and former leader of the armed group, Liberians United for
Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD). Dweh was accused of embezzling US$92,000. [...] NTGL officials also recognised numerous concession agreements, including several for timber and diamond mining that
violated Security Council sanctions (Reno 2013, 143).
Despite—or maybe even because of—this widespread political corruption, the
NTGL successfully managed to organize and hold parliamentary and presidential
elections in 2005. A considerable fraction of this success stems from the strong
international presence in the country, and donor pressure to keep the Liberian peace
process on track.
Concerns over transparency produced a sometimes halting and often
highly conditional provision of pledged aid by donor governments and
agencies to NTGL-led Liberia, as well as some reticence to offer new
funding (Cook 2005, 41).
Thus, both Liberia’s power-sharing government and constant donor pressure
delivered relatively successful elections—yet at the cost of continuing deficiencies
in other areas of governance. Human Rights Watch observed in 2004 that “[Liberian
judges’, F.H.] judicial independence has been compromised by political interference
and corruption” (Human Rights Watch 2005, n.p.; see also Dube 2008) and that
members of the NTGL opposed a truth and reconciliation commission that would
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held rebel and government commanders accountable for their human rights abuses
during the war (Scott 2005).
This limited democratization is reflected in the country’s Polity score, depicted
in the middle right panel of Figure 5.1. It shows an increase from one in 2003 to five
in 2005, the year that marked the end of the power-sharing government. Similar
to the DRC, however, Liberia’s Polity score caps at a six, reflecting the ongoing
democratic deficiencies in the Liberian political system despite their free and fair
elections and the emerging multiparty system (Sawyer 2008).
The case illustrations of Liberia and the DRC both show core elements of my
proposed theory at work: in both countries, power-sharing opened up political
space for modest political reforms in the form of elections, as it brought violent
conflict among battlefield adversaries to an end. Also, in both countries, political
economy motivations clearly played a role in the functioning of the power-sharing
governments: not only served the power-sharing cabinets as ways to “buying”
peace by steering financial rewards to violent insurgents, but donor pressure also
successfully built on these incentives to deliver democratic reforms in the form
of elections. Yet donors largely failed to incite reforms in other areas such as
strengthening judicial independence or combating corruption. This last point
illustrates another element of my key theoretical prediction, namely that when large
aid flows meet strong power-sharing we should observe democratic reforms—but
these reforms are largely limited to elections.
While these examples enable us to glimpse the theoretical mechanisms at work
and offer initial support for my theoretical expectations, they do not allow us to
make wider generalizations about the observed pattern. Thus, to examine whether
my theory is consistent with evidence more broadly I turn to an analysis of my
larger dataset of post-conflict country-years.

5.2

Individual Effects

Is there an individual relationship between political development and either powersharing or foreign aid? My theoretical expectations regarding individual effects
are ambivalent; a political economy theory of both power-sharing and aid yields
competing hypotheses about individual effects of the two variables.
For power-sharing, political incentives and opportunities created by the powersharing government should improve the chances for democratic development: security guarantees and improved monitoring mechanisms institutionalized through
power-sharing government make cooperation among former belligerents easier. At
the same time, economic incentives created by power-sharing cabinets let us expect
the opposite relationship: power-sharing increases the number of actors with access
to state resources and introduces a limited time horizon; this makes rent-seeking
rebel and government elites unlikely to accept democratic reforms (see Hypotheses
1a and 1b in subsection 3.2.1, p. 64).
Similarly competing expectations emerge if we look at aid individually. Better
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information, technical assistance, and political conditionalities that come with more
aid suggest a positive relationship between aid and post-conflict democratization.
Yet, the possibility of an “aid curse” hints at an opposite effect: as aid income crowds
out a recipient government’s reliance on tax income, it can sever the link between
ruler and ruled that is created by tax collection. This, in turn, can undermine
political accountability that comes with tax collection (see Hypotheses 2a and 2b in
subsection 3.2.2, p. 68).
If these competing expectations correctly capture aspects of reality we should
observe no or only a small effect for the individual variables, since the democracyfostering and -obstructing mechanisms cancel each other out—at least when we
look at each variable individually and unconditionally.
To test this expectation empirically, I specify a model of the form
Democracy Scoreit2 = β 0 + β 1 Power-Sharingit + β 2 Aidit

+ Xit + eit

(5.1)

where the subscript i denotes post-conflict countries, t refers to the year, PowerSharingit refers to the different indicators for the strength of the power-sharing
government in country i in year t, Aidit is the level of (different types of) aid
commitments to country i in year t, measured in constant 2011 USD and normalized
by recipient GDP. Democracy Scoreit2 is the Democracy score in country i at year t2 .
Xit is a vector of control variables as discussed in section 4.4.2. e is the error term.
I estimate the model with an ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator and cluster
standard errors on the country level to control for serial correlations between annual
observations of the same country.
Results
Table 5.1 summarizes the results of estimating Equation 5.1 with different indicators
for power-sharing and aid as specified in the previous chapter. Model 1 employs
the standard count of rebel seats in a power-sharing government as independent
variable, Model 2 only includes a count of the senior level seats held by rebels, and
Model 3 the nonsenior count (see subsection 4.3.1, p. 113 for a definition of the
distinction between senior and nonsenior).
The coefficients for the power-sharing variables in Models 1 to 3 are positive and
statistically significant at conventional levels. The coefficient for the count of all rebel
seats in the power-sharing government is 0.9 (p = 0.04). Thus, the model predicts a
0.9 point increase in a country’s Polity score at t2 for any additional rebel seat, all
else being equal. This effect is even more pronounced for the Power-Sharing (senior)
variable (Model 2) and also somewhat stronger for the Power-Sharing (nonsenior)
variable (Model 3). At first sight, these findings support Hypothesis 1a, rather
than 1b: power-sharing seems to improve democratic development after conflict, as
suggested by the political incentives and opportunity structure institutionalized
by power-sharing. They are also in line with previous findings in the literature by
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Table 5.1. Individual Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Polity Scores
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

0.10∗
(0.05)

0.10∗
(0.05)

0.10∗
(0.05)

Power-Sharing
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

0.10∗
(0.05)

Power-Sharing (senior)

0.31∗
(0.13)
0.14+
(0.08)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)
Aid
Democracy Aid/GDP (log)

0.49
(0.40)

Program Aid/GDP (log)

0.33
(0.44)

Budget Aid/GDP (log)
Aid / GDP (log)

−0.03
(0.14)

−0.02
(0.14)

−0.02
(0.14)

−0.10
(0.18)

−0.12
(0.20)

0.06
(0.24)
−0.05
(0.14)

−0.12
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.19
(0.45)
−0.38
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.12
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.17
(0.45)
−0.35
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.12
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.20
(0.45)
−0.38
(0.52)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.10
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.04
(0.44)
−0.25
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.81∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.02
(0.35)
0.01
(0.12)
0.16
(0.44)
−0.33
(0.53)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.12
(0.32)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.17
(0.46)
−0.36
(0.51)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

Controls
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. res. rents
Regime Type (Polity)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Dependent variable is Polityt2 . Standard errors clustered by country. Intercept estimated, but not reported.

Hartzell and Hoddie (2015).
However, these findings are not robust to using Freedom House scores as
dependent variable. I replicate the Models from Table 5.1 with Freedom House
scores in the Appendix (see Table B.1, p. 281). When using FH as dependent variable,
the coefficient for all power-sharing variables becomes statistically indistinguishable
from zero. Neither are the results robust to including fixed effects or additional
control variables, such as ethnic fractionalization or peacekeeping operations.109
Thus, the uninformative findings for the individual effect of power-sharing are
in line with the competing hypotheses for the individual effect of power-sharing:
since political and economic incentives, on average, cancel each other out, we cannot
observe an individual effect of power-sharing. This result deviates somewhat from
prior findings who report a positive, individual effect of power-sharing (Hartzell
and Hoddie 2015). Hartzell and Hoddie (2015) use an additive index of powersharing and do not solely focus on cabinet-level power-sharing as I do, which is a
likely explanation for my diverging finding.
109 See

below for a discussion of these variables.
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We see a similarly uninformative pattern for foreign aid. The coefficient for aid
flows in Model 1 as well as the coefficients for different types of aid (Models 4 to
6) are substantively small and statistically insignificant. Changing the dependent
variable to Freedom House (cf. Table B.1 in the Appendix) does not change this null
result: estimates are substantively too small and statistically too imprecise to distill
any meaningfull finding for the individual effects of foreign aid, regardless of the
specific aid type employed.110
As I have argued above and in more detail in subsection 3.2.3, the reason for
these null findings is likely to be theoretical. I explicitly formulated a conditional
hypothesis of power-sharing and foreign aid: we have very good reasons to believe
that power-sharing does not independently affect democratization after civil conflict.
Rather, its effect should vary with the amount of aid the power-sharing government
receives. Thus, the effect of power-sharing might exist in the data, but is hidden in
the conditional relationship which I have not modelled empirically so far and to
which I turn to next.

5.3

Interaction Effects

Based on the theory underlying hypothesis 3 (see page 74), I expect that powersharing governments and development aid are mutually conditional in their effect
on democratic reforms after violent conflict: More aid to countries with strong
power-sharing governments should lead to positive, but substantively small democratic reforms.
Underlying this argument is a theory of the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma
that arises from the political and economic incentives of domestic elites; incentives
that are particularly pronounced in power-sharing governments. Politically, foreign
aid should strengthen power-sharing’s monitoring and security functions. This
allows parties to build up a modicum of mutual trust that opens up negotiation
space for democratic reforms. Economically, however, domestic elites face the
decision to democratize and enjoy continued access to power and rents, but also
risk losing their office due to the uncertainty of democratic elections. Alternatively,
elites do not comply with donor demands for liberalization but risk losing aid
revenues when donors withdraw their assistance.
Consequently, elites will likely shape democratic reforms in ways that allow
them to hedge the economic and political risks associated with those reforms:
they will allow democratic progress in some areas, such as elections, but restrict
institutional reforms in other areas, such as the rule of law and the impartial provision of public goods. From this argument, a specific empirical implication for a
post-conflict country’s overall democratic development measured through aggregated democracy scores follows: we should observe a positive, but substantively
limited increase improvement in democracy scores in countries with extensive
110 I discuss the results for the control variables in more detail in the section on the interaction effects
results (see below).
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Figure 5.2. Foreign Aid and Polity Scores in Country-Years With and Without
Power-Sharing Governments
No
Power-Sharing

Power-Sharing

Polity score at t2

10

5

0

-5

-6

-3

0

3

-6

-3

0

3

Aid / GDP (log)

Note: Individual data points represent country-years. Low values on the y-axis indicate more autocratic
Polity 2 scores; positive values indicate more democratic Polity 2 scores.

power-sharing cabinets and large aid inflows (Hypothesis 3).
Before I build a statistical model to test this proposition, I plot the raw data to
explore whether there are patterns in the data that are in line with this expectation.
Figure 5.2 plots invidual country-years with Polityt2 scores on the y-axis and Aid
/ GDP (logged) on the x-axis. The left and right panels of Figure 5.2 depict the
relationship between Aid/GDP values and Polity scores for country-years with
and without power-sharing governments. If my theoretical expectations capture
a real-world pattern, we should see a steeper slope on in the right panel: in those
country-years governed by power-sharing cabinets, more aid should be associated
with higher Polity scores than in those country-years without power-sharing.
This is exactly what we observe. In the left panel, the relationship is almost
flat, suggesting no or a weakly negative relationship between aid and democracy
scores in post-conflict countries without power-sharing. In the right panel, on the
other hand, we observe steep slope, indicating a clearly positive between aid and
democracy when power-sharing governments are present.111
Figure 5.2 also shows that the range of aid values in the left panel is much
larger than in the right panel. This indicates a lack of overlap in aid values between
country-years with and without power-sharing. Further, we also observe a number
of outliers, particularly in the right panel. The matching technique employed below
mitigates the first issue while I use different approaches to systematically account
for outliers in the robustness checks.
In sum, anecdotal evidence from the case illustrations, the lack of strong evidence for individual effects, as well as the preliminary data visualization above
111 The

plot is substantively similar if I use Freedom House instead of Polity scores.
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are consistent with my theoretical expectations: more aid to countries with strong
power-sharing governments is associated with limited democratization. But neither
the case illustrations nor simple scatterplots can rule out that these patterns are not
driven by unobserved confounding variables that jointly determine power-sharing
governments, aid inflows, and democratic trajectories after conflict. I therefore
proceed with a multivariate analysis.

5.3.1

Model Specification

To investigate the conditional effect of aid and power-sharing, I introduce an interaction term between the aid and power-sharing variables into Equation 5.1:
Democracy Scoreit2 = β 0 + β 1 Power-Sharingit + β 2 Aidit
β 3 Power-Sharingit ∗ Aidit +

(5.2)

Xit + eit
Again, Democracy Scoreit2 is a placeholder for the Polity and Freedom House scores
in country i in year t2 , Power-Sharingit is the count of government positions held by
rebels, and Aidit is the amount of aid to country i in year t measured as per cent of
recipient GDP (see the section 4.3 on measurement of my independent variables).
Xit is a vector of control variables as specified in section 4.4.2 and eit is an error term.
The model is estimated with ordinary least squares and standard errors clustered
on the country-level to account for arbitrary serial correlation within countries.
The coefficient of interest is β 3 , i.e. the coefficient of the interaction term, which I
expect to be positive, indicating a positive conditional relationship between foreign
aid and power-sharing.

5.3.2

Results

Table 5.2 reports the main findings from estimating different specifications of Equation 5.2. The models in the first two columns employ Polityt2 as dependent variable,
the last two models are estimated with FHt2 as dependent variable.112
Models 1 and 3 employ a dummy version of the power-sharing variable which
represents the existence of a power-sharing cabinet in a given country-year. Models
2 and 4 include a precise count of the number of rebel seats in the post-conflict
cabinet to capture the extensiveness of the power-sharing government.
In line with theoretical expectations, across all four models the interaction
between Power-Sharing and Aid/GDP is positive and statistically significant. This
lends support to my main hypothesis and suggests that the effect of foreign aid
becomes more positive as the number of rebels in the power-sharing coalition
increases.
112 For

presentational clarity the model only reports the results from models with the interaction; for
results without an interaction term, see Table 5.1 (p. 142) above and, for Freedom House as dependent
variable, Table B.1 (p. 281).
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Table 5.2. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Political Development
Polity
(1)
Power-sharing (binary)
Power-sharing (binary) * Aid

Population (log)
Conflict intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. res. rents
Polity

∗∗∗ p

(4)

(0.16)
0.12+
(0.07)

−0.05
(0.14)
−0.09
(0.31)
0.01
(0.11)
0.16
(0.45)
−0.37
(0.50)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.17+
(0.09)
0.11∗∗∗
(0.03)
−0.02
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.09
(0.46)
−0.45
(0.50)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

263
44
0.76
383.25

263
44
0.76
382.87

Freedom House
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
L.R.

(3)

−0.26+

(0.63)
0.81∗∗∗
(0.24)

Power-sharing (cabinet) * Aid

GDP p/c (log)

(2)

−1.08+

Power-sharing (cabinet)

Aid / GDP (log)

Freedom House

−0.03
(0.04)
−0.10+
(0.06)
0.01
(0.03)
−0.07
(0.09)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)

−0.05+
(0.03)
0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.04)
−0.10+
(0.06)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.07
(0.09)
−0.38∗∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01∗
(0.00)

0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

272
46
0.80
444.78

272
46
0.80
445.45

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Standard errors clustered by country. Freedom House scores have been inverted to increase comparability between Polity and FH (i.e. higher values indicate a higher level of democracy).

To explore the temporal dynamics of the interactive relationship between powersharing and aid, I reestimate Models 2 and 4 for varying time leads of the two
dependent variables. Figure 5.3 plots the coefficient for the interaction terms that
result from this procedure. The coefficient plotted at year 2 in Figure 5.3 represents
the numeric findings in Table 5.2 above. The other coefficients depict how this
coefficient changes for different leads. We see a slowly increasing positive effect
over time, particularly in the first three years. This temporal dynamic is what
we would expect: institutional change does not happen over night, but is a slowmoving process. This fact is reflected in the coefficient changes over time.
Of the control variables, natural resource income is consistently negatively related to political development, both measured as Polity or as Freedom House. This
finding is in line with most of the literature on the “resource curse” which finds
a negative relationship between natural resource income and level of democracy
(Ross 2015). Further, the baseline scores of Polity and Freedom House are positively
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Figure 5.3. Temporal Dynamics of the Interactive Effect between Power-Sharing
and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict Political Development

Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Power-Sharing (cabinet)
and Aid/GDP (log)

Freedom House

0.04
0.02
0.00

Polity
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0
1

2

3

4

5

Year after t0

Note: The plot shows the coefficient for the interaction term between Power-Sharing (binary) and Aid/GDP
for different annual leads of the dependent variable. The x-axis shows the year after t0 (the coefficient for
year 2 is the one reported in Table 5.2); the y-axis depicts coefficient size with 90% confidence intervals.
The full model results for this plot are reported in the Appendix in Table B.2, p. 282.

associated with the respective dependent variable as one would expect, since they
essentially represent a lagged dependent variable (Beck and Katz 2011). As the inclusion of a lagged dependent variable can cause estimation problems (Achen 2000),
I estimated the models in Table 5.2 without the baseline democracy score. Results
did not change substantively and the interaction effect was larger in magnitude and
statistically significant across models. The preferred specification is, however, to
include the baseline democracy score: it allows me to explicitly control for donor
selectivy in aid allocation to more democratic countries (Alesina and Dollar 2000;
Hoeffler and Outram 2011).
Statistical significance of the interaction term alone is not enough to assess size
and magnitude of an interactive relationship between two variables in a regression
model (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). I therefore plot the marginal effects
of both Aid and Power-Sharing (cabinet) at different levels of the other variable to
further assess the interaction effect. The left panel of Figure 5.4 shows that when
Aid is low, an increase in the number of rebel seats is associated with a negative
effect on post-conflict democratization.
Angola is an empirical example for a case in which we observe such a pattern of
relative small aid income (as compared to its GDP), together with power-sharing
and no improvement in democracy. In the 2002 Memorandum of Understanding
between the Government of Angola and the rebel group União Nacional para a
Independência Total de Angola (UNITA) / UNITA-Renovada, the rebels were given
the ministries of geology and mines, health, tourism, and trade. These ministries
are certainly not the most influential ones in the Angolan cabinet. But they include

5.3. The Interactive Effect of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid

148

0.5
0.0

Marginal effect of Aid
on political development

2.0
1.5
1.0
0.0

0.5

Marginal effect of Aid
on political development

1.0

2.5

0.5
0.0
-0.5
-1.0

Marginal effect of Power-Sharing (cabinet)
on political development

Figure 5.4. Marginal Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict
Democratization
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Note: Marginal effect calculations based on Model 2 in Table 5.2. Dashed lines indicate 90% confidence intervals. The
underlying histogram depicts the distribution of observations in the sample on the variable on the x-axis.

the ministry of mining and industry which is a potential source of access to state
income from natural resources and mining (in addition to the ministry of petroleum
which was not given to the rebels). Angola has one of the largest diamond reserves
in Africa and the diamond trade constitutes one of its largest income sources
(Partnership Africa Canada 2005). The power-sharing arrangement thus was more
likely to enable rebels the access to state income from mining, instead of contributing
to Angola’s democratization (Angola scored a -2 on the Polity index in both 2005
and 2006, the years included in my dataset).
The left panel of Figure 5.4 also shows that once aid flows are large (roughly
greater than 20% of a country’s GDP), power-sharing begins to have a positive
effect. Countries that received such large amounts of aid and which did have
substantial power-sharing cabinets include Bosnia and Herzegovina, Liberia, Mali,
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Djibouti. In many of them, large
aid flows and strong rebel participation in the post-conflict government cabinet
correlated with a modicum of increase in Polity and/or Freedom House scores. This
effect is also reflected in the middle panel of Figure 5.4 which plots the marginal
coefficients of aid at different levels of power-sharing. The effect of Aid on postconflict democratization becomes more positive as the number of rebels in the
government increases. The plot suggests, however, that effect of foreign aid only
becomes statistically significant at around three minister positions occupied by
rebels.
Since the distribution of rebel seats is highly right-skewed, I also plot the
marginal effect of foreign aid when power-sharing is present or not in the right
panel of Figure 5.4 (reference model is Model 3 in Table 5.2). The results are consistent: in the context of power-sharing governments, aid is positively and statistically
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Figure 5.5. Model Predictions for the Effect of Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing on
Post-Conflict Democratization
6
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Note: Marginal effects simulated with all other variables held at their mean/median, based on Model 2
in Table 5.2. The dependent variable Polity 2 at t2 . The shaded areas represent 90% confidence intervals
around predicted effects. All simulations were conducted with Frank Harrell’s rms package for R (Harrell
2014).
Left Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect for an aid level of 1% of the recipient’s
GDP; the red line (dark grey) for an aid level of 30% of recipient GDP.
Right Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect of no rebel seats in the post-conflict
government and red (dark grey) simulates the effect of 10 rebel seats. The x-axis represents the actual,
not the logged value of foreign aid / GDP.

significantly associated with higher Polity scores.
To get a better understanding of the substantive effect size in a model with an
interaction term, I plot model predictions at different values of my independent
variables. Figure 5.5 depicts the predicted Polity scores at different levels of both
Aid and Power-Sharing (cabinet), comparing the effect at different values of the other
variable, respectively. In the left panel of Figure 5.5 and in line with theoretical
expectations, we see that as the number of rebels in the power-sharing government
increases, the the predicted Polity score also increases when we fix aid income at
30% of a post-conflict state’s GDP—about the level of Mozambique in the early 90s
or Tajikistan in 2002. Here, the predicted Polity score ranges between four (with
five rebels in the government) and five (with 10 rebels in the government). If I fix
aid at the value of 1%, the model predicts a negative effect of rebel participation in
post-conflict cabinets.
Instead of fixing aid at a certain value, the right panel of Figure 5.5 predicts
Polity scores if we fix rebel participation in government at 10 ministry seats at
varying levels of aid—which is roughly the number of rebel seats in the Burundian
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Figure 5.6. Mechanisms: Variation in Types of Power-Sharing and Aid
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Note: Coefficients for the interaction between different types of power-sharing and aid. Reference model
is Model 1 in Table 5.2. 90% confidence intervals.

power-sharing government of 2003. We see that the effect of ten rebel seats in
a power-sharing government is associated with a Polity score of about five to
six on the 20-point Polity scale as aid levels increase. In contrast, without rebel
participation, the predicted Polity scores are only around three as aid increases.
This limited effect size make sense both from a theoretical and empirical perspective. Consider that the unit of observation is a country-year and my main
models include the democracy score after two-years as dependent variable. Consequently, the small substantive effect of the interaction term reflects the limited
range of democratic reforms that are possible in such a short time period. After
all, it took most countries of the West centuries to arrive at the level of democracy
where they are now. From that perspective, even small steps toward democracy
are remarkable, especially if the “deck is stacked against the odds” as it is in a
post-conflict context. As Hartzell and Hoddie (2015) show and as I argue above, the
development of full-fledged democracy in the first five years after a civil war, and
most often even after a lower-intensity civil conflict is not something that we can
realistically expect—an expectation that is reflected in the data.
Probing Mechanisms
What mechanisms generate this joint effect of power-sharing? I posited that the rentseeking/democracy dilemma is a function of the extensiveness of power-sharing
governments. More rebels mean stronger competition over limited state resources
and thus stronger rent-seeking incentives. This expectation is confirmed by the
effect of the Power-Sharing (cabinet) variable in the previous models that captures
the number of seats held by rebels.
An alternative implication of this theory that also the type of power-sharing
participation should matter. In particular, it we should see an effect of rebel participation in senior positions in the post-conflict government: more senior position
mean better access to state resources and thus increasing the value of office for rebels
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in those senior positions. As a consequence they should be particularly worried
about losing office (and thus rents) through democratic reforms. More senior rebel
positions, this argument implies, should therefore still be associated with a positive
effect on democracy scores, but to a lesser extent than rebels in nonsenior positions.
Figure 5.6 therefore plots the coefficient of the interaction term of Model 1 in
Table 5.2 for different types of power-sharing participation. Consistent with the
additional expectation about the type of power-sharing, the coefficient for senior
level power-sharing participation is somewhat lower than the baseline effect and
the effect for nonsenior rebel participation. But even though in line with theoretical
predictions, the difference is not very large in substantive terms.
Figure 5.6 also plots the same interaction but with different types of aid. This
allows us to distinguish whether the effect of aid runs more through technical
assistance (reflected by the DGA variable) or stronger conditionalities (reflected by
program and budget aid). If foreign aid also bolsters the monitoring mechanisms
of power-sharing, as presumed in the theory chapter, we should also observe a
positive and statistically and significant interaction between power-sharing and
DGA.
The plot does not confirm this expectation, suggesting that the effect runs
through program and budget aid instead. The coefficient for DGA is small and statistically insignificant, whereas the coefficients for program and budget aid remain
positive and statistically significant.113 These results indicate that technical assistance and budget support play a greater role in shaping post-conflict democratic
development in the context of power-sharing governments.

5.3.3

Robustness Checks

To increase confidence in the robustness of these empirical findings, I conduct a
series of robustness checks, reported in Table 5.3. The first three models of Table 5.3
probe alternative explanations for the observed relationship. The last three models
account more explicitly for the grouped nature of my data. All models employ
Polityt 2 as dependent variable.
Model 1 in Table 5.3 reestimates Model 2 from Table 5.2, but includes a measure
of ethnic fractionalization. The literature suggests that ethnic fractionalization is
positively associated with power-sharing (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015), while interethnic competition makes it more difficult for democracy to take root (Alesina et al.
2003). Explicitly controlling for ethnic fractionalization, my main results remain
virtually unchanged, however: more aid to countries with strong power-sharing
governments is associated with a positive change in the country’s Polity score.
The second model in Table 5.3 tests whether my main results are driven by
United Nations peace operations. The literature is divided about the effects of
UN peacekeeping on post-conflict democratization, with some authors finding no
effect (Fortna 2008b), while others report positive effects (Steinert and Grimm 2015;
113 This is not evidence for no effect of democracy and governance aid, just that there is not enough
information in the data to tell us about the effect with statistical precision.
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Table 5.3. Robustness checks: Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict
Political Development

PS (cabinet)
PS (cabinet) * Aid

(1) ELF

(2) PKO

−0.17+
(0.10)
0.11∗∗∗
(0.03)

−0.19+
(0.10)
0.11∗∗∗
(0.03)

PS (cabinet share)
PS (cabinet share) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Polity
Ethnic Frac.

−0.02
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.09
(0.47)
−0.45
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)
0.00
(0.79)

UN PKO
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

−0.03
(0.15)
−0.06
(0.32)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.05
(0.44)
−0.43
(0.50)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

(3) Cab. Size

−0.03
(0.04)
0.03∗
(0.01)
−0.19
(0.17)
−0.01
(0.37)
−0.08
(0.14)
0.27
(0.62)
−0.12
(0.66)
−0.05∗
(0.02)
0.76∗∗∗
(0.08)

(4) RE

(5) Region FE

(6) Country FE

−0.17+
(0.10)
0.09∗∗
(0.03)

−0.15
(0.18)
0.11∗
(0.04)

−0.14
(0.09)
0.06∗
(0.03)

−0.03
(0.17)
0.11
(0.30)
−0.04
(0.14)
0.62
(0.52)
−0.51
(0.48)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.71∗∗∗
(0.09)

0.11
(0.22)
−0.14
(0.31)
0.11
(0.14)
0.18
(0.50)
−0.59
(0.61)
−0.03∗
(0.01)
0.67∗∗∗
(0.09)

0.05
(0.21)
−0.36
(0.50)
0.66
(2.88)
3.31∗
(1.44)
−0.87
(0.59)
0.02
(0.02)
0.46∗∗
(0.15)

263

263

263

0.08
(0.12)
263
44
0.76

263
44
0.76

204
40
0.74

0.64

0.58

0.37

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country are reported in parantheses. Dependent variable is Polityt2

Zürcher et al. 2013; see also the literature review in chapter 2). From a theoretical
perspective, peace operations might stabilize both post-conflict power-sharing
governments by reducing security dilemmas (Walter 2002) and thus also positively
influence democratization.
I therefore add a variable that captures the strength of a Peacekeeping Operation
(PKO) in a given country-year (data is taken from Doyle and Sambanis 2006 and
Hegre, Hultman, and Nygard 2011). I construct an ordinal variable that ranges
from zero to four, with four being the most extensive multidimensional and robust
mandate.114 The underlying expectation is that multidimensional missions are
most conducive to post-conflict democratization, since they typically include a wide
range of democracy promoting objectives in their mandates (cf. Steinert and Grimm
2015). The coefficient for UN PKO is small and statistically insignificant, however,
and does not change my main finding: more aid to countries with power-sharing
governments is associated with positive, but substantively limited post-conflict
democratization.
114 The PKO variable classifies four types of peace operations: (1) Observer missions, which have the
mandate to simply observe a peace agreement, (2) Traditional missions, which have an extended mandate
to cooperate with the host government to implement peacebuilding activities such as disarmament
programs, (3) Enforcement missions, whose mandates includes the same range of activities as types
(1) and (2) but are deployed under a Chapter VII mandate which authorizes the use of military force
and (4) Multidimensional missions, which include—in addition to activities of mission types (1) to (3)
wide-ranging state building activities (Doyle and Sambanis 2006).
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Third, my use of the simple count of cabinet seats held by rebels as indicator for
the (strength of) power-sharing might be distorted by different cabinet sizes. Or, to
put it differently, one cabinet seat held by a rebel might have different implications
in a post-conflict cabinet that has only ten seats to one that is comprised of 40
seats. To account for this, I calculate the share of cabinet seats held by rebels as an
alternative measure of the strength of power-sharing. To do so, I divide the Powersharing (cabinet) count variable by the total number of cabinet seats to create the
Power-sharing (cabinet share) variable. Data for the total count of cabinet seats in a
government is taken from Arthur Bank’s Cross-National Time-Series data archive
(Banks and Wilson 2016).115 The results are reported as Model 3 in Table 5.3. The
coefficient for the interaction term between Power-sharing (cabinet share) and Aid is
positive and statistically significant at p < 0.05, consistent with my main findings
and my theoretical expectations.116
A final concern is the grouped nature of my data, since I analyze years within
countries. Instead of taking within-unit correlation into account through clustering
standard errors on the unit level, this grouped nature of the data can also be directly
modeled. The researcher faces two choices in modeling unit effects: fixed effects
(FE) or random effects (RE) models. Typically, it is advised to apply a Hausman
test (Wooldridge 2008, 453). The Hausman test compares FE and RE estimates
and tests against the null of hypothesis of there being no statistically significant
difference between FE and RE estimates, i.e. whether there is no correlation with
unit effects αi and the regressors xit (Wooldridge 2008). If the test is statistically
significant, the null of no correlation between αi and xit is rejected and the use of an
FE estimator is advised. However, there is a debate in econometrics and applied
statistics whether the Hausman test is indeed appropriate as the sole criteria to
decide between fixed or random effects (Clark and Linzer 2015). Rather, more
practical considerations should also be taken into account, such as sample size,
number of units and observations per unit and amount of variation of independent
and dependent variables within units (Bell and Jones 2015; Clark and Linzer 2015).
Even though a Hausman test between country FE and RE models yields a
statistically significant result (p < 0.001), I am cautious to solely rely on country
fixed estimators. Given my data structure and the nature of my variables, country
fixed effects are likely to lead to very inefficient results. The cut-off date of five years
after the end of conflict and the limited variation of the power-sharing variable over
time allow only for few observations per unit (i.e. years per country). What is more,
both power-sharing as well as democracy scores are slow-moving, or “sluggish”
variables. Thus, the overall within-variation on the country-level in my sample
is relatively small. Consequently, a country-fixed effects estimator will yield high
standard errors since most of the variation in my dependent variable Polityt2 will
115 Since I only have access to the Banks data until 2008, I lose quite a number of observations, as can be
seen from Table 5.3.
116 The statistically significant interaction term alone is not a sufficient indicator to evaluate a conditional
effect (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). Plots (not reported) similar to Figure 5.4 suggest substantively
similar effects with somewhat larger confidence intervals due to reduced sample size (see previous
footnote).
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be picked up by the unit effects. Further, the variance of the FE models is likely
to be very high and β estimates thus vary from their true values due to chance
(Clark and Linzer 2015). To remedy the limitation of not including country fixed
effects and still be able to control for some unobserved heterogeneity across units, I
pursue a second best strategy and include region dummies instead of country fixed
effects.117 The results of the region fixed effects model are presented as Model 5 in
Table 5.3. In addition I also estimate a random effects model with random country
intercepts to be able to model at least some of the between-country heterogeneity
without the strong assumptions of country fixed effects (Model 4 in Table 5.3). While
Models 4 and 5 are therefore my preferred approached to account for unobserved
heterogeneity, Model 6 also presents results from a country fixed effects model for
comparison.
As the results in columns 4, 5, and 6 in Table 5.3 show, however, coefficient
estimates between FE and RE vary only very little across fixed and random effects
models. The coefficient of the key interaction between Power-sharing (cabinet) and
Aid is still positive and statistically significant. The coefficient is somewhat smaller
in the country FE model, which is to be expected given the limited within-variance
of Power-sharing (cabinet), but is of substantively similar size in the region FE model.
Consequently, even if we control for the unit heterogeneity between countries or
regions (or model them as a random variable in the RE models), the main hypothesized effects remain unchanged. This lends further support for my hypothesis that
governments with strong power-sharing governments respond to an increase in aid
flows by political liberalization.
In the Appendix, I report a series of additional robustness checks. (1) I systematically check for outliers and influential cases by calculating leverage scores, Cook’s
distance, and DFBETA scores. Those observations that exceed the respective critical
threshhold recommended in the literature are excluded (Fox 2008). The models
are reported in Table B.3 on page 283. (2) I reestimate the models from Table 5.2,
using interregnum-corrected Polity scores (cf. Plümper and Neumayer 2010) and
XPOLITY scores that account for violence bias in the Polity data (Vreeland 2008).118
The results are reported in the appendix in Table B.3. (3) To minimize the impact of
extreme values of my dependent variable, I estimate a logistic regression model in
which I collapse my dependent variable into a binary variable indicating whether a
country’s Polity score increases by at least three points after two years (= 1) or not
(=0).119 The results are reported in Table B.4 on page 284. (4) To explicitly control
whether time affects the observed relationship I reestimate Model 2 from Table 5.2
and include either a cubic time trend (Carter and Signorino 2010) or year fixed
117 Regional classification follows the World Bank (for a similiar approach, see Wright, Dietrich, and
Ariotti 2015) into these regions: Carribean, Central America, Central Asia, Eastern Africa, Eastern
Europe, Melanesia, Middle Africa, South-Eastern Asia, South America, Southern Africa, Southern Asia,
Southern Europe, Western Africa, Western Asia.
118 For a detailed explanation of why these biases might be problematic, see the appendix section A.1
on page 274.
119 A three point increase in the Polity score is widely used in the democratization literature to capture
short-term political liberalization processes (Wright 2009; Morrison 2009).
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effects that control for annual shocks. The results are reported in Table B.4. (5)
Finally, I check whether the aggregation procedure from monthly power-sharing
cabinet observations in PSED to annual scores affects the results as described in
subsection 4.3.1 (p. 113).
None of these robustness checks change the main finding: the product term
between Power-sharing and Aid remains positive, statistically significant, and is of
similar substantive size as in the models reported above.120 Thus, the evidence suggests that power-sharing governments and foreign aid together predict a positive,
but limited democratic development after conflict.

