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Abstract
Electoral Management Bodies (EMBs) are commonly established to increase electoral legitimacy by
designing, implementing and/or enforcing rules surrounding nominations, polling, voting, and tabulation.
Globally however, EMB design, governance, and efficacy vary considerably. Utilizing four EMB data
sources, this article asks (1) to what extent do EMBs form a new pillar of constitutional governance;
and (2) how effective are they in managing and increasing the legitimacy of elections? We begin by
detailing the global diffusion of EMBs, temporally and geographically, together with trends in governance
methods, constitutionalization, and degrees of autonomy and capacity. We then turn to examine
the extent to which existing EMBs are effective, empirically testing a global sample of states on two mea-
sures associated with electoral legitimacy. Four results of our analyses stand out. First, independent EMBs
are most abundant in democratizing regions, including Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan
Africa, and South Asia. Second, while EMBs are increasing in number, only a slight majority of states
enshrine these institutions in their constitutions. Third, while independent EMBs are the most common
systems, autonomous bodies are largely found in democracies. Finally, EMBs characterized by greater
degrees of autonomy and capacity are associated with lower levels of both electoral violence and concerns
regarding electoral legitimacy.

Keyword: Electoral Management Bodies

Legitimate elections, those that are conducted in a free and fair manner and accepted by opponents,
incumbents, and the population, are a necessary hallmark of democracy. The mere ability to hold
elections is necessary but not sufficient for peaceful transitions of power in democracies. In dem-
ocratizing states, legitimate elections are a key mechanism through which democratic gains and self-
enforcing democratic norms are institutionalized.1 Even in competitive autocracies,2 elections serve
as an accountability mechanism, albeit to a lesser degree. For each of these contexts —consolidated
democracies, democratizing states, and competitive autocracies — the degree to which elections are
governed in a free and fair manner both varies and has myriad consequences. Broadly speaking,
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unfree, unfair, and exclusive elections are associated with both electoral violence3 and greater
degrees of clientelism and corruption, impeding development.4 They have further been identified
as pivotal stumbling blocks in processes of both democratic transition and consolidation.5 In
light of the pivotal role elections play in democratic stability and democratic transitions, and the
negative outcomes associated with elections characterized as unfree and/or unfair, electoral manage-
ment is of central importance. The literature to date suggests that electoral management character-
ized by higher degrees of autonomy and capacity are associated with the highest quality elections.6

Electoral Management Bodies (EMB), tasked with organizing and carrying out all or portions of
elections, are varied in both design and governance. Here, design refers to the process of the for-
mation of a body, including the calculations and parties involved in formation and the nature of
its implementation,7 and governance describes the formal categorization of electoral oversight
according to its degree of autonomy. Hartlyn and colleagues describe EMB governance as involving
“the interaction of constitutional, legal, and institutional rules and organizational practices that
determine the basic rules for election procedures and electoral competition.”8 Therefore, both
design and governance, the intent and form of an EMB, are critical determinants in both the auton-
omy and capacity of the resulting body.

In recent years, constitutionalized, independent bodies have become more popular. This is a trend
largely associated with third wave democracies. As of 2013, more than 54% of states had some form of
electoral oversight stipulated in their constitution.9 This represents an approximate 98% increase from
the period prior to the third wave, beginning in the mid-1970s. The move toward constitutionalized
independent electoral management of late leads to questions concerning the efficacy of such bodies.
This article takes up two issues and we ask: What are the trends in EMB governance and design and
the degree to which they produce autonomous, capable bodies; and to what degree and under what
conditions does such autonomy and capacity lead to better electoral outcomes?

The article proceeds as follows. First, we review the literature concerning EMBs governance
methods and institutional design and, separately, more recent research focusing on EMB efficacy.
Second, we provide a robust description of the data, pointing to trends related to space, time,
and institutional form. Third, we describe the available data and our empirical strategy. Next, we
present the results of our analyses and situate them in the extant literature. Finally, conclusions
and areas of future research are offered.

Literature Review

Electoral Management Bodies: Form and Function

The peaceful transition of power from one incumbent to the next is largely taken for granted in
established democracies. Yet, for states that are newly democratized, undergoing transitions,

3Christopher Linebarger & Idean Salehyan, ‘Electoral Integrity and Election-Related Conflict’ (2020) 16 Democracy and
Security 260; Christian Opitz, Hanne Fjelde, & Kristine Höglund, ‘Including Peace: the Influence of Electoral
Management Bodies on Electoral Violence’ 7 (2013) Journal of East African Studies 713.

4Martin Lundstedt & Amanda Edgell, ‘Institutions of Electoral Integrity and Clientelism: The Role of Electoral
Management Bodies’ (2020) Varieties of Democracy Institute Working Paper 108:2020, <https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=3697281> accessed 29 June 2021.

5Gazibo (n 1); Jonathan Hartlyn, Jennifer McCoy, & Thomas Mustillo, ‘Electoral Governance Matters: Explaining the
Quality of Elections in Contemporary Latin America’ (2008) 41 Comparative Political Studies 73.

6Fabrice Lehoucq, ‘Can Parties Police Themselves? Electoral Governance and Democratization’ (2002) 23 International
Political Science Review 29; Shaheen Mozaffar, ‘Patterns of Electoral Governance in Africa’s Emerging Democracies’
(2002) 23 International Political Science Review 85.