5.3.4

Addressing Endogeneity

The findings in the preceding sections may suffer from at least two sources of endogeneity, however, both relating to the non-random allocation of my key independent
variables, power-sharing and foreign aid. First, factors that determine whether
a country establishes power-sharing arrangements may also drive a country’s
propensity to initiate political reforms (in either democratic or autocratic directions).
Second, foreign aid is not allocated randomly. Rather it, is possible that foreign
aid is given in anticipation to political reform, for instance to prepare elections in a
post-conflict setting. I consider both sources of endogeneity and discuss remedies
to both in the following subsections.
Addressing Non-random Selection of Power-Sharing Through Matching
To address the problem of non-random selection of power-sharing, I employ matching techniques. They are preferrable to Heckman-style “treatment effect” models or
instrumental variable approaches for two reasons.
First, accounting for the endogenous nature of power-sharing governments
through a treatment effect model or an instrumental variables approach is extremely difficult due to the theoretical (not the econometric) requirements of these
approaches: an instrumental variable for power-sharing that fully satisfies the
exclusion restriction is very hard to find. Both power-sharing and political development are institutional variables that are closely related empirically and theoretically.
Consequently, any source of exogenous variation for power-sharing is very likely to
also affect democratization through other channels than power-sharing, thus violating
a key assumption of instrumental variable approaches (Angrist and Pischke 2015,
106-107). Matching, on the other hand, allows us to directly model the treatment
selection process using observable information.
The second advantage of matching in the context of power-sharing is that it
reduces imbalance across covariates in the data. Given that imbalance is especially
a threat to inference in the context of interaction models (Hainmueller, Mummolo,
and Xu 2016), balancing covariates to achieve overlapping variable space is a
worthwhile goal. Further, balancing covariates reduces model dependence, thus
120 The

product terms in these models yield similar marginal effects plots to Figure 5.5 (not reported).
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reducing bias caused by the researcher simply selecting one possible model that fits
data (Gelman and Hill 2007; Ho et al. 2006). Matching achieves balance by using an
algorithm to search for observations from the control group in the data set that are
sufficiently similar to treated observations. Observations that are not sufficiently
similar are dropped.121
I generate a matched data set, using nearest neighbour matching with a 2:1
control-to-treated ratio. Since I have only very few “treated” observations, i.e.
country-years in which power-sharing governments are implemented, the 2:1 ratio
ensures that I have enough observations to meaningfully estimate parameters
and associated standard errors. As King and Nielsen (2016) advise against the
use of propensity scores, I use Mahalanobis Distance Matching to calculate the
distance between observations. Matching is typically done on the same variables
included in the regression model (Ho et al. 2006) to ensure compatibility across
models. I therefore match on the pre-treatment variables, i.e. the value of the
following variables, measured in the first year of the post-conflict period: Aid /
GDP (log), Natural Resource Rents, Regime Type (Polity), Nonstate Conflict, Conflict
Intensity, GDP per capita (log), and Population (log). This matching process reveals
the “hidden experiment” (King and Nielsen 2016, 1) in the data at hand, by pruning
those observations with power-sharing in my data that do not have close matches
without power-sharing.
Matching achieves substantial reduction of imbalance in my dataset. Figure 5.7
visualizes the reduction of imbalance. It plots the absolute standardized difference
in means for the given covariates across treatment and control groups, i.e. countryyears with and without power-sharing. If the difference in means between treated
and control groups is large, imbalance can be a serious problem, because it “forces
us to rely more on the correctness of our model than we would have to if the
samples were balanced” (Gelman and Hill 2007, 200). Thus, the purpose of plots
like Figure 5.7 is to assess how well the matching algorithm performed in reducing
the imbalance, i.e. the standardized difference in means across treated and control
groups. Stuart (2010) and Rubin (2001) suggest that a reduction below a value
of 0.25 (depicted by the horizontal black line in Figure 5.7) in the standardized
difference in means is sufficient to achieve good balance. Figure 5.7 shows that in
the matched data set balance improves for all covariates. The balance improvement
is confirmed by more formal tests on covariate balance reported in Table B.5 in the
appendix (page 285).
I reestimate Models 2 and 4 from Table 5.2 on the matched data set and report the
results in Table 5.4. Even though matching relieves me of the necessity to include
additional control variables, including them allows me to account for residual
variance not captured by the matching process (Ho et al. 2006, 215), such as for
the Nonstate Conflict variable. I take the Power-sharing (binary) variable as powersharing indicator, since matching requires a binary treatment. However, estimations
that use the Power-sharing (cabinet) count variable on the matched data set yield
121 For

a more in-depth discussion of matching, see section 4.4 as well as Stuart 2010.
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Figure 5.7. Covariate Balance Before and After Matching
Nonstate Conflict

Aid / GDP (log)
Absolute Standardized Difference in Means

0.6

0.4

Population (log)
0.2

GDP / PC (log)
Nat. Res. Rents (log)

Conflict Intensity
0.0

Regime Type (Polity)
All Data

Matched Data

Note: The plot shows the balance improvement of all covariates with respect to their absolute standardized difference in means. Low values indicate that there is only very small difference in the covariates
between treated (i.e. country-years with power-sharing governemnts) and untreated / control groups
(i.e. country-years without power-sharing governments). The horizontal line at 0.25 is the suggested
desirable value for the minimum balance difference between treated and control groups (Rubin 2001;
Stuart 2010).

substantively similar results (not reported).
Results from the matched data set confirm my main findings: the coefficient
for the interaction term between Power-sharing and Aid is positive and statistically
significant and even somewhat larger than the comparable coefficient from Model 5
in Table 5.3. Marginal effects plots (not shown) similar to Figure 5.4 confirm that the
statistically significant coefficient translates into substantively significant regions of
variable coverage (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). Thus, the matching analyses
also indicate that more foreign aid to countries with power-sharing governments
is associated with limited democratic development. Under the assumption that I
matched on all observed confounders—which is a very strong assumption—the
matching analyses even suggest that this effect might indeed be a causal one. Yet the
endogenous nature of power-sharing is only one part of the problem, since my main
argument rests on the interaction between power-sharing and another, potentially
endogenous variable: foreign aid. I therefore turn to address the endogenous nature
of foreign aid in the subsequent section.
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Table 5.4. Matching results
(1) Polity
Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type
Num. obs.
R2
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

−2.01∗

(2) Freedom House

(0.86)
1.15∗∗∗
(0.33)
−0.36
(0.24)
−0.04
(0.27)
−0.04
(0.12)
0.15
(0.42)
−0.91
(0.56)
−0.02
(0.01)
0.80∗∗∗
(0.08)

−1.08∗∗
(0.35)
0.50∗∗∗
(0.14)
−0.12
(0.10)
0.20
(0.14)
−0.01
(0.09)
−0.44
(0.37)
−0.83∗
(0.33)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.18∗∗∗
(0.03)

108
0.79
0.77

108
0.62
0.59

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country are reported in parantheses. Intercepts estimated, but not reported. Matched variables are included as covariates to account for residual variance and to increase efficiency in the estimation, see Ho et al.
(2006, 215).

Addressing Aid Endogeneity Through Instrumental Variables
Foreign aid is not randomly distributed among states emerging from conflict. Instead, it follows donors’ strategic considerations as well as recipient need (Alesina
and Dollar 2000). This makes it difficult to disentangle cause and effect of foreign
aid on domestic outcomes: any correlation between more foreign aid and democratic reforms after conflict could be a product of a donor strategy that explicitly
rewards countries who already held clean elections, strengthened the judiciary,
and fought corruption. Alternatively, both large aid inflows and democratization
might be driven by omitted, unobserved variables, such as colonial history.122 Such
reverse causality and omitted variable bias constitute forms of endogeneity and
could bias my results. Even though my set of covariates (see section 4.4.2) was
selected to capture the bias induced by the most obvious variables, such as economic performance, population, regime type, or violence, we can never be sure to
observe all potential confounders. I confront these challenges to inference about
my aid variable through two strategies: longer time lags and instrumental variable
122 A possible scenario for such a pattern builds on the fact that former colonies receive considerably
more aid, on average, from their former colonial powers, such as France or the United Kingdom (Alesina
and Dollar 2000), and on the observation that former colonies are today, also on average, more democratic
than other countries in the developing world (Hariri 2012). Yet my fixed effects models in Table 5.3
should account for unobserved heterogeneity of such form.
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Table 5.5. Further Aid Lags
Polity
(1) 1 year
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid / GDP (log)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (Polity)

(2) 2 years

(3) 1 year

(4) 2 years

−0.09
(0.09)
−0.08
(0.15)
0.08∗
(0.03)
0.15
(0.34)
−0.15
(0.10)
0.12
(0.41)
0.29
(0.52)
−0.04+
(0.02)
0.84∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.05
(0.11)
−0.01
(0.14)
0.06+
(0.03)
0.29
(0.34)
−0.29∗
(0.12)
−0.06
(0.42)
0.33
(0.44)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.86∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.06∗∗

−0.08∗
(0.03)
0.04
(0.04)
0.03∗∗
(0.01)
0.05
(0.08)
−0.00
(0.03)
0.00
(0.10)
−0.22∗
(0.11)
−0.00
(0.01)

202
44
0.79

141
41
0.81

209
46
0.83

Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

Freedom House

(0.02)
−0.06
(0.04)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.08
(0.07)
−0.00
(0.04)
0.01
(0.08)
−0.32∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01
(0.00)
0.90∗∗∗
(0.04)

0.92∗∗∗
(0.03)
146
43
0.85

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Standard errors clustered by country. Freedom House scores have been inverted to increase comparability between Polity and FH (i.e. higher values indicate a higher level of democracy).

approach.
First, I reestimate the main models of Table 5.2 using longer lags for the aid
variable. This allows me to temporally disentangle my independent variable (aid)
and dependent variable (democratization) and rule out simultaneity bias and most
forms of reverse causality.123 I lag the Aid variable by one and two years and
re-estimate the models from Table 5.2.124 The results, presented in Table 5.5, are
generally consistent with the previous findings. Coefficient size, sign, and statistical
significant for the interaction term remain comparable to those of reported in
Table 5.2.

125

However, the findings need to be taken with caution, because the

lags increase the number of missing values and reduce the sample size. Overall
however, the further aid lags confirm my initial findings and suggest that they are
not driven by simultaneity bias.
My second strategy to account for the non-random allocation of foreign aid
123 “Most forms” because anticipation effects can constitute another form of reverse causality that
cannot be addressed through lags (Angrist and Pischke 2009, ch. 4).
124 For a similar approach, see Wright (2009)
125 Ideally, I would lag the Aid variable even further, to increase the temporal distance between
independent and dependent variable. Unfortunately, this is prevented by the structure of my data set.
Since the first observation in each country is by definition the first post-conflict year, further temporal
lags would be based on country-years during the conflict. This would systematically bias the results
since conflict-years receive less aid than post-conflict years (see, e.g., Figure 4.1 on page 98).
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is an IV/2SLS approach. The basic idea underlying the 2SLS approach is to find
one or several variables that determine the allocation of aid, but are uncorrelated
with the initiation of political reforms. This eliminates the bias of the original Aid
variable that might result from reverse causality or selection problems and produces
consistent estimates for Aid. I employ an instrument proposed by Harding and
Venables (2010) that exploits the donor-recipient-specific long-term aid relationship
and year-specific total budget variation by donors.126 This instrument captures the
“push” factors of aid, that is variation in the supply-side of aid.
Harding and Venables’ aid instrument takes the following form:
N

zidt = sid

∑

adt

(5.3)

i =1

sid represents a long-term share of foreign aid by donor d to country i over the period
1980 to 2010. adt gives us all bilateral aid by donor d to all countries in my sample
except recipient country i in year t. Multiplying sid with ∑iN=1 adt gives an estimate
of exogenous aid flows to country i in year t. The idea behind this is instrument is
as follows: the time-variation in adt is a function of the overall aid budget of donor
d in year t. Since a donor’s overall aid budget is likely to be driven by domestic and
international political considerations independent from the prospect of political
reforms in recipient country i, the variation in at should be exogenous to a change
in democracy scores. Similarly, since sid is a long-term average of bilateral aid flows
between donor and recipient, it should also be exogenous to short-term variation in
democracy scores. Consequently, we can compute zidt as a time-varying estimate of
bilateral aid flows by donor d to country i in year t.
To arrive at an exogenous estimate of the total annual aid flows to i, I compute
Zit , the sum of zidt for the 30 largest donors in my sample:
30

Zit =

∑

zidt

(5.4)

d =1

The two-stage least-squares equations then take the following form:
Aidi,t = Xi,t + Zit + µit

(5.5)

ˆ
Democracy Scoresit2 = Aid/GDP
+
ˆ
Aid/GDP
∗ Power-Sharing+

(5.6)

X+e
In the first stage, I regress Aid on all the explanatory variables X in the base specification (Equation 5.2) plus the exogenous instrument Zit as given by Equation 5.3
ˆ
and Equation 5.4.127 In the second stage, I use the predicted values for Aid, Aid,
126 For
127 The

another application of this instrumental variable, see Hodler and Raschky (2014).
Power-sharing (cabinet) variable is included in X.
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Figure 5.8. The Relationship between Foreign Aid and Aid (Instrumented)

Aid (AidData) Log
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Aid (instrumented) Log
Note: Each data point represents one country-year. The correlation between both variables is ρ = 0.73, ( p < 0.001),
represented by the blue regression line. The grey area represents a 95% confidence band around the regression line.

ˆ to GDP and interact the
generate the natural log of the respective ratio of Aid
variable with Power-sharing (cabinet).
The exclusion criterion discussed above (i.e. the instrument should affect the
outcome only through its relationship with the endogenous variable), can only
be assessed theoretically or through the technical construction of the variable.
The strength of the instrument—i.e. the quality of the relationship between the
instrument and the endogenous variable—however, can be evaluated empirically.
I do so in several steps, following the recommendations by Angrist and Pischke
(2009, ch. 4). First, I plot Zit against my Aid variable in Figure 5.8. The plot shows
that there is a strong and linear relationship between the instrumented aid variable
and my original aid variable. However, the plot also shows that there is variation
between instrumented and actual aid values, suggesting that we observe higher (or
lower) aid levels in some country-years, than our unbiased aid value would suggest.
The Zit value therefore represents the unbiased value of aid for these country-years.
A second test of instrument strength is to see how well the instrumental variable
serves as a predictor for the endogenous independent variable of interest in a
regression model of the form of Equation 5.5. I report the first-stage findings in
the appendix in Table B.6 (p. 286), with a clear result: the instrument is a strong
predictor of the endogenous aid variable. Another test of instrument strength is the
reduced form regression, in which the researcher directly includes the instrumental
variable in the second stage regression. As Angrist and Pischke (2009, 213) note, “if
you can’t see the causal relation of interest in the reduced form, it’s probably not
there.” The results reported in the appendix (Table B.6) confirm this expectation:
the coefficient of the interaction term between Power-sharing (cabinet) and Aid is of
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Table 5.6. 2SLS: Second Stage Results
(1) Polity
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid / GDP (log)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type
Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald F statistic
Adj. R2
Num. obs.
∗∗∗ p

(2) Freedom House

(0.11)
0.38
(0.26)
0.12∗∗
(0.04)
0.40
(0.46)
0.08
(0.15)
−0.25
(0.47)
−0.38
(0.47)
−0.04+
(0.02)
0.80∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.11∗∗
(0.04)
0.16∗∗
(0.05)
0.04∗∗
(0.01)
0.13
(0.09)
0.04
(0.04)
−0.22+
(0.13)
−0.35∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01
(0.00)
0.83∗∗∗
(0.04)

40.65
0.75
260

40.65
0.78
260

−0.21+

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Standard errors clustered by country. Freedom House scores have been inverted to
increase comparability between Polity and FH (i.e. higher values indicate a higher level of
democracy).

similar size, sign, and level of statistical significance as in the respective original
models in Table 5.2.
A final test of instrument strength is the F-statistic from the first-stage regressions.
I report the Kleibergen Paap F-statistic, which is robust to serial correlation and
heteroskedasticity (Angrist and Pischke 2009, 213), in Table 5.6 together with the
second stage results of 2SLS estimations of Equation 5.6. 128 The F-statistic is
well above the critical value of 10 (Staiger and Stock 1997), indicating sufficient
instrument strength.
The second stage results reported in Table 5.6 confirm my original findings: the
coefficients for the interaction between Power-sharing (cabinet) and Aid is again of
similar size, sign, and statistical significance as the original coefficients in Table 5.2.
Both coefficients for the interaction terms are slightly larger in size: in Model 1 in
Table 5.6 the coefficient for the interaction is 0.12 ( p < 0.001) as opposed to the
original coefficient of 0.11 in Model 2, Table 5.2. Similarly, the coefficient for the
interaction term in the Freedom House is 0.04 ( p < 0.05) as opposed to 0.02 in
Table 5.2.
These diverging coefficient sizes suggest that my original findings might be
downward biased, thus underestimating the strength of the conditional effect of
128 2SLS estimations were conducted with Baum et al.’s’ ivreg2 routine for Stata (Baum, Schaffer, and
Stillman 2016) and the felm command in R (Gaure 2013).
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foreign aid and power-sharing on post-conflict democratization. This is consistent
with theoretical expectations and the nature of aid allocation: since donors prefer to
give aid to more democratic countries, the effect of aid on democratization might
seem smaller than it actually is. The preceding instrumental variables corrects for
this implicit downward bias and uncovers the unbiased relationship. This bias is
relatively small however (as is indicated by the relatively small differences between
coefficients).
Two caveats need to be kept in mind when interpreting the results from my
instrumental variable estimations. The first caveat is the fact that the instrumental
variable regressions reported in Table 5.6 only uncover the so-called Local Average
Treatment Effect (LATE) in the population, not the overall average treatment effect.
Formally, “LATE is the average treatment effect for individuals whose treatment
status is influenced by changing an exogenous regressor that satisfies an exclusion restriction” (Imbens and Angrist 1994, 467). In practice, this means that the
coefficients for the Aid variable and the interaction term between Power-sharing
(cabinet) and Aid in Table 5.6 represent the causal effect of aid on a change in Polity
scores only for those countries in which aid levels are sufficiently changed by my
instrumental variable, i.e. the combination of donors’ long-run aid averages and
short-term aid budget fluctuations. Thus, my 2SLS / IV results do not generalize to
the full set of countries but should be interpreted with that restriction in mind.
The second caveat is that my theoretical model as well as my empirical approach
rest on the interaction between two potentially endogenous variables, power-sharing
and foreign aid. While I have treated the endogeneity of both as separate problems
empirically, they are, in fact, not separable in the real world. However, to my
knowledge, no approach exist to model simultaneous endogeneity in the context
of an interactive relationship econometrically. Thus, since I cannot account for the
simultaneous endogeneity empirically, I refrain from a fully causal interpretation
that is based on the two separate approaches and settle on mere “suggestion” of
causality, for the lack of a better term.

5.4

Discussion and Conclusion

Why would former battlefield adversaries agree to initiate democratic reforms in
the aftermath of violent conflict? And what role play external aid flows and joint
rebel-government cabinets in this decision process? In the previous chapters, I have
argued theoretically that the effect of power-sharing and foreign aid on political
development should be observable as joint effect. In this chapter I have collected
several pieces of empirical evidence that support this argument (see Table 5.7 for an
overview).
The first result worth highlighting is, more or less, a null finding. Powersharing governments and foreign aid individually do not seem to drive post-conflict
democratization. While I find some evidence that power-sharing on its own is
weakly positively associated with democratization measured as an improvement
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Table 5.7. Main Findings of Chapter 5

Individual
Effects

Interaction
Effect (Main
hypothesis)

Hypothesis

Finding

Notes

H1a/b: More extensive
power-sharing
arrangements are
associated with more/less
political development
towards democracy.

No clear
finding

Positive coefficient is not
robust to FH scores as
dependent variable

H2a/b: More foreign aid
to a post-conflict country
is associated with
more/less political
development towards
democracy.

No support

no stat. significant
findings

H3: More foreign aid to
post-conflict countries
with extensive
power-sharing
governments is associated
with limited
democratization

Strongly
Supported

Finding robust to both
Polity and FH measures,
robustness checks, fixed
and random effects,
matching, and
instrumental variable
analysis

in Polity scores, this finding is not particularly robust to using Freedom House
scores as dependent variable or different model specifications (see section 5.2).
The findings for the individual effect of foreign aid are even less informative.
Neither aggregated aid measures, nor disaggregated by type, seem to affect political
development either positively or negatively (see section 5.2). These null findings
are in line with theoretical expectations as formulated in the competing hypotheses
1a/1b and 2a/2b: political and economic incentives cancel each other out and
become only visible once we look at the two variables together.
The main finding of this chapter is that the effect of foreign aid and powersharing on post-conflict democratization is mutually conditional. In section 5.3,
I present robust statistical evidence that power-sharing positively drives democratization only at high levels of foreign aid. Since this interaction is symmetrical,
foreign aid is also positively associated with post-conflict democratic reforms the
more rebels participate in the post-conflict power-sharing cabinet.
I interpret this conditional effect as an empirical reflection of the rent-seeking/
democracy dilemma outlined above: Elites can either democratize—and risk losing
office through electoral competition, but enjoy continuation of aid flows—or they
defy donor conditionalities, secure their grip on power, but risk losing aid revenue
when donors withdraw. As a consequence, they will agree to reforms that are
high on donor agendas, such as elections, but restrict reforms in other areas. This
dilemma is particularly strong in power-sharing governments, as they increase
the number of actors with access to the state budget and introduce a limited time
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horizon. The positive, but substantively limited change in democracy scores that I
find in this chapter—I report a one to three point improvement on the Polity scale,
instead of a larger effect—reflects this pattern.
My main finding on the conditional effect of power-sharing and aid on democratization after civil conflict speaks to the broader literature about post-conflict
democratization (e.g. Wantchekon 2004; Zürcher et al. 2013) and to the more recent
scholarship on power-sharing and post-conflict democracy (see e.g. Hartzell and
Hoddie 2015). The findings presented here help us to put in context Zürcher et al.’s
notion of “adoption costs,” which they define as “perceived costs to domestic political actors of adopting democracy.” Their concept of “costs” is defined as “degree
to which the terms of the peace settlement and the content of the peacebuilding
package will affect of their physical security and the achievement of their primary
political objectives.” (Zürcher et al. 2013, 29; original emphasis). In their model of
post-conflict democratization, Zürcher et al. argue that international actors can only
shape post-conflict democratization if they are able to lower adoption costs, thus
making post-conflict democratization less “costly” for domestic elites. But they only
vaguely operationalize the category “primary political objective” and leave it open
to for operationalization in the case studies. The theory and findings presented in
this and the subsequent chapters, demonstrate that a focus on political survival in
office coupled with economic motivations to keep this political office allows us to
successfuly model such adoption costs across a wider range of cases.
The findings of this chapter also complement more recent findings on the specific effects of power-sharing on post-conflict democracy by Hartzell and Hoddie
(2015). Specifically, Hartzell and Hoddie (2015) lament the lack of data on the
actual implementation of power-sharing arrangements (p. 64-65) and that “we
still know relatively little about what happens to those minimalist democracies in
the years that follow [the transition to democracy]” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015,
66). This chapter addresses both gaps. Using detailed data on the implementation of power-sharing governments from the PSED project (Ottmann and Vüllers
2015a and see subsection 4.3.1), I show that the extent to which power-sharing
governments democratize is relatively limited. Further, this effect is conditional
on substantial aid commitments by the international community which contextualizes the precise conditions under which power-sharing is conducive to democracy.
The findings in this chapter therefore complement Hartzell and Hoddie’s findings
by precisely defining the conditions under which power-sharing can lead to limited democratization—namely when coupled with large aid inflows and political
conditionalities.
Finally, the results in this chapter add to the study of the impact of foreign aid on
democratization. Specifically, they contribute to two debates: the first is the ongoing
debate on aid effectiveness and the effect of aid on democratic political institutions
(Altincekic and Bearce 2014; Bermeo 2016; Knack 2004; Wright 2009). The second is
the emerging literature on the conditional effect of local institutions on aid outcomes
(Bader and Faust 2014; Wright 2009, 2010). My contribution to the first debate is
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largely empirical: while the literature has paid great attention to democratization
across a sample of all countries over longer time periods, systematic, this chapter
adds statistical evidence on the impact of aid on democratization after conflict which
has been missing in the literature so far. My contribution to the debate on conditional aid effects is both theoretical and empirical: theoretically, I show that taking
the political economy of aid recipients seriously can fruitfully guide our thinking
about power-sharing, aid and democratization to produce concrete expectations
when more aid will lead to democratic reforms, and what kind of reforms. This
lends further credence to a more nuanced approach about aid effectiveness that
explicitly takes into account the institutional environment in which donors operate.
The findings presented in this chapter therefore shed light on the form of and
conditions under which popular government can emerge after war (Wantchekon
2004). Nevertheless, the findings remain incomplete. While I find that powersharing and aid jointly predict positive, limited democratic change, we do not
precisely know which elements of political development elites reform and which
they restrict. Building on the theory tested in this chapter, my main proposition is
that the “positive” part of this chapter’s findings should be reflected in a pattern
where power-sharing elites targeted with large amounts of aid will hold relatively
clean elections. At the same time, the “limited ” part of this finding should be
reflected by limits in the rule of law and provision of largely private goods to their
supporters to increase chances of electoral victory.
I interpret the positive, but substantively small effect on Polity (and FH) scores
documented in this chapter as a first piece of empirical support for this proposition.
Clean elections should drive the positive part of these Polity scores; with heavily
manipulated elections, Polity scores would likely be negative as free and fair elections constitute a core component of the index (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015).
Yet the scores are not strongly positive, likely because other elements that comprise
the Polity index are missing, such as the rule of law and impartial public goods
provision. To investigate whether this interpretation is correct, I therefore turn to a
detailed analysis of election quality, rule of law, and public goods provision in the
subsequent chapters.

Chapter 6

Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid
and Post-Conflict Election
Quality

Do not mistake that the ballot is stronger than the bullet.
Speech Delivered Before the First Republican State Convention
of Illinois, Bloomington, May 29, 1856
Abraham Lincoln (1905, 256)

Ever since Abraham Lincoln’s memorable quote, academics, journalists, and activists have used the vivid juxtaposition of “ballots vs. bullets” to illustrate the
foundational principle of elections as an explicitly nonviolent mechanism to manage political conflict.129 It is this feature of nonviolent conflict management that
makes elections so relevant in post-conflict societies where violence instead of votes
has characterized the competition over political power. The mere fact that votes
replace violence as instruments of determining political office, however, does not
mean that elections will automatically work flawlessly. Instead, politicians have
numerous incentives to manipulate election outcomes in their favor— particularly
in an environment in which they have reasons to fear that their electoral opponent
might turn into a battlefield opponent after losing an election. What determines
electoral manipulation in these contexts?
The goal of this chapter is to collect empirical evidence that helps to answer this
question, focusing on the role of power-sharing governments and aid in determining post-conflict election quality. Starting where the previous chapter left off, this
chapter connects to the wider theme of this study: that power-sharing and foreign
aid jointly lead to more, but ultimately limited post-conflict democratic develop129 See,

for instance, Adhikari (2014); Dube and Naidu (2015); Malcolm X (1964); Norris (2002).
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ment. It provides evidence that the “more democratic” part of this argument is
reflected by freer and fairer elections.
My explanation for why power-sharing and aid jointly improve post-conflict
election quality rests on the notion of a rent-seeking/democracy dilemma that
characterizes post-conflict politics. Foreign aid that is conditional on democratic
reforms focuses to a large extent on holding clean elections. As power-sharing
increases rent-seeking incentives of all actors included, power-sharing governments
are more susceptible to donors who threaten to withdraw aid if post-conflict elites
violate electoral integrity. In addition, through technical assistance, such as election
monitoring, or election infrastructure, foreign aid should improve the monitoring
function provided by the power-sharing government. Thus, my main expectation
is that higher levels of foreign aid to elections held in the context of extensive
power-sharing governments should be associated with cleaner elections.
The chapter is structured as follows. I first explore the independent effects of
power-sharing and foreign aid (section 6.1). The section establishes a baseline finding against which I can compare the interaction effect of power-sharing and aid on
election quality—which I analyze in the subsequent section (section 6.2). The chapter closes with a discussion of the broader empirical and theoretical contributions
of the findings (section 6.3).

6.1

Individual Effects

I do not have strong theoretical expectations about the individual effects of both
power-sharing and foreign aid. Similar to their individual relationship with democratic development in general (see previous chapter), the political and economic
incentives generated by power-sharing and aid inflows should cancel each other
out:
Politically, power-sharing allows parties to the agreement to better monitor each
other’s behavior and detect cheating in the form of election manipulation. Economically, however, participants in the power-sharing government face potential loss
of rent income from the state if they are voted out of office. From this perspective,
elites have incentives to put their finger on the electoral scale to sway the ballots
in their favor. Similarly, aid flows can improve election quality through technical
assistance, election monitors, impartial information about the election processes (e.g.
through media assistance programs), political conditionalities. But large volumes of
development aid can also induce an aid curse: to continue their access to aid rents,
elites might be tempted to rig elections. Consequently, my main hypothesis focuses
only on the joint effect of both variables together (see Hypothesis 4 on page 82).
Before taking a closer look at this interactive relationship between power-sharing
and aid, it is nevertheless useful to explore their individual relationships with
election quality. This helps to put the joint effect in relation to a baseline model
and to get a general idea about the distribution of election quality in the sample.
Figure 6.1 plots the bivariate relationship between power-sharing, aid, and election
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NELDA Election Quality Index

NELDA Election Quality Index

Figure 6.1. Election Quality, Power-Sharing Governments, and Aid: Individual
Patterns
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Note: Left Panel: The rhombus-shaped, red points represent means of the distribution of NELDA
Election Quality Index scores. Higher values indicate higher election quality. Right Panel: x-axis depicts
Aid/GDP in log points. Data points have been slightly jittered to improve visibility.

quality for individual elections. Election quality is measured on the 9-point NELDA
Election Quality Index scale (see subsection 4.2.2, p. 105). Higher scores imply
cleaner elections: a score of 9 means that none of the nine elements of the electoral
cycle identified in subsection 4.2.2 were violated in an election. Two patterns are
visible in the plot.
First, elections in post-conflict countries are surprisingly little fraudulent. The
plot indicates that many elections indeed score with the maximum number of 8 or 9
points on the NELDA scale; indicating no or only little election fraud. Given the
logistical challenges of holding elections in post-conflict contexts and the fragile
social context, this is somewhat surprising. In comparison to a global sample of elections after 1989, the post-conflict elections in my sample are, however, on average of
lower quality. The mean NELDA election quality score in the post-conflict sample
is 7.2, whereas the mean in the global NELDA sample (excluding post-conflict
elections) is 7.6. This does not necessarily mean that all observed elections in the
sample are flawless; indeed, successful election manipulation should be hidden
from public sight and consequently from empirical measurement (Simpser 2014,
65). The numbers should therefore be taken as conservative estimates of the true
extent of manipulation, which is likely to be higher.
Second, we nevertheless observe variation in election quality across post-conflict
countries with and without power-sharing governments. The left panel of Figure 6.1
shows that elections in the context of power-sharing are, on average, of higher
quality than elections without power-sharing. The difference in means, indicated
by the rombus shape in each boxplot, is statistically significant at the 10% level,
but substantively small (about half a point on the 9-point scale). The individual
correlation between foreign aid and election quality, shown on the right panel

6.1. Individual Effects

170

Table 6.1. Individual Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict
Election Quality
Model 1
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Model 5

Model 6

0.12∗

0.10+

0.11∗

(0.05)

(0.05)

(0.05)

0.13∗
(0.05)

−0.12
(0.09)
0.47
(0.38)

−0.18∗
(0.09)

−0.14
(0.09)

Power-Sharing (senior)

Model 2

0.42∗∗
(0.14)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)
Aid/GDP (log)

−0.08
(0.09)

−0.09
(0.09)

Model 3

0.15∗
(0.07)
−0.07
(0.09)

DGA/GDP (log)

Model 4

Program Aid / GDP (log)

0.36
(0.42)

Budget Aid / GDP (log
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

−0.03+
(0.01)
0.31∗
(0.15)
−2.52∗∗
(0.83)
−0.68
(0.49)
0.06
(0.22)
−0.24
(0.24)

−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.29+
(0.15)
−2.47∗∗
(0.82)
−0.65
(0.47)
0.07
(0.21)
−0.22
(0.24)

−0.02
(0.01)
0.32∗
(0.16)
−2.56∗∗
(0.84)
−0.66
(0.50)
0.06
(0.22)
−0.25
(0.24)

−0.03+
(0.02)
0.28+
(0.16)
−2.48∗∗
(0.81)
−0.72
(0.49)
0.09
(0.21)
−0.18
(0.25)

−0.03+
(0.02)
0.31∗
(0.16)
−2.46∗∗
(0.82)
−0.78+
(0.46)
0.09
(0.22)
−0.13
(0.30)

0.31
(0.27)
−0.03∗
(0.01)
0.27+
(0.15)
−2.55∗∗
(0.88)
−0.77
(0.50)
0.09
(0.22)
−0.18
(0.24)

142
41
0.17

142
41
0.19

142
41
0.16

142
41
0.18

142
41
0.17

142
41
0.18

∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1
Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country. Intercept estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is the
NELDA Election Quality Index.