7Gazibo (n 1).
8Hartlyn, McCoy, & Mustillo (n 5) 74.
9Zachary Elkins, Tom Ginsburg, & James Melton, ‘The Comparative Constitutions Project’ (version 2.0, 2014) <https://

www.constituteproject.org/ontology?lang=en> accessed 29 June 2021.
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attempting to escape a conflict trap, or attempting to ward off escalating violence in a polarized
atmosphere, the ability to hold legitimate elections is of the utmost importance. Moreover, even
in established democracies, such as the United States, peaceful transitions are no longer taken granted
in the wake of the US Capitol insurrection in 2021. EMBs can potentially play an important role in this
process. As the following review will illustrate, independent and impartial EMBs may reduce violence,10

help states transition from autocracy,11 and assist new democracies to consolidate.12 Indeed, Levitsky
andWay point out that in many competitive autocratic states, elections are characterized as bitter strug-
gles, marked by widespread abuses of power.13 What separates these states from those characterized as
democratizing is the degree to which these bitter struggles are fought fairly.

Beginning broadly, EMBs are bodies responsible for the management of elections, either in
whole or in part. The management of elections concerns the organization of elections, election
monitoring, and certification of election results.14 More specifically, Mozzafar and Shedler describe
three levels of electoral governance including rulemaking, rule application, and rule adjudication
that can be understood as follows.15 First, rulemaking refers to the design of the electoral game
and includes rules concerning both competition and governance. This includes making rules
regarding boundaries, timetables, franchise, financial regulations, election observation, and the
tabulation of ballots, among others. Second, rule application concerns the organization of the
game and includes tasks such as registering voters, candidates, and parties, and voting, tabulating,
and reporting results. Finally, rule adjudication refers to the certification of results and dispute reso-
lution. Determining to what degree a given EMB is responsible for the stated tasks relates to the
form the EMB takes, which is a direct function of EMB design. Indeed, the three-level framework
proposed by Mozzaffar and Shedler makes clear how the design of an EMB, including both political
calculations, actors involved, and implementation characteristics, will decide much of its ability to
produce legitimate elections. With function in mind, the discussion now turns first to the varied
forms that EMBs take and follows with a discussion of EMB design.

EMBs governance varies among states with some independently administered, others controlled by
the government, and others still utilizing a mixed method of both independent administration and
government oversight. Independent administration is the most common governance method currently,
with over 63% of states reporting an independently managed system in 2019.16 These bodies are inde-
pendent of the executive both in autonomy over conduct and finances, and in the source of their mem-
bers. Newly democratized states overwhelmingly fall within this category. Governmental EMBs are
organized and managed by the executive branch and largely characterize the systems in place in
older, more established regimes. Finally, mixed systems consist generally of two bodies, one of
which is independent of the executive and the other being located within a government branch.17

Within each of these governance methods, the degree to which institutional constraints are actually
followed varies widely. That is, an EMB which is independent on paper is not always independent
in practice. For instance, data concerning EMB standards suggests that only about 53% of states

10Sarah Birch & David Mulchinksi, ‘Electoral Violence Prevention: What works?’ (2018) 25 Democratization 385;
Linebarger & Salehyan (n 3).

11Hartlyn, McCoy, & Mustillo (n 5); Lyons (n 1).
12Mozaffar (n 6).
13Levitsky & Way, Competitive Authoritarianism (n 2).
14Helena Catt, Andrew Ellis, Michael Maley, Alan Wall & Peter Wolf, ‘Electoral Management Design: Revised Edition’

(Stockholm, International IDEA 2014) <https://www.idea.int/data-tools/data/electoral-management-design> accessed 29
June 2021; Toby James, Holly Ann Garnett, & Leontine Loeber, ‘Electoral Management and the Organizational
Determinants of Electoral Integrity: Introduction’ (2019) 40 International Political Science Review 295.

15Shaheen Mozaffar & Andreas Shedler, ‘The Comparative Study of Electoral Governance-Introduction’ (2002) 23
International Political Science Review 5.

16Catt and others (n 14). Note that data are available through 2019.
17ibid 7–8.
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reporting independent EMBs meet standards constituting the free and fair conduct of elections.18

Therefore, beyond the method of governance, the political calculations determining EMB design
can clarify the true nature of the body at work, providing greater information about the ability of
these bodies to facilitate legitimate elections. The discussion now turns to this topic.

Autonomy, Capacity, and Constitutionalization

Given the wide variance in performance related to standards within the three EMB governance
methods, the literature has looked to EMB design to account for differences in practice. Beyond
the stated EMB governance method, design has been shown to affect EMB function as a result
of the degrees of autonomy, constitutionalization (as opposed to codification in statutory law),
and capacity.19 Indeed, while the creation of an EMB may be characterized by the desire to create
an autonomous body with the capability to conduct free and fair elections, oftentimes vast differ-
ences exist between stated aims and resulting institutions. During the process of EMB creation,
Gazibo asserts that three relevant questions to consider include: (1) whether the process was uni-
lateral or multilateral; (2) which group(s) prevailed in the process; and (3) in the case of negotia-
tions, if there was one group that dominated decision making.20 The answers to these questions
characterize the power relations at play during EMB formation and can help to explain the true
form of the resulting institution. In his study examining the formation of EMBs in Africa, he arrives
at five categories of EMB institutions that are ultimately characterized by the drivers of the design
process.21 Beyond his discussion of the specific categories, it suffices to say that when EMB design is
characterized by unilateral decision making with the dominance of one party, the likelihood of
autonomy and capacity in the resulting body is low.

We are then led to ask what types of institutional design lead to an EMB with both autonomy
and sufficient capacity. Beginning with autonomy, the literature, with few exceptions,22 agrees on
the notion that to conduct free and fair elections, the body organizing elections must be autono-
mous.23 EMB autonomy has been variously defined. However, in practice EMBs are considered
autonomous when three conditions are met. These conditions are institutional separation from
the government, functional autonomy, and judicial control over the electoral process.24

Carpenter describes bureaucratic autonomy as occurring when “a politically differentiated agency
takes a self-consistent action that neither politicians nor organized group interest prefer, but that

18These data code an EMB as meeting standards required for the free and fair conduct of elections when none of the fol-
lowing conditions are violated: “(a) Election boundaries are set up so that no candidate/party is favored (no gerrymandering)
(de facto); (b) EMBs are held accountable to election law and abide by it; (c) EMBs are independent and impartial; (d) EMBs
have sufficient time to organize elections (i.e. no snap election); (e) Decisions made by and complaints made to the EMBs are
subject to review and possible reversal”. See Sylvia Bishop & Anke Hoeffler, ‘Free and Fair Elections: A New Database’ (2016)
53 Journal of Peace Research 608, 610–11.

19Gazibo (n 1); James, Garnett & Loeber (n 14); Lehoucq (n 6); Carolien van Ham & Holly Ann Garnett, ‘Building
Impartial Electoral Management? Institutional Design, Independence and Electoral Integrity’ (2019) 40 International
Political Science Review 313; Carolien van Ham & Staffan Lindberg, ‘When Guardians Matter Most: Exploring the
Conditions under which Electoral Management Body Institutional Design affects Election Integrity’ (2015) 30 Irish
Political Studies 454.

20Gazibo (n 1) 620.
21ibid. The five modes of EMB institutional design include: consensual, incumbent-led interactive, outsider-led interactive,

imposed, and managed.
22Svitlana Chernykj & Milan Svolik, ‘How Electoral Commissions, Courts, and Observers Shape Incentives for Electoral

Manipulation and Post-Election Protests’ (2015) 77 The Journal of Politics 407.
23Bishop & Hoeffler (n 18); Larry Diamond & Leonardo Morlino, ‘The Quality of Democracy: An Overview’ (2004) 15

The Journal of Democracy 20; Gazibo (n 1); Lehoucq (n 6); Mozaffar (n 6).
24Mozaffar (n 6); Gazibo (n 1).
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they either cannot, or will not, overturn in the future.”25 In practice, the autonomy of an EMB can
be seen as a result of two factors: (1) the formal independence of the body; and (2) the degree of
partisanship/professional independence.26

First, formal independence refers to governance method, described above. Again, referring back
to the recent trend toward independently governed EMBs, the legal independence imposed by the
location of the EMB outside of the executive is thought to be an important step towards achieving
EMB autonomy. As noted by Lehoucq, both government and mixed-method EMBs are prone to
breakdowns in legitimate electoral management when the same party controls both the executive
and legislative branches.27 However, if the goal of an independent EMB is to ensure free and fair
elections that are seen and accepted as credible by all parties, formal independence alone is not
enough.28 In this vein, Pal investigates the evolution of independent EMBs in democracies, focusing
on constitutionalization of independent electoral oversight.29 The author notes that democracies
that adopt independent EMBs and codify them in statutory law are more susceptible to partisan
capture due to partisan appointment processes, denial of representation of smaller parties and inde-
pendent voters, and manipulation of membership tenures. Alternatively, states codifying independ-
ent EMBs in their constitutions are better able to maintain truly independent EMBs for three
reasons. First, constitutionalization of EMBs insulates them from partisan interference by political
majorities. Second, placement of the EMB outside of the government, into what Pal describes as a
fourth branch, allows for insulation of the subject matter with which the EMB deals.30 Finally, con-
stitutionalization of EMB independence insulates EMBs from ad hoc interventions by politicians.

Second, and related to partisan capture, the degree to which EMB members are either partisan or
professional can determine the extent to which an EMB is functionally autonomous from the ruling
party. Bader notes a correlation between partisan electoral commissions and unfair elections.31

Bishop and Hoeffler, in their data collection, illustrate that the majority of EMB standards violations
are related to a lack of independence or impartiality.32 Examining the elections that took place in
Latin American states since 1980, Hartlyn and colleagues illustrate positive correlations between
both independent and professional EMBs and the non-partisan appointment of members, and
free and fair elections.33 A notable exception to this literature suggests that the contexts where
EMBs are most necessary (those prone to violence and a rejection of electoral norms), third parties
to elections (including EMBs and observers) do not necessarily need to be independent to have a
positive effect on the quality of elections. The authors contend that in such contexts, a “moderate
pro-incumbent bias” is more likely to produce an outcome that is acceptable to both the incumbent
and the opposition.34

Beyond autonomy, the ability of the EMB to execute the logistical task of holding elections,
referred to as EMB capacity, is of great importance. Capacity, in this context, refers to the “degree
to which election management organizations are stable and sustainable organizations sufficiently
resourced to have the capacity to deliver elections.”35 The specific resources included in this

25Daniel Carpenter, ‘The Political Foundations of Bureaucratic Autonomy: A Response to Kernell’ (2001) 15 Studies in
American Political Development 113, 17.