Figure 6.1 is less informative. Even though the regression line indicates a small, but
negative association, the correlation between the two variables is extremely small
(-0.06) and statistically insignificant. To further probe these patterns, I therefore
estimate a regression model of the following form:
Election Qualityit = β 0 + β 1 Power-Sharingit + β 2 Aidit−1 + Xit + eit

(6.1)

where Election Qualityit is a placeholder for both the NELDA Election Quality score
and the V-Dem Clean Election Index in election round i on election date t. β 1 represents the effect of the number of rebel seats in the Power-Sharing government
on election quality. The coefficient β 2 represent the effect of (different types of)
aid, measured in constant 2011 USD and normalized by recipient GDP. Xit is a
vector of control variables that includes all the major control variables discussed
in section 4.4.2. Since I conceptualize election quality as a constitutive component
of political development, I employ the same control variables as in the previous
chapter. eit is a random error term. Models are estimated with OLS and robust standard errors clustered on the country level to account for serial correlation among
elections within the same country/year.
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Table 6.1 reports the results from different specifications of Equation 6.1. Overall,
the patterns from the bivariate relationship reported in Figure 6.1 are confirmed
by the regression models: across Models 1 to 3, different types of power-sharing
governments, measured as the number of cabinet seats held by rebel, are positively
and statistically significantly related to election quality. Thus, holding all else
constant, a higher number of rebel seats in a power-sharing cabinet predicts cleaner
elections. This effect seems to be strongest for senior level power-sharing: the
coefficient of 0.42 (p < 0.01) indicates that an additional seat of senior level powersharing increases election quality by about half a point on the 9-point NELDA
election quality scale. The effect of overall power-sharing is more modest, however:
the coefficient for Power-Sharing (cabinet), suggest that an additional seat of any
type of power-sharing is associated with a 0.12 increase in the NELDA election
quality score. Nonsenior power-sharing seats have a similar effect size (0.15). This
positive and statistically significant independent effect of power-sharing is robust to
different specifications of the power-sharing variable, both for NELDA and V-Dem
election quality indicators (see Table C.1 in the Appendix; p. 289).
Overall this effect size is relatively small. Consider the effect for senior level
power-sharing: the average number of senior rebel seats is around three in the
election sample. Moving from zero to three rebel seats in a senior power-sharing
cabinet thus suggests an increase in the 9-point NELDA quality index of about 1.26
points; an effect which is even smaller for the other types of power-sharing. The
evidence thus suggests a small, but positive independent effect of power-sharing
on election quality.
How can we make sense of this finding? A possible explanation can be found
in the type of elections parties in a transition power-sharing government typically
face: concurrent elections and sunset elections.
In concurrent elections, cabinet seats are fixed for each warring group and elections primarily determine the persons who are supposed to fill the fixed seats or
elections only determine the composition of the legislature. This type of elections
typically takes place during the interim period of power-sharing governments. The
Bosnian elections on 14 September 1996 exemplify this type of elections: while the
1995 Dayton agreement guaranteed each of the three warring parties a separate
presidency (the three presidents would subsequently form a joint government)
executive elections still determined the individual presidencies for each group. Elections were organized by Bosniaks, Bosnian Croats and Serbs individually (Manning
2004). Since participation in government is guaranteed and elections determine
only which individual group representative can participate in the government,
incentives for manipulation are lower.130
In contrast, sunset elections elections truly mark the end of an interim powersharing coalition. In these elections there is true competition over office, since
guarantees from the power-sharing agreement expire (Sisk 2008, 254). Thus stakes
130 They do not disappear completely, since the individual politicians within the groups still have
incentives to remain in office.
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are higher for rebels who might now have to compete peacefully for the first
time as regular political party. One example are the Nepalese elections for the
constituent assembly in April 2008 which ended the transitional power-sharing
government that had been established in 2006 to end the Maoist insurgency. In
sunset elections, uncertainty over the outcome is higher. Consequently, parties have
higher incentives to manipulate elections in order to remain in office.
The election sample encompasses both types of elections—and power-sharing
parties face less economic incentives to manipulate concurrent elections. Consequently, the positive individual effect of power-sharing on election quality might
reflect the fact that the political and economic incentives do not completely cancel
each other out. Instead, the economic incentives thus seem to be weaker when it
comes to election manipulation in the context of power-sharing governments.
The results for the aid variables in Models 3 to 6 confirm the weak relationship
depicted in Figure 6.1: in almost no model, the different aid variables are statistically
significant predictors of election quality. The aid variable becomes statistically
significant in Model 5 which includes program aid (which is itself not statistically
significant). Since this pattern does not hold across the other models it is not
conclusive evidence for an independent aid effect.131 These results are substantively
similar when using the V-Dem Clean Election Index as dependent variable (results
are reported in the Appendix; see Table C.2, p. 289).132
In sum, we observe a small but weakly robust independent effect of powersharing on election quality and inconclusive findings for the individual effect of
aid. The question, however, is whether these individual patterns are substantially
altered when we look at their joint effect, as the theory suggests.

6.2

Interaction Effects

Hypothesis 4 developed in subsection 3.3.1 states that elites in extensive powersharing governments who receive large aid inflows should hold cleaner elections.
I postulate several mechanisms why this should be the case. First, in the context
of strong power-sharing arrangements, higher levels of foreign aid “lubricate”
the monitoring function generated by power-sharing cabinets, decreasing parties’
incentives to manipulate elections by providing better information and technical
election assistance to the participants of the power-sharing coalition.
Second, cleaner elections provide a partial solution to the rent-seeking/democracy
dilemma identified in the theory chapter: Elites in power-sharing governments are
likely to respond positively to donors who condition aid disbursements on holding
clean elections, if continued access to state rents depends on their compliance with
these demands. To address the dilemma that clean election also imply uncertainty
over elites’ position in office, the theory offers two predictions: First, I expect that
131 The lack of statistical significance could also be due to multicollinearity among the aid variables
(Fox 2008). But inspection of variance inflation factors does not reveal any indication of multicollinearity.
132 Table C.2 reports somewhat more statistically significant effect for the aid variable when using
V-Dem, an effect which not visible when using the NELDA data however (see above).
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Figure 6.2. Foreign Aid and Election Quality in Election Rounds with and without
Power-Sharing
No Power-Sharing
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NELDA Election Quality Index
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Note: The plot shows the relationship between election quality against aid in % of GDP in countries with and without
power-sharing and the NELDA Election Quality Index. The blue line is a regression of election quality on aid with
95% confidence bands. Each data point represents one election. Data points have been slightly jittered to improve
visibility.

elites who improve election quality, will stall rule of law reforms and provide
private goods in order to be able to win the elections—a prediction which will be
tested in the subsequent chapters. Second, I expect that elites do not necessarily implement completely free and fair elections, but only to an extent that satisfies donor
demands, but might still allow them win elections. The analysis of the individual
effects presented in the previous section adds a third interpretation: since elections
sometimes are concurrent and do not directly jeopardize a group’s participation in
government, elites face less incentives to manipulate these elections which makes it
easier for them to comply with donor demands for elections. Thus, more aid should
be positively related to cleaner elections in power-sharing governments as opposed
to other types of post-conflict governments.
Is this argument supported by the data? Figure 6.2 plots the bivariate relationship between aid and election quality for elections with and without power-sharing
governments using the NELDA Election Quality Index. The figure is consistent
with the argument above: foreign aid is associated with higher electoral quality in
the context of power-sharing.133 Interestingly, the picture also shows that foreign
aid has a negative association with election quality when it is not allocated in the
context of a power-sharing government.
While the opposite slopes of the regression lines in Figure 6.2 hint at a strong
interactive relationship between power-sharing, aid, and election quality, the plot
also shows that the number of elections in the context of power-sharing is relatively
low. Thus, the pattern might be susceptible to outliers—something I will explicitly
133 The

pattern holds also for V-Dem’s Clean Election Index.
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address through formal outlier diagnostics below. Further, the relationship depicted
in Figure 6.2 might be driven by unobserved variables. To take these unobserved
variables into account, I turn to a multivariate analysis next.
Model Specification
I introduce an interaction term between Power-Sharing and Aid to Equation 6.1.
Formally, the model thus takes the following form:
Election Qualityit = β 0 + β 1 Aidit−1 + β 2 Power-Sharingit +
β 3 Aidit−1 ∗ Power-Sharingit + Xit + eit

(6.2)

with the same notation as in Equation 6.1. Unless noted otherwise, the vector of
control variables Xit contains the same covariates as specified in section 4.4.2. I
modify Xit in robustness checks below to account for election-specific potential
confounders, such as election monitors or election type. Models are estimated
with OLS and clustered standard errors by country to account for serial correlation
between elections in the same country. The coefficient of interest is β 3 , i.e. the
coefficient of the interaction term, which I expect to be positive.

6.2.1

Results

The results, reported in Table 6.2, are consistent with the theoretical expectations:
foreign aid is associated with higher electoral quality in the context of stronger
power-sharing governments. This is reflected by the positive, and statistically
significant interaction terms across Models 1 to 4, both when using NELDA and
V-Dem election quality indices as dependent variable and binary and count versions
of the power-sharing variable.
Thus, the findings of the previous section are qualified: power-sharing is indeed
associated with improved electoral quality, but this effect is most strongly visible in
the context of large aid flows. The negative and statistically significant coefficient
for Power-Sharing in Table 6.2 implies that power-sharing has indeed a negative
effect in the complete absence of foreign aid. The improved adjusted R2 of Model 2
in Table 6.2 (from 0.17 to 0.19) as well as a statistically significant F-test for model
comparisons between Model 1 from Table 6.1 and Model 2 from Table 6.2 suggest
that the model with an interaction term between aid and power-sharing measured
as rebel seats in the post-conflict cabinet is the better model in terms of explained
variance in the dependent variable.
I plot the marginal effect of both power-sharing and foreign aid conditional
on varying values of the other variable in Figure 6.3. The left panel of Figure 6.3
plots the marginal effect of power-sharing on electoral quality at different levels of
foreign aid. We can see that at very low levels of foreign aid, the marginal effect, i.e.
the regression coefficient of power-sharing, is negative. That means that, if aid is
very low, additional rebel seats in power-sharing governments are associated with
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Table 6.2. The Interactive Effect of Aid and Power-Sharing on Election Quality
NELDA Election Quality
(1)
Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid

(1.12)
1.49∗∗∗
(0.43)

Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

(4)

−0.24∗
(0.11)
0.17∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.12
(0.08)
−0.03∗
(0.01)
0.33∗
(0.15)
−2.48∗∗
(0.80)
−0.47
(0.45)
0.08
(0.21)
−0.20
(0.23)

−0.02+
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.25∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.02
(0.05)
0.03∗
(0.01)
0.02
(0.02)

−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.24∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.01)
0.02
(0.02)

142
41
0.21

142
41
0.18

141
41
0.53

141
41
0.49

Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid

Nat. Res. Rents

(3)

−0.22∗
(0.09)
0.12∗∗∗
(0.04)
−0.08
(0.09)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.29+
(0.15)
−2.46∗∗
(0.80)
−0.58
(0.49)
0.07
(0.21)
−0.18
(0.25)

Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Aid/GDP (log)

(2)

−2.97∗∗

V-Dem Clean Elections Index

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not reported.

less free and fair elections.
The left panel of Figure 6.3 also includes a blue, long-dashed horizontal line
that represents the effect of power-sharing at the median value of foreign aid. This
allows us to compare the results of the individual effect of aid with the interaction
effect (Pepinsky 2017). We see that the effect is marginally positive (0.03) whereas
the interaction effect (and its confidence intervals) cover a much greater range.
This is additional evidence that the positive independent effect of power-sharing
identified in section 6.1 masks a strong interactive relationship.
The middle panel of Figure 6.3 plots the marginal coefficients of foreign aid at
different levels of power-sharing, i.e. different number of seats of power-sharing.
We observe that an one-unit increase foreign aid134 is associated with higher election
quality as the number of rebels in the power-sharing government increases. Here
too, however, the interaction effect is based on a low number of cases, as indicated by
the histogram and wide confidence intervals. Hainmueller et al. (2016) suggest that
inference for interaction effects relies on sufficient common support, i.e. overlapping
data points of the two interacting variables. I therefore also estimate the interaction
term with a binary power-sharing variable which increases overlap. The results are
134 Since aid is measured in log points, a one unit increase corresponds to a 1% increase in total aid
levels.
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Figure 6.3. Marginal Effect Plots for the Interaction between Foreign Aid and
Power-Sharing
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Note: Left and middle panel plot estimated marginal coefficients of Power-Sharing and Aid on Election Quality, based
on Model 2 from Table 6.2, i.e. the dependent variable is the NELDA Election Quality Index. Dashed lines indicate 90%
confidence intervals. The underlying histogram depicts the distribution of observations in the sample on the variable
on the x-axis. The right panel plots the marginal effect of foreign aid in the context of a power-sharing, measured as a
binary variable (90% confidence intervals).

plotted in the right panel of Figure 6.3. The substantive results remain, however: in
the context of power-sharing governments, an increase in foreign aid is associated
with higher election quality.
How do the marginal coefficients reported in Figure 6.3 translate to real-world
values in election quality scores? Figure 6.4 answers this question. In Figure 6.4, I
plot simulated values of the V-Dem Clean Election Index at different values of my
main independent variables.135 The left panel of Figure 6.4 plots predicted values
on the Clean Election Index for high and low values of foreign aid at varying numbers
of rebel seats in the power-sharing government. It shows that as the number of
rebels in the power-sharing government increases the amount of aid a post-conflict
country receives makes a marked difference in the predicted election quality. For as
few as five rebels in a post-conflict power-sharing government, the model predicts
that the difference between 1% and 30% in aid as GDP translates to a difference
a Clean Election Index score of 0.35 (90% CI : 0.53, 0.17) to 0.66 (90% CI : 0.72, 0.60).
That means that in a moderately strong power-sharing government with five cabinet
seats held by rebels, receiving high levels of aid almost doubles the election quality.
To put these numbers into perspective: the Nigerian elections in 2009 have a
Clean Election Index score of 0.34, and election observer reports stated widespread
fraud and opposition intimidation, and, ultimately opposition boycott of the vote
(Interparliamentary Union 2009). A score of 0.65 corresponds, on the other hand,
to an election like the Macedonian elections in 2002 which were relatively free and
fair (OSCE 2002) and which scored 0.67 on the Clean Election Index.136 This effect
135 The

plot for the NELDA Election Quality Scores is substantively similar.
however, that the 2002 Macedonian elections were far from being free from any malpractice, as

136 Note,
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Figure 6.4. Model Predictions for the Effect of Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing on
Post-Conflict Election Quality
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Note: Marginal effects simulated with all other variables held at their mean/median, based on Model 4
in Table 6.2. The dependent variable is V-Dem’s Clean Election Index. The shaded areas represent 90%
confidence intervals around predicted effects. All simulations were conducted with Frank Harrell’s rms
package for R (Harrell 2014).
Left Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect for an aid level of 1% of the recipient’s
GDP; the red line (dark grey) for an aid level of 30% of recipient GDP.
Right Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect of no rebel seats in the post-conflict
government and red (dark grey) simulates the effect of 10 rebel seats. The x-axis represents the actual,
not the logged value of foreign aid / GDP.

increases as the number of rebels in a post-conflict cabinet grows. But as there are
only very few observations with so many rebels in a post-conflict governments,
simulations become extremely uncertain as is reflected by the large confidence
intervals.
The right panel of Figure 6.4 plots predicted values of the Clean Election Index
score as a response of no/ten rebels in the power-sharing coalition at different
levels of foreign aid. The results of the previous paragraph are echoed in these
values: while many rebels in the power-sharing coalition are associated with low
election quality when only a minimal amount of aid reaches the post-conflict state,
this effect reverses as aid levels increase. If we simulate the effect of 10 rebel
seats in the post-conflict cabinet at a value of 30% of aid as GDP, an election in
a country with 10 rebels in the post-conflict government has a predicted V-Dem
Clean Election Index score of 0.71 (90% CI : 0.63, 0.80) as compared to predicted score
is rightly reflected in the Clean Election Index score of 0.67 (recall that 1 represents a perfectly free and fair
election). The OSCE election observer reports that “state television channels did not provide fair and
equal coverage of the election” (OSCE 2002, 2) and that “the election laws still contain ambiguities and
inconsistencies, especially with respect to the provisions on complaints and appeals, the determination
and announcement of election results, and the voting rights of non-resident citizens” (OSCE 2002, 2).

6.2. Interaction Effects

178

of 0.54 (90% CI : 0.48, 0.59) in an election without any rebel participation in the
government.
The coefficients of the control variables in Table 6.2 are all in the expected directions, even though only three of them are statistically signficant across all models.
First, government income from natural resource rents is associated with more postconflict election manipulation. This finding is in line with previous research on
the negative effect of non-tax income on democratic governance (Basedau and Lay
2009; Dunning 2008a; Morrison 2009), suggesting that natural resource rents are
also a “curse” in terms of election quality: as rents from natural resources increase,
elites face stronger incentives to rig elections in order to secure income from these
sources. Regime type is a statistically significant predictor of election quality: as
expected, more democratic countries hold cleaner elections. Finally, nonstate conflict is negatively associated with election quality. Again, this is expected as the
indices of both dependent variables include election violence as indicators for lower
election quality.

Mechanisms
Which mechanisms drive the interactive effect of power-sharing and aid on election
quality? I proposed two theoretical mechanisms (see subsection 3.3.1, p. 79ff., for details). First, more aid should “lubricate” the monitoring function of power-sharing
governments through technical assistance in the form of democracy and governance
aid, thus improving election quality. Second, more aid comes attached with political
conditionalities; these conditions push recipients to implement cleaner elections.
Such conditionalities are particularly strong in power-sharing governments which
increase the number of rent-seeking actors by including formerly excluded rebel
elites and their constituencies.
Disaggregating different aid and power-sharing types helps to disentangle these
different mechanisms. The first three coefficients plotted in Figure 6.5 represent the
interaction term between aid (measured in all aid flows as per cent of GDP) and
different types of power-sharing. Interestingly, the effect seems to be somewhat
smaller for senior level power-sharing. This suggests that aid flows to senior level
power-sharing governments still improve election quality, but to a lesser extent
than nonsenior power-sharing governments. This echoes a similar finding from
the previous chapter where the magnitude of the interaction term was also smaller
when using senior level power-sharing variables.
One possible explanation for this pattern is that senior level rebels face greater
loss from losing office through elections than lower level ministers, i.e. their “fall
from power” occurs from a greater height, making it more worthwhile to tilt
elections in their favor even if they risk losing aid rents in the process. Overall,
the difference between senior level power-sharing and nonsenior or all levels is
relatively minor and confidence intervals overlap to a great extent. We should
therefore be cautious not to overinterpret these results.
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Figure 6.5. Probing Mechanisms I: Variation in Types of Power-Sharing and Aid
and Election Quality
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Note: Coefficients for the interaction between different types of power-sharing and aid. Reference model
is Model 1 in Table 6.2. 90% confidence intervals.

The last three coefficients plotted in Figure 6.5 represent the interaction term
between Power-Sharing (binary) and different aid types. We observe that the interaction between cabinet level power-sharing and democracy and governance aid is
positive, but not statistically significant.137 This is in line with a similarly statistically insignificant finding for DGA reported in the previous chapter (see Figure 5.6
on p. 150). Even though this casts doubt on the monitoring and technical assistance
mechanism sketched above, it is important to note that statistically insignificant
results are not evidence for a null effect; they simply indicate that we have too
little data to separate statistical signal from noise (Field, Miles, and Field 2012, 54).
Given that the coefficient is smaller in magnitude than the coefficient for the overall
aid/power-sharing interaction modeled in the left-most coefficient in Figure 6.5,
my preferred interpretation is therefore that the effect is probably slightly positive,
but might be too small to be detectable in a heterogeneous sample of about 140
elections.
The coefficient for the interaction term between program aid and power-sharing
is positive and statistically significant, suggesting that some part of the effect runs
through program assistance. Program aid consists largely of economic and technical
assistance projects. Thus, one possible interpretation of this effect is that elites can
capture this type of aid more easily for their own political purposes. Jablonski (2014)
and Briggs (2012) collect evidence from Kenya and Ghana that suggests significant
electoral returns of elites steering aid projects to their political constituencies. This
interpretation would be consistent with my broader political economy model that
emphasizes how power-sharing elites use state resources to stay in power. I present
evidence in chapter 8 that more aid to extensive power-sharing government indeed
increases particularistic spending, although this effect is not particular to program
aid.
Another interpretation is that program aid is often tied to specific conditionali137 This

is confirmed by visual inspection of marginal effects plots similar to Figure 6.3 (not reported).
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Table 6.3. Probing Mechanisms II: Aid Cut-Offs, Election Monitors, and
Post-Conflict Election Quality
NELDA Election Quality

Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid Cut-Off
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid Cut-Off

(2)

(3)

(4)

0.11∗
(0.05)
−0.41
(0.83)
1.43∗∗
(0.47)

0.48
(0.63)

0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.09)
0.15∗∗
(0.05)

0.02
(0.09)

Election Monitors

−0.09
(0.08)
−0.03+
(0.01)
0.32∗
(0.15)
−2.60∗∗
(0.90)
−0.76
(0.49)
0.08
(0.22)
−0.29
(0.24)

0.57
(0.71)
−0.36
(0.63)
−0.10
(0.09)
−0.03+
(0.01)
0.35∗
(0.17)
−2.27∗∗
(0.87)
−0.67
(0.50)
0.02
(0.18)
−0.28
(0.24)

−0.01
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.26∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)

0.03
(0.05)
0.00
(0.09)
−0.01
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.24∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.02)
0.01
(0.03)

142
41
0.17

142
41
0.16

141
41
0.46

141
41
0.45

Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Election Monitors
Aid/GDP (log)
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

V-Dem Clean Elections Index

(1)

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not reported.

ties, as it was the case, for instance, in the DRC’s 2006 elections (Matti 2010). From
this perspective it is international pressure attached to economic aid projects that
elicits cleaner elections in the recipient power-sharing government. Contrary to this
explanation is, however, the insignificant coefficient for budget aid which is also
typically conditional on recipient governance reforms (Boyce 2002; Molenaers et al.
2015).
A unique feature of the NELDA data set makes it possible to probe two of these
mechanisms even further: technical (or political) assistance in the form of election
monitors and political conditionalities in the form of aid cut-offs. Specifically, I use
the NELDA coding of the variables nelda45 (“Were international monitors present?”)
and nelda57 (“Was aid (threatened to be) cut-off before or after the elections?”)
(Hyde and Marinov 2012). I introduce an interaction between these dummy-coded
variables (1 = yes, 0 = no) and the power-sharing variable into Equation 6.2. By
controlling for aid inflows in the same regression models, I can separate out the
independent effect of these mechanisms from the overall aid relationship identified
in Table 6.2.
The results are reported in Table 6.3. While the interaction term between PowerSharing (cabinet) and Aid Cut-Offs is positive and statistically significant we do
not observe a similarly positive interaction between Power-Sharing (cabinet) and
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Election Monitors.138 This is consistent with the interpretation and findings for the
mechanisms above: political conditionalities towards power-sharing cabinets seem
to have a stronger effect than technical and political support in form of election
monitors or broader democracy and governance aid. Caution is required, however,
in attributing too much strength to these findings. There are only 12 instances
of threatened aid cut-offs in my data set; at the same time, in almost all (129
out of 145) elections were observers present. Thus, there is too little variation to
conclusively rule out or confirm an effect. Nevertheless, the combined findings
from Figure 6.5 and Table 6.3 suggest a stronger role for donor conditionalities
than election monitors when it comes to post-conflict election quality in the context
power-sharing governments. This is in line with the expectation of the rent-seeking/
democracy dilemma discussed above.
Does that mean that election observers do not have any effect? No. It might
very well be that election observers have a mixed effect on election quality in
post-conflict settings which masks their effect in my analysis. Daxecker (2012),
for instance, finds that election observers can increase electoral violence—which
would have been recorded in my operationalization of the election cycle as low
election quality. Kelley (2011), on the other hand, finds empirical support for the
argument that election observers can decrease the chances for opposition boycott of
elections—which would have been recorded as improved election quality in my
sample. Since I do not focus on these individual components of the election cycle,
but the full election cycle as a whole, the diverse effects of election observers might
cancel each other out. Exploring these particular pathways is a fruitful avenue for
further research.

6.2.2

Robustness Checks

I further subject the models in Table 6.2 to a series of robustness checks to account
for potential alternative explanations. The results of these robustness checks are
reported in Table 6.4. All models employ the NELDA Election Quality Index as
dependent variable.139
The first three models include the same additional covariates as the models
predicting democracy scores (see Table 5.3, p. 152): ethnic fractionalization (Model
1), peacekeeping operations (Model 2), and the share of rebel seats in the government instead of total number (Model 3). The rationales are similar: (1) ethnic
fractionalization might drive both power-sharing (more heterogenous societies
could have more incentives to create forms of power-sharing among groups) and
election quality (elections might be more difficult in societies with many ethnic
cleavages); (2) UN peace operations could make the establishment of power-sharing
more likely and they are typically accompanied by large aid flows. At the same time,
peacekeepers are often involved in technical election assistance; (3) And measuring
138 This relationship is confirmed by marginal effects plots, which are not reported for presentational
clarity.
139 The results are substantively similar if I use V-Dem’s Clean Election Index as dependent variable.
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Table 6.4. Robustness Checks and Alternative Specifications for the Interaction
Effect of Aid and Power-Sharing on Election Quality
(1) ELF
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid

−0.18+
(0.11)
0.09∗
(0.04)

(2) UN PKO

Power-Sharing (cabinet share)
Power-Sharing (cabinet share) * Aid
Aid/GDP (log)
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Ethnic Fractionalization

−0.16+
(0.08)
−0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.26+
(0.14)
−2.86∗∗
(1.03)
−0.70
(0.45)
−0.01
(0.14)
−0.29
(0.24)
2.69∗∗∗
(0.68)

UN PKO
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

(3) Cab. Size

−0.17+
(0.09)
0.09∗
(0.04)

−0.09
(0.09)
−0.03+
(0.02)
0.32∗
(0.16)
−2.46∗∗
(0.80)
−0.78
(0.51)
0.07
(0.21)
−0.16
(0.24)

−0.05+
(0.02)
0.03∗∗
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.10)
−0.02
(0.02)
0.19
(0.20)
−1.99∗
(0.94)
−0.61
(0.52)
0.21
(0.25)
−0.00
(0.33)

(4) Inc. Contest.

(5) Inc. Not Cont.

(6) RE

(6) Region FE

−0.11
(0.11)
0.10∗∗
(0.04)

−0.33∗∗
(0.12)
0.15∗∗
(0.05)

−0.27∗
(0.12)
0.12∗
(0.05)

−0.21+
(0.11)
0.10∗∗
(0.04)

−0.18
(0.12)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.44∗
(0.21)
−1.07
(1.15)
−0.65
(0.55)
−0.09
(0.22)
−0.36
(0.30)

0.02
(0.09)
−0.03+
(0.02)
0.24
(0.16)
−3.59∗∗∗
(0.47)
−0.67
(0.56)
0.30
(0.19)
−0.15
(0.26)

−0.02
(0.11)
−0.01
(0.02)
0.35+
(0.18)
−2.99∗∗∗
(0.75)
−0.63
(0.67)
−0.08
(0.19)
−0.21
(0.33)

−0.09
(0.10)
−0.04∗∗
(0.01)
0.33∗
(0.16)
−3.02∗∗∗
(0.81)
−0.07
(0.52)
−0.01
(0.18)
−0.32
(0.31)

142
41
0.40

142
41
0.36

0.17
(0.19)
142
41
0.31

142
41
0.19

114
36
0.10

74
41
0.13

68
34
0.22

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Model 4: Sample when incumbent office was contested; Model 5: Sample, incumbent office was not contested; All models employ the NELDA Election Quality Index as
dependent variable. Intercepts estimated, but not reported. Robust standard errors clustered on country in parantheses.

power-sharing governments through the rebel seat share in the government instead
of total number of seats reveals whether the findings are driven by the size of the
cabinet. See subsection 5.3.3 (p. 151) for details on these additional covariates.
Across the three models, my main results remain stable: aid flows to extensive
power-sharing governments are associated with cleaner elections. This pattern
holds if we control for ethnic fractionalization, peace operations, or measure powersharing through rebel seat share in the post-conflict government.140 Interestingly,
the coefficient for ethnic fractionalization is negative and statistically significant,
suggesting a positive effect of ethnic heterogeneity on electoral quality. The literature
provides no clear guidance in interpreting this finding. Most studies find that
ethnic heterogeneity does not have any visible impact on democratization (Brooks
and Fish 2004; Merkel and Weiffen 2012). Further investigating this pattern is an
interesting avenue for further research.
Model 4 and 5 introduce an election-specific robustness check: they split the
sample according to the NELDA indicator “whether the office of the incumbent
leader was contested in this election” (nelda20; see Hyde and Marinov 2012). Contestation in this context typically refers to whether the presidents/prime ministers
were elected directly (or through parliamentary majority). The rationale behind
this sample split is as follows: elites, particularly the incumbent, might have more
incentives to manipulate elections when their office is actively contested. Thus,
the positive effect of aid in power-sharing context might be weaker when the
incumbent’s office was contested, due to the stronger incentives to manipulate
elections. This proposition is also consistent with the smaller coefficient for senior
140 Data on government size is only available until 2008 (Banks and Wilson 2016), which reduces the
sample size considerably.
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level power-sharing reported above (see Figure 5.6).
Model 4 reestimates Model 2 from Table 6.2 on the sample in which the office
was contested; Model 5 repeats the exercise on the sample in which the incumbent’s
office was not contested. In both models, the coefficient size for the interaction
term between power-sharing and aid is still positive and statistically significant, as
theoretically expected. It is somewhat smaller in the sample in which the incumbent’s office was contested (Model 4). This supports the interpretation given above:
since incumbents have stronger incentives to manipulate elections when their office
is jeopardized, the mechanisms that drive the joint effect of power-sharing and
aid on election quality—improved monitoring and political conditionalities—are
trumped by stronger office-seeking incentives. The difference in coefficient size
is relatively small, however, so the evidence is not conclusive. Nevertheless, the
general hypothesized relationship remains: more aid to extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with cleaner elections.
Models 6 and 7 account for the grouped nature of the data which comprises
elections nested in countries. Similar to the approach taken in the previous chapters,
I estimate two models: one random effect model (Model 6) and one region fixed
effects model (Model 7). Model 6 allows for the intercept to vary across countries,
relaxing the assumption of all groups having the same intercept (Gelman and
Hill 2007, 251). This takes into account the grouped nature of the data. But the
assumption of random effects models is that the model for the country-specific
is orthogonal to the other regressors, an assumption that is rarely met in practice.
Thus, a country fixed effects model would be ideal to control for time invariant
unobserved election heterogeneity across countries. However, the data set includes
as few as one election per post-conflict country (e.g. in the case of Cambodia).
This makes a country fixed-effect estimator extremely inefficient, due to the lack
of within-group variation (Clark and Linzer 2015; Gelman and Hill 2007, 254ff.)
Consequently, Model 7 with region fixed effects controls for at least some of the
unobserved heterogeneity across regions. The coefficient for the interaction term
remains stable and of similar size and statistical significance as in Table 6.2. This
increases our confidence that the findings are not driven by country- or regionspecific heterogeneity.
As a final robustness check, I test whether the results are sensitive to outliers.
Residual plots (not shown) confirm that there is no hidden structure in the error
term that may cause heteroskedasticity (Fox 2008, 272ff.). Yet the plots of the raw
data (see, for instance, Figure 6.2, p. 173) suggest that outliers might nevertheless
be a concern. I therefore reestimate the models of Table 6.2, removing observations
which exhibit unusual hat values, Cook’s distance and DFBETA scores (Fox 2008,
ch. 11). The results of these models appear in the Appendix in Table C.3. Across
all outlier models, the results remain stable, indicating that the conditional effect
of foreign aid on election quality is not the product of unusual data points, but a
general feature of the data.
In sum, the results are robust to both alternative model specifications and
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variable codings, removing unusual data points, as well as different strategies to
account for the grouped nature of the data. Foreign aid and power-sharing seem
to condition each other in their effect on election quality: in the context of strong
power-sharing cabinets, more foreign aid is associated with better post-conflict
elections. What these model estimations do not tell us, however, is whether foreign
aid and power-sharing indeed cause cleaner elections. To tackle this question, I turn
to methods of causal inference .

6.2.3

Addressing Endogeneity

Similar to the strategy employed in subsection 5.3.4, I address the two sources of
endogeneity—power-sharing cabinets and foreign aid—separately. I first employ
matching techniques to model the “treatment” selection of power-sharing. I then
proceed with an instrumental variable approach to account for the potentially
non-random allocation of foreign aid to post-conflict elections.
Using Matching to Address Endogeneity of Power-Sharing
The matching approach generally follows the procedure described in the previous
chapter; it differs only to the extent that the unit of observation is an individual
election instead of country-years. The methodological rationale is the same: to
generate a dataset which consists of elections that are very similar, except for the
fact that they are (not) being held in the context of power-sharing cabinets. This
allows me to make more credible inferences about causality and robustness to
model dependence (Ho et al. 2006).
I therefore generate a matched data set using nearest neighbour matching with
a Mahalanobis distance. I match on pre-election covariates at the beginning of
the post-conflict period.141 The matching preprocessing substantially reduces imbalance between treated and non-treated groups.142 One important result of the
matching preprocessing is the improvement in the covariate balance for the Aid /
GDP (log) variable—which is desirable given the lack of overlap between the aid
value in the context of power-sharing (see Figure 6.2 on page 173). This should
alleviate concerns that the inference for the interaction term in the previous tables
is driven by extrapolation and lack of overlap across the values of the moderator
variable (Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu 2016).
I reestimate Models 3 and 6 from Table 6.2 on the matched sample, using a
dummy variable to indicate whether the “treatment”—i.e. whether a rebel held at
least one seat in a post-conflict power-sharing cabinet—was present or not. Results
are presented as Model 1 and Model 2 in Table 6.5.
My main results remain stable on the matched sample: foreign aid in the context
of power-sharing is positively related to higher election quality. The coefficient of the
141 See section 5.3.4 on 155 for a more detailed explanation on the benefits of matching in the context of
power-sharing and a description of the procedure.
142 I report more detailed tables and plots that summarize the imbalance reduction in the Appendix;
see Table C.4 (p. 292), and Figure C.1 (p. 291).
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Table 6.5. Matching Results for the Interactive Effect of Foreign Aid and
Power-Sharing on Post-Conflict Election Quality
(1) NELDA
Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid
Aid/GDP (log)
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

−2.30∗
(1.08)
1.11∗
(0.46)
0.18
(0.39)
−0.02
(0.02)
0.16
(0.37)
−1.75∗∗∗
(0.51)
0.58∗
(0.29)
0.12
(0.59)
72
26
0.18

(2) V-Dem

−0.16+
(0.08)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.04)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.10+
(0.05)
−0.02
(0.08)
0.04+
(0.02)
0.03
(0.06)
72
26
0.33

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not reported. Matched covariates
included to reduce bias from residual variance. “Nonstate Conflict”
drops out because of perfect balance after matching (see diagnostics in
the Appendix, Table C.4).