26Hartlyn, McCoy, & Mustillo (n 5).
27Lehoucq (n 6).
28Opitz, Fjelde & Höglund (n 3).
29Michael Pal, ‘Electoral Management Bodies as a Fourth Branch of Government’ (2016) 21 Review of Constitutional

Studies 85.
30ibid.
31Max Bader, ‘The Challenges of OSCE Electoral Assistance in the former Soviet Union’ (2011) 22 Security and Human

Rights 19.
32Bishop & Hoeffler (n 18).
33Hartlyn, McCoy, & Mustillo (n 5).
34Chernykj & Svolik (n 22).
35James, Garnett & Loeber (n 14) 300.
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category might include financial and human capital while tasks are related to boundary delineation,
registration of voters, administration of voting, ballot tabulation, and election reporting.36 Indeed,
independence becomes irrelevant if an EMB lacks staff and funding. Clark, in a subnational
study of Electoral Registration Officers in the UK, found that localities with greater funding levels
consistently outperformed their less-funded counterparts.37 Relatedly, James and Jervier found that
due to austerity measures following the 2008 financial crisis, localities in England and Wales com-
pleted less public engagement in the run up to elections, which was subsequently followed by lower
voter turnout.38 Both of these subnational studies underscore the importance of capacity in the exe-
cution of high quality, representative elections.

Apart from merely the ability to carry out an election, capacity further helps to ensure elections
that are legitimate by improving confidence and decreasing clientelism. First, public confidence is
increased by the technical and material capacity of EMBs. This encourages voting and confidence in
electoral results. Indeed, Birch and Mulchinski find that EMB capacity building, in the form of tech-
nical assistance, was one of the factors most closely linked to electoral violence reduction.39 Next,
capacity increases confidence by clearly delineating the technical and political aspects of elections.
As Pastor explains, in poor states, where elections are more difficult to conduct owing to lower levels
of capacity, a technical irregularity is easily interpreted as a politically motivated effort to steal an
election.40 Where capacity is higher, elections run more smoothly, and irregularities are less fre-
quently seen as political maneuvering. Third, regarding clientelism, EMB capacity has a dual effect:
it decreases clientelism and those decreases in turn lead to further increases in capacity. As
Lundstedt and Edgell explain, the presence of a strong EMB increases the cost of clientelism for
voters, parties, and candidates by decreasing its utility.41 Legitimacy of elections are thus increased
due to the increased costs of clientelism in elections.

The literature review has thus far broadly asserted three main points. First, there are varied
methods of governing EMBs and, recently, independent EMBs have seen an increase in utilization.
Second, the design of an EMB, perhaps more than its governance method, determines the extent to
which it is able to conduct free and fair elections. Finally, autonomy and capacity, influenced in
large measure by both governance and design, are central to the ability of an EMB to conduct legit-
imate elections, increase the odds of democratic consolidation, and reduce electoral violence.
Moving forward with a clear conception of the function, design, and aims of EMBs, the following
section will highlight trends within the data, offering a global comparative perspective of EMBs in
time, space, and institutional context.

Descriptive Context

Beginning with global data on EMB governance method, we rely on data from the International
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA). The data record the EMB governance
method in all states that hold elections and classify them as either independent, government, or
mixed. Independent systems refer to states whose EMBs are independent and autonomous from
the executive, organizing elections without government interference, controlling their own budgets,

36Holly Ann Garnett, ‘Evaluating Electoral Management Body Capacity’ (2019) 40 International Political Science Review
335.

37Alastair Clark, ‘Identifying the Determinants of Electoral Integrity and Administration in Advanced Democracies: the
Case of Britain’ (2016) 9 European Political Science Review 471.

38Toby James & Tyrone Jervier, ‘The Cost of Elections: the Effects of Public Sector Austerity on Electoral Integrity and
Voter Engagement’ (2017) 37 Public Money and Management 461.

39Birch & Mulchinksi (n 10).
40Robert Pastor, ‘The Role of Electoral Administration in Democratic Transitions: Implications for Policy and Research’

(1999) 6 Democratization 1.
41Lundstedt & Edgell (n 4).
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and consisting of members not located within the executive branch. Governmental EMBs then refer
to states whose EMBs are controlled by, or located within, the executive branch. The EMB might be
located within a government ministry or a local authority. Finally, mixed systems characterize those
with dual structures, one organized and controlled by the executive and the other independently
managed.42 Figure 1 on the left illustrates the method of EMB governance among democracies
and non-democracies at three points in time; 2006, 2014, and 2019. Two main findings stand
out. First, independent EMBs are the most common method among both democracies and non-
democracies. Second, while the number of democracies adopting independent bodies is increasing,

Figure 1. EMB Governance Method, 2006–2019 and Regionally in 2019

42Catt and others (n 14).
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the opposite is happening in non-democratic states. In 2006, 70 democracies reported independ-
ently governed EMBs. In 2019 that figure increased by 25% to 90. In 2006, 43 non-democratic states
reported independent EMBs and in 2014 the number rose to 49. However, as of 2019, only 40 non-
democracies report independent EMBs.

Figure 1 on the right plots current EMB rates in seven global regions.43 Independent EMBs are
the most common electoral governance method globally, outnumbering the other categories (mixed
and government) in every region of the world in 2019. In Sub-Saharan Africa, only 10 states do not
rely on independent EMBs and instead utilize the mixed method. The two figures above suggest that
independent EMBs are numerous and increasing. However, as seen in our review of the literature,
the method of governance does not tell the whole story. From there we move on to constitutiona-
lization of independent EMBs.

Figure 2 reports rates of constitutionalized independent electoral oversight from 1950–2013 on
the left. Data on constitutionalized independent oversight are derived from the Constitute Project
and record whether either an independent electoral commission, court, or both are stipulated in
a state’s constitution.44 Several important findings stand out. First, the number of states with inde-
pendent electoral oversight incorporated in their constitutions has increased from 11 in 1950 to 75
in 2013. The rate of increase began to pick up speed with democracy’s third wave in the late 1970s.
The two other lines plotted on the figure represent the number of democracies and non-
democracies in each year presented. These data are derived from the Rulers, Elections, and
Irregular Governance Dataset (REIGN).45 In line with expectations, the increase in constitutional
oversight in the late 1970’s is mirrored by an increase in the number of democracies.

Next, Figure 2 on the right plots the mean of constitutional stipulation of independent oversight
in the same time period, 1950–2013, with regional standouts, Latin America and the Caribbean.
This figure illustrates that much of the trend in the direction toward constitutional stipulation
has been driven by Latin America in the 1970s, and by Sub-Saharan Africa in the 1990s. The find-
ings of figures 1 and 2 provide insight into how electoral management trends have and are chan-
ging. However, as discussed in the review of the literature, while governance method and
constitutionalization of independent EMBs in law are helpful toward achieving legitimate elections,
the ability of EMBs to produce legitimate elections are more closely tied to their autonomy and
capacity.

Data concerning both EMB autonomy and capacity are derived from the Varieties of Democracy
Dataset (V-Dem).46 Both measures are ordinal and recorded from expert surveys. For autonomy,
the coder is asked, “does the EMB have autonomy from government to apply election laws and
administrative rules impartially in national elections?”47 The answers then range from no autonomy
to full autonomy on a 5-point scale.48 Figure 3 reports average rates of EMB Autonomy globally
(dashed line), within democracies (solid line), and within non-democracies (dotted line) between
1950 and 2019. Contrary to prior figures, we do not see similar dramatic increases toward autono-
mous bodies that the trends toward independent governance should produce. This implies that the
global trend toward both constitutional stipulation and independent EMB adoption is having little
effect on the overall autonomy of election management. This may indeed be the case; as Bishop and

43ibid.
44Elkins, Ginsburg & Melton (n 9).
45Curtis Bell, ‘The Rulers, Elections, and Irregular Governance Dataset (REIGN)’ (Broomfield, Colorado, OEF Research

2016) <https://www.oneearthfuture.org/datasets/reign> accessed 29 June 2021.
46Michael Coppedge and others, ‘V-Dem Codebook v9’ (Varieties of Democracy Project 2019) <https://www.v-dem.net/

en/data/archive/previous-reference-materials/reference-materials-v9/> accessed 29 June 2021.
47ibid 54.
48Both the autonomy and capacity measures, utilized in empirical tests in the following section, are recorded as ordinal

and converted to interval utilizing the measurement model that relies on Bayesian Item Response Theory. The interval ver-
sion is scored from 0 (no autonomy/capacity) to 1 (full autonomy/capacity).
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Hoeffler suggest, the overall quality of elections has declined over time.49 Also made clear in the
figure is a vast difference in rates between democracies and non-democracies. Democracies vastly
outperform non-democracies in EMB autonomy, as one would expect.

Finally, we examine capacity over time. The capacity measure is derived from V-Dem and is also
collected from expert surveys. The survey asks the coder, “does the EMB have sufficient staff and
resources to administer a well-run national election?”50 The measure is ordinal, recorded on a
5-point scale ranging from insufficient capacity to full capacity. Figure 4 examines EMB capacity

Figure 2. Constitutionally Stipulated Independent Oversight 1950–2014

49Bishop & Hoeffler (n 18).
50Coppedge and others (n 46) 55.
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in the period 1950–2019. Three lines are plotted: global mean of EMB capacity (dashed line), mean
of EMB capacity in democracies (solid line), and the mean of capacity in non-democracies (dotted
line). Unlike the prior figure examining autonomy, there is a clear upward trend in EB capacity

Figure 3. EMB Autonomy 1950–2019

Figure 4. EMB Capacity 1950–2019
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where the measure, in democracies, begins to surge in the late 1970s, as more states begin to dem-
ocratize and allot resources to electoral management. Within non-democracies globally, a smaller
increase in capacity can be seen in the 1990s.

Given that this Special Issue is focused on Asia we also present descriptive data concerning
autonomy and capacity in this region specifically. Figure 5 examines EMB capacity and autonomy
within Asia (including East, South, and Southeast Asia) comparing these measures to their global
means (excluding these regions). As illustrated in Figure 5, the measures of autonomy and capacity
in Asia are somewhat paradoxical in a global perspective – the reverse of the pattern in other dem-
ocratizing regions. Only half (13) of the states in the region are ranked as autonomous or almost
autonomous (most in the latter category) while many more (17)51 are ranked as capacitated or
almost capacitated – suggesting that EMBs are efficient but must operate within tighter bounds.
Examining governance method, the region follows the global trend with an overwhelming number
states having independent bodies.