Aid-Power-Sharing interaction is somewhat smaller in size than the corresponding
coefficient on the unmatched sample (1.11, p < 0.05 in Model 1 / Table 6.5 as
opposed to 1.49, p < 0.001 in Model 1 / Table 6.2). It is still positive and statistically
significant. Note that the Nonstate Conflict variable drops out of the models on
the matched samples since no elections in which nonstate conflict took place were
matched to elections in the context of power-sharing. A cautionary note on the
strictly causal interpretation of these findings: as mentioned above, matching does
not account for any potential bias due to unobserved heterogeneity that drives both
the selection of power-sharing and election quality (Morgan and Winship 2015,
267-269).
Using Instrumental Variables to Address Endogeneity of Foreign Aid
Similar to power-sharing, foreign aid is not allocated randomly to countries in
which post-conflict elections are held. Even though my covariates account for
potential selection bias on observable characteristics of post-conflict countries, many
unobserved channels might exist that systematically affect both the allocation of
aid and subsequent post-conflict election quality.143 To account for this unobserved
heterogeneity, I turn to an instrumental variable (IV) strategy. I use the same
instrumental variable for foreign aid as employed in section 5.3.4: a measure Zit
that uses both long-term aid averages to a country as well as short-term fluctuations
143 For

a discussion of the ways in which my covariates account for aid allocation bias, see section 4.4.2.
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Table 6.6. Instrumental Variable Results for the Interactive Effect of Foreign Aid
and Power-Sharing on Post-Conflict Election Quality

Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Aid / GDP (instrumented)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid (instrumented)
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald F statistic
Adj. R2
Countries
Num. obs.
∗∗∗ p

(1) NELDA

(2) V-Dem

−2.03∗
(0.80)
−0.04
(0.22)
0.10∗∗
(0.04)
−0.03+
(0.02)
0.27
(0.18)
−2.49∗∗
(0.86)
−0.61
(0.53)
0.10
(0.24)
−0.14
(0.34)

−0.37∗∗∗
(0.07)
−0.03
(0.03)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.00)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.24∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.03
(0.08)
0.02
(0.02)
0.00
(0.04)

17.50
0.18
41
142

17.50
0.49
41
141

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept
estimated, but not reported.

in donor budgets to capture exogenous variation in aid to any specific post-conflict
country. I refer to section 5.3.4 for a detailed discussion of the construction of Zit .
Even though I construct the instrumental variable in the same way, the sample
is different from the cross-section time-series sample. Thus, instrument quality
might also differ from the diagnostics reported in the previous chapter (see subsection 5.3.3). I report instrument strength diagnostics, including plots of IV against
the endogenous aid variable, as well as first-stage and reduced form regressions in
the Appendix (see Figure C.2, p. 292; Table C.5, p. 293). The tests reveal a strong,
but not perfect relationship: for some elections, a relatively high instrumented value
is associated with a relatively low actual value of foreign aid. One way to think
about this is that for this particular data point, long-term averages and short-term
annual donor budget fluctuations would have suggested a much higher actual
aid value. This reduced value might be the result of endogenous aid allocation,
such as aid withdrawal as a response to flawed elections or other human right
violations in this country. The instrumented aid value gives us the unbiased value
of aid for this and similar data point. Another measure of instrument strength is the
F-statistic in the first stage. I report the Kleibergen Paap F-statistic which is robust
to non-normally distributed errors (Angrist and Pischke 2009, 213). F-statistics are
well above the rule-of-thumb value of 10 (Staiger and Stock 1997). Generally, the
diagnostic tests identify a strong relationship between the instrumental variable
and the aid variable.
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Thus having established instrument strength, I proceed with the 2SLS estimation.
Columns 3 and 4 in Table 6.5 (page 185) report the results. In both models, the interaction between aid and power-sharing is statistically significant and in the expected
direction: it is negative in Model 3 that employs the NELDA ELection Quality Index
as depdendent variable and positive in Model 4 that uses V-Dem’s Clean Election
Index. The coefficient size for the interaction term in Model 3 (−1.55 p < 0.001) is
even larger in absolute size as compared the coefficient for the similar, but uninstrumented Model 4 in Table 6.4 (-1.44). One possible interpretation for this, is that
the weaker effect in the instrumented model is partially driven by selection effects:
foreign aid is less likely to be allocated to countries in unsuccessful elections are
more likely; donors might be cautious to invest in countries when elections are
likely to be manipulated or fail entirely. The instrumented coefficient removes this
source of endogeneity and provides therefore a better, unbiased estimate of the true
effect. Nevertheless, the coefficient is still relatively large, suggesting a considerable
and substantively significant effect.

6.3

Discussion and Conclusion

A growing body of research suggests that electoral integrity across the world is
driven by a strong and capable domestic institutional environment (Flores and
Nooruddin 2016; Norris 2015; Simpser 2014). Others increasingly emphasize the
relevance of international factors for election quality, such as election monitors
and international pressure (Donno 2013; Hyde and Marinov 2014; Kelley 2012;
Simpser and Donno 2012). Existing studies almost exclusively focus on electoral
integrity across the world, however, without paying particular attention to the
context of electoral integrity in the immediate aftermath of civil conflict.144 Yet,
“most war-torn societies lack the political climate, social and economic stability,
institutional infrastructure, and even political will to mount successful elections”
(Kumar 1998, 7). Consequently, without an explicit empirical and theoretical focus
on post-conflict elections our knowledge remains limited whether we can readily
transfer concepts and findings from the broader electoral integrity literature to the
specific context of post-conflict politics.
Addressing this gap, the analysis in this chapter explores how power-sharing
governments and development aid interact in their effect on post-conflict election
quality. My theoretical story predicts that more aid to extensive power-sharing
governments should improve election quality through two channels. First, aid
“lubricates” the monitoring function of power-sharing: by providing technical
assistance and information in the form of election monitoring, aid flows improve
the already existing monitor function inherent in power-sharing cabinets.
144 While certainly related, this question on electoral integrity in post-conflict societies is quite distinct
from a asking for the general drivers of electoral violence—a field which has gained more attention
recently (Daxecker 2014; Fjelde and Höglund 2016; Flores and Nooruddin 2016; see also the literature
review in section 2.3.2, p. 31).
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Table 6.7. Main Findings of Chapter 6
Hypothesis

Finding

Notes

H4: More foreign aid to
post-conflict countries with
extensive power-sharing
governments is associated
with higher election quality.

Strongly
Supported

Finding robust to both
NELDA and V-Dem variables,
robustness checks, random
effects, matching, and
instrumental variable analysis.

Second, more aid comes with stronger political conditions to hold cleaner elections. Power-sharing governments are particular receptive to these pressures, since
rebel participation in the post-conflict increases the number of rent-seeking actors,
including formerly excluded rebel constituencies. In this context, elites face the
dilemma that they need to remain in political office to access aid rents, but are
pressured to open up their seats to democratic competition in elections. From this
logic follows the prediction that elites in power-sharing governments are likely to
comply with external pressure for cleaner elections. At the same time, we should
observe a) not completely free and fair elections in power-sharing contexts with
large aid inflows, and b) limitations in other dimensions of political development,
particularly the rule of law and public goods provision.
The statistical analysis in this chapter provides empirical support for these
claims (see Table 6.7). Political conditionalities can pressure recipient power-sharing
governments into holding cleaner elections—yet the substantively small effect size
suggests that this pressure can improve election quality, but not magically create
a perfect election record. The small and statistically insignificant findings for
democracy and governance aid, as well as for election monitors indicate weaker
evidence for a monitoring mechanism strengthened by foreign aid.
The findings presented in this chapter have three substantive implications.
First, they highlight that the domestic institutional environment and international
factors jointly shape election integrity—particularly for elections in the immediate
aftermath of conflict. This helps to put into perspective some of the more general
findings in the literature that report no particular, independent effect of foreign aid
on election integrity (see for instance Norris 2015, ch. 4). My findings suggest that
it is the way in which foreign aid interacts with the political economy of recipient
governments that shapes the impact of external assistance on election quality.
Second, the empirical evidence presented in this chapter also contextualizes and
complements existing research on the relationship between power-sharing and postconflict democratization. Hartzell and Hoddie, for instance, argue theoretically that
power-sharing can bring about a “modest version of democracy, with [...] emphasis
on the holding of competitive elections” (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015, 44) and show
empirically that power-sharing indeed makes the emergence of these minimalistic
types of democracies more likely. The findings of this and the previous chapter
largely confirm this pattern, but complement Hartzell and Hoddie’s research. I can

6.3. Discussion and Conclusion

189

show that the effect of power-sharing on post-conflict democratization is strongly
moderated by the amount of aid to a post-conflict country. Thus, domestic and
international political conditions interact in bringing about post-conflict political
development (Chaudoin, Milner, and Pang 2015). To explain this link between
domestic and international politics, it is fruitful to utilize ideas from political economy that explicitly model the political and the economic benefits generated by
power-sharing cabinets. Further, this interactive effect between power-sharing and
foreign aid runs indeed, as presumed by Hartzell and Hoddie, through elections:
power-sharing and aid jointly bring about cleaner elections. While Hartzell and
Hoddie measure this only indirectly, using a dummy indicator for democratization
by Ulfelder and Lustik (2007), I provide direct evidence for this mechanism, by
measuring electoral quality itself.
Third, the empirical findings also inform a critical policy debate: if powersharing and foreign aid can jointly produce such a minimalist form of democracy,
should we unequivocally recommend to policy makers to promote cabinet level
power-sharing arrangements and deliver large aid payments to post-conflict countries as means to promote post-conflict political order? The answer is no, for at least
three reasons.
In section 2.1 I establish theoretically that a democratic political order consists
of more than just elections. While I fully agree with Hartzell and Hoddie that a
minimalist democracy with reasonably free and fair elections is a desirable end
for post-conflict societies, this should not prevent academics from investigating
and practitioners from strengthening the other two dimensions of political order,
namely the rule of law and the government’s capacity to provide public goods.
Further, there are many instances of a rather dismal track record of Western
interveners in promoting elections as “quick fixes” for pacifying conflict-ridden
societies. Even though power-sharing and foreign aid may jointly promote electoral
quality, a large literature points to the often suboptimal, and sometimes outright
counterproductive efforts by international peacebuilders to promote peace through
elections alone (Paris 2004; Richmond 2009). Examples include the international
push for quick elections in post-Dayton Bosnia in 1996, which ultimately cemented
the rise of ethno-nationalist parties (despite relatively free and fair elections, see
introduction), or Cambodia where UN-led post-conflict elections led to results that
“’losing party’ returned to power through hard-line tactics” (Reilly 2008, 158). From
this point of view, successful elections only mask the failure of international and
national peacebuilders to create lasting peace and meaningful political participation
for the broader population instead of only accommodating elites through elections
(Mac Ginty 2010). Only if I investigate the remaining dimensions of post-conflict
political order further—rule of law and public goods provision—and ask how they
are jointly shaped by both power-sharing and foreign aid, I will be able to provide
a complete picture of post-conflict political developments that also speaks to those
more critical voices.
A third point why we should not unequivocally recommend power-sharing
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cabinets and development finance as catch-all solutions for post-conflict politics is
the fact that I find that power-sharing and aid only reduce electoral malpractice, but
do not completely prevent it. As argued above, this residual election manipulation
might simply be an expression of the fact that elites give aid donors, what Marina
Ottaway (1993, 3) aptly labels “an election barely clean enough to receive a low
passing grade, but dirty enough to make it difficult for the opposition to win.”
Taken together, the findings in this chapter add empirical evidence to the wider
argument of this study: that we need to conceptualize political development in
the aftermath of conflict as a three-dimensional concept that consists of elections,
rule of law, and public goods provision. In that spirit, the results presented here
complement a key finding from the previous chapter: that power-sharing cabinets
and foreign aid are associated with positive, but limited change in democracy scores.
I have demonstrated that the “positive” part of this finding is likely attributable to
cleaner elections in the context of extensive power-sharing governments and large
aid flows. In the subsequent chapter, I therefore turn to the question to what extent
the “limited” part of this finding is reflected in post-conflict countries’ strength of
the rule of law.

Chapter 7

Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid
and the Rule of Law in the
Aftermath of Civil Conflict

Constant experience shews [sic] us that every man invested in
power is apt to abuse it; he pushes on till he comes to the utmost
limit. [...] To prevent the abuse of power, ’tis necessary that by
the very disposition of things, power should be a check to power.
The Spirit of the Laws
Charles-Louis De Montesquieu (1977, 200) [1748]

Why would rulers accept limitations of their political power? This fundamental
puzzle of political science becomes particularly pressing in societies that emerge
from violent conflict. In such volatile situations, any future abuse of political power
could mean backsliding into armed confrontation, threatening the physical survival
of the groups that have stopped the fighting. As a result, mistrust among former
battlefield opponents runs high—which makes it difficult for post-conflict elites
from all sides to agree to confer power to a third party that can check and overrule
their political actions. In practice, such a third party is usually conceived of an
independent and effective judiciary that upholds an impartial rule of law. Under
which circumstances do post-conflict elites promote judicial empowerment—and
when do they limit it?
In this chapter, I collect quantitative empirical evidence that helps to answer this
question, focusing on the interactions between elites in power-sharing cabinets and
aid donors. I provide evidence for a key theoretical prediction of this study: that
limiting judicial empowerment is a complementary strategy for political elites in
aid-dependent power-sharing governments to resolve the rent-seeking/democracy
dilemma. This prediction rests on the idea that donors put only little pressure on
191
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powerful judicial reforms in the aftermath of conflict. Instead, they prioritize more
visible results such as election quality (see the previous chapter). To compensate
for the possibility that elections might cost them political office—and thus rents
from aid—elites likely try to limit independent judicial oversight. These economic
incentives are particularly strong in power-sharing governments as they increase
the number of rent-seeking actors with access to the state budget. Thus, my main
expectation is that more foreign aid to countries with extensive power-sharing
governments should result in limits to the rule of law, measured through de facto
judicial independence (see hypothesis 5, p. 88).
The chapter proceeds as follows. I first explore the independent effects of powersharing cabinets and foreign aid flows on judicial independence. This helps to
establish baseline empirical results against which I can assess the hypothesized
interaction effect. The second section of this chapter investigates this interaction
effect empirically. In this part, I also probe causal mechanisms, test the findings’
robustness to alternative explanations, and explore the extent to which the results
warrant a causal interpretation. The final section puts the findings into the broader
context of this study’s theoretical framework and discusses implications for the
study of judicial independence, particularly in post-conflict settings.

7.1

Individual Effects

Similar to the previous chapters, I do not hold strong theoretical predictions for
the individual effects of power-sharing and foreign aid. For the most part, the
presumed mechanisms at work should cancel each other out when we look at
them individually: For power-sharing, political incentives to strengthen the rule
of law, such as improved mutual monitoring and security guarantees, coincide
with economic incentives to limit judicial oversight of elites’ access to state coffers.
For foreign aid, technical assistance—such as judicial training programs—that
should improve rule of law after conflict, are met by lack of explicit rule of law
conditionalities and diverse legal systems in donor countries which should have no
or a negative effect on the rule of law. Instead, my theory predicts that we should
observe the effect of power-sharing and foreign most clearly when we look at their
interaction.145
Nevertheless, it is useful to assess their individual effects empirically. It provides
a baseline model against which the interaction effect can be evaluated, allows
comparison to existing studies that have also focused on the individual effects of
power-sharing or aid (see Hartzell and Hoddie 2016; Wright, Dietrich, and Ariotti
2015), and gives an idea about the general empirical distribution of the strength of
rule of law after conflict. Consequently, this section employs graphical as well as
regression tools to explore these individual effects further.
Figure 7.1 plots the individual relationships between power-sharing, foreign
aid Linzer and Staton Judicial Independence Data (LJI) scores. Higher scores imply
145 See

section 3.4 for a detailed theoretical discussion.
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Figure 7.1. Judicial Independence, Power-Sharing, and Aid: Individual Patterns
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Note: The variable depicted on the y-axis is the Linzer and Staton judicial independence score. Left panel:
The rhombus-shaped, red points represent means of the distribution of LJI score in each subgroup. Right
panel: x-axis depicts Aid/GDP in log points.

stronger de facto judicial power over the executive (see subsection 4.2.3 and Linzer
and Staton 2015) in any given country-year. The plot shows that the strength of
judicial independence varies widely across post-conflict countries. Trinidad and
Tobago scores highest with a mean LJI score of 0.9 after its short-lived conflict
between the government and the Jamaat al Muslimeen insurgents in 1990. This
is comparable to many European countries (Germany has a score of about 0.97,
Poland a score of about 0.85). At the very low end, we find Uzbekistan with a score
of about 0.03, indicating virtually no judicial independence at all. Given the volatile
security environment in many post-conflict countries, this variation is remarkable
and illustrates an interesting empirical puzzle: why is the judiciary stronger in
some post-conflict countries than others?
The left panel of Figure 7.1 indicates that the presence of power-sharing cabinets
alone is unlikely to explain much of this variation: LJI scores do not seem to differ
much between country-years with and without power-sharing.146 This is consistent
with my theoretical expectations of political and economic mechanisms that cancel
each other out when we look at power-sharing independently. A clearer picture,
however, emerges from the right panel of Figure 7.1 where we observe a negative
correlation between Aid/GDP (shown in log values) and LJI scores. Contrary to my
expectations, this suggests a negative effect on post-conflict judicial independence.
The correlation between the two variables is not particularly strong, however (-0.18),
but is statistically significant (p < 0.05).
To further explore these patterns, I estimate a series of OLS models for different
types of power-sharing and foreign aid with the LJI score at year t2 as dependent variable. The model specification, including control variables, follows the
146 A

difference in means test yields a substantively small and statistically insignificant result.
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Table 7.1. Individual Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict
Rule of Law
Model 1
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Model 2

Model 3

0.00
(0.00)

Power-Sharing (senior)

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

0.00
(0.00)

0.01
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.02
(0.01)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)

0.01
(0.01)

DGA/GDP (log)

0.00
(0.03)

−0.02
(0.03)

Program Aid/GDP (log)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.01
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.01
(0.01)
−0.02+
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
0.58

272
0.58

272
0.58

272
0.58

272
0.58

272
0.58

Budget Aid/GDP (log)
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country. Intercept estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is Linzer and
Staton’s Judicial Independence Score.

specification in the previous chapters. The results are reported in Table 7.1.
The models in Table 7.1 largely follow Figure 7.1: the coefficients for the different
power-sharing variables, are small and statistically insignificant. In contrast, the
negative relationship between aid and judicial independence depicted in Figure 6.1
is also reflected in the more complex regression models. The coefficient for aid is
consistently around -0.02 (p < 0.05, except for Model 5 where p = 0.17)—an effect
that is also substantively significant. Moving from about zero to 20% Aid/GDP,
Model 1 predicts a drop from 0.42 to 0.31 in the LJI score. This corresponds to
approximately the difference between Romania in 1991 (0.41) to Mali in 1992 (0.30).
Interestingly, however, none of the different aid types crosses conventional levels of
statistical significance. These findings are robust to employing the V-Dem Judicial
Independence measure (reported in the Appendix in Table D.1, p. 295).147
While I refer to the subsequent section for a more thorough discussion of the
results for the control variables, Figure 7.1 and Table 7.1 reveal a number of relevant
findings for the analysis of the interactive effect between power-sharing and aid.
For one, the null finding for power-sharing is in line with my weak theoretical
theoretical prediction for an individual effect of power-sharing. While this lack of
clear relationship departs from previous findings by Hartzell and Hoddie (2016)
147 When using V-Dem as dependent variable, the effect of power-sharing comes out somewhat stronger.
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(who find a positive independent effect of power-sharing on the rule of law), the
findings presented here are likely to differ due to different samples and definitions
of power-sharing. The main reason for the difference is theoretical, however, since I
propose a conditional effect of power-sharing. The subsequent interaction analysis
will reveals under which precise conditions, we observe an effect of power-sharing.
Further, I find a negative individual relationship between aid and post-conflict
rule of law. Here, it seems that the individual mechanisms do not seem to cancel
each other out. Instead, lack of political conditionalities and different donor legal
systems apparentely play a greater, rule of law-obstructing, role than technical
assistance. This latter assessment is also consistent with the lack of a clear finding
for democracy and governance aid in Table 7.1. How do these findings change if
we explicitly model the interaction between the two variables?

7.2

Interaction Effects

Hypothesis 5 states that more foreign aid in the context of more extensive powersharing should be associated with a weaker rule of law after conflict (see section 3.4,
p. 82ff.). This proposition rests on two mechanisms: technical assistance for rule
of law programs often suffers from different donor legal systems. This makes it
difficult for donors to effectively coordinate to implement rule of law assistance
programs. At the same time, donors rarely attach strict conditionalities on rule of
law programs, as they prefer more “visible” outcomes, such as elections. Thus,
as aid flows increase, rent-seeking elites have stronger incentives to limit judicial
powers in order to increase their chances of electoral victory. This effect is likely to
be stronger in power-sharing governments, in which additional constituencies and
limited time horizons amplify parties’ rent-seeking motives. The key implication of
this theory is that more foreign aid in countries with more extensive power-sharing
governments should be associated with a weaker rule of law after conflict. Is this
expectation reflected in the data?
For a preliminary investigation of that question, I turn to a visual comparison of
aid levels in country-years with and without power-sharing governments, depicted
in Figure 7.2. If my theory is correct, we should observe a stronger negative
relationship between foreign aid and rule of law indicators in country-years with
power-sharing than in country-years without. That means the regression slope
of judicial independence against foreign aid should be negative and steeper in
country-years with power-sharing. This is what we obseve in Figure 7.2. The slopes
of a regression of judicial independence on foreign aid is negative and more steep
in country-years with power-sharing (right panel). The slope for the regression
of judicial independence on aid is -0.02 (p < 0.1) in country-years without powersharing, whereas it is -0.04 (p < 0.1) in country-years with power-sharing. Foreign
aid seems indeed to have a stronger and more negative association with judicial
independence in the context of power-sharing governments than without powersharing.
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Figure 7.2. Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Judicial Independence in Country-Years
With and Without Power-Sharing Cabinets
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Note: Data points are variable scores in country-years, opacity was added to improve visibility. The blue
line represents a regression of judicial independence on aid as a per cent of GDP (logged); the grey areas
are 95% confidence bands.

Figure 7.2 highlights two aspects of the conditional relationship between aid and
power-sharing. First, even though a difference in slopes is observable, this difference
is substantively not very large. Second, there is only a small number of observations
with power-sharing compared to the rest of the data. Both observations have
implications for the remainder of the analysis. To test whether the small difference
is simply a statistical fluke, I subject the data to a multivariate analysis, including
a battery of robustness checks. To address the second observation—the lack of
overlap—I employ matching techniques which allow me to restrict my sample to
similar country-years that differ only in their power-sharing status.
I estimate a series of OLS regression to investigate whether the patterns of
Figure 7.2 are robust to the inclusion of control variables. The model specification
follows Equation 5.2 in chapter 5 (see page 145), but the dependent variable is
Judicial Independenceit2 , i.e. the judicial independence score from the Linzer and
Staton and the V-Dem data at year t2 .148 Since I conceptualize the rule of law as a

component of political development, the selection of covariates follows the general
strategy outlined in section 4.4.2. Nevertheless, I add rule of law-specific covariates
in the robustness checks section to account for alternative explanations that are
mentioned in the broader rule of law literature.

7.2.1

Results

Table 7.2 reports the results for both the Linzer and Staton and the V-Dem judicial
independence measure as dependent variable. Models 1 and 3 employ a binary
indicator of power-sharing, indicating any rebel participation in the post-conflict
148 See

subsection 4.2.3 for a description of both variables.
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Table 7.2. The Interactive Effect of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict
Rule of Law
LJI
(1)

(0.04)
−0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)
272
46
0.59

272
46
0.58

Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid

GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

(3)

(4)

0.22∗

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Aid / GDP (log)

(2)

0.12∗∗

Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid

V-Dem

(0.09)
−0.05
(0.03)

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.06+
(0.03)
0.00
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.04)
−0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.04∗∗
(0.02)
−0.01∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.05+
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.04)
0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

273
46
0.54

273
46
0.54

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not
reported.

cabinet. Models 2 and 4 employ the count version of the power-sharing variable,
capturing the total number of cabinet seats held by rebels.
The coefficient of the interaction term between foreign aid and power-sharing
is negative and statistically significant for all models, except Model 3 where it
misses conventional levels of statistical significance (p = 0.16). These results are
consistent with my theoretical expectations: in the context of extensive powersharing governments, foreign aid is associated with weaker levels of the rule of law
after conflict.
This effect is most clearly visible in the time period immediately after the end
of a conflict, and becomes smaller over time. Figure 7.3 shows the coefficient for
the interaction term from Models 2 and 4, respectively, at varying temporal leads of
the dependent variable. Thus, large aid flows to extensive power-sharing predict
negative judicial indepence scores mostly between one and three years in the future.
After that, the effect becomes substantively smaller and statistically insignificant.
This is consistent with my prior finding that the joint effect of power-sharing and
foreign aid on democracy scores increases over time (see the same plot for democracy
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Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Power-Sharing (cabinet)
and Aid/GDP (log)

Figure 7.3. Temporal Dynamics of the Interactive Effect between Power-Sharing
and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict Judicial Independence
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Note: The plot shows the coefficient for the interaction term between Power-Sharing (cabinet) and Aid/GDP
for different annual leads of the dependent variable. The x-axis shows the year after t0 (the reference
coefficient for year 2 is the one reported in Table 5.2); the y-axis depicts coefficient size with 90%
confidence intervals.

scores in section 5.3, particularly Figure 5.3 on p. 147). As the interaction effect
of power-sharing and aid on democracy scores gets more positive over time, this
indicates that the negative components—such limits in the rule of law—should also
get weaker. This is what we see in Figure 7.3.
The control variables also reveal some interesting patterns. Across all models,
the coefficient for natural resource rents is negative and statistically significant. This
is what we would expect. Apparently, the “resource curse” also corrupts judicial
independence. This makes from the perspective of a rent-seeking dictator: if you
use oil money to buy political support or buy off political opponents, you do not
want independent judges to scrutinize your expenses. This is consistent with more
general findings on the negative effect of oil windfalls on the strength of the rule of
law (Norman 2009).
Also, the relationship between regime type, measured in Freedom House scores,
and judicial independence is positive, large and strongly statistically significant.
This is in line with expectations and findings in the literature (Helmke and Rosenbluth 2009). More democratic countries are typically those with a strong rule of
law—which is reflected in the strong effect of the regime type variable. Importantly,
by controlling for regime type, I make sure that my power-sharing variables do
not pick up the effect of democracy, but reflect a distinct pattern. Inclusion of
control variables does not, however, affect the sign and significance of the negative
interaction effect of power-sharing and foreign on judicial independence.
Marginal effects plots confirm the presence of this interaction effect. The solid
line in the left and middle panel of Figure 7.4 represents the marginal coefficient of
power-sharing and foreign aid at different levels of the other variable. The dashed
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Figure 7.4. Marginal Effects of Aid and Power-Sharing on Post-Conflict Judicial
Independence
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Note: Left and middle panel plot estimated conditional marginal coefficients of Power-Sharing and
Foreign Aid, based on Model 2 from Table 7.2, i.e. the dependent variable is Linzer and Staton’s judicial
independence measure. Dashed lines indicate 90% confidence intervals. The underlying histogram
depicts the distribution of observations in the sample for the variable on the x-axis. The right panel plots
the marginal effect of foreign aid in the context of a power-sharing government, measured with a binary
variable with 95% confidence intervals (corresponds to Model 1 from Table 7.2).

lines are 90% confidence intervals. The histograms show the distribution of the
respective independent variables.
In the left panel, we see that for a large range of foreign aid values, additional
rebel seats in the post-conflict government have, in fact, a positive effect on postconflict judicial independence. Following my theoretical expectation, this effect
declines, however, the more aid a post-conflict country receives. This means that an
increase in the number of rebels in a power-sharing government that receives only
very little foreign aid is associated with an improvement of judicial independence.
As the share of aid increases, however, the marginal effect of power-sharing becomes
negative. The blue, long-dashed represents the marginal effect of power-sharing
at the median value for foreign aid (Pepinsky 2017). The positive value at the
median aid value might also explain the discrepancy between the null finding
in the previous section and Hartzell and Hoddie’s (2016) positive findings for an
individual effect of power-sharing on post-conflict judicial independence: Figure 7.4
shows that for most countries, indeed up to the median, the effect of power-sharing
on the rule of law is positive. It is only when aid levels increase drastically, that
rents from aid become so attractive for power-sharing elites that they initiate steps
to limit the rule of law.
In analogy, the middle panel of Figure 7.4 plots the marginal effect of foreign
aid at different levels of power-sharing cabinet size. We observe a conditionally
negative effect of foreign aid at more extensive power-sharing governments, as
expected by theory. The effect is visible when rebels hold least one seat and becomes
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Figure 7.5. Model Predictions for the Effect of Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing on
Post-Conflict Judicial Independence
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Note: Marginal effects simulated with all other variables held at their mean/median, based on Model 2
in Table 7.2. The dependent variable is Linzer and Staton’s judicial independence score. The shaded
areas represent 90% confidence intervals around predicted effects. All simulations were conducted with
Frank Harrell’s rms package for R (Harrell 2014).
Left Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect for an aid level of 1% of the recipient’s
GDP; the red line (dark grey) for an aid level of 30% of recipient GDP.
Right Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect of no rebel seats in the post-conflict
government and red (dark grey) simulates the effect of 10 rebel seats. The x-axis represents the actual,
not the logged value of foreign aid / GDP.

more pronounced as the number of rebels seats increases—as does the associated
uncertainty around the marginal coefficient estimate since there are only very few
observations with such a large number of rebel ministers in the post-conflict cabinet.
The right panel of Figure 7.4 plots the conditional marginal coefficient of foreign
aid in a different way. Since the power-sharing variable is highly right-skewed, it
might distort the results of the interaction term (Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu
2016). But also when using a dummy variable for power-sharing (see Model 1 in
Table 7.2), we observe a strong and negative and statistically significant conditional
effect of foreign aid when a power-sharing government is present.
While Figure 7.4 establishes the statistical significance of the coefficients at a
meaningful range of the data, it does not tell us much about the substantive size
of the effect of foreign aid conditional on power-sharing on post-conflict judicial
independence. Figure 7.5 therefore plots predicted judicial independence scores for
different scenarios based on Model 2 in Table 7.2.
For the simulations of the effect of foreign aid in different power-sharing
contexts—depicted in the left panel of Figure 7.5—I set aid levels at 1% and 30%
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of recipient GDP, respectively. To get an idea of the real-world relevance of these
values it is helpful to put them into perspective. 1% of GDP is about the size of
aid commitments to countries such as Croatia in 1996 (Aid/GDP: 1.04%), Panama
in 1991 (Aid/GDP: 0.99%) or Indonesia in 2006 (Aid/GDP: 0.98%)—all countries
with substantial aid levels, but for which aid does not constitute a source of major
government revenue. In contrast, if aid constitutes 30% of a country’s GDP, external
funds make up a considerable share of the government budget. With such high aid
inflows, rent-seeking incentives for elites from aid windfalls become much stronger.
Countries with comparable aid levels include Liberia in 2005 (Aid/GDP: 31.38%),
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1999 (Aid/GDP: 26.84%), and Mozambique in 1996
(Aid/GDP: 19.05%).
Holding all other control variables at their mean, the left panel of Figure 7.5
shows that more extensive power-sharing governments inhibit far-reaching rule of
law reforms when they receive about 30% of foreign aid, indicated by the flat, dark
red line: if rebels hold ten seats in a post-conflict power-sharing government, aid
inflows in the size of 30% of recipient GDP predict a judicial independence score
of 0.33, whereas aid flows of the size of 1% of GDP are associated with a judicial
independence score of about 0.6—almost twice the size of the score in the scenario
with the 30% Aid/GDP inflow. The difference between a judicial independence
score of 0.30 and 0.6 is, for instance, akin to the difference between Liberia in 2006
and Macedonia in 2002—both countries with power-sharing governments, but with
Liberia being much more aid dependent than Macedonia.
Mirroring this finding, the right panel of Figure 7.5 shows that there is a substantively large and positive effect of power-sharing at low levels of foreign aid;
an effect that is statistically significant between 0 and about 6% percentage points
of aid / GDP. As aid levels increase, this positive effect of power-sharing becomes
smaller and ultimately vanishes, however, as confidence intervals start to overlap.
The model predictions are therefore consistent with the marginal effects plots: at
low levels of foreign aid, power-sharing can indeed strengthen the rule of law after
conflict. Only when aid increases substantially this effect vanishes.
This beneficial effect of power-sharing at low levels of aid reveals an interesting
implication of my political economy theory. While it is not rational for powersharing elites to strengthen judicial oversight in the context of high aid dependence,
it might be a good strategy when state officials’ income does not dependent on
foreign aid. A comparison of Macedonia and Cote d’Ivoire illustrates this argument.
In Macedonia, the 2001 Ohrid agreement stipulated the strengthening of the
constitutional court through fixed inclusion of minorities. At the same time, as
a former communist regime, Macedonia was not particularly aid dependent (aid
flows made up between 2 and 7% of the national GDP between 2001 and 2005). In
this situation, Albanian and Macedonian elites were more concerned with future
protection of their respective ethnic groups’ rights than limiting judicial oversight
in order to continue aid rents. As a consequence, observers reported that Macedonia was at least partially successful in increasing minority representation in the
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country’s judiciary.
Contrast this with the case of the Cote d’Ivoire’s power-sharing government
between 2007-2010.149 After a protracted conflict between numerous rebels from the
north and the government in the South, Guillaume Soro’s Force Nouvelles (FN) and
Laurent Gbagbo’s governing Front Populaire Ivoirien (FPI) agreed to share power in
a government of national unity in the Ouagadougou Peace Accord (OPA). Laurent
Gbagbo was to remain president, while rebel leader Guillaume Soro became prime
minister. Once in power, the joint FN/FPI government, however, “[...] failed to
take adequate steps to improve security and access to justice, even as international
partners like the European Union and the World Bank pour hundreds of millions of
dollars into judicial and security sector development.” (Human Rights Watch 2010,
n.p.).
As donors started to unfreeze aid assets in the wake of the OPA government
(see IMF 2009; aid flows to Cote d’Ivoire’s rose drastically from 1.5% of the Ivorian
GDP in 2005 to over 12% in 2009), it seems that the international community’s focus
on holding elections masked the fact the power-sharing government put tight limits
on the Ivorian judiciary. This was not only to shield members of the government
and the FN from investigations of human rights violations; the power-sharing
government’s interference in the judiciary allowed both rebels and government
to profit with impunity from the cocoa trade, one of the country’s main export
sources—and thus to profit from the recovering aid investments in the sector (Krain
et al. 2011; Puddington et al. 2009, 190-192).
Probing Mechanisms
What mechanisms drive these findings? The core of my theoretical story is that
putting limits to the rule of law in extensive, aid-dependent power-sharing governments is a rational solution to the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma for elites
who are pressured into holding elections—a dilemma that is particularly strong in
interim power-sharing cabinets.
To probe these mechanisms further it is helpful to consider additional implications of the theory. One such implication is that the effect should be more pronounced for senior level power-sharing cabinets. Rebels in senior level positions,
such as (vice) president, foreign minister, or defense minister, hold more powerful
positions. Thus, they not only have greater access to state resources—including
aid—but they also have more to lose by being scrutinized and maybe even indicted
by an independent judiciary.
Another implication of my theory is that we should not observe a strong effect of democracy and governance aid in the context of power-sharing on judicial
independence. Competing origins of donor legal systems and lack of technical
knowledge in how to implement these reforms make it difficult for donors to effectively leverage rule of law assistance programs to improve independent judicial
149 The

following case illustration is largely based on Piccolino (2012) and Bovcon (2014).