Data and Empirical Strategy

In this section, we present the results of twelve logistic regressions utilizing a global sample of 153
states from 1950–2019. Much of the data utilized has been described in detail above. We briefly
review the data sources and describe the empirical strategy.

Our empirical analysis is aimed at determining the extent to which the trends, described above,
have resulted in variance in EMB efficacy. The notion of efficacy may be conceptualized in several
different ways, including perceptions of legitimacy, the presence of electoral violence, or judgments
by the international community concerning freedom and fairness. In the interest of obtaining
widely generalizable results, we chose to rely on measures of electoral confidence and electoral char-
acteristics. Beginning with concern over the freedom and fairness of elections (Table 2), the depend-
ent variable is a dichotomous measure where 0 denotes no widespread concern over freedom and
fairness and 1 denotes the existence of widespread concern. The data are derived from the NELDA

Figure 5. EMB Autonomy and Capacity in Asia

51Table A1 in the appendix provides the data for each country in the region.
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dataset.52 Next, turning to a measure of electoral characteristics, Table 3 utilizes a dichotomous
measure, also from the NELDA dataset, concerning violence surrounding an election where 0 is
no violence and 1 is widespread violence. Importantly, for both dependent variables, a negative rela-
tionship signifies the absence of a widespread concern or widespread violence. As both of our
dependent variables are binary, we utilize logistic regression, clustering standard errors by country
code in an effort to reduce heteroskedasticity.

Our independent variables are focused on both formal design and practical function. First, focus-
ing on a measure of design, the descriptive section illustrated the rise in constitutionalization of
independent EMBs. We therefore begin with a measure of constitutionalization of independent
oversight from the Constitute Project.53 This is a dichotomous measure recording a 1 in all states
where independent electoral oversight (either a court, commission, or both) is stipulated in the con-
stitution, and 0 where absent. Second, focusing on the practical function of EMBs, we rely on two
measures from the Varieties of Democracy dataset (V-Dem), autonomy and capacity. Autonomy is
an ordinal measure from V-Dem, where 0 is no autonomy and 4 is full autonomy. Third, capacity is
also an ordinal measure from V-Dem, where 0 is no capacity and 4 is full capacity.54

Further, given that we see wide variance in both stated aims (governance method and constitu-
tionalization) and performance (autonomy and capacity) among regime types, we further include
an indicator of regime type, labeled democracy. This is a binary measure from the REIGN dataset,
relying on a minimal procedural definition of democracy where 1 = democracy and 0 = nondemoc-
racy.55 However, as we discuss in the conclusion, there is an outstanding question of causal direction
that needs further explanation: to what extent is democracy, even in our very binary and partly static
measure, a function of EMB performance, the dependent variable? Finally, to determine if the
effects of constitutionalization, autonomy, and capacity differ by regime type, we further include
interactions of constitutionalization, autonomy, and capacity with democracy. Simply put, democ-
racies, by definition, have more competitive elections, than do non-democracies and we should thus
expect that EMB characteristics will have different ramifications in these states. Therefore, all 12
models utilize the same five main independent variables. These independent variables include:
Constitutionalization, Autonomy, Capacity, Democracy, and an interaction term (constitutionaliza-
tion, autonomy, or capacity X democracy).

We control for four measures, theoretically linked to electoral characteristics, in all 12 models: of
Latent Judicial Independence,56 the natural log of GDP per capita,57 regime spell, and degree of trade
openness from KOF Globalization dataset.58 Beginning with latent judicial independence, we expect
that a more independent judiciary will be negatively correlated with both concern and electoral vio-
lence. Next, more developed states are associated with lower levels of electoral violence and concern
over freedom and fairness in elections. For regime spell, we include a count of the years that a state
has remained one consistent regime type to proxy for consolidation. Here we expect more conso-
lidated regimes to be associated with less violence and less electoral concern. Finally, we include
trade openness, capturing trade volume relative to GDP, as a proxy for both social and monetary

52Susan Hyde & Nikolai Marinov, ‘NELDA 5.0: National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy Dataset Codebook
for Version 5’ (2019) <https://nelda.co/#access> accessed 29 June 2021.

53Elkins, Ginsburg & Melton (n 9).
54Coppedge and others (n 46).
55Bell (n 45).
56Drew Linzer & Jeffrey Staton, ‘A Global Measure of Judicial Independence, 1948–2012’ (2015) 3 Journal of Law and

Courts 223.
57World Bank, ‘World Development Indicators (WDI)’ (Washington DC, 2020) <https://databank.worldbank.org/source/

world-development-indicators> accessed 29 June 2021.
58Axel Dreher, ‘Does Globalization Affect Growth? Evidence from a New Index of Globalization’ (2006) 38 Applied

Economics 1091.
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globalization, with the expectation that more globalized states will have less electoral violence and
less concern regarding freedom and fairness.

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics concerning the variables utilized in the following analysis.
As seen in the table, the data on governance method from IDEA are only available for a small num-
ber of observations. As a result, we rely on the measure from the Constitute Project recording
whether there is constitutionally stipulated independent oversight in a country year.

Figure 6 provides a correlation matrix heat map, including all variables utilized in the analysis, with
the exception of interaction terms. Several interesting trends are evident. First, governance method is
correlated with constitutionalization of independent electoral oversight at a rate of .42, meaning that
less than half of all states with independent EMBs have this stipulated in their constitutions.59 Second,
method of governance is correlated at only .08 with autonomy. In short, the stated governance method
has little to do with autonomy in practice. Interestingly, latent judicial independence is highly corre-
lated, at .78, with autonomy, suggesting that states with higher levels of judicial independence are
more likely to see autonomous EMBs. Finally, capacity is correlated with level of development
(GDP pc (ln)) at .64, suggesting that wealthier states have EMBs with greater capacity.

Results

Our regression analyses present the results of two tables, each examining a different dependent
variable. Table 2 examines concern in elections and Table 3 examines the existence of widespread
electoral violence. Given the coding of the dependent variables (where 1 denotes the presence of
a negative election characteristic and 0 its absence), negative coefficients signal a positive effect
of the EMB characteristic examined. Beginning with Table 2, the results of six logistic regressions
are presented. Models 1, 3, and 5 are naïve models, excluding the interaction term, and models
2, 4, and 6 examine the interaction of either autonomy, capacity, or constitutionalization with
democracy. Beginning with model 1, we examine the effects of constitutionalization and democracy
on concern. Constitutionalization displays a negative, though not significant, coefficient with a
p-value of .5. Democracy, however, is both negative and significant at the .01 level. This suggests
that democracy is associated with a greater amount of confidence in elections more generally.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Governance Method 601 1.816 .532 0 2

Constitutionalization 6889 .341 .474 0 1

Autonomy 18233 1.337 1.464 0 4

Capacity 18223 1.951 1.469 0 4

Democracy 11194 .47 .499 0 1

Latent Judicial Independence 11535 .465 .295 .002 .997

GDP pc (ln) 8462 8.184 1.506 4.76 11.879

Regime Spell 11194 22.451 17.204 0 70

Trade Openness 6886 74.316 43.458 .309 438

59Data from the IDEA project concerning EMB governance method are only available for the years 2006, 2014, and 2019.
Inclusion of the governance method, as a result would severely restrict our sample, thus biasing results. As seen in the bivari-
ate descriptive results and correlation matrix, however, method of governance alone appears to have little influence on mea-
sures of performance including autonomy and capacity.

S72 Malcolm Langford, Rebecca Schiel and Bruce M. Wilson

https://doi.org/10.1017/asjcl.2021.29 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/asjcl.2021.29


Table 2. Concerns about Freedom and Fairness: EMB Characteristics & Regime Type

(1) Constitutionalization (2) Const. X Democracy (3) Autonomy (4) Autonomy X Democracy (5) Capacity (6) Capacity X Democracy

EMB Var. −0.14149 −0.24144 −0.61365** −0.57516** −0.22743** −0.16717*

(0.22777) (0.27749) (0.09504) (0.09919) (0.07887) (0.08340)

Democracy −0.74074** −0.88851* −0.15679 0.25164 −0.74731** 0.50391

(0.28286) (0.39915) (0.26405) (0.48623) (0.25648) (0.52051)

Interaction − 0.24825 − −0.18235 − −0.47448*

− (0.42896) − (0.19439) − (0.21369)

Judicial −3.58517** −3.51744** −2.39124** −2.30648** −3.79493** −3.53873**

Independence (0.75510) (0.76866) (0.63359) (0.64322) (0.61171) (0.63912)

GDP pc (ln) −0.13901 −0.13859 −0.09869 −0.08580 −0.02914 0.02756

(0.11511) (0.11544) (0.09992) (0.10364) (0.10570) (0.10903)

Regime Spell −0.00927 −0.00941 −0.00863 −0.00793 −0.00821 −0.00684

(0.00770) (0.00775) (0.00599) (0.00592) (0.00592) (0.00592)

Openness −0.00293 −0.00290 −0.00419+ −0.00439+ −0.00446+ −0.00483+

(0.00260) (0.00259) (0.00230) (0.00236) (0.00247) (0.00250)

Constant 3.06655** 3.08700** 3.01718** 2.85565** 2.78422** 2.16049**

(0.74670) (0.75425) (0.68047) (0.72280) (0.64206) (0.68756)

Observations 1032 1032 1545 1545 1545 1545

Standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < .1, * < .05, ** < .01.
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Table 3. Electoral Violence: EMB Characteristics & Democracy

(1) Constitutionalization (2) Const. X Democracy (3) Autonomy (4) Autonomy X Democracy (5) Capacity (6) Capacity X Democracy

EMB Var. 0.55996* 0.28792 0.04353 0.19892* −0.11175 −0.00653

(0.23002) (0.28532) (0.10191) (0.09909) (0.09170) (0.08732)

Democracy −0.12445 −0.64403 0.21997 1.82425** 0.36295 2.32412**

(0.39443) (0.46191) (0.34789) (0.46079) (0.33911) (0.56484)

Interaction − 0.75690 − −0.70858** − −0.78908**

− (0.47920) − (0.19601) − (0.21425)

Judicial −1.26782+ −1.11767+ −1.22049* −0.85730 −1.01533+ −0.49441

Independence (0.68237) (0.67719) (0.58986) (0.58846) (0.56911) (0.58901)

GDP pc (ln) −0.35002** −0.34263** −0.45326** −0.40602** −0.41221** −0.30440**

(0.10380) (0.10293) (0.08750) (0.09658) (0.09704) (0.09594)