7.2. Interaction Effects

203

Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Different Types of
Power-Sharing (cabinet) and Aid

Figure 7.6. Probing Mechanisms I: Variation in Types of Power-Sharing and Aid
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Note: Coefficients for the interaction between different types of power-sharing and aid. Reference model
is Model 2 in Table 7.2. 90% confidence intervals. Dependent variable is LJI.

oversight of the executive (Heupel 2013; Schimmelfennig 2013). Instead, we should
observe a stronger effect for program aid and budget support aid. Program and
budget aid are often more strongly conditional on governance reforms, most importantly on holding post-conflict elections.150 In these situations, power-sharing
elites have stronger incentives to limit judicial independence as a response to the
rent-seeking/democracy dilemma.
To assess these predictions empirically, Figure 7.6 plots the interaction coefficient
for different types of power-sharing and foreign aid. As expected, the coefficient for
senior level power-sharing is larger than for the other two types of power-sharing.
With -0.022 the coefficient for senior level power-sharing is about three times the
effect of all cabinet level seats (-0.067). With regard to aid types, we see that effect
runs mainly through program aid; the coefficients for the other types, democracy
and governance aid and budget support aid, are not statistically significant. Thus,
the pernicious effects of large aid flows to power-sharing governments on judicial
independence run largely through senior level cabinet positions, and are driven by
program aid.
A unique feature of the V-Dem data allows me to probe even further by which
actions aid-dependent power-sharing cabinets limit judicial power after conflicts.
V-Dem collects precise information on the individual components on judicial independence (Coppedge et al. 2015b). Specifically, I use the following four additional
dependent variables: judicial reform (v2jureform); judicial accountability (v2juaccnt);
judicial purges (v2jupurge); and court packing (v2jupack). “Judicial reform” measures whether the executive introduced reforms that improve the judiciary’ ability
to control arbitrary power. “Judicial accountability” captures the degree to which
judges were held accountable when they were found responsible for misconduct.
“Judicial purges” identifies whether judges were arbitrarily and for political purposes removed from their posts; and “court packing” refers to the strategy of
150 See

subsection 3.2.2 (p. 68) for a discussion of the different aid types.
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Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Power-Sharing (cabinet)
and Aid/GDP (log)

Figure 7.7. Probing Mechanisms II: Strategies Against the Judiciary
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Note: Coefficients for the interaction between power-sharing and aid for different types of actions
towards the judiciary (see text). Reference model is Model 2 in Table 7.2. 90% confidence intervals. The
different dependent variables are taken from the V-Dem dataset (Coppedge et al. 2015b).

increasing the number of judges for political reasons by the executive.151 All variables are scaled so that lower values indicate less democratic outcomes. These
actions can give us further insights into the strategies with which power-sharing
elites operate when they limit judicial oversight.
Figure 7.7 plots the results for the respective interaction coefficients when I
replace the general indicator of judicial independence with indicators for these
different strategies (Table 7.2). The results suggest that power-sharing elites prefer active strategies to consolidate their control over the judiciary: the large and
negative coefficients for “judicial reforms” and “purges” indicate a mix of broader
legal reforms, such as limiting constitutional review, and active removal of judges
for political reasons (even though the coefficient for “purges” barely misses statistical significance). Further, there is some evidence that this active control over the
judiciary is complemented by more passive actions, such as lack of accountability.
The latter strategy—the lack of political will to hold the judiciary accountable—is
exemplified in the Bosnian power-sharing arrangement after the Dayton agreement
in 1995. Here, national elites were reluctant to punish the judiciary’s misconduct
because they profited from the impunity.152 As Bergling (2001, 510) observed at the
time,
[t]he nationalist political parties [represtented in the post-Dayton powersharing structure, F.H.], in their perceived capacity of ultimate defenders
of the interests of their respective ethnic groups, know that in order to be
able to continue to pursue this policy, they must retain effective control
over the way justice is administered. Other interest groups, comprising
disparate elements such as crime syndicates, religious groups, labour
unions, and various parts of the state and local administration, also
151 See Coppedge et al. 2015b, 193-195 for a description of the data. All variables were aggregated and
transformed to a continuous outcome variable through V-Dem’s measurement model (Coppedge et al.
2015a).
152 See also the case illustration of Bosnia in the introduction.
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benefit from a weak and under-funded judicial system working at their
mercy.
The first two strategies, however—particularly limiting judicial reforms to retain
control over the judiciary—can be vividly seen in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo. In the power-sharing government that followed the Sun City agreement in
2002, all parties were actively seeking to influence the judiciary.153 The International
Crisis Group reports that
[a]lthough the constitution gives the supreme council of judges the
authority to name, promote and sanction judges, in practice the minister
of justice does so. He is also able to award new posts at his discretion. [...]
Laws to implement judicial independence, as the constitution foresees,
are vital but two have been blocked by the minister (International Crisis
Group 2006a, 11, my emphasis).
Taken together, the results in this section offer support for my main hypothesis.
Large aid flows to extensive power-sharing governments, such as in the DRC,
Bosnia, or Cote d’Ivoire, can undermine an independent rule of law. Further
analysis provide support for the proposition that this effect is indeed driven by the
existence of a rent-seeking/democracy dilemma. The findings suggests that the
pernicious effect of power-sharing on judicial independence is strongest when rebels
hold senior level positions and receive large amounts of economic aid. In these
circumstances, elites’ preferred strategy to consolidate power over the judiciary is
to hold out on judicial reforms and do not pursue judicial misconduct.
While these results are stable to a number of covariates and both versions of
the dependent variable, other sensitivity concerns exists, such as outliers, or causal
interpretability of the results. Thus, I turn to number of more formal robustness
checks.

7.2.2

Robustness Checks

Table 7.3 reports the results of a series of robustness checks. Models 1 through
6 add additional control variables which might drive the relationship between
aid/power-sharing and judicial independence. Models 7 through 9 add random
effects, as well as region and country fixed effects. The dependent variable is Linzer
and Staton’s measure of judicial independence.
Models 1 and 2 control for Ethnic Fractionalization and the presence and mandate strength of UN peace operations. Ethnic Fractionalization is negative an statistically significant at the 10% level; UN PKO does not have any discernible effect.
Both variables do not alter sign, size, or statistical significance of the interaction
term between power-sharing and foreign aid.
Model 3 uses the share of cabinet seats held by rebel ministers instead of the overall count of rebels. Here, the interaction term is negative, but extremely small—it is
153 See

also the case illustration of the DRC in chapter 5, particularly page 135ff.
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0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)

(1) ELF
0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)

(2) PKO

272
46
0.58

−0.00
(0.01)

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

272
46
0.60

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.03
(0.03)
−0.00+
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.12+
(0.07)

(3) Cab. Size

0.00
(0.00)
−0.00
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
0.00
(0.02)
−0.03∗
(0.01)
0.02
(0.03)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.01)

214
42
0.63

0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗
(0.00)

(4) Regional Mean

0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.01+
(0.00)

(5) Common Law

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)

(6) Const. Duration

−0.00
(0.00)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.00
(0.02)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.00)
0.00
(0.00)

(7) RE

−0.01
(0.01)
0.03+
(0.02)
−0.03∗∗
(0.01)
0.06+
(0.03)
0.02
(0.03)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.02+
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.00)

(8) Region FE

−0.00
(0.00)
0.02∗∗
(0.01)
0.17∗
(0.07)
−0.00
(0.03)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.00)
−0.00
(0.00)

(9) Country FE

0.00+
(0.00)
271
46
0.60

272
46
0.46

−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
−0.03∗
(0.01)
0.02
(0.03)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.15∗∗
(0.06)

272
46
0.64

272
46
0.75

−0.01∗
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.05
(0.05)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.64∗∗∗
(0.13)

272
46
0.71

272
46
0.52

−0.01
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.03
(0.03)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.01)

Table 7.3. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Rule of Law: Robustness Checks

PS (cabinet)
PS (cabinet) * Aid
PS (cabinet share)
PS (cabinet share) * Aid

GDP p/c

Aid / GDP (log)

Population
Conflict Intensity

Nat. Res. Rents

Non-State Violence

Regime Type (FH)
Ethnic Frac.
UN PKO
LJI Regional Mean
Common Law
Const. Duration

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

Note: Dependent variable is Linzer and Staton’s Judicial Independence measure. Robust standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Intercepts estimated, but not reported.
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rounded to zero in the table—and not statistically significant (p = 0.20). Marginal
effects plots for this model are of similar shape, however, as the plot for main model
reported in Figure 7.4, just with more uncertainty reflected in wider confidence intervals. This uncertainty stems from the reduced sample sized for the Power-Sharing
(cabinet share) variable, since my data on cabinet sizes ends in 2008.
Models 4 through 6 add rule of law-specific control variables. Model 4 adds a
variable that captures the annual regional mean of judicial independence for any
given country. If a country is located in a “bad neighbourhood” in which a weak
rule of law prevails, my results may be an artifact of such neighbourhood effects.
The coefficient for the LJI regional mean variable is strongly positive and statistically
significant, indicating that a country’s regional environment shapes its strength of
the rule of law. Coefficient sign, size and statistical significance of the interaction
term remain virtually unaffected, however.
Model 5 introduces a dummy whether a country has common law or a civil law
system (a one indicates common law).154 Countries with civil law have been shown
to incrase the likelihood of power-sharing institutions (Schneider 2016) while legal
origin has also been shown to drive de facto judicial independence (Melton and
Ginsburg 2014). Replicating the findings of Melton and Ginsburg’s study (2014) for
my sample of post-conflict countries, I find that Common Law is positively associated
with higher levels of judicial independence. The interaction coefficient remains
substantively unchanged.
Model 6 introduces a measure for the age of a constitution. Linzer and Staton
report that a country’s judicial independence score trend upwards over time (Linzer
and Staton 2015). I take Melton and Ginsburg’s (2014) “age of constitution” variable
that captures how long a country’s current constitution has been in place, measured
in years. The coefficient for constitutional duration is positive and statistically
significant; my main results nevertheless remain stable.
Models 7 to 9 address the grouped nature of my data through random and
and fixed effects. In analogy to my approach in the previous chapters, I pursue
a three-tiered approach: I employ a random effects model with country-specific
random intercepts in Model 7, whereas Models 8 and 9 include region- and countrydummies to control for time invariant unobserved heterogeneity on the region
and country level, respectively. Including region fixed effects in Model 7 causes
the interaction term between aid and power-sharing to lose statistical significance
(p = 0.12); marginal effects plots, however, for Model 7 confirm largely the same
pattern as observed in Figure 7.4: a clear negative, and statistically significant
relationship between aid and power-sharing for a wide range of the respective other
variable.155
The picture changes somewhat once we account for the grouped nature of the
data on the country-level through random and fixed effects. In both the random
154 Data

is from Melton and Ginsburg (2014).
Brambor, Clark, and Golder (2006) why the statistical significance of the interaction term is not
always a good indicator of the presence of interaction between two variables in a regression model.
155 See
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effects model with random country intercepts (Model 6) and the country-fixed
effects model (Model 8), the interaction term is not longer statistically significant.
Additional marginal effects plots (not reported) still reveal a negative, and sometime statistically significant relationship, but much less so than in the previous
models. The main explanation for this lack of robustness to controlling for countryspecific heterogeneity lies in reduced variance between countries, particularly for
the country-fixed effects models. There is only little variation both on the side of
the independent variables (particularly power-sharing) and the dependent variable,
judicial independence. Thus, controlling away the between-case variation through
fixed and random effects gets rid of much of the variation in the data—variation
that is substantively interesting, however (Clark and Linzer 2015). I therefore cannot
completely rule out that country-specific time-invariant unobserved factors drive
the results.
In the Appendix (see Table D.2, p. 296), I report the results of a series of
additional robustness checks: (1) I systematically remove outliers, using cut-off
values for Hat Values, Cook’s Distance, and DFBETA scores (see Appendix B, p. 279
for a discussion of these diagnostics); (2) I separately include a cubic time trend and
year fixed effects to control for time dependency; and (3) I reestimate the models
with different codings of the power-sharing variable. The results are consistently
robust across these different model specifications.
Even though the robustness checks presented in this section have ruled out most
of the alternative explanations that might drive the observed conditional effect of
foreign aid and power-sharing on post-conflict judicial, they do not allow us to add
a sense of causal interpretation to results. To further probe this question, I therefore
turn to matching and instrumental variable estimations in the following section.

7.2.3

Adressing Endogeneity

Matching
I use the matched sample generated for the analysis of the independent effect of
power-sharing in chapter 5 and reestimate Model 1 from Table 7.2 on the matched
data. To briefly recap, the matched sample is generated with a two-on-one nearest
neighbour matching with a Mahalanobis distance (King and Nielsen 2016). I match
on all the covariates of my baseline model, measured in the first year of the postconflict period to avoid post-treatment / “bad controls” bias (Angrist and Pischke
2009, 64-68). Balance statistics are reported in section 5.3.4 (p. 155).
The regression results on the matched sample are reported in the first two
columns in Table 7.4. Since matching is conducted on a binary indicator of powersharing, the models in Table 7.4 are estimated with a binary power-sharing variable.
The results do not change and are comparable in size to my main results, however,
if I use Power-Sharing (cabinet), i.e. the full number of cabinet seats held by rebels, as
power-sharing variable.
In line with theoretical expectations and confirming the results in the earlier
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Table 7.4. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Rule of Law: Matching
and 2SLS Results
Matching

Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type
Countries
Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald F statistic
Num. obs.
Adj. R2

2SLS

(1) LJI

(2) V-Dem

(3) LJI

(4) V-Dem

0.11∗

0.23∗

0.11∗

(0.05)
−0.05∗∗
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.08∗
(0.03)
−0.05
(0.03)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.01)

(0.10)
−0.07∗
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.05
(0.04)
0.01
(0.02)
0.01
(0.07)
−0.02
(0.07)
0.00
(0.00)
0.12∗∗∗
(0.02)

(0.05)
−0.05∗∗
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.01)
0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.22∗
(0.10)
−0.06+
(0.04)
0.02
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.04)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.04
(0.06)
0.01
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.02)

46
40.32
270
0.58

46
40.32
270
0.51

25
108
0.70

25
108
0.40

∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1
Note: Robust standard errors clustered on country reported in parentheses, intercepts estimated but not
reported.

analyses, the coefficient for the interaction term between power-sharing and foreign
aid on the matched sample is negative, large, and statistically significant and does
not change substantively if I use Linzer and Staton’s judicial independence (Model
1) measure or V-Dem’s judicial independence score as dependent variable (Model
2). Thus, even if after only comparing country-years with power-sharing to countryyears that are very similar in all other aspects but without power-sharing, foreign
aid negatively affects judicial independence in the context of a power-sharing
government.

Instrumental Variables
Similar to the approaches in the previous two chapters, I therefore resort to an
instrumental variable strategy to deal with the potential endogeneity of foreign
aid. I use the same instrumental variable as in the previous chapters: a measure
Zit that is constructed using both long-term averages of aid flows between donor
and recipient, as well as short-term fluctuations in donors’ aid budgets. Taken
together together, both long-term averages and short-term budget fluctuations are
plausibly exogenous to recipient or donor political dynamics and can be considered
“as-good-as-random.” See section 5.3.4 (p. 158ff.) for a general description of the
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instrument.
Models 3 and 4 in Table 7.4 report the second-stage results from two-stage
least-squares regressions, using Zit as instrument for Aid/GDP (log). The KleibergenPaap rk Wald F statistic is very high and well above the rule-of-thumb value of 10
(Staiger and Stock 1997). I am therefore able to reject the null hypothesis of a weak
instrument. In addition, the instrumental variable performs well in reduced form
regressions (these are reported in the Appendix; Table D.3 presents reduced form
results).
Across both indicators for post-conflict judicial independence, the coefficient for
the interaction term between Power-Sharing (binary) and Aid is negative, large, and
statistically significant, confirming the earlier results: when a post-conflict country
is governed by a extensive power-sharing government, exogenous variation in aid
commitments as a result of short-term budget fluctuations and long-term donorrecipient aid relationships weakens post-war judicial independence.156
Taken together, the results on the matched sample as well as the IV analysis
suggest that the findings reported in this chapter warrant a causal interpretation.
The same caution as in the previous chapters applies here, too, however: since
I have two endogenous variables but my causal identification strategies treats
both of them separately, I refrain from an overtly strong interpretation of strict
causality. Nevertheless, the consistency in the substantive size of the interaction
term across models with and without matching/IV at least point to a tentative
causal interpretation based on the data.

7.3

Discussion and Conclusion

The rule of law after civil conflict is an essential building block of post-conflict
democracy. As “a set of rules of behavior [...] that is binding on even the most
powerful political actors in the society, whether kings, presidents, or prime ministers” (Fukuyama 2014, 1), a stable rule of law provides insurance for a state’s
citizens against the monopolist abuse of power by one party, upholds transparency
of the political process, and creates stable expectations for election outcomes (see
subsection 3.4.1). While elections regulate who the player of the “political game” is,
an effective rule of law denotes the rules of the “game” itself. Thus, the fundamental
question is why rulers would accept (or reject) “powers [who] should be a check to
[their] power” (Montesquieu 1977, 200)?
Despite the importance of the rule of law in post-conflict settings, however, little
work has systematically and quantitatively examined this question in this particular
context.157 Instead, much existing scholarship has focused on the broader case
of judicial independence in emerging democracies (Helmke and Rosenbluth 2009;
Finkel 2008; Staton and Moore 2011; Yadav and Mukherjee 2014; Weingast 1997).
156 The results are confirmed when inspecting associated marginal effects plots for the interaction term
(Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006).
157 See Haggard and Tiede (2014) and Hartzell and Hoddie (2016) for recent exceptions.
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Table 7.5. Main Findings of Chapter 7
Hypothesis

Finding

Notes

H5: More foreign
aid to post-conflict
countries with
extensive
power-sharing
governments is
associated with a
weaker rule of law.

Supported

Finding is robust to both LJI and V-Dem
measures of judicial independence,
robustness checks,matching, and
instrumental variable analysis. While
robust to region fixed effets,
non-robustness to country fixed and
random effects suggest that much of this
variation is driven by between
country-variation.

Yet without an explicit theory of how the rule of law is established and maintained
in post-conflict settings we fail to understand whether the concepts and theories
that explain judicial empowerment in a more general context help to explain cases
where the rule of law is simultaneously most needed and most difficult to build: in
the aftermath of war.
This chapter helps closing this gap. Guided by a political economy model of
post-conflict politics, I gathered empirical evidence to explain how power-sharing
and foreign aid interact in shaping post-conflict rule of law. My theory suggested
that putting limits on the rule of law is a rational strategy for aid-dependent and rentseeking elites in power-sharing governments to resolve the rent-seeking/democracy
dilemma: Being confronted with donor demands to initiate democratic reforms,
elites will comply with these demands when it comes to elections. At the same
time, elites will hedge in judicial power as a corollary strategy to be able to continue
accessing state resources and control election outcomes. This mechanism is stronger
in power-sharing governments as they add additional players with access to the
state budget and introduce a limited time horizon for elites. Consequently, my
theory predicts that extensive power-sharing cabinets faced with large aid inflows
should weaken judicial independence (Hypothesis 5).
My findings are consistent with this expectation (see Table 7.5). The statistical
results in this chapter show that extensive power-sharing cabinets and large aid
flows are jointly associated with lower judicial independence scores. This effect is
stronger when rebel participants hold senior positions in the power-sharing cabinet
and when they are targeted with program aid. Additional results suggest that elites
use two complementary strategies to strengthen their power over the judiciary: they
obstruct reforms that would enhance the judiciary’s autonomous ability to control
the executive, and they do not enforce judicial accountability over misconduct in
the judiciary, rendering the judicial system ineffective. Thus, aid-dependent elites
in extensive power-sharing governments attack both the judiciary’s autonomy and
effectiveness—the very features which constitute judicial power (Staton and Moore
2011, 558-559).
These findings have two implications. First, they help to clarify the debate about
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judicial empowerment in young democracies. One contribution to this debate is that
I delineate the conditions under which external assistance affects domestic judicial
independence—a question which has received little attention so far, particularly
when it comes to post-conflict settings. I argue theoretically and show empirically,
that the effect of foreign aid is moderated by the domestic political economy of
the recipient country. This is consistent with recent findings that democracy aid
ceases to have a positive effect in contested election periods (Wright, Dietrich, and
Ariotti 2015). Similar to my model, Wright, Dietrich, and Ariotti (2015) argue that
in election periods, domestic elites have office-seeking incentives to constrain the
rule of law in order to secure electoral victory. However, I complement Wright et
al.’s’ findings by showing that similar mechanisms are at work in the context of
post-conflict power-sharing governments.
Another contribution to the judicial empowerment debate is to highlight how
political economy motives shape the “judiciary-as-insurance” notion of judicial
independence, particularly in the context of power-sharing governments and aid
dependency. A prominent argument in the judicial politics literature posits that
rulers delegate power to an independent judiciary as a form “insurance policy”
(Finkel 2008). In doing so, elites create insurances for a future loss of power to
another party (Staton and Moore 2011, 563). For example, “an independent judiciary
can prevent the incoming party from changing the rules of the game in ways that
would hinder the outgoing party from returning to office in the future” (Finkel
2008, 14-15). This argument has also been used to describe the rationale for a strong
judiciary in post-conflict settings (Hartzell and Hoddie 2016).
The theoretical claims substantiated in this chapter suggest an important qualification to the “judiciary-as-insurance” argument. Strengthening the judiciary as
future insurance policy is only a rational strategy when rent- and office-seeking
incentives are sufficiently low—for instance in power-sharing cabinets that are not
strongly aid dependent. This could be seen in the Macedonian example above.
When aid dependency is high, however, the potential economic loss of increasing
judicial oversight is so high that elites prefer closely controlling the judiciary (as it
was in the DRC, for instance). In this situation, the economic benefits of limiting the
rule of law in the short-term outweigh the political costs of strengthening judicial
authority in the long term. This mechanic is reflected by my finding that powersharing cabinets can, in fact, foster the rule of law in contexts where aid is not the
major source of government income (see the the positive marginal effects of the
power-sharing variable when aid flows are low, Figure 7.4 and Figure 7.5). Thus, to
put it differently, when aid dependency is high, elites’ rational insurance policy is
to limit judicial oversight in order to increase their chances of electoral victory.
This solution of the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma highlights a second contribution of this chapter: the usefulness of conceptualizing democracy after conflict
beyond elections. My political economy model demonstrates that not “all good
things necessarily go together” when it comes to post-conflict democratic development. As I have shown in chapter 5, foreign aid in extensive power-sharing contexts

7.3. Discussion and Conclusion

213

drives positive, but ultimately limited democratic reforms. While the previous
chapter presented evidence that the “positive” part of this finding is driven by
generally higher election quality, this chapter shows that the “limited” part of the
findings in chapter 5 is, at least partially, driven by limitations of judicial independence in aid-dependent countries with extensive power-sharing cabinets. In the
subsequent chapter, I turn to investigating a final implication of this model: the
effect of power-sharing and aid on the provision of public as opposed to private
goods.

Chapter 8

Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid
and Post-Conflict Public Goods
Provision

In Africa, political order is expensive to maintain.
When Things Fell Apart.
State Failure in Late-Century Africa
Robert Bates (2008, 69)

Robert Bates’ “price” of political order refers to a basic dilemma of political rule:
how should rulers most effectively allocate state resources to maximize their probability of remaining in power?158 From that perspective, political order is not only
expensive in Africa, but everywhere—and it is certainly most costly in societies that
have emerged from violent internal conflicts. In post-conflict situations, the security
dilemma among former rebels and the government means that questions of political
survival can quickly turn into questions of physical survival. In the shadow of
this existential problem, post-conflict rulers must decide how to invest the limited
resources at their disposal. “Investment” in this context is typically understood as
the decision between allocating resources in the form of private or public goods.
Private or particularistic goods target only a a certain, designated social or political
group, whereas public goods are open for everyone. What determines post-conflict
elites’ choice to provide public or private goods?
The evidence collected in this chapter addresses this question from the perspective of a political economy theory of post-conflict political development. I
present evidence that larger aid flows in the context of extenstive power-sharing
governments are associated with less public goods provision and more particularistic spending. This finding illuminates a key implication of my theoretical
158 See

Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003); a detailed discussion can be found in section 3.5.
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Particularistic. vs. Public Spending

Particularistic vs. Public Spending

Figure 8.1. Public Goods, Power-Sharing, and Aid: Individual Patterns
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Note: Data points represent country-years. Low values on the y-axis indicate more private spending.
The rhombus-shaped, red points in the left panel represent means.

model. Similar to restricting the rule of law, increasing particularistic spending
is a complementary elite strategy to solve the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma.
Due to political conditionalities, post-conflict elites face the the decision to either
implement elections and accept uncertainty over political office or to suffer from
loss of aid rents but keep political office. In light of this dilemma, elites’ optimal
strategy is to implement elections, but pursue additional strategies that ensure
access to state resources, and ultimately increase their chance of electoral victory.
I presented evidence in the previous chapter that one such strategy is to increase
control over the judiciary. This chapter shows that an increase in particularistic
spending, instead of impartial public goods provision, is a second strategy, particularly for aid-dependent elites in power-sharing governments (see hypothesis 6, p.
93).
The chapter is structured as follows. In the next sections, I analyze the individual
effects of power-sharing and foreign aid on public vs. private goods provision. In
section 8.2, I investigate the interaction effect between aid and power-sharing on
private vs. public goods provision and probe causal mechanisms. In section 8.3, I
discuss the findings as well as their shortcomings and conclude the chapter.

8.1

Individual Effects

As in the previous chapters, I do not hold strong theoretical expectations for the
individual effects of power-sharing and foreign aid. On the one hand, powersharing governments provide economic incentives and opportunities for elites to
enrich themselves and their constituencies. On the other hand, power-sharing also
opens up space for cooperation among former conflict parties to limit corruption and
particularistic spending. Similarly, more aid might drive anti-corruption reforms,
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particularly through technical democracy and governance assistance. But aid can
also fuel particularistic spending and corruption as it increases the recipient’s ability
to steer valuable aid projects to constituents. Instead, I argue that we should
observe the strongest effect when both variables vary together, since their theoretical
mechanisms interact.
Nevertheless it is useful to assess the individual effects of both power-sharing
and foreign aid to establish a baseline model against which I can compare the
interaction model. It also helps to illustrate the overall variation of public goods vs.
private goods spending in the sample. In the left panel of Figure 8.1, I therefore plot
the distribution of public vs. particularistic spending values subdivided by powersharing governments. The right panel plots the spending variable against foreign
aid. Lower values reflect more particularistic spending that targets certain groups,
while higher values indicate greater degrees of public spending (see subsection 4.2.4,
p. 110 for a discussion of the variable).
Figure 8.1 illustrates two main patterns. First, it highlights the wide variation in
particularistic vs. public spending in post-conflict countries. At the lower end of the
scale is Somalia with a particularistic spending score of -3. At the top end is Peru
with a score of over 1.7. It seems as if politicians’ way to pay the aforementioned
“price of political order” varies widely across post-conflict states. What explains this
variation?
No clear answer to this question is visible from the data presented in Figure 8.1.
In the left panel, it seems that those country-years with power-sharing governments
have somewhat higher public spending scores. This difference in means is not
statistically significant, however (p = 0.12). Similarly, more aid seems to be positively
correlated with higher public, instead of particularistic spending. But, even though
statistically significant (p < 0.05) the correlation of 0.12 between aid and public
spending is substantively relatively weak.159 Thus, while there is large variation in
public vs. private spending in post-conflict countries, power-sharing and foreign
aid do not seem to be able to explain some of this variation individually.
This largely uninformative finding for the individual effects of power-sharing
and foreign aid is further confirmed if we look at results from OLS regressions
that employ V-Dem’s particularistic vs. public spending indicator as dependent
variable.160 Results from these regressions are reported in Table 8.1.
Overall, the results presented in Table 8.1 resemble the inconclusive findings
from Figure 8.1: no clear association between power-sharing and the provision
of public vs. private goods is visible in the data. The coefficients in Models 1
through 3 are all positive, confirming the pattern in the left panel of Figure 8.1 with
more fine-grained data on the number of rebel seats instead of a simple binary
indicator of whether a country was governed by a power-sharing government or
not. However, standard errors for all coefficients are large, rendering the results
159 A similarly inconclusive pattern emerges if I use political corruption as proxy measure for public
goods provision (the plot is replicated in the Appendix, see Figure E.1 on page 299).
160 The model specification follows the previous specifications in functional form and choice of covariates; see Equation 5.2 (p. 145).
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Table 8.1. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid, and Post-Conflict Provision of Public
Goods: Individual Effects
Model 1
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Model 2

Model 3

0.01
(0.04)

Power-Sharing (senior)

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

0.01
(0.04)

0.01
(0.03)

0.01
(0.04)

0.01
(0.09)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)

0.01
(0.05)

−0.05
(0.18)

DGA/GDP (log)
Program Aid/GDP (log)

0.21
(0.16)

Budget Aid/GDP (log)

−0.00
(0.06)
−0.34∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.07
(0.22)
−0.93∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.38∗∗∗
(0.08)

−0.00
(0.06)
−0.34∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.07
(0.22)
−0.93∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.38∗∗∗
(0.08)

−0.00
(0.06)
−0.34∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.07
(0.22)
−0.93∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.38∗∗∗
(0.08)

0.00
(0.06)
−0.35∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.09
(0.23)
−0.95∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

−0.06
(0.06)
−0.28∗
(0.14)
0.08
(0.09)
0.05
(0.22)
−0.91∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.38∗∗∗
(0.08)

0.16
(0.11)
−0.05
(0.06)
−0.33∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.03
(0.22)
−0.88∗
(0.38)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.37∗∗∗
(0.08)

273
46
0.34

273
46
0.34

273
46
0.34

273
46
0.34

273
46
0.35

273
46
0.35

Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercepts estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is
V-Dem’s Particularistic vs. Public Spending variable; results for Political Corruption as dependent variable are reported in the Appendix
(Table E.1, p. 299).

statistically insignificant.
The results from individual regressions of particularistic vs. public spending
scores on different aid types paint a similarly uninformative picture. Coefficients in
Models 4 to 6 are substantively small and statistically insignificant. This suggests
that the positive bivariate correlation between foreign aid and public spending
shown in Figure 8.1 vanishes once we include covariates that might affect aid
allocation, such as regime type, population size, or GDP per capita.161 Using VDem’s Political Corruption score as alternative dependent variable (findings are
reported in the Appendix, see Table E.1, p. 299) does not alter this finding.
In sum, the null findings in this section support my weak theoretical prior for
the individual effects of power-sharing and foreign aid: since the incentives created
by both power-sharing and foreign aid cancel each other out, we observe no clear
empirical pattern when look at each variable separately.

161 I

discuss results for the control variables in the subsequent section.
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Figure 8.2. Foreign Aid and Particularistic vs. Public Goods Spending in CountryYears With and Without Power-Sharing Governments

Particularistic. vs. Public Spending

No Power-Sharing

Power-Sharing

1

0

-1

-2

-3
-6

-3

0

3

-6

-3

0

3

All Aid / GDP (log)

Note: Individual data points represent country-years. Low values on the y-axis indicate more particularistic spending; high values indicate more public spending.

8.2

Interaction Effects

Hypothesis 6 states that large aid flows to extensive power-sharing governments
should be associated with the provision of more private than public goods after
conflict. By channeling private goods to their supporters, aid recipients resolve
the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma induced by political aid conditionalities: as
donors demand elections, rent-seeking elites improve their chances of winning elections by targeting their support constituents with state resources. This mechanism is
strongest in power-sharing cabinets that increase the number of rent-seeking actors
in the government. Power-sharing also offers aggrieved rebels an opportunity to
achieve a form of retribution by redistributing government resources to fomerly
marginalized groups.
To test whether this proposition is reflected in the data, I plot the relationship
between foreign aid and particularistic vs. public spending, conditional on powersharing in Figure 8.2. In contrast to the relatively inconclusive plots in the previous
section, Figure 8.2 shows that the relationship between foreign aid and public
spending is, as suggested by theory, negative when we look at country-years with
power-sharing governments (right panel). In country-years without power-sharing
(left panel), the relationship is the reverse. This pattern is consistent with theoretical
expectations, providing a first piece of evidence in support of hypothesis 6.

8.2.1

Results

To further probe the interaction effect between aid, power-sharing, and public
vs. particularistic spending, I estimate a series of OLS regression models. Model
specification and covariate choice follow the previous specifications, but I add
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Table 8.2. The Interaction Effect of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on
Post-Conflict Provision of Public Goods
Public vs. Particularistic Spending
(1)
Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid

Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

(4)

−0.02
(0.06)
−0.38∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.06
(0.09)
0.13
(0.22)
−0.93∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.08)

−0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.04)
0.04
(0.03)
0.01
(0.01)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.01
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.00)
−0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.04)
0.04
(0.03)
0.01
(0.01)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

273
46
0.37

273
46
0.35

273
46
0.42

273
46
0.42

Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid

GDP p/c (log)

(3)
0.03
(0.06)
−0.01
(0.02)

0.12+
(0.07)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.06)
−0.37∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.11
(0.22)
−0.90∗
(0.41)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Aid / GDP (log)

(2)

0.92∗∗
(0.29)
−0.28∗
(0.13)

Political Corruption

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not reported.

public-goods-specific covariates in the robustness checks section. All models are
estimated with robust standard errors clustered on the country level. Results are
reported in Table 8.2. Models 1 and 2 employ V-Dem’s Public vs. Particularistic
Spending measure as dependent variable; Models 3 and 4 include Political Corruption
as outcome variable.
Models 1 and 2 confirm the pattern of Figure 8.2: foreign aid and power-sharing
condition in each other in their effect on public goods provision. More precisely,
the negative coefficient for the interaction term in Models 1 and 2 indicates that the
effect of power-sharing on public spending becomes negative as aid levels increase.
Vice versa, the effect of development aid on public spending is negative in the
context of extensive power-sharing governments. This finding holds both when
using a binary indicator of the presence of a power-sharing cabinet (Model 1) or
including the count of cabinet seats held by rebels (Model 2).
In contrast, the results for political corruption are less informative. The coefficient of the interaction term is extremely small and not statistically significant,
regardless of using a binary (Model 3) or count indicator (Model 4) of powersharing. This suggests that there is neither a substantial nor statistically significant
conditional relationship between Power-Sharing and Aid in their effect on political
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Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Power-Sharing (cabinet)
and Aid/GDP (log)

Figure 8.3. Temporal Dynamics of the Interactive Effect between Power-Sharing
and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict Provision of Public Goods

0.000

-0.025

-0.050

-0.075

-0.100
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Year after t0

Political Corruption

Public vs. Particularistic Spending

Note: The plot shows the coefficient for the interaction term between Power-Sharing (cabinet) and Aid/GDP
for different annual leads of the dependent variable. The x-axis shows the year after t0 (the coefficient
for year 2 is the one reported in Models 2 and 4 of Table 8.2); the y-axis depicts coefficient size with 90%
confidence intervals.

corruption.
Both dependent variables in Table 8.2— Particularistic vs. Public Spending and
Political Corruption—are measured at year t1 , i.e. with a temporal lead of one year.
This reflects my theoretical expectation that effects on public goods provision should
be visible relatively quickly after the inclusion of rebels in the post-conflict cabinet,
due to the limited time horizon institutionalized in the temporary power-sharing
government. This coding decision masks, however, any development over time.
To illustrate this temporal dynamic, I reestimate Models 2 and 4 from Table 8.2
with different temporal leads. The resulting coefficients of the interaction term are
plotted in Figure 8.3.
The plot displays two interesting temporal patterns: on the one hand, the
interaction effect between aid and power-sharing remains substantively small and
statistically insignificant over time when using political corruption as dependent
variable. On the other hand, the interaction effect becomes stronger over time
when we look at particularistic spending. This suggests that power-sharing and
aid cast a shadow into the future: once particularistic spending has taken root,
post-conflict politics remain influenced by clientelist practices—at least in the first
five post-conflict years.
Figure 8.4 presents marginal effects plots for Model 2 in Table 8.2. In the left
panel, we see that the marginal effect of a one-seat increase in the extensiveness
of the power-sharing government is, indeed, positively related to public spending
between about -6 and -1 log points of foreign aid / GDP (or about zero to one per
cent of aid in GDP). Thus, in countries with only very little aid inflows, powersharing governments seem to have a positive effect on public spending. An example
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Figure 8.4. Marginal Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Particularistic vs.
Private Spending

0
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c) Power-Sharing
(1 = Yes, 0 = No)

Note: Marginal effect calculations in the left and middle panel based on Model 2 in Table 8.2; right panel based
on Model 1 in Table 8.2. Dashed lines indicate 90% confidence intervals. The underlying histogram depicts the
distribution of observations in the sample on the variable on the x-axis. Long-dashed, blue horizontal lines represent
the marginal effect at the median value of the moderating variable.

for this case is Macedonia. Between 2002 and 2006, Macedonia established a powersharing government to include Albanian minorities in the post-conflict cabinet in
response to the brief Macedonian-Albanian war in 2001 (McEvoy 2014). At the
same time, Macedonia received very little foreign aid (aid levels in Macedonia
fell from about 8% in 2002 to about 2% in 2006), but continues to have relatively
impartial and widespread provision of public goods, such as education, electricity,
and sanitation across the country (World Bank 2016). Once aid levels cross the
threshold of four log points (or about 50% of aid in national GDP), the marginal
effect of power-sharing becomes negative indicating an increase in particularistic as
opposed to public spending. Empirical examples for such enormous aid flows in
the context of power-sharing cabinets are Liberia and the DRC (see also the case
illustrations in chapter 5).
Complementing these findings, the middle and right panels of Figure 8.4 show
that foreign aid is negatively related to public goods provision in the context of
extensive power-sharing governments (middle panel) which is robust to using a
dummy indicator for power-sharing (right panel). This indicates that an increase of
foreign aid commitments to countries with extensive power-sharing governments
is negatively related to public spending, consistent with my theoretical expectations.
The marginal effects at the median of the moderating variable, represented by the
long-dashed, blue line is not completely covered by the confidence band around the
marginal effect line. This indicates that the interaction effect substantively differs
from the individual effect (Pepinsky 2017).
The control variables also show a number of interesting patterns. As one would
expect, Regime Type (measured through Freedom House scores) is consistently and
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Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Different Types of
Power-Sharing (cabinet) and Aid

Figure 8.5. Probing Mechanisms: Variation in Types of Power-Sharing and Aid

0.00

-0.05

-0.10

-0.15

-0.20

Cabinet PS (Baseline)

Senior PS
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Program Aid

Budget Aid

Note: Coefficients for the interaction between different types of power-sharing and aid. Reference model
is Model 2 in Table 8.2. 90% confidence intervals. Dependent variable is Public vs. Particularistic Spending.

strongly related to more public spending and less political corruption. In contrast,
the presence of non-state violence is associated with more particularistic spending.
This reflects the fact that particularistic spending is often a sign for a weak state
which is held together by patronage spending. These states, such as as Liberia in
the 1990s, also often lack a complete monopoly of force over their territory which is
reflected by the negative coefficient of the Nonstate Conflict variable. Finally, GDP/pc
is negatively associated with public spending. This seems counterintuitive at first,
since a higher GDP implies that more capacity exists to provide public goods. Closer
inspection shows, however, that this result is largely driven by country differences
in GDP and some relatively developed countries such as Azerbaijan or Georgia
that nevertheless have a relatively high rate of particularistic spending. Once we
control for country differences through fixed or random effects, the results for GDP
disappear (see the robustness checks in Table 8.3).

Probing Mechanisms
Interestingly, however, plotting model predictions for public vs. particularistic
spending based on Models 1 and 2 to assess substantive effects reveals relatively
uninformative patterns, since confidence intervals for the predicted values overlap
to a great extent (see Figure E.2 in the Appendix, p. 300). Why is that the case?
To answer this question, I analyze the interaction effect for different types of
power-sharing and aid. Results are summarized in Figure 8.5. The plot reveals
two main patterns. First, senior level power-sharing seems to be more strongly
associated with particularistic spending than other types of power-sharing. This is
consistent with prior findings on the pernicious effect of senior level power-sharing
and theoretical expectations: rebels in senior level positions have stronger incentives
to buy’ political support through targeted spending as their positions are more
“valuable” than nonsenior ministries; the “price” of political order is higher for
them.
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Figure 8.6. Model Predictions for the Effect of Budget Aid and Power-Sharing on
Post-Conflict Particularistic vs. Public Spending
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Note: Marginal effects simulated with all other variables held at their mean/median, based on Model 2
in Table 8.2. The dependent variable is V-Dem’s Particularistic vs. Public Spending score; higher values
indicate more public spending, lower values indicate more particularistic spending. The shaded areas
represent 90% confidence intervals around predicted effects. All simulations were conducted with Frank
Harrell’s rms package for R (Harrell 2014).
Left Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect for an aid level of 1% of the recipient’s
GDP; the red line (dark grey) for an aid level of 30% of recipient GDP.
Right Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect of no rebel seats in the post-conflict
government and red (dark grey) simulates the effect of 10 rebel seats. The x-axis represents the actual,
not the logged value of foreign aid / GDP.

Figure 8.5 also shows that the main results in Table 8.2 are mainly driven by
budget aid commitments. Interaction effects with the other two types of foreign
aid are substantively small and statistically insignficant.162 Again, this is what we
would expect. More than other types of aid, budget support aid, delivered in the
form of grants or debt relief, frees up state resources for all members of the powersharing government (Molenaers et al. 2015). As a result, elites can more easily
capture budget aid for private political purposes—which is reflected in the negative
and statistically significant interaction coefficient for budget aid in Figure 8.5.
The effect of budget aid is also substantively meaningful. Figure 8.6 plots
substantive effect simulations. The left plot compares the effect of power-sharing
in countries with no and 30 per cent budget aid (of GDP). Without any (or only
very little) budget aid (light blue line), more cabinet seats are associated with more
public goods provision—as we have seen in Macedonian example cited above. The
picture drastically changes, however, in the scenario with 30 per cent budget aid.
The darker red line in the left panel of Figure 8.6 indicates that this positive effect
162 This

is confirmed by a visual inspection of associated marginal effects plots (not reported).

8.2. Interaction Effects

224

disappears with large budget aid inflows; increasing the number of rebel seats in
this scenario does not improve particularistic spending, but increases particularistic
spending. The simulated difference of particularistic spending scores in a country
with ten seats of power-sharing but zero and thirty per cent budget aid is over 1.5
points. This is larger than the difference between the country with the highest value
of public spending, Peru (which had a public spending score of over 1.74 between
2001 and 2002), and a country such as Serbia (which had a score of around 0.35).
The right panel of Figure 8.6 plots a similar simulation for foreign aid and levels
of public vs. particularistic spending in different contexts of power-sharing. Specifically, the plot simulates a situation with no power-sharing (light blue line) and a
ten-seat strong power-sharing government (dark red line). Again, the differences
are striking; the slopes of the regression lines are diametrically opposed. If we
simulate the difference in the public spending score for a country with about 20%
of budget aid (20% budget aid is comparable to Mozambique in 1993 or Serbia
in 2002), the predicted public spending score is about 0.20 in the country with
no power-sharing and about -0.37 in the country with ten rebel seats. To put this
difference into perspective: a score of about -0.37 is comparable to the level of
public spending in Haiti in 1991 (public spending score of about -.20), a country
characterized by highly particularistic provision of goods. A score of 0.41 is roughly
comparable to Georgia in 2007 (which had a public spending score of 0.44). Thus,
the effect of power-sharing on public spending in countries with large budget aid
inflows is comparable to a difference between Georgia and Haiti.

8.2.2

Robustness Checks

To account for the possibility that these results are driven by alternative explanations, Table 8.3 reports a series of robustness checks. For purposes of comparison,
Models 1 to 3 add the same additional covariates as robustness checks in the previous chapters: Ethnic Fractionalization, UN Peace Operations, and power-sharing
measured as share of cabinet seats. Results for Ethnic Fractionalization and UN
PKO do not markedly differ from the previous chapters: coefficients are relatively
small statistically insignificant. Their inclusion does not alter my main conclusion,
however.
Model 4 adds a covariate that captures the history of personalist rule in a
country. The rationale behind this variable is that both the establishment of powersharing governments as well as particularistic spending could be driven by a
country’s history of personalist rule: power-sharing governments are an elitedriven, highly personalist form of conflict termination. If a country has a long
tradition of personalist rule, power-sharing governments might be reflective of
this personalist tradition. At the same time, particularistic spending is a form of
clientelism that pervades personalist regimes (Gerschewski 2013). Is the observed
relationship between power-sharing, aid, and particularistic spending thus simply
an expression of a country’s underlying tendency for personalist rule?
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Table 8.3. Robustness Checks: Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict
Provision of Public Goods

Power-Sharing (binary)
PS (binary) * Aid

(1) ELF

(2) PKO

0.89∗∗
(0.31)
−0.28∗
(0.13)

0.94∗∗∗
(0.25)
−0.26∗
(0.12)

−0.01
(0.06)
−0.38∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.06
(0.09)
0.12
(0.20)
−0.95∗
(0.39)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.08)
0.18
(0.57)

−0.01
(0.06)
−0.38∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.06
(0.09)
0.19
(0.21)
−0.94∗
(0.41)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

PS (cabinet share)
PS (cabinet share) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Ethnic Frac.

(3) Cab. Size

0.27∗∗∗
(0.07)
−0.10∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.01
(0.07)
−0.38∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.03
(0.10)
0.18
(0.24)
−0.92∗∗
(0.35)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.37∗∗∗
(0.09)

Personalism Index

∗∗∗ p

(5) RE

(6) Region FE

0.95∗∗
(0.29)
−0.30∗
(0.14)

0.19+
(0.10)
−0.10∗
(0.05)

0.44
(0.31)
−0.20+
(0.11)

−0.01
(0.06)
−0.37∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.07
(0.08)
0.13
(0.21)
−0.95∗
(0.39)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

0.04
(0.03)
0.05
(0.27)
0.04
(0.10)
−0.00
(0.08)
−0.24∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.01)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.03)

0.01
(0.06)
−0.12
(0.13)
0.01
(0.08)
0.16
(0.19)
−0.96∗
(0.39)
0.00
(0.01)
0.38∗∗∗
(0.08)

273
46
0.19

273
46
0.48

−0.09
(0.06)

UN PKO

Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

(4) Personalist Politics

0.39
(0.54)
273
46
0.37

273
46
0.38

214
42
0.32

273
46
0.37

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country are reported in parentheses. Intercept estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is Public vs. Particularistic
Spending.

To account for this alternative explanation, I take data from Wahman, Teorell,
and Hadenius (2013) to construct a variable that captures the history of personalist
rule in a country. Specifically, Wahman, Teorell, and Hadenius (2013) provide a
variable that “measures the total number of changes of the chief executive during
the regime spell divided by the years of regime spell duration [...]. The effective executive may be the president, prime minister, leader of the ruling party, the monarch
or the ruling military junta, or someone else, working behind political figure heads.”
(Wahman, Teorell, and Hadenius 2013, codebook, p. 13). Since the number of
years is in the denominator, lower values indicate higher personalist rule, higher
values capture less personalist rule. As expected, the coefficient for personalist rule
is positive, suggesting that less personalist regimes provide higher public goods.
The coefficient is not statistically significant, however. More importantly, my main
results remain unchanged: the interaction between power-sharing and aid is still
robustly related to particularistic spending.
Models 5 and 6 include country-specific random intercepts (Model 5) and region
fixed effects (Model 6). Country fixed effects prove to be inefficient due to the slow
moving nature of the public vs. particularistic spending variable within countries
(Clark and Linzer 2015). The coefficient of the interaction term is somewhat smaller
when including country-specific random intercepts, but remains negative and
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Table 8.4. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Provision of Public Goods:
Matching and 2SLS Results
(1) Matching
Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type
Countries
Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald F statistic
Num. obs.
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

0.97∗∗∗

(0.29)
−0.35∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.07
(0.08)
−0.39∗∗
(0.13)
−0.12+
(0.07)
−0.32
(0.20)
−0.59∗
(0.28)
0.01
(0.01)
0.62∗∗∗
(0.11)
28
123
0.65

(2) 2SLS
0.86∗∗
(0.30)
−0.22+
(0.12)
−0.09
(0.10)
−0.47∗∗∗
(0.14)
0.04
(0.10)
0.19
(0.22)
−0.94∗
(0.42)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.42∗∗∗
(0.09)
46
43.11
271
0.36

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country are reported in parentheses. Intercept
estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is Public vs. Particularistic Spending.

statistically significant (Model 5). Similar results are visible when including region
dummies (Model 6). Across both models, however, the main results are stable:
more aid to countries with power-sharing governments is associated with more
particularistic spending.
In the Appendix, I report a series of additional robustness checks in which I (1)
systematically diagnose and remove outliers; (2) account for post-conflict time since
end of the conflict through time polynomials and time fixed effects, and (3) check
whether the aggregation of power-sharing codings affects the results. The results
are reported in Table E.2 (p. 301). Across all models in the table, my main results
remain substantively unchanged.

8.2.3

Addressing Endogeneity

Following the basic empirical strategy laid out in section 4.4 and the approach taken
in the previous chapters I explore endogeneity concerns for power-sharing and
budget aid separately. In particular, I use matching techniques for power-sharing
and two-stage least squares / instrumental variable approaches for foreign aid.
I employ the same matching algorithm as in the previous chapters, i.e. a twoto-one nearest neighbour matching based on the Mahalanobis distance between
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observations. Consequently, the balance improvements are the same as described
in the section on matching for the democratization scores (section 5.3.4); I therefore
refer to section 5.3.4 (p. 155ff.) for details. The results from reestimating my main
model for all aid on the matched sample are reported in as Model 1 in Table 8.4.
The coefficient for the interaction term between Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid is
negative and statistically significant on the matched sample. The coefficient for the
interaction between Power-Sharing (binary) and Foreign Aid in Model 1 is a bit larger
and statistically significant at the 1% level, as opposed to the comparable Model 1
in Table 8.2. Model 2 in Table 8.4 presents results from 2SLS / IV regressions that
account for endogeneity in my aid variable. I use the same instrumental variable
as in the previuos chapters: a constructed indicator zit that relies on time-varying
fluctuations in donor budgets and long-term aid relationships that are plausibly
exogenous to short-term political variation in the recipient country.

163

Consistent with my main findings, the coefficient for the interaction between
aid and power-sharing is negative and statistically significant at the 10% level after
instrumenting the aid variable. The coefficient is smaller than in the main model,
indicating that the main OLS estimates are upward biased. Given that the matching
estimate is larger than the coefficient in the main results table, the 2SLS estimate is
smaller, and the coefficients in the robustness checks table are in between the two
estimates, I conclude that the two coefficients from the matching and IV approach
provide useful information abound the upper (-0.22; IV) and lower (-0.35; matching
estimator) bounds of the true effect.

8.3

Discussion and Conclusion

This chapter has provided systematic evidence that large aid flows to countries
with extensive power-sharing cabinets are associated with more particularistic
spending. This effect is largely driven by rebel participation in senior cabinet
positions and budget aid commitments, as opposed to other types of aid (see
Table 8.5). Further, results from matching and instrumental variables analyses
suggest a causal interpretation of these results.
The theoretical explanation for this finding is that particularistic spending—
similar to constraining judicial independence—is a partial solution to the rentseeking/democracy dilemma. As donors threaten aid withdrawal in the presence
of election manipulation, elites face the choice to accept (relatively) clean electoral
competition over office and have continued access to aid rents or to lose aid income,
but have greater chances to remain in office. A rational strategy for post-conflict
elites is therefore to hold free and fair elections, but use clientelist practices, such as
particularistic spending to key political support groups, to increase their chances
of winning elections. This effect is amplified in power-sharing governments, as
163 See section 5.3.4 (p. 158ff.) for further discussion of the instrument and validations of instrument
strength. The first stage is essentially the same as in the previous chapters, since the first stage regression
only concerns the relationship between the IV and the endogenous independent variable in the second
stage.
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Table 8.5. Main Findings of Chapter 8
Hypothesis

Finding

Notes

H6: More foreign
aid to post-conflict
countries with
extensive
power-sharing
governments is
associated with less
provision of public
goods.

Supported

Finding robust for V-Dem particularistic
vs. public spending variable, but not for
political corruption; finding applies most
strongly to budget aid; robust to
matching and instrumental variable
estimation

they allow more actors greater access to state resources while at the same time
inducing a limited time horizon. Thus, elites in power-sharing governments have
both incentives and opportunity to capture rents from the state and invest them in
their own political survival, as they cannot be certain that they will hold their office
once the interim period of the power-sharing government ends. As a consequence,
elites in extensive power-sharing governments that receive high volumes of aid will
invest less in public goods, and more in private goods (Hypothesis 6).
I do not find, however, a similar, interactive effect of aid and power-sharing on
political corruption. Even though the null finding is not to be taken as evidence for
no effect (Rainey 2014), it is useful to think about the reasons for these diverging
patterns. The most likely explanation is that the spending variable captures the
political use of private goods provision as opposed to public goods provision. VDem’s political corruption measure, on the other hand, captures more the private
use of public office.164 Thus, the contrasting results for political corruption and
particularistic spending illustrate a key theoretical mechanism: rent-seeking in
power-sharing governments is not a purely private affair of personal enrichment of
warlords-turned-politicians, but part of a broader strategy of political survival in
power-sharing governments.
This does not mean that power-sharing elites never embezzle state funds. Anecdotal evidence clearly shows that personal enrichment does happen in powersharing governments, e.g. when Liberia’s outgoing officials in the transtional
power-sharing government “voted to keep their Jeep Cherokee Vehicles” (Reno
2013, 128). Rather, elites both capture state funds for themselves and for political
purposes, as “sharing of the spoils of office with constituents lowers the cost of staying in office and the threat of competition, even if it cuts into the profits incumbents
could otherwise gain from office in the short-run” (Grzymala-Busse 2008, 641-642).
164 This is evident when we look at the questions of the component variables that make up V-Dem’s
Political Corruption variable: “To what extent do [public sector employees/members of the executive/
grant favors in exchange for bribes, kickbacks, or other material inducements, and how often do they
steal, embezzle, or misappropriate public funds or other state resources for personal or family use?,”
“Do members of the legislature abuse their position for financial gain?” and “How often do individuals
or businesses make undocumented extra payments or bribes in order to speed up or delay the process or
to obtain a favorable judicial decision?” See Coppedge et al. (2015b, 66, 172, 196).
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The results in this chapter suggest, however, that the political rationale behind state
capture is greater than purely kleptocratic motives.
These findings have three main implications. First, the chapter fills the final
missing puzzle piece of the overall theoretical argument of this dissertation. My
main argument is that more aid flows together with extensive power-sharing cabinets are both more likely to produce observable reforms towards more democratic
political systems and, at the same time, to limit these reforms in certain dimensions
of political order (see the core theoretical argument laid out in chapter 3). Thus,
the findings in this chapter illustrate that, when we look at post-conflict political
development, a multidimensional concept as introduced in this study carries analytical value. In addition to the rule of law discussed in the previous chapter, this
chapter shows that elites also limit development in the dimension of public goods
provision.
Second, the results in this chapter introduce novel evidence into an ongoing
debate about the relationship between aid and corruption both in academic and
policy circles. One aspect in this discussion are the costs and benefits of budget
support aid as opposed to other types of aid (Dreher, Langlotz, and Marchesi
2016; Molenaers et al. 2015; De Catheu 2013). On the one hand, budget support
aid is supposed to increase the recipient’s ownership of development finance,
strengthening local bureaucracy in the context instead of circumventing it as it is
often the case with project-specific economic aid (Molenaers et al. 2015). At the
same time, budget support that is directly transferred into the government’s bank
accounts makes it susceptible for capture, particularly if the recipient’s capacity for
financial oversight and transparency is low. This had led observers to conclude that
budget aid is “by virtue of its lack of transparency [...] the type of aid most likely to
be siphoned off by extractive political elites” (Acemoglu and Robinson 2012a, n.p.).
My results add to this debate, highlighting the importance of the political context
in which budget aid is being deployed: if rent-seeking in post-conflict contexts
is high—as it is in extensive, oversized power-sharing cabinets—budget aid can
fuel particularistic spending. Thus, budget support aid is no magical wand, but its
effects depend on the political context in which it is applied.
Third, this chapter’s findings have implications for the study of power-sharing
and post-conflict peacebuilding more broadly. The chapter demonstrates the usefulness of a political economy theory of power-sharing in explaining the provision of
public goods after conflict. This addresses a gap in the literature that has mostly
focused on security- or election-related effects of power-sharing. However, while
extensive power-sharing governments can be detrimental to the supply of public
goods, the findings do not paint an exlusively negative picture. The findings also
point to instances where power-sharing fosters public goods provision, namely
when aid flows are relatively low.165 Thus, the results not only add to an understudied aspect of power-sharing—its effect on public goods provision—but they do
165 This can be seen most clearly in the wide range of positive predicted values of the Public vs.
Particularistic Spending variable for power-sharing in the context of low values of budget aid Figure 8.6.
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so in a nuanced way, providing explanation and data for both positive and negative
effects on public goods provision.
This has ramifications for the role of horizontal inequalities in the peacebuilding
debate. My results imply that aid-dependent political elites in power-sharing
governments selectively target public spending to only specific groups in a country.
Thus, the question arises whether this redistribution increases or decreases social
inequality. If social groups perceive targeted spending by elites not per se as inequal,
but rather as receiving their fair share, the mechanism uncovered in this chapter
might help stabilize post-conflict societies. The reason for this is that power-sharing
governments institutionalize an “economic commitment device” North et al. (2012b)
(see subsection 3.1.3, page 61ff.).166
If social groups perceive this targeted spending as unequal, however, the empirical pattern reported in this chapter might deepen inter-group cleavages and incite
new conflict. An enormous literature has documented the detrimental effects of socalled horizontal inequalities on domestic political stability and civil war onset (see,
e.g. Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch 2011; Cederman, Gleditsch, and Buhaug
2013). Thus, increased targeted spending might offset the economic commitment
device and increase the risk of renewed conflict. While beyond the scope of this
dissertation, these both potential pathways—the institutionalization of economic
commitment devices as well as deepening horizontal inequalities—deserve future
research.

166 The idea of an economic commitment device describes an institutional setting in which violent elites
particpating in a governing coalition (which resemble power-sharing governments) have less incentives
to fight each other if this institutional settings ensures higher economic benefits and privileges than
violent inter-group conflict (North et al. 2012b). This mechanism to overcome the commitment problem
is different from the typical mechanism assumed in power-sharing scholarship, namely the allocation of
decision-making rights, including veto power, among former belligerents (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007;
Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a; Walter 2002).

Chapter 9

Conclusion

You know, for westerners democracy is a good thing. But I don’t
think for you and us that wonderful word means the same thing.
Benjamin Serukiza, Vice Governor of South Kivu, DRC
Quoted in Stearns (2012, 64)

In 2006, parliamentary and presidential elections formally marked the end of the
DRC’s three-year transitional power-sharing government. Despite violent clashes
in the aftermath of the elections and reports of irregularities, the July elections as
well as the run-off presidential elections later in the year were deemed relatively
free and fair.167 With over 9.4 million votes (about 58%), Joseph Kabila defeated
Jean-Pierre Bemba, the former leader of the rebel group MLC in the country’s first
elections after decades of war and dictatorship. Almost $700 million in international
assistance together with close scrutiny by European and UN troops helped to ensure
successful elections (Norris 2015, 108ff.).
Yet the 2006 elections did not magically transform Congolese politics. During
the transition period, elites in the power-sharing government transferred massive
amounts of the largely externally funded state budget into their own and their
constituents’ pockets (Englebert and Tull 2008, 123). Also, Kabila had appointed
the Supreme Court judges prior to the establishment of the transition government
which helped him to secure the Supreme Court ruling that confirmed his electoral
victory in November 2006 (International Crisis Group 2006a, 10). With relatively
clean elections, but rampant patronage and continued infringement on judicial
powers, the democratic track record of the DRC’s internationally assisted powersharing arrangement is therefore inconsistent, at best.
In this dissertation, I argue that this mixed success in post-conflict democratic
development is not unique to the DRC. Instead, I make the case that the DRC is an
167 The Carter Center (2006, 131), for instance, observed that it “did not find evidence of widespread or
systematic manipulation” in the DRC’s July elections and concludes that “the presidential results [...]
are credible.” However, it also reported that there “were a number of important procedural flaws that
weakened the transparency of the process.”
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example of a broader logic of the political economy of power-sharing and aid.
This logic is based on a concept of elites in power-sharing governments as rentand office-seeking agents. Elites need to distribute revenues to politically relevant
groups in exchange for support. In post-conflict states, access to state revenues
from foreign aid, however, often depends on elites’ compliance with external donor
demands for democratic reforms. This gives rise to a rent-seeking/democracy
dilemma: elites can either democratize and thereby prevent aid withdrawal, but
must face uncertainty over political office. Or elites defy donor demands, accept
the loss of aid rents, but can avoid democratic competition over office.
A solution to this dilemma is to allow democratic reforms, but only to a limited
extent. Specifically, we should see elites allowing relatively free and fair elections,
since this is what donors typically care about most. At the same time, however,
elites will also restrict an independent rule of law and provide more private than
public goods. These limitations help elites to reap the benefits of continued aid
flows and simultaneously increase their chances of winning the elections demanded
by donors.
These incentives are most pronounced in power-sharing governments. First,
power-sharing governments add a new actor with own support and patronage
networks to a government: a rebel group (or sometimes several groups). Increasing
the number of actors in a coalition government generally increases its tendency to
overspend as more parties seek to internalize the benefits for their constituencies
while externalizing the costs to other parties. Second, temporally fixed powersharing governments introduce a limited time horizon for elites, causing them to
discount the future more steeply and intensify rent-seeking in the present. We
therefore should observe limited democratic reforms in countries with extensive
power-sharing governments and large aid inflows. These limited reforms will be
most visible in cleaner elections with simulatenous restraints on the rule of law and
stronger tendencies for private goods provision.
I provide robust statistical evidence that this proposition not only holds in the
case of the DRC sketched above, but across a sample of 46 post-conflict countries
between 1990 and 2010. Results from wide range of statistical models show that
higher aid flows to power-sharing governments with high rebel participation are
associated with observable, but limited democratic development after conflict.
Below, I expand on the empirical findings in each chapter that support this argument
and discuss the individual results for election quality, rule of law, and public goods
that make up this finding.

9.1

Discussion of the Findings

In the empirical part of this dissertation, I test four main implications of my theoretical model that are summarized in Table 9.1 together with the respective core
finding. I will discuss each in turn.
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Table 9.1. Main Hypotheses and Findings
Component

Hypothesis

Finding

Political
development
(general concept)

H3: More foreign aid to post-conflict
countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with limited
democratization

Strongly supported

Elections

H4: More foreign aid to post-conflict
countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated free and fair
elections

Strongly supported

Rule of Law

H5: More foreign aid to post-conflict
countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with a weaker
rule of law

Supported

Provision of
Public Goods

H6: More foreign aid to post-conflict
countries with extensive power-sharing
governments is associated with more
provision of private goods

Supported

Note: “Strongly supported” indicates that the hypotheses was robust to alternative model specifications,
fixed and random effects, as well as matching and IV/2SLS estimation. “Supported” reflects that the
models only provide partial support for the hypothesis, with coefficients in the expected directions that
fail to cross conventional levels of statistical significance in some specifications.

Democratization Scores
My first proposition states that extensive power-sharing and large aid flows should
jointly be associated with observable, but limited democratic reforms. I test this
hypothesis on a cross-sectional time-series data set that comprises 273 country-years
in 46 post-conflict countries. The dependent variables employed in this analysis
are Polity IV and Freedom House scores. Consistent with my gradual definition
of political development, these indicators allow me to capture gradual movement
between democratic and autocratic types of political order empirically.
Individually, power-sharing does not seem to have an individual and strong
effect on democratic development (cf. hypothesis 1a/1b). Similarly, increases in
foreign aid alone do not result in an observable statistically significant increase or
decrease in a country’s democracy score (cf. 2a/2b). I argue that these inconclusive
results result from an interaction between both variables which is hidden if we only
look at their individual effects.
Results from models that include an interaction term between size of a powersharing government and foreign aid confirm this expectation and my main Hypothesis 3 (see Table 9.1). The interaction term is statistically significant and positive,
indicating a conditionally positive effect of foreign aid and power-sharing on postconflict political development. This finding is corroborated by marginal effects
plots. A wide range of robustness checks, including additional control variables and
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variable codings do not alter the main conclusion. Importantly, the effects remain
when I subject them to matching and IV/2SLS estimation, suggesting that the effect
is indeed a causal one.
The effect size follows my theoretical expectation of a positive, but substantively
small effect. The model predicts that extensive power-sharing governments with
about ten rebels in the cabinet are associated with a three-point difference in in Polity
scores at high levels of foreign aid. Similarly, I simulate that an aid commitment
of 30% of the national GDP is associated with a Polity score of about 5 in powersharing governments with about 10 seats. Thus, foreign aid to extensive powersharing governments does not transform post-conflict countries into Western-style
liberal democracies. Nevertheless, a positive—but limited—effect on democracy
is observable. My subsequent empirical chapters disentangle this finding and
investigate which part of this “positive, but limited democratic development” can
be attributed to an improvement or deterioration in the subcomponents of political
development: elections, the rule of law, and the provision of public goods.

Elections
A political economy theory of power-sharing and aid (see hypothesis 4 and Table 9.1) suggests that the improvements on the Polity and Freedom House scales
are largely driven by post-conflict countries’ improvements in election quality. Extensive power-sharing governments and foreign aid, according my hypothesis,
should jointly drive election quality up. Power-sharing improves parties’ ability to
monitor each others’ behavior. Through technical assistance, aid helps to improve
this monitoring function. In addition, holding elections is a solution to the rentseeking/democracy dilemma, since it allows elites in power-sharing governments
to keep aid flows up—even though it introduces uncertainty over political office.
Thus, I expected aid and power-sharing to jointly increase election quality
To test this idea, I construct an election quality indicator from the NELDA
data (Hyde and Marinov 2012) and, as an alternative measure, employ the Clean
Election Index from the V-Dem data set. The data set for this analysis comprises
145 post-conflict elections in the country-years from the cross-sectional time-series
sample.
In line with my thereotical proposition, I report a notable interaction effect of
foreign aid and power-sharing on election quality, in line with my main hypothesis
4. Regression results suggest that larger aid flows to countries with power-sharing
governments improve election quality. Again, these results are robust across a
wide range of model specifications, hold across NELDA and V-Dem indicators,
and do not change when I employ matching and instrumental variable estimation.
Auxiliary estimations with data on aid cut-offs and election monitoring provide
further evidence that the positive effect of power-sharing and elections is, in fact,
driven by donor pressure. In contrast, results for election monitors in the context of
power-sharing do not seem to improved election quality.
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Substantively, I find that high aid levels to moderately extensive power-sharing
governments with about five rebel cabinet members almost doubles election quality in a post-conflict country. This substantivally large effect suggests that the
improvement in democratization scores reported is indeed driven by cleaner elections. Nevertheless, aid and power-sharing together do not predict perfect elections;
this indicates that the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma motivates elites only to
improve up to a point deemed acceptable by donors.
Rule of Law
My third main hypothesis is that power-sharing and foreign aid should lead to
limitations in a post-conflict country’s rule of law (see hypothesis 5 and Table 9.1).
This prediction is a corollary of my political economy model of power-sharing and
describes one possible solution to the rent-seeking/democracy dilemma. Since
power-sharing elites want to remain in power and donor conditionality pushes
them to hold clean elections, they seek alternative ways to remain in office. Limiting
the constraints of an independent rule of law is one strategy to do so.
I measure a country’s strength of the rule of law through its de facto judicial
independence. Data on judicial independence is taken from Linzer and Staton
(2015) and the V-Dem project (Coppedge et al. 2015b) and is available for each
country-year in my cross-sectional time-series data set.
Consistent with my expectation, I find that the joint effect of power-sharing
and foreign aid on the rule of law is negative. Across a wide range of model
specifications and substantiated by marginal effects plots, more foreign aid to
more extensive power-sharing governments is associated with weaker judicial
independence scores. This effect is also substantively significant. Simulations
suggest that Aid/GDP flows of about 30% GDP to countries with strong powersharing governments almost halve a post-conflict country’s judicial independence
scores, as opposed to little or no aid commitments to power-sharing countries.
Crucially, these results also hold when subjected to IV/2SLS and matching models
that address causal identification more formally. They are robust to including a
number of rule-of-law specific controls, such as age of constitution or legal origin.
Results from a mechanism analysis show that this effect is largely driven by elites
holding back reforms that would strengthen the judiciary, court purges, and lack of
judicial accountability.
Public Goods
My final hypothesis concerned the impartial provision of public goods. I expected
that high aid flows to extensive power-sharing governments should be associated
with less provision of public goods and more particularistic spending and corruption instead (see hypothesis 6 and Table 9.1). Similar to the hypothesis on the rule
of law, this proposition is a direct implication of my broader political economy
model, as the provision of private goods represents a second solution to the rent-
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seeking/democracy dilemma. Power-sharing elites are likely to use particularistic
spending in order to remain in power. The availability of aid revenues amplifies
this behavior.
I tested this hypothesis on the cross-sectional time series data set, using data from
the V-Dem project on particularistic vs. public spending and political corruption to
capture the extent of public vs. private goods provision (Coppedge et al. 2015b).
Results from several OLS regressions indicate a negative and statistically significant interaction effect between aid and power-sharing on particularistic vs public
spending. Further investigation revealed that it is particularly budget aid that
drives the negative interaction effect between aid and power-sharing on public
spending. I do not find a similarly pernicious effect when I use political corruption
as dependent variable. I interpret this an illustration of the way how power-sharing
elites use revenues for political rather than for purely private purposes. The findings
are robust to several alternative model specifications, including accounting for a
country’s history of personalist rule, as well as instrumental variable and matching
estimations.
Summary
I conclude that power-sharing governments and large aid commitments are important drivers of a country’s variation in democratic development in the immediate
aftermath of violent conflict. The empirical results are consistent with the empirical
implications generated by a political economy theory of power-sharing. They hold
not only for general democratization scores, but are particularly reflected in the
empirical patterns found for the individual components of political development,
elections, rule of law, and public goods provision. These findings advance the study
of power-sharing, foreign aid, and post-conflict democratization in a number of
ways.

9.2

Contributions

In chapter 2, I identified three research gaps in the existing literature: (1) the lack of
a political economy model of power-sharing and post-conflict politics in general; (2)
the neglect of post-conflict situations in general and power-sharing governments
in particular in the study of the effects of aid on democratization; and (3) the too
narrow conceptualization of post-conflict political development through elections.
I discuss each contribution in turn.

Power-Sharing Research
A theoretical contribution of this dissertation is its introduction of a political economy approach to power-sharing research. Previous research has focused on how
power-sharing mitigates insecurity among former belligerents and, in doing so,
drives post-conflict democratization (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Joshi 2010; Jung
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Figure 9.1. The Effect of Senior Level Power-Sharing Across Dependent Variables
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Note: Estimates are taken from the following plots: (1) Democracy Scores: Figure 5.6, (2) Election Quality:
Figure 6.5, (3) Rule of Law: Figure 7.6, (4) Public Goods: Figure 8.5. The y-axis represents coefficient
estimates with 90% confidence intervals. The scale of the y-axis varies according to the scale of the
respective dependent variable; lower values indicate less democratic outcomes.

2012). My theory and results, in contrast, highlight that a model that incorporates
political incentives and economic incentives of post-conflict elites is a powerful tool
to analyze power-sharing institutions. Such a political economy model addresses
not only the puzzle why some post-conflict countries democratize and others do
not, but also questions about extent of these democratic reforms and how these
reforms are strategically linked across different institutions.
Empirically, the my findings advance power-sharing research through their
explicit focus on one particular type, namely, cabinet-level, political power-sharing.
While most other studies subsume different types of power-sharing under one
indicator (Gates et al. 2016; Hartzell and Hoddie 2007; Ottmann and Vüllers 2015a),
this study is the first to test the unique role of cabinet level power-sharing in
post-conflict democratization processes. Through ministry-level government participation, power-sharing cabinets create access points to state resources for rebel
groups and their constituencies. I show that this access has substantive implications
for both theory and the empirical study of power-sharing.
Further, I demonstrate the utitility of disaggregating power-sharing not only
theoretically, but also empirically. Specifically, I exploit fine-grained data from the
PSED data set to measure power-sharing not simply through a dummy variable,
but also through a precise count of cabinet seats held by rebel elites. This enables
me to distinguish between senior and nonsenior level cabinet participation by
rebels—a distinction which is substantively significant: In Figure 9.1, I compare
the effects of senior vs. nonsenior rebel particpation from each of my empirical
chapters. Across all different dependent variables, senior level power-sharing is
consistently associated with the less democratic outcome. It is a plausible conjecture
that this democracy-dampening effect is the result of hightened rent-seeking incentives by rebel elites who hold economically more valuable and politically more
powerful cabinet positions. This finding therefore shows that future power-sharing
researchers are well-advised to empirically disaggregate the precise institutional
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Figure 9.2. Comparing Different Aid Types Across Dependent Variables
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Note: Estimates are taken from the following plots: (1) Democracy Scores: Figure 5.6, (2) Election Quality:
Figure 6.5, (3) Rule of Law: Figure 7.6, (4) Public Goods: Figure 8.5. The y-axis represents coefficient
estimates with 90% confidence intervals. The scale of the y-axis varies according to the scale of the
respective dependent variable; lower values indicate less democratic outcomes.

structures of the respective power-sharing variable they study.
Finally, I propose a more nuanced interpretation of the democracy-promoting
and democracy-obstructing effects of power-sharing than previous research. While I
find a negative effect of power-sharing on some elements of democracy, the findings
across the different empirical chapters nevertheless also point to positive effects
of power-sharing. Typically, when foreign aid flows are low, power-sharing has,
for instance, positive effects on rule of law and public goods provision. These
findings highlight that we should pay attention, both theoretically and empirically,
to the precise conditions under which power-sharing governments have the effects
that they do. While this dissertation has focused on the varying effects of powersharing in the context of aid flows, careful investigation of other moderator variables
constitutes a fruitful avenue for future research.

Aid Research
This dissertation makes two main contributions to the existing scholarship on
the link between aid and democracy. First, only little work has been done on
how post-conflict institutions moderate the impact of aid (Bader and Faust 2014;
Wright and Winters 2010; Wright 2009). Addressing this gap, I show that powersharing is a powerful moderator of aid effects. Rebel participation in post-conflict
governments change the political dynamics of a country and alter the effect aid
has on recipient-level political outcomes. Thus, these findings add to an emerging
consensus in the aid literature: instead of investigating a universal, average effect
of aid on democratic or autocratic outcomes, theoretical and empirical models that
take into account the domestic context of aid delivery fare better in explaining
democratization, including, as I have shown, democratization in the aftermath of
conflict.
Second, my results show the empirical and theoretical value of disaggregating
aid across different types. This adds to an emerging debate about the heterogenous
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effect of different aid types (Dietrich and Wright 2015; Molenaers et al. 2015; Wright
and Winters 2010). One finding worth highlighting is that in none of my models,
the conditional effect of power-sharing seems to be moderated by democracy and
governance aid: comparing the effect of different aid types across the different
dependent variables in Figure 9.2, the coefficient for the interaction term between
power-sharing and aid never crosses conventional levels of statistical significance.
While this is no direct evidence that democracy and governance aid has no effect
at all, the findings highlight that further research is necessary to disentangle the
precise conditions under which post-conflict democracy aid can have an effect.

The Study of Post-Conflict Democracy
Beyond its focus on power-sharing and foreign aid, this study also advances the
growing body of literature on post-conflict democratization in two broad areas.
First, I demonstrate the usefulness of a disaggregated measure of political development to study post-conflict politics. While prior research is largely based on an
election-focused concept (Hartzell and Hoddie 2015; Zürcher et al. 2013; Flores and
Nooruddin 2016), I show that incorporating the rule of law and public goods as
central conceptual categories in addition to elections paints a more nuanced picture
of post-conflict politics. Specifically, this concept allows to model the strategic interdependence of reforms in some areas (elections) and simultaneous regression or
stagnation in others (rule of law, public goods). As a consequence, such a disaggregated concept also enables us to much better conceptualize the range of institutional
choices available to domestic elites, instead of modeling democratization as a simple
binary choice.
Second, this study also introduces novel theoretical arguments and empirical
evidence to the study of democratization more broadly. By bringing together
different strands of research on election integrity, judicial politics, and clientelism in
one coherent framework, the theory developed in chapter 3 highlights the ways in
which these elements of democracy are theoretically and empirically interconnected.
Specifically, I demonstrate that holding clean elections might be a viable strategy
for office-seeking elites, when they have accompanying strategies that could secure
them electoral victory, such as inhibiting judicial reforms or increase targeted
spending to their support groups.
This finding most directly speaks to the broader research program on “Democratization by Elections” (Lindberg 2009). Starting from the observation that
elections are now commonplace around the world, even in authoritarian regimes,
this strand of research debates whether elections simply serve to legitimize ruling
elites (Schedler 2006; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009) or whether repeated elections do
also gradually improve other elements of democracy, such as the rule of law and
civil liberties (Edgell et al. 2015).
My results help to clarify this debate. I identify one particular context—postconflict states with extensive power-sharing cabinets and aid income—in which
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Estimate of Interaction Coefficient
between Power-Sharing (cabinet)
and Aid/GDP (log)

Figure 9.3. Temporal Dynamics Across Dependent Variables
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elections can be instruments to foster rent-seeking activities. At the same time, my
results also point to the possibility that elections could be conducive to fostering
the rule of law in the medium-term: Exploiting different temporal leads I am able
to show (see Figure 9.3) that the democracy-promoting effect of foreign aid and
power-sharing increases over time while the pernicious effects on judicial independence dissipate after five years. The effect on particularistic spending, however,
does not vanish over time, but grows stronger. This implies that “democratization
by elections” can have both positive and negative effects: limiting judicial independence seems to be a short-lived elite strategy to counterbalance the effects of aid
conditionalities; at the same time, the uncertainty induced by elections seems to
consolidate clientelistic practices in post-conflict contexts.
This finding could simply reflect the fact that post-conflict states, too, follow
the “regular” pattern of democracy development. While normatively certainly
questionable, particularistic spending towards certain politically relevant groups
is sometimes considered an essential element of young democracies from a social
scientific perspective. Clientelistic spending, this argument goes, in exchange for
political favors introduces an element of accountability: political rulers—including
rebels and government elites in power-sharing governments—need to “deliver
something in return for [their constituents’] support” for this clientelistic relationship to function properly (Fukuyama 2014, 68). Clientelism might also be necessary
to mobilize voters in countries that have little to no experience with democratic practices. This study has therefore laid the groundwork for more research—especially
comparisons between historical government formations and modern-day postconflict power-sharing—that can investigate whether this historical analogy holds.
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Implications for Future Research and Limitations

Building on these contributions, this study opens up a number of opportunities
for future research that would address some of the limitations of the study. One
way forward, suggested by the medium-term temporal dynamics identified in the
previous section, is to extend the focus on the truly long-term effects of the findings
presented in this dissertation. Given the data limitations on power-sharing governments after conflict and the temporal focus on post-1990 post-conflict countries,
this study’s research design concentrated on the first five post-conflict years. Fundamental institutional change takes time, however (Acemoglu and Robinson 2012b;
Pritchett, Woolcock, and Andrews 2010). It would be interesting to learn whether
power-sharing governments cast an “institutional shadow” into the future that
reflects elites’ heightened rent-seeking motives during the interim power-sharing
period. For a feasible research design in this direction, we need to wait, however,
for a sufficient number of countries to complete several decades of non-violent
recovery before any quantitative comparisons can be made.
In addition, this study’s cross-national focus on the country-year (or election
round) masks more nuanced within-country developments. My study helps to
guide future research to disaggregate the unit of observation and investigate additional emplications. One potential research avenue is to transfer the “geographic
turn” of conflict research (Gleditsch and Weidmann 2012; Tollefsen, Strand, and
Buhaug 2012) to the study of post-conflict politics through the lens of the political
economy theory advanced by this study. One could test whether rebel groups that
gain access to state rents (and through the state to aid revenues), redistribute these
resources to their ethnic settlement areas in order to secure political support in the
post-war state (Haass and Ottmann 2016). Such research would not only help clarify
some of the key theoretical mechanisms of my political economy model of powersharing, but also expand the study of distributive politics more generally which
has largely focused only on non-conflict contexts so far (Golden and Min 2013).
In addition to testing additional predictions of my theory, such a geographically
disaggregated research design would also overcome the limitations in statistical
power that result from this study’s relatively small sample size.
Another fruitful avenue for further research is to investigate the electoral returns
of participation in power-sharing cabinets more closely. My argument suggests that
elites pursue different strategies with the goal to maximize their chances of electoral
victory. A logical next step would be to investigate whether these strategies pay off
and help secure electoral victory—and to what effect. Previous research notes that
competitive authoritarian regimes, i.e. regimes with elections but limitations in the
rule of law and civil liberties—are the most volatile; they can backslide into fullscale authoritarianism, or might emerge as more consolidated electoral democracies
(Howard and Roessler 2006). The theory and empirical evidence presented in
this dissertation helps future research to identify how these processes would play
out in post-conflict contexts where the shadow of another outcome looms large:
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backsliding into civil conflict.
The political economy model of power-sharing developed in this dissertation
also calls for more research on the effects of power-sharing on the survival of postconflict peace from a a dedicated political economy perspective (Binningsbø 2013).
While prior research has highlighted the role of external actors in overcoming the
commitment problem between warring parties (Walter 2002, 2009), my research
points to a potential second mechanism: external actors increase former belligerents’
commitment to peace by ensuring that peace pays off economically. The key idea
put forward in this dissertation is that, from a political economy point of view, the
state itself is an economic asset; we thus should not only focus on economic powersharing that explicitly regulates access to key resources (Rustad and Binningsbø
2012), but investigate how economic income from participation in the government
itself can mitigate civil war risks.
This political economy perspective also provides a fertile starting ground for new
research on other types of power-sharing, most notably territorial power-sharing
arrangements. Similar to cabinet-level power-sharing at the center, territorial autonomy often institutionalizes rebel access to power simply at a lower territorial
administrative level (Lake and Rothchild 2005). The broader comparative politics
literature has assembled a wealth of evidence that politicians in the center use
territorial administrative reforms to “buy” political support by co-opting elites in
the periphery through the new administrative structures (Grossman and Lewis
2014; Grossman, Pierskalla, and Boswell Dean 2017; Pierskalla 2016). However,
no explicit connection between these two literatures has been made. The political
economy approach developed in this dissertation gives us one tool to overcome
this disconnection in future research.
Third, future research should strive to establish the causal links between aid,
power-sharing, and political development more credibly. While I attempted to
address the question of causality as much as possible by controlling for confounding
covariates and employing IV estimation and matching, cross-country studies make
convincing causal identification difficult (Samii 2016). This problem is exacerbated
by the conditional nature of my theory and empirical approach that does not suggest
a clear average treatment effect, but a conditional one.168
Despite limitations in the strict causal interpretation of the findings, my dissertation nevertheless helps to guide future research to achieve more credible causal
inference. One pathway in this direction is to generate experimental designs that
could test key behavioral components of my theory of power-sharing, aid income,
and political development. At the core of my theory is a behavioral claim: pressure
to allow competition over one’s political position clashes with a desire to keep
this position because it secures rents; this results in a heterogenous institutional
strategy to cope with this pressure. A possible experimental design to test this
mechanism would be to generate a setup in which one group of participants faces
168 Many econometricians suggest that identifying even one, nonconditional effect is already difficult
(Angrist and Pischke 2010).
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external pressures to accept electoral competition, while a control group does not,
and to collect data on the preference for institutional choices among these groups.
Similar experimental setups have been used to study the effect of institutions on
rent-seeking and the resource curse (Al-Ubaydli, McCabe, and Twieg 2014). While
achieving external validity of such experimental designs is always difficult (Dunning 2008b; Samii 2016; Shadish, Cook, and Campbell 2001), in conjunction with
observational data, such as the data presented here, they could help make the key
behavioral claims underpinning the theory more credible. A complementary way
to the pursuit of quantitative causal identification would be to leverage evidence
from in-depth case studies that shed light on the proposed causal mechanisms
(Lieberman 2005; Humphreys and Jacobs 2015).

9.4

Policy Recommendations

The findings of this dissertation also have normative and policy implications. From
a moral standpoint that values democracy over other forms of government, my
findings imply two normative dilemmas that make straightforward policy recommendations difficult.
The first dilemma results from the heterogenous effect of foreign aid and powersharing governments on democratic development: on the one hand, my findings
suggest donors can have a positive effect on post-conflict country’ governance by
improving the conduct of post-conflict elections. On the other hand, these improvements are accompanied by a weaker rule of law and private goods provision. More
realistic recommendations must therefore take the nuanced nature of the finding as
starting point.
One such recommendation is that donors and post-conflict elites should be
aware of the ambivalent role of elections for democratization and peace. Even
though clean elections are morally desirable, in and of itself they are not sufficient to guarantee democratic stability (Donno 2013; Flores and Nooruddin 2016).
Thus donor agencies should not only focus on elections, but also to other areas of
governance, such as the rule of law and corruption/clientelism when engaging in
post-conflict countries (Hegre and Nygård 2015; Walter 2015). Specifically, Donors
should try to incorporate stronger transparency mechanisms in peace agreements
that implement power-sharing provisions. Initiatives such as the International Aid
Transparency Initiative (IATI) that seeks improve aid transparency or Extractive
Industries Transparency Intiative (EITI) that seeks to improve transparency in the
natural resource sector are therefore promising steps in the right direction.169 These
transparency initiatives, together with stronger attention to governance beyond
elections could offset the negative externalities of high aid levels to power-sharing
governments.
A second dilemma highlighted by my dissertation is the tension between democracy as a nationally sovereign process and externally induced institutional change.
169 See

http://www.iati.org and http://www.eiti.org.
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I find that external actors can further a country’s democratic development, at least
if they commit large amounts of aid resources to extensive power-sharing governments. Yet, democracy, by definition is the rule of the people, not of donor agencies.
This problem is exacerbated by the fact that this effect is heterogenous; it is highly
concentrated on election quality, but negative in the areas of rule of law and public
goods provision (see above). In the context of post-conflict peacebuilding, this problem echoes the core critique of the “liberal peace” (Heathershaw 2008; Mac Ginty
2010; Newman 2009). The main criticism put forward by critical peacebuilding
scholars has been that external interventions after conflicts have not brought lasting
peace and democracy because they seek to forcibly transplant Western concepts of
markets and democracy in elite-driven processes that ignore local voices (Richmond
2009). While my results provide at least some quantitative evidence consistent with
this critique, I would not go as far as to condemn the entire enterprise of aid delivery
in post-conflict contexts as “hegemonic enterprise” (Newman 2009, 49-50). Instead,
my results and theory emphasize that rent- and office-seeking domestic elites in
post-conflict contexts are at least as responsible for normatively “bad” governance
outcomes as are donor agencies that narrowly focus only on clean elections, but
ignore the broader institutional picture.
Policy measures that counter this dilemma of national versus international
sovereignty thus need to rest on three conceptual pillars. First, donor agencies must
include accountability procedures into their activities. Only if donors’ aid projects
are also subject to consent or at least supervision by the recipient population, they
gain a minimum of democratic legitimacy. While this principle is easily formulated
in theory, it is extremely difficult to implement in practice. One potential starting
point is to incorporate more scientifically rigorous evaluations into aid project
designs (Clements, Chianca, and Sasaki 2008). Independent knowledge about what
works in which contexts is a necessary starting for any assessment, monitoring, or
affirmation/rejection of aid activities (Wenar 2006). Another proposal by Campbell
(2017) suggests that including local staff in the early project planning phase might
also increase donor agencies’ accountability vis-á-vis the recipient state population.
Second, local elites need to internalize social costs into their rent-seeking behavior. Rent-seeking is, in part, problematic because elites externalize the costs of their
unproductive behavior. This is most clearly visible when elites capture aid rents
and subsequently redistribute those rents to increase their own political benefit
(Jablonski 2014). Thus, government budget is not spent according to recipients’
needs, which externalizes the costs of elite behavior and internalizes the benefits.
Making things worse, internalizing costs of political participation in a peace deal
might make parties reluctant to agree to peace agreements and power-sharing
governments in the first place. However, improved government transparency, i.e.
through better NGO monitoring, could increase electoral costs of elites that are
blamed of misconduct (Belloni 2013). Another way to internalize social costs of
rent-seeking is to give less aid to political elites and more aid directly to citizens and
civil society. This increases incentives for rent-seeking elites to create a functioning
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tax system which in turn could strengthen elite accountability to their citizens
(Bräutigam, Fjeldstad, and Moore 2008).
Third, international donors and national policy-makers should increase the
ability of the broader population to voice concerns about both elite and donor
behavior. This suggestion is based on broad experimental support for the fact
that cooperative behavior—and thus, potentially socially productive cooperative
behavior between state elites, donors, and the broader population—is much more
likely when people have the opportunity to communicate, coordinate, and impose
sanctions (Al-Ubaydli, McCabe, and Twieg 2014; Ostrom 2000; Serra 2012). Policy
measures to implement this nationwide in divided societies are, again, not straightforward. Nevertheless, potential policies could include better access to participatory
media (including new technology, such as blogs and microblogs) and impartial
ombudsmen and ombudswomen. Further attention should also be given to how
the local population perceives power-sharing governments at the elite level, for
instance through surveys in post-conflict power-sharing states and the subsequent
dissemination of the survey results in local media.
In sum, my research therefore suggests two sets of measures: On the one hand,
donor agencies and post-conflict governments should strive to strengthen transparency and extent their measures beyond elections, including better rule of law
promotion. On the other hand, donor agencies and post-conflict governments
should strengthen donor accountability, find ways to internalize the social costs
of elites’ rent-seeking behavior, and create communication channels for concerns
of the local population. These measures hold the greatest potential to offset the
negative effects and capitalize on the positive effects of aid and power-sharing in
post-conflict countries on their way to a more democratic future.
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Appendix A

Appendix to Chapter 4
This section contains the following additional information and tables:
• Section A.1 discusses biases in the Polity data.
• Figure A.1 is a correlation plot of the different aid types.
• Table A.1 on the sectors that were used to aggregate the different aid types
from AidData project sources.
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Biases in the Polity Data

The Polity 2 variable from the original Polity IV dataset comes with several problems, especially if one uses the variable in the context of conflict research. There
are two main sources of problems that might bias my results: First, Polity 2 suffers
from what I label the “conversion problem” of recoding country-years that are
originally not assigned a proper Polity score, but a “special code,” see below (for a
comprehensive discussion, see Plümper and Neumayer 2010). Second, post-conflict
countries might be “contaminated” by conflict activities (Vreeland 2008). I will
discuss each in turn.

Violence Bias in Polity 2’s Index Components
One potential source of bias stems from some of the “contaminated” components
of the Polity score (and, by construction, the Polity 2 score) that systematically
pick up organized violence (consequently, I label this problem the “contamination
problem”). This problem is extensively discussed in Vreeland (2008); here, I only
consider its implications for this particular study.
To illustrate the problem of how conflict may affect the coding of my dependent
variable, consider the following example. A country in year 2005 is coded with
a Polity 2 score of 5 continuously until 2007 (i.e. 2005: 5, 2006: 5, 2007: 5). After
2007, the country drops out of my sample because conflict reerupts in 2008. As the
Polity IV component variables “PARREG” (regulation of political participation) and
“PARCOMP” (competition of political participation) are coded based on whether
“intense factionalism” obstructs political participation, the outbreak of civil war in
2008 systematically biases down the Polity 2 score in this year which we set at 2.170
Consequently, the value of my ∆Polity in 2006 and 2007 will take -2—yet this value
reflects the outbreak of civil conflict, rather than a true deterioration in the level of
democracy.
As I noted, however, in subsection 4.2.1, this my indeed reflect a theoretically interesting change in the level of political participation. Nevertheless, I correcting for
the violence bias in the Polity score allows me to examine the problem empirically.
Vreeland (2008) provides a corrected XPOLITY score in which he removes the contaminated components from the overall Polity index (since his corrected XPOLITY
data is only available until 2008, I’ve replicated his recalculation manually.)

Interregnum Bias in Polity 2 Scores
The conversion problem occurs because of the way the Polity 2 score converts
special scores from Polity IV’s original coding of its “standardized authority scores”
(Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015, 17):
170 In

older version of the Polity IV data, “intense factionalism” was explicitly coded when there were
episodes of civil war or genocide (Vreeland 2008, 406). Interestingly, the reference has been removed
from more recent versions of the Polity IV codebook (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr 2015).
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[The Polity 2 variable] modifies the combined annual POLITY score
by applying a simple treatment, or “fix,” to convert instances of “standardized authority scores” (i.e., -66, -77, and -88) to conventional polity
scores (i.e., within the range, -10 to +10). The values have been converted
according to the following rule set:
-66 Cases of foreign “interruption” are treated as “system missing.”
-77 Cases of “interregnum,” or anarchy, are converted to a “neutral”
Polity score of “0.”
-88 Cases of “transition” are prorated across the span of the transition.
For example, country X has a POLITY score of -7 in 1957, followed
by three years of -88 and, finally, a score of +5 in 1961. The change
(+12) would be prorated over the intervening three years at a rate
of per year, so that the converted scores would be as follows: 1957
-7; 1958 -4; 1959 -1; 1960 +2; and 1961 +5.
Given my particular focus on post-conflict environments and power-sharing arrangements all three “fixes” are a potential source of bias.
Interruption periods that are coded with -66 represent country-years in which a
country is occupied by a foreign power. In some post-conflict settings, the -66 coding
captures heavy international involvement that amounts to foreign occupation.
Further, -66 denotes periods in which “the participants involved in short-lived
attempts at the creation of ethnic, religious, or regional federations” (Marshall,
Jaggers, and Gurr 2015, 19). In my sample the “Interruption” coding applies to
post-Dayton Bosnia 1996-2000 (foreign occupation, due to the important political
role of the High Representative) and Lebanon 1991-1995 (most likely due to its
religious federation aspect that resulted from the Tai’f agreement). There is no
easy fix to this, and since the coding criteria for Polity IV’s subcomponents are
not entirely clear, I cannot simply recode the missing years. As Polity 2 assigns
missing values to country-years coded with -66, Bosnia and Lebanon drop out of
my analysis which results in 10 missing observations. Both countries are, however,
included in the analyses using Freedom House scores.
Interregnum periods (-77) denote periods of civil war or failure of state authority.
Even though one of my basic criteria for case selection is the termination of largescale civil conflict, early post-conflict years may still fail to have state authority
which results in a -66 coding. Indeed, 15 country-years in my sample are coded
with -77 and, consequently, are transformed to a “0” coding in the Polity 2 score.171
As Plümper and Neumayer show, this can lead to a distortion of the Polity 2
score, especially if the country’s Polity score before the interregnum period was
higher or lower than zero. This is especially problematic given the construction
of my dependent variable that captures the change in Polity scores between years.
Consider a case where a country in year 1999 is coded with -5 prior to a period
of interregnum starting in 2000 until 2005, which is coded by Polity 2 as “0.” In
this case my dependent variable would indicate a positive change of +5 in 1998
171 The country-years in my sample coded with -77 are: Cote D’Ivoire (2005-2006), DRC (2002), Liberia
(1991-1995), Somalia (1997-2000; 2003-2005).
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and 1999. In reality, however, the breakdown of political order cannot be equal to
a positive change in political development, at least not until it would be replaced
with a de facto more open political order (in which case it would have been coded
“properly” with a Polity score and not -77). The problem is potentially worsened
by periods that are preceded or followed by transition years that are coded with
-88. Again, this is because the interregnum period may cause an artificial spike in
the Polity score from which Polity 2 then interpolates the transition period (for a
detailed critique, see Plümper and Neumayer 2010, 212-214).
The latter problem may be a particular challenge for my sample in which 16
observations out of 273 are coded with -88, indicating transition periods. Since the
Polity 2 score recodes -88 periods by interpolating between the Polity scores at the
start and the end of the period, much of my variation in Polity scores is a result of
interpolated changes in country-years that were originally coded with -88.172
To address the “conversion problem” especially for interregnum and interregnumwith-transition years, I follow Plümper and Neumayer’s advice (2010, 224) and
check the robustness of my results to alternative specifications of Polity scores.
Plümper and Neumayer propose multiple strategies for different imputations of
the -77 interregnum score, by replacing it either with the smaller or the bigger value
of the Polity coding before and after the interregnum period (labeled polity2min and
polity2max), or by linear interpolation between the two values (labeled polity2inter).
The coding of the -66 transition variable is adopted accordingly. The authors provide
the alternatively imputed Polity 2 data on their websites.173

172 The country-years in sample coded with -88 are: Cote D’Ivoire (2007-2009), DRC (2003-2005), Croatia
(1999), Haiti (2005), Liberia (2004-2005), Lesotho (1999-2001), Mali (1991), Peru (2000), Sierra Leone
(2001).
173 Plümper and Neumayer also discuss imputation by predicting interregnum Polity 2 values from a
mix of Freedom House scores (which are available for the -66, -77, -88 Polity scores) and theoretically
informed variables, such as GDP per capita. Unfortunately, these predicted values are not included in
their replication files.
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Figure A.1. Pairs Plot of Correlations Between Aid Types in Post-Conflict Countries
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Note: All values in natural logs. The histograms display the distribution of each variable and the
scatterplots visualize the empirical relationship between all variables (Emerson et al. 2013).
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Table A.1. DAC Aid Sectors and Aggregation of Different Types of Foreign Aid
Democracy and Governance
Aid (DAG)

Program Aid

Budget Aid

Government and civil society
(151)

Education (110)

General Budget Support (510)

Conflict prevention and
resolution, peace and security
(152)

Health (120)

Food Security (520)

Support to NGOs and
Government Organizations
(920)

Population Policy and
Reproductive Health (130)

Other Commodity Assistance
(530)

Water Supply and Sanitation
(140)

Action Relating to Debt (600)

Other Social Infrastructure
and Services (160)

Administrative Costs of
Donors (910)*

Transport and Storage (210)

Refugees in Donor Countries
(930)*

Communications (220)

Unspecified (998)

Energy Generation and
Supply (230)
Banking and Financial
Services (240)
Business and other Sectors
(250)
Agriculture, Forestry and
Fishing (310)
Industry, Mining,
Construction (320)
Trade Policy and Regulations
(331)
Tourism (332)
Environmental Protection
(410)
Women (420)
Other (430)
Humanitarian Aid (700)
Emergency Response (720)
Reconstruction Relief (730)
Disaster Prevention (740)
Note: Three-digit sector codes in brackets. Sectors marked with ’*’ are not included in the aggregate
calculation of the respective aid type and the calculation of all aid flows to a recipient, since they
represent expenditures in the donor country. Source: AidData Sector Coding Scheme, available at
http://aiddata.org/sites/default/files/aiddata_coding_scheme_0.pdf

Appendix B

Appendix to Chapter 5
This section contains the following additional tables:
• Table B.1 replicates the Table 5.1 (p. 140) with Freedom House scores
• Table B.2 contains the models on which Figure 5.3 (p. 147) is based.
• Table B.3 reports models that exclude the following outliers. I use three
diagnostics to detect influential and outlying cases:
– Leverage / Hat Values. The leverage is determined by calculating hat values.
Hat values assess whether certain observations deviate from the average
values of all other predictors. If they do, the model may extrapolate
incorrectly. Hat values are calculated with the formula hi =

x − xi 2
1
n ∑nj=1 ( xi − x )2

(for the single regression model). In short, hat values calculate the ratio
of an observation’s distance from the mean to the sum of all deviations
from the mean. The sum of all hat values is k and the average of k is k/n.
If hi > 2(k + 1)/n, i.e. if an observation’s hat value is 2 times greater
than the mean of all observations it is considered to be an influential
observation. See Fox (2008) for detailed discussion of hat values.
– DFBETA. The DFBETA Dij score is standardized difference a regression
coefficient changes when observation i is deleted from the data (Fox
2008, 250ff.). Fox suggests that an absolute DFBETA value | Dij | > √2n
constitutes an influential case.
– Cook’s Distance. Cook’s Distance Di combines leverage and DFBETA
scores. It indicates whether coefficients change substantially when an
observation is removed, but also includes information on influential
cases. Cook’s Distance is calculated with the formula Di =

ei2
hi
1− h i x k +1

where hi is the hat value and ei2 is the squared standardized residual. If
Di is greater than 4/(n − k − 1) (where n is the number of observations
and k is the number of predictors) an observation is considered to be
influential (Fox 2008).
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• Table B.3 also reports robustness checks for XPOLITY and Interregnum bias.
As described in section A.1 there are two sources of bias in the Polity scores
that I use as dependent variable: interregnum and violence bias (Plümper and
Neumayer 2010; Vreeland 2008).
Interregnum bias: I replicate the main Model 2 from Table 5.2 (see page 146)
using alternative measures of Polity 2 that account for interregnum bias (see
section A.1): polity2min, polity2max, and polity2inter, and the resulting ∆Polity
measures. Table B.3 reports the results as Models 4 to 6. As the results show,
my main findings are not affected by the interregnum bias and remain robust.
XPOLITY: I replicate Model 2 from Table 5.2 using XPOLITY scores as dependent variable. The problem with using the raw XPOLITY scores is that they
are calculated with only certain components of Polity. Since these components
are frequently coded with -66, -77, or -88 (i.e. the “standardized authority
scores”, see section A.1). I thus use the approach by Plümper and Neumayer (2010) to recalculate the Polity components, by taking their minimum,
maximum, and interpolated values. From these modified subcomponents, I
calculate the XPOLITY score as proposed by Vreeland (2008). The results are
reported as Models 7 to 9 in Table B.3 and show that my main findings remain unchanged, even though the coefficient for the interaction term between
Power-sharing (cabinet) and Aid is somewhat smaller.
• Table B.5 presents additional balance statistics to assess the quality of the
matching procedure. The main way to assess the quality of the matching
procedure is to look at the p-values of the t-test and Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
(see also description in the table note).
• Table B.6 presents first stage results arein columns 1 and 2. I estimate two
first stage results, since technically the aid variable enters my main models
twice: once in its regular form and once as an interaction with Power-Sharing
(cabinet). Using both the regular aid variable and the interacted version as
dependent variable, Zit is in both models a strong and positive predictor of
the endogenous form of the Aid variable.
Columns 3 and 4 in Table B.6 report the results from reduced form regressions. I expect the results from the Models 3 and 4 in Table B.6 to be roughly
comparable to my main results in Table 5.2. This is precisely what I find: the
coefficient of the interaction term between Power-sharing (cabinet) and Aid is
of similar size, sign, and level of statistical significance as in the respective
original models in Table 5.2.
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Table B.1. Individual Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Freedom House
Scores
Power-Sharing
(1)

(2)

Foreign Aid
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Power-Sharing
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

−0.00
(0.02)

Power-Sharing (senior)

−0.00
(0.02)

−0.00
(0.02)

−0.00
(0.02)

0.01
(0.05)

−0.00
(0.02)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)
Aid
Democracy Aid/GDP (log)

0.14
(0.09)

Program Aid/GDP (log)

0.08
(0.12)

Budget Aid/GDP (log)
Aid / GDP (log)

−0.03
(0.04)

−0.03
(0.04)

−0.03
(0.04)

−0.05
(0.04)

−0.05
(0.05)

0.04
(0.07)
−0.04
(0.05)

−0.11+
(0.06)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.05
(0.08)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.11+
(0.06)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.05
(0.09)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.11+
(0.06)
0.01
(0.03)
−0.05
(0.08)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.10+
(0.06)
0.01
(0.03)
−0.09
(0.09)
−0.33∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01∗
(0.00)
0.86∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.08
(0.07)
0.01
(0.03)
−0.06
(0.08)
−0.35∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.11+
(0.06)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.06
(0.09)
−0.35∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)

272
0.80
0.80

272
0.80
0.80

272
0.80
0.80

272
0.81
0.80

272
0.80
0.80

272
0.80
0.80

Controls
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. res. rents
Regime Type (Freedom House)
Num. obs.
R2
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Dependent variable is Freedom Houset2 . Standard errors clustered by country. Intercept estimated, but not reported.
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Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

−0.04
(0.03)
−0.03
(0.04)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.10+
(0.06)
0.01
(0.03)
−0.07
(0.09)
−0.37∗∗
(0.11)
−0.01+
(0.00)

Model 7

−0.08∗
(0.04)
−0.03
(0.04)
0.03∗
(0.01)
−0.08
(0.09)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.07
(0.12)
−0.35∗
(0.15)
−0.01
(0.01)

Model 8

−0.08∗
(0.04)
−0.01
(0.05)
0.03∗
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.12)
0.01
(0.06)
−0.10
(0.14)
−0.33+
(0.19)
−0.01
(0.01)

Model 9

−0.05
(0.05)
0.02
(0.06)
0.02
(0.02)
0.04
(0.15)
0.02
(0.07)
−0.12
(0.19)
−0.34
(0.24)
−0.01
(0.01)

Model 10

252
0.62
0.62

0.75∗∗∗
(0.08)

263
0.69
0.69

0.80∗∗∗
(0.06)
271
0.74
0.74

0.83∗∗∗
(0.05)
272
0.80
0.80

0.87∗∗∗
(0.04)
273
0.89
0.89

0.94∗∗∗
(0.03)

−0.01
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.03)
0.00
(0.01)
−0.06+
(0.04)
0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.06)
−0.21∗∗
(0.07)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)

233
0.57
0.57

−0.31+
(0.17)
0.08
(0.21)
0.19∗∗
(0.06)
0.83
(0.53)
−0.04
(0.24)
−0.21
(0.83)
0.37
(0.88)
−0.07∗
(0.03)
0.58∗∗∗
(0.11)

244
0.62
0.62

−0.26+
(0.14)
0.02
(0.20)
0.17∗∗
(0.05)
0.56
(0.52)
−0.11
(0.19)
0.01
(0.72)
0.39
(0.80)
−0.07∗
(0.03)
0.66∗∗∗
(0.10)

255
0.68
0.68

−0.21
(0.13)
−0.01
(0.18)
0.13∗∗
(0.05)
0.20
(0.44)
−0.03
(0.14)
0.14
(0.61)
−0.14
(0.65)
−0.05∗
(0.03)
0.74∗∗∗
(0.09)

263
0.76
0.76

−0.16+
(0.09)
−0.02
(0.15)
0.10∗∗
(0.03)
−0.07
(0.32)
−0.02
(0.12)
0.07
(0.47)
−0.40
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

263
0.85
0.85

−0.09
(0.06)
−0.01
(0.09)
0.05∗
(0.02)
−0.14
(0.16)
0.03
(0.09)
0.07
(0.31)
−0.49
(0.35)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
0.90∗∗∗
(0.04)

Table B.2. Temporal Dynamics for the Interaction Effect between Power-Sharing and Foreign aid on Democracy Scores

Power-sharing (binary)
Aid / GDP (log)
Power-sharing (cabinet) * Aid
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. res. rents
Polity
Freedom House

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
Adj. R2 (full model)
Adj. R2 (proj model)

Notes: Models 1-5: Dependent variable is Polityt2 . Models 6-10: Dependent variable is Freedom Houset2 . Standard errors clustered by country. Intercept estimated, but not reported.

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

239
0.75
0.74

252
0.90
0.89

216
0.97
0.97

Model 3

−0.08∗
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.05)
0.05∗∗
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.10)
−0.04
(0.06)
0.01
(0.16)
−0.19
(0.15)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
0.97∗∗∗
(0.02)

Model 2

−0.15∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.01
(0.07)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.09
(0.16)
−0.06
(0.07)
0.01
(0.25)
−0.06
(0.24)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.94∗∗∗
(0.03)

Model 1

−0.60
(0.55)
−0.01
(0.17)
0.29
(0.26)
0.01
(0.36)
0.01
(0.12)
0.22
(0.54)
−0.53
(0.59)
−0.05∗∗
(0.02)
0.80∗∗∗
(0.07)

Model 4

254
0.78
0.77

0.81∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.08
(0.07)
−0.02
(0.15)
0.07∗
(0.03)
−0.10
(0.32)
−0.03
(0.11)
0.03
(0.53)
0.01
(0.52)
−0.04+
(0.02)

Model 5

254
0.78
0.77

0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.08
(0.08)
−0.00
(0.14)
0.06+
(0.03)
−0.06
(0.32)
−0.03
(0.11)
0.03
(0.54)
−0.20
(0.50)
−0.04∗
(0.02)

Model 6

254
0.78
0.77

0.80∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.10
(0.08)
−0.00
(0.15)
0.10∗∗
(0.04)
−0.09
(0.32)
0.01
(0.12)
0.09
(0.56)
0.13
(0.63)
−0.04+
(0.02)

Model 7

254
0.77
0.76

0.81∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.06
(0.05)
0.02
(0.11)
0.05∗
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.23)
0.01
(0.09)
−0.03
(0.40)
−0.20
(0.45)
−0.03+
(0.01)

Model 8

254
0.77
0.76

0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.07
(0.05)
0.02
(0.11)
0.04∗
(0.02)
0.00
(0.23)
0.02
(0.09)
−0.03
(0.40)
−0.32
(0.44)
−0.03∗
(0.01)

Model 9

254
0.76
0.75

0.80∗∗∗
(0.07)

−0.09
(0.05)
0.02
(0.11)
0.08∗∗
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.23)
0.04
(0.09)
0.01
(0.41)
−0.02
(0.50)
−0.03+
(0.01)

Note: Models 1 to 3 remove outliers based on extreme values on hat value scores (Model 1), Cook’s Distance (Model 2), and DFBETA scores (Model 3). Models 4 to 6: Plümper and
Neumayer’s interregnum correction; Models 7 to 9: Vreeland’s XPOLITY correction. Standard errors clustered by country in parentheses.

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
R2
Adj. R2

XPOLITY (Min)

XPOLITY (Max)

XPOLITY (Interpolated)

Polity (Min)

Polity (Max)

Polity (Interpolated)

Polity

Nat. Res. Rents

Non-State Violence

Conflict Intensity

Population

GDP p/c

PS (cabinet) * Aid

Aid / GDP (log)

PS (cabinet)

Table B.3. Robustness Checks I: Outlier Test and XPOLITY and Interregnum Bias Corrections
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(1) Logit: Binary DV

(2) OLS: Cubic Time Trend

−0.05
(0.09)
0.06∗
(0.03)
0.10
(0.16)
0.00
(0.30)
0.10
(0.13)
0.02
(0.43)
−0.77
(0.52)
−0.03+
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

(3) OLS: Year FE

−0.14+
(0.07)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.03)
−0.03
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.09
(0.46)
−0.44
(0.50)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

(4) PS: Max

263

−0.18
(0.11)
0.11∗∗
(0.04)
−0.01
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.32)
−0.01
(0.11)
0.14
(0.46)
−0.37
(0.52)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

(5) PS: Min

263

−0.16+
(0.09)
0.11∗∗∗
(0.03)
−0.03
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.10
(0.46)
−0.46
(0.50)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)

(6) PS: Six Months

0.76

263

0.76

263

0.76

−0.14
(0.09)
0.09∗∗
(0.04)
−0.03
(0.14)
−0.08
(0.31)
−0.02
(0.11)
0.07
(0.45)
−0.46
(0.51)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.82∗∗∗
(0.07)
−2.82+
(1.54)
0.90+
(0.54)
−0.09
(0.06)

0.76

263
0.76

−2.75∗∗∗
(0.76)
0.83∗∗∗
(0.21)
0.27
(0.22)
0.09
(0.34)
−0.27
(0.23)
−0.27
(0.76)
−1.23
(1.36)
−0.07∗
(0.03)
−0.20∗∗∗
(0.05)
−1.83
(2.42)
0.46
(1.00)
−0.04
(0.12)

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

263
0.31

Table B.4. Robustness Checks II: Binary DV, Time Trends, and Power-Sharing Aggregation

Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Polity
Time
Time2
Time3

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
Pseudo R2
Adj. R2

Note: Model 1 is a logit model, Model 2 is an OLS with cubic time trends. Model 3 includes year fixed effects (intercepts not reported). The description for the different aggregation techniques for the
power-sharing variable reported in Models 4 to 6 are in subsection 4.3.1, page 113. Robust standard errors clustered on the country level are reported in parentheses.
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Table B.5. Matching Diagnostics: Imbalance Reduction
Before Matching
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP / PC (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Nonstate Conflict
Natural Resource Rents (log)
Regime Type (Polity)

Mean Treated

Mean Control

P-Value T-Test

P-Value K-S Test

2.16
6.32
15.54
0.29
0.45
1.71
2.05

1.41
6.55
15.91
0.26
0.12
1.78
1.70

0.00
0.13
0.17
0.70
0.00
0.78
0.68

0.00
0.07
0.02

Mean Treated

Mean Control

P-Value T-Test

P-Value K-S Test

2.16
6.32
15.54
0.29
0.45
1.71
2.05

2.09
6.34
15.77
0.26
0.33
1.75
1.82

0.74
0.89
0.44
0.77
0.23
0.91
0.80

0.40
0.17
0.01

0.17
0.34

After Matching
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP / PC (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Nonstate Conflict
Natural Resource Rents (log)
Regime Type (Polity)

0.44
0.56

Note: The p-value of the t-test test against the Null Hypothesis of difference in means between the distributions (i.e.
the covariate distributions in the treated and control group). A statistically significant p-value indicates there a
difference in means. The p-value for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test tests against the Null hypothesis that the data
from two samples come from the same underlying distribution. A statistically significant p-value for the K-S test
indicates that the data in the treated and control comes from two different distributions. Generally, for matching
non-significant p-values indicate better common support for the covariates. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test statistic
cannot be computed for dummy variables which is why the K-S p-value columns for conflict intensity and nonstate
conflict are empty.
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< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

0.70∗∗∗
(0.08)

(1) DV: Aid

(2) Aid * PS Interaction

(3) Reduced Form - Polity

(4) Reduced Form - FH

260
0.81
0.80

0.84∗∗∗
(0.04)

0.11∗∗∗
(0.03)
0.03+
(0.01)
−0.58+
(0.30)
−0.12
(0.10)
−0.31∗
(0.13)
−0.01+
(0.00)

260
0.77
0.76

0.27
(0.17)
0.09∗
(0.05)
−1.87+
(0.97)
−0.02
(0.43)
−0.25
(0.53)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
0.80∗∗∗
(0.07)
0.04∗
(0.02)
0.50∗∗
(0.19)
0.03
(0.31)
−0.00
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)

260
0.68
0.67

260
0.95
0.95

−0.11
(0.08)
1.06∗∗∗
(0.22)
−19.63∗∗∗
(4.73)
0.39∗
(0.18)
0.69
(0.59)
0.00
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)

Table B.6. First Stage and Reduced Form Regressions for Instrumental Variable Analysis

Aid/GDP (Instrumented)
Aid/GDP (Instrumented) * Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (Polity)
Regime Type (Freedom House)

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
R2
Adj. R2

Note: In the first column, the dependent variable is Aid / GDP (log), in the second column the dependent variable is Aid / GDP (log) * Power-Sharing (cabinet). The third and
fourth column are reduced form regressions where Aid / GDP (log) is substituted with the instrument Zit .

Appendix C

Appendix to Chapter 6
This section contains the following additional graphs/tables:
• Table C.1 presents robustness checks with binary power-sharing indicators for
the individual effect of power-sharing on election quality that are presented in
Table 6.1 in the main text (see p. 170). Models 1 to 3 use NELDA as dependent
variable, Models 4 to 6 employ V-Dem as dependet variable.
• Table C.2 replicates the results from Table 6.1 with V-Dem scores.
• Table C.3 removes influential cases and outliers and reestimates Model 2 in
Table 6.2. For a discussion of the various outlier measures, see Appendix B.
• Table C.4 presents diagnostics to assess the covariate balance before and after
matching in the election sample; Figure C.1 presents a visual representation
of the balance improvement. See table notes for description.
• Figure C.2 plots the aid instrument against the original aid variable.
• Table C.5 presents first-stage and reduced form regression for the instrumental variable analysis. Since my final model includes two endogenous aid
variables—aid itself and the interaction of aid with power-sharing—I report
two first stage regressions: In the first column I regress Foreign Aid / GDP (log)
on its instrument (also in relation to GDP and logged) plus a series of controls.
In the second column I regress the interaction between Foreign Aid / GDP
(log) and Power-Sharing on the interaction between Aid (instrumented) / GDP
and Power-Sharing. In both models, the instrument is a strong and positive
predictor of the foreign aid variables (both interacted and not interacted).
Columns 3 and 4 present results of reduced form regressions (Angrist and
Pischke 2009, 213). I expect the results in Models 3 and 4 in Table C.5 to be
roughly comparable to the results of Table 6.2 and Table 6.4. And indeed, the
coefficient for the interaction between Aid / GDP (instrumented) and PowerSharing is in the expected directions: it is positive and statistically significant
in Model 3 that uses V-Dem’s Clean Election Index as dependent variable and
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negative and statistically significant in Model 4 that employs the NELDA
Election Quality Index as dependent variable, conforming to the expected size
and sign. Thus, reduced form regression indicate support for the instrumental
variable estimation.
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Table C.1. Individual Effects: Robustness Checks for the Individual Effect of
Power-Sharing
Model 1
0.80+
(0.44)

Power-Sharing (binary)

Model 2

−0.10
(0.09)
−0.02
(0.01)
0.36∗
(0.16)
−2.62∗∗
(0.87)
−0.62
(0.46)
0.10
(0.22)
−0.28
(0.22)

−0.11
(0.08)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.31∗
(0.15)
−2.55∗∗
(0.86)
−0.72
(0.47)
0.10
(0.21)
−0.32
(0.21)

142
41
0.16

142
41
0.20

142
41
0.17

Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)

∗∗∗ p

0.20∗∗
(0.07)
0.96+
(0.54)
−0.11
(0.09)
−0.02
(0.01)
0.34∗
(0.16)
−2.58∗∗
(0.85)
−0.59
(0.47)
0.09
(0.21)
−0.29
(0.22)

Nonsenior Power-Sharing (binary)
Aid/GDP (log)

Model 4

1.53∗
(0.65)

Senior Power-Sharing (binary)

Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

Model 3

Model 5

0.22∗∗
(0.08)

Model 6

−0.02
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.27∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.00
(0.06)
0.03∗
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)

−0.02
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.27∗∗∗
(0.04)
−0.01
(0.06)
0.03∗
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)

0.17∗
(0.07)
−0.02
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.27∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.01
(0.06)
0.03+
(0.01)
0.00
(0.02)

141
41
0.49

141
41
0.46

141
41
0.45

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Dependent variable is the NELDA Election Quality Index.

Table C.2. Individual Effects (V-Dem Election Quality)
Model 1
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

0.02∗∗
(0.01)

Power-Sharing (senior)

Model 2

0.07∗∗∗
(0.02)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)
Aid/GDP (log)

−0.01
(0.01)

−0.01
(0.01)

Model 3

0.03∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.01)

DGA/GDP (log)

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

0.02∗∗
(0.01)

0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.02∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.04)

−0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02+
(0.01)

Program Aid / GDP (log)

0.12∗
(0.05)

Budget Aid / GDP (log
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Nonstate Conflict
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

−0.01∗∗∗

−0.01∗∗∗

−0.01∗∗∗

−0.01∗∗∗

−0.01∗∗∗

(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.25∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)

(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.25∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.00
(0.07)
0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.02)

(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.26∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.07)
0.02
(0.01)
0.01
(0.03)

(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.24∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.02
(0.08)
0.03∗
(0.01)
0.03
(0.02)

(0.00)
0.09∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.23∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.04
(0.06)
0.03∗
(0.01)
0.05
(0.03)

0.06
(0.04)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.26∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.02
(0.07)
0.03+
(0.02)
0.02
(0.02)

141
41
0.45

141
41
0.48

141
41
0.43

141
41
0.53

141
41
0.50

141
41
0.48

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1
Note: Robust standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Dependent variable is the V-Dem Clean Election Index.
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Table C.3. Outlier analysis

Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid
Aid/GDP (log)
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Conflict Intensity
Population (log)
GDP p/c (log)

∗∗∗ p

(1) Hat Values

−0.23∗∗
(0.09)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.04)
−0.04
(0.10)
−0.03+
(0.02)
0.17
(0.21)
−0.60
(0.44)
0.06
(0.20)
−0.00
(0.28)

(2) Cook’s Distance

99
0.25

−0.19
(0.12)
0.11∗∗
(0.04)
−0.15∗∗
(0.05)
−0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.23
(0.15)
−1.15∗∗∗
(0.34)
0.04
(0.18)
−0.51∗
(0.20)

(3) DFBETA

128
0.42

−0.17+
(0.09)
0.09+
(0.05)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.02)
0.04+
(0.02)

(4) Hat Values

138
0.46

−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.06∗∗
(0.02)
0.04
(0.07)
0.02
(0.02)
0.04+
(0.02)

(5) Cook’s Distance

102
0.61

−0.04∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.03
(0.07)
0.02
(0.01)
0.05∗
(0.03)

(6) DFBETA

V-Dem Clean Elections Index

−2.85∗∗∗
(0.68)
1.34∗∗∗
(0.35)
−0.16
(0.19)
−0.05∗∗
(0.02)
0.24
(0.23)
−0.50
(0.43)
−0.01
(0.23)
−0.22
(0.30)

140
0.07

NELDA Election Quality

129
0.13

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Num. obs.
Adj. R2

Note: All models include the same covariates as Table 6.2 (page 175) and are estimated with robust standard errors clustered on country level. The label before
each model number indicates the method by which outliers were removed (Fox 2008, ch. 11). “Nonstate conflict” drops out due to multicollinearity after removing
outliers.
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Figure C.1. Covariate Balance Before and After Matching
2.0

Absolute Standardized Difference in Means

Aid / GDP (log)

1.5

1.0

GDP / PC (log)
Regime Type (FH)
0.5

Population (log)
Conflict Intensity

0.0

Natural Resource Rents (log)
All Data

Matched Data

Note: The plot shows the balance improvement of all covariates with respect to their absolute standardized difference
in means. Low values indicate that there is only very small difference in the covariates between treated (i.e. elections
with power-sharing governemnts) and untreated / control groups (i.e. elections without power-sharing governments).
The horizontal line at 0.25 is the suggested desirable value for the minimum balance difference between treated and
control groups (Rubin 2001; Stuart 2010). Note that the Nonstate Conflict variable is not listed in the plot. It drops out
after matching since all observations with nonstate conflict were pruned, leading to a 100% balance improvement for
the Nonstate Conflict variable.
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Table C.4. Matching Diagnostics: Imbalance Reduction
Before Matching
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP / PC (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Natural Resource Rents (log)
Nonstate Conflict
Regime Type (FH)

Mean Treated

Mean Control

P-Value T-Test

P-Value K-S Test

2.51
6.07
15.36
0.38
1.48
0.00
2.77

1.23
6.78
15.92
0.18
1.54
0.07
3.37

0.00
0.00
0.07
0.08
0.85
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Mean Treated

Mean Control

P-Value T-Test

P-Value K-S Test

2.51
6.07
15.36
0.38
1.48
0.00
2.77

2.14
6.30
15.38
0.38
1.34
0.00
3.15

0.05
0.27
0.95
1.00
0.67
1.00
0.07

0.02
0.30
0.06

0.06
0.06

After Matching
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP / PC (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Natural Resource Rents (log)
Nonstate Conflict
Regime Type (FH)

0.17
0.22

Note: The p-value of the t-test test against the Null Hypothesis of difference in means between the distributions (i.e.
the covariate distributions in the treated and control group). A statistically significant p-value indicates there a
difference in means. The p-value for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test tests against the Null hypothesis that the data
from two samples come from the same underlying distribution. A statistically significant p-value for the K-S test
indicates that the data in the treated and control comes from two different distributions. Generally, for matching
non-significant p-values indicate better common support for the covariates. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test statistic
cannot be computed for dummy variables which is why the K-S p-value columns for conflict intensity and nonstate
conflict are empty.

Figure C.2. The Relationship between Foreign Aid and Aid (Instrumented) in the
Election Sample

Aid (AidData) Log

21

18

15

12
35

40

45

Aid (instrumented) Log
Note: Each data point represents one election. The correlation between both variables is ρ = 0.66, ( p < 0.001),
represented by the blue regression line. The grey area represents a 95% confidence band around the regression line.

142
0.62
144.69

Num. obs.
Adj. R2
L.R.

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

(0.07)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.00)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.26∗∗∗
(0.06)
0.01
(0.07)
0.02
(0.02)
0.03∗
(0.01)

(1.13)
−0.02
(0.02)
0.72∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.01∗
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
−0.16
(0.15)
0.02
(0.17)
−0.15
(0.10)
0.11
(0.07)
141
0.50
106.55

−0.38∗∗∗

−17.16∗∗∗

142
0.98
597.46

(3) V-Dem CEI)

(2) DV: Aid /GDP * P-S

142
0.18
37.05

−1.83∗∗
(0.70)
−0.01
(0.08)
0.09∗∗
(0.03)
−0.03∗
(0.02)
0.27+
(0.16)
−2.52∗∗
(0.83)
−0.64
(0.50)
−0.12
(0.24)
0.11
(0.21)

(4) NELDA)

Reduced Form

Note: In the first column, the dependent variable is Aid / GDP (log), in the second column the dependent variable is Aid / GDP (log) * Power-Sharing (cabinet). The third
and fourth column are reduced form regressions where Aid / GDP (log) is substituted with the instrument Zit .

∗∗∗ p

Population (log)

GDP / PC (log)

Conflict Intensity

Nonstate Conflict

Regime Type (FH)

0.01
(0.01)
0.08
(0.11)
0.70
(0.60)
0.71∗∗∗
(0.18)
−0.68∗∗∗
(0.13)
−0.28∗∗∗
(0.07)

0.02
(0.03)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.06)

Natural Resource Rents

Aid / GDP (log) - Instrumented * Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Aid / GDP (log) - Instrumented

Power-Sharing (cabinet)

(1) DV: Aid / GDP (log)

First Stage

Table C.5. First Stage and Reduced Form Regressions for Instrumental Variable Analysis
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Appendix D

Appendix to Chapter 7
This Appendix contains the following additional tables:
• Table D.1 presents results for individual effects of power-sharing and aid with
V-Dem as dependent variable.
• Table D.2 presents additional robustness checks for the main results of the
interaction effect between aid and power-sharing on judicial independence.
• Table D.3 presents reduced form regressions for the IV analysis.
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Table D.1. Individual Effects of Power-Sharing and Foreign Aid on Post-Conflict
Rule of Law (V-Dem Results)
Power-Sharing
(1)
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Foreign Aid
(4)

(5)

(6)

0.02∗

0.02∗

0.02∗

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.01)

0.02∗
(0.01)

Power-Sharing (senior)

(2)

0.05∗
(0.02)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)

(3)

0.03∗
(0.01)

DGA/GDP (log)

0.06
(0.04)

−0.00
(0.04)

Program Aid/GDP (log)
Budget Aid/GDP (log)
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.05+
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.04)
−0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.05+
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.05+
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.04)
−0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.04)
0.01
(0.06)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.02+
(0.01)
−0.05
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.02
(0.02)
−0.03∗∗
(0.01)
−0.05
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.03
(0.04)
0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

273
0.53

273
0.53

273
0.53

273
0.54

273
0.53

273
0.53

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Note: Robust standard errors clustered on country are reported in parantheses, intercepts are estimated but not reported.
Dependent variable is V-Dem’s Judicial Independence Score.
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(5) Year FE

(6) PS: Max

(7) PS: Min

(8) PS: Six Months

(4) Cubic Time Trend

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

(3) DFBETA

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
46
0.58

(2) Cook’s Distance

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
46
0.58

(1) Hat Values

0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02+
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.03)
0.02
(0.03)
−0.00∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
46
0.59

0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
−0.01∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.01)
−0.01∗
(0.01)
0.03
(0.02)
0.00
(0.03)
−0.00∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
46
0.59

0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗∗
(0.00)
−0.01+
(0.01)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.04
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.02)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

272
46
0.58

0.08∗∗∗
(0.02)
−0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.02+
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.03)
−0.02
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
−0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

257
45
0.70

0.02∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01∗∗
(0.00)
−0.02∗
(0.01)
−0.02
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)
−0.11∗
(0.04)
0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
250
45
0.54

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

204
42
0.76

Table D.2. Robustness: Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid, and, Judicial Independence (Outliers, Time, Power-Sharing Codings)

Power-Sharing (cabinet)
Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c
Population
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type
Time
Time2
Time3

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

Note: Robust standard errors clustered on country are reported in parantheses, intercepts are estimated but not reported. Dependent variable is V-Dem’s Judicial Independence Score.
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Table D.3. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid and Post-Conflict Rule of Law: Reduced
Form Results

Power-Sharing (binary)
Power-Sharing (binary) * Aid
Aid / GDP (log) instrumented
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

(1) LJI

(2) V-Dem

1.18∗∗
(0.44)
−0.06∗∗
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.00
(0.02)
−0.02+
(0.01)
0.00
(0.04)
0.01
(0.04)
−0.00∗
(0.00)
0.10∗∗∗
(0.01)

1.47+
(0.83)
−0.07+
(0.04)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.03)
0.01
(0.02)
−0.03
(0.05)
0.00
(0.05)
−0.00
(0.00)
0.13∗∗∗
(0.01)

270
46
0.58

270
46
0.53

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1
Note: Robust standard errors clustered on country are reported in
parantheses, intercepts are estimated but not reported.

Appendix E

Appendix to Chapter 8
This section contains the following additional graphs/tables:
• Figure E.1 replicates Figure 8.1 with Political Corruption as dependent variable.
• Table E.1 presents the results for the individual effects of power-sharing and
aid (see Table 8.1) with Political Corruption as dependent variable.
• Figure E.2 presents model predictions for using the Aid/GDP variable and not
budget aid as Figure 8.5.
• Table E.2 presents additional robustness checks for my main findings on the
joint effect of power-sharing and aid on public goods spending.

298

299
Figure E.1. Individual Effects (Corruption)

0.8

Political Corruption

Political Corruption

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.2
No Power-Sharing

-6

Power-Sharing

-3

0

3

All Aid / GDP (log)

Note: Data points represent country-years. Low values on the y-axis indicate less corruption. The
rhombus-shaped, red points in the left panel represent means.

Table E.1. Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid, and Post-Conflict Provision of Public
Goods: Individual Effects (Corruption as DV)
Power-Sharing
(1)
Power-Sharing (cabinet)

(2)

Foreign Aid
(3)

0.00
(0.00)

Power-Sharing (senior)

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.01)

Power-Sharing (nonsenior)

0.01
(0.02)

−0.04
(0.03)

DGA/GDP (log)
Program Aid/GDP (log)

−0.05∗
(0.03)

−0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.00
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02+
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.04)
0.02
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

0.01
(0.01)
−0.05+
(0.03)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.03
(0.03)
0.02
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

−0.00
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.02)
−0.03
(0.02)
0.02
(0.01)
−0.04
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
0.00
(0.00)
−0.06∗∗∗
(0.01)

273
46
0.43

273
46
0.43

273
46
0.42

273
46
0.43

273
46
0.44

273
46
0.42

Budget Aid/GDP (log)
Aid / GDP (log)
GDP p/c (log)
Population (log)
Conflict Intensity
Non-State Violence
Nat. Res. Rents
Regime Type (FH)
Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2
∗∗∗ p

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

Notes: Standard errors clustered by country reported in parentheses. Intercepts estimated, but not reported. Dependent variable is
V-Dem’s Political Corruption score.
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2

Predicted Public vs. Particularistic Spending Values

Predicted Public vs. Particularistic Spending Values

Figure E.2. Model Predictions for the Effect of Foreign Aid and Power-Sharing on
Post-Conflict Particularistic vs. Public Spending

1

0

0

2

4

6

8

10

Power-Sharing (No. of rebel seats in government)

Aid in per cent of GDP:

1

30

5.0

2.5

0.0

-6

-3

0

3

Aid / GDP
Number of Rebels
in the Power-Sharing Coalition:

0

10

Note: Marginal effects simulated with all other variables held at their mean/median, based on Model 2
in Table 8.2. The dependent variable is V-Dem’s Particularistic vs. Public Spending score; higher values
indicate more public spending, lower values indicate more particularistic spending. The shaded areas
represent 90% confidence intervals around predicted effects. All simulations were conducted with Frank
Harrell’s rms package for R (Harrell 2014).
Left Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect for an aid level of 1% of the recipient’s
GDP; the red line (dark grey) for an aid level of 30% of recipient GDP.
Right Panel: The blue (light grey) line represents the simulated effect of no rebel seats in the post-conflict
government and red (dark grey) simulates the effect of 10 rebel seats. The x-axis represents the actual,
not the logged value of foreign aid / GDP.

< 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05, + p < 0.1

260
45
0.35

0.13+
(0.08)
−0.05∗
(0.02)
−0.03
(0.05)
−0.40∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.07
(0.08)
0.25
(0.21)
−0.68∗∗
(0.22)
−0.01∗
(0.00)
0.33∗∗∗
(0.07)

0.63∗∗
(0.22)
−0.24∗
(0.11)
0.00
(0.08)
−0.35∗∗
(0.12)
0.08
(0.10)
0.16
(0.22)
−1.05∗
(0.44)
−0.01
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

251
45
0.38

(2) Cook’s Distance

(1) Hat Values

197
45
0.48

0.31∗∗∗
(0.08)
−0.12∗∗∗
(0.03)
−0.01
(0.04)
−0.42∗∗∗
(0.08)
0.07
(0.05)
0.22
(0.17)
−0.88∗∗∗
(0.27)
−0.01+
(0.00)
0.33∗∗∗
(0.06)

(3) DFBETA

273
46
0.35

0.12+
(0.07)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.07)
−0.37∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.11
(0.22)
−0.91∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.08)
−0.37
(0.26)
0.11
(0.09)
−0.01
(0.01)

(4) Cubic Time Trend

273
46
0.32

0.10
(0.07)
−0.04+
(0.02)
−0.02
(0.07)
−0.39∗∗
(0.12)
0.04
(0.09)
0.11
(0.21)
−0.89∗
(0.41)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.08)

(5) Year FE

273
46
0.36

0.13∗∗
(0.05)
−0.04∗∗
(0.01)
−0.01
(0.06)
−0.37∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.10
(0.22)
−0.92∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.40∗∗∗
(0.08)

(6) PS: Max

273
46
0.35

0.11
(0.08)
−0.05+
(0.03)
−0.00
(0.06)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.11
(0.22)
−0.92∗
(0.40)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

(7) PS: Min

273
46
0.35

0.11
(0.07)
−0.04∗
(0.02)
−0.00
(0.06)
−0.36∗∗∗
(0.11)
0.06
(0.09)
0.11
(0.22)
−0.90∗
(0.41)
−0.00
(0.01)
0.39∗∗∗
(0.08)

(8) PS: Six Months

Note: Robust standard errors clustered on country are reported in parantheses, intercepts are estimated but not reported. Dependent variable is V-Dem’s Public vs. Particularistic Spending score.

∗∗∗ p

Num. obs.
Countries
Adj. R2

Time3

Time2

Time

Regime Type (FH)

Nat. Res. Rents

Non-State Violence

Conflict Intensity

Population

GDP p/c

Aid / GDP (log)

Power-Sharing (cabinet) * Aid

Power-Sharing (cabinet)

Table E.2. Robustness: Power-Sharing, Foreign Aid, and Public vs. Particularistic Spending (Outliers, Time, Power-Sharing Codings)
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