Regime Spell 0.00271 0.00238 0.00996 0.01325+ 0.01089 0.01376+

(0.00789) (0.00781) (0.00716) (0.00731) (0.00722) (0.00731)

Openness −0.00381 −0.00389 −0.00290 −0.00405 −0.00299 −0.00370

(0.00275) (0.00274) (0.00256) (0.00266) (0.00258) (0.00248)

Constant 1.91282** 1.95842** 2.52810** 1.94595** 2.38307** 1.26386*

(0.71097) (0.71678) (0.55726) (0.62838) (0.57534) (0.61137)

Observations 1032 1032 1545 1545 1545 1545
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In model 2, examining the interaction of democracy and constitutionalization, the constitutiona-
lization term again fails to illustrate substantive results. The democracy term, however, maintains
its negative and significant coefficient. This suggests that democracies that do not constitutionalize
independent oversight are correlated with greater confidence in elections (less concern) than democ-
racies that constitutionalize independent oversight or those that lack independent oversight. The inter-
action term, while positive, is not significant. Moving to model 3, the autonomy coefficient is negative
and significant at .01 level, suggesting that states with more autonomous EMBs are correlated with
greater confidence (less concern) in elections. The democracy coefficient here, while negative, fails
to achieve significance at a p-value of .5. Turning to model 4, and examining the interaction of dem-
ocracy and autonomy, we can see that the autonomy and democracy terms maintain their relation-
ships from the naïve model. The interaction, however, again fails to achieve traditional levels of
statistical significance. Surprisingly, the negative and significant coefficient of the autonomy measure
suggests that autonomous EMBs are correlated with lower levels of electoral concern (more confi-
dence) in autocracies than in democracies. Next, model 5 separately examines the effects of capacity
and democracy on electoral concern. Both the capacity and democracy coefficients are negative and
significant at the .01 level. In short, both democracy and capacity are correlated with greater levels of
electoral confidence (less concern). Finally, in model 6 we examine the interaction of capacity and
democracy. Here, the capacity term maintains its negative and significant relationship and the dem-
ocracy term loses significance. Further, the interaction term is negative and significant at the .05 level.
The results of this model suggest that capacity is associated with less electoral concern in democracies.
However, increases in capacity are associated with less electoral concern in all regimes. To investigate
this further, Figure 7 plots the marginal effects of the interaction in model 6.

Figure 6. Correlation Matrix Heat Map
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Figure 7 plots the effects of the interaction of EMB capacity and democracy on concerns over freedom
and fairness of elections. The y-axis represents plots the rate of concern, from 0 to 1, and the x-axis plots
the level of EMB capacity. The dotted line represents democracies and the solid line, non-democracies.
Moving from the lowest levels of capacity, at 0, to the highest levels at 4, there is a clear downward trend
in both democracies and autocracies in the rate of concern over freedom and fairness in elections. In
democracies, moving from the lowest levels of capacity (0) to the mean of capacity (1.95) the rate of con-
cern drops from 70% to about 42% (∼50% change). In non-democracies, the same change from themin-
imum to the mean results in a change of about 20%, from 54% to 44%. However, while the coefficient of
the interaction in model 6 is negative and significant, as Figure 7 shows, confidence intervals overlap
through the range of capacity, suggesting little substantive differences between democracies and non-
democracies. Indeed, while the rate of change appears greater in democracies, this has less to do with
variance in confidence at different levels of capacity and more to do with the relatively higher rates of
concern about freedom and fairness in democracies when capacity is low.

Turning to Table 3, examining the existence of widespread electoral violence, the format mirrors
that in Table 3. Models 1, 3, and 5 illustrate naïve models, presenting the coefficients for constitu-
tionalization, capacity, autonomy, and democracy separately. Models 2, 4, and 6 then present the
results for the interactions of the EMB characteristic variable and democracy.

Beginning with model 1, the coefficient for constitutionalization is positive and significant at the .1
level suggesting that constitutionalization of independent EMBs is associated with greater levels of
electoral violence. Next, the coefficient for democracy is negative but fails to achieve statistical signifi-
cance. Then, in model 2 examining the interaction of democracy and autonomy, neither relevant term
nor the interaction achieves statistical significance. Continuing, model 3 examines the effects of auton-
omy and democracy separately. Coefficients for each term on their own, while positive, fail to illustrate
any substantive results. Turning to model 4 and examining the interaction of autonomy and democ-
racy, the coefficients for both terms are positive and significant, and the interaction term is negative
and significant. The results of this model suggest that when autonomy is low, democracies see greater
levels of electoral violence. Additionally, as autonomy increases, violence decreases in both autocracies
and democracies. To further illustrate the effects of the interaction, figure 7 plots the marginal effects.

Figure 7. Marginal Effects of Capacity & Democracy on Electoral Concern
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In Figure 8, the y-axis represents the rate of widespread electoral violence, from 0–1. The x-axis
represents the range of values of EMB autonomy where 0 is no autonomy and 4 is fully autonomous.
The solid line plots the changes in non-democracies over the range of autonomy and the dashed line
does the same for democracies. Beginning at the lowest levels, where an EMB is completely subservi-
ent to the regime, the rate of violence in democracies is higher than in non-democracies. When auton-
omy is 0, the rate of violence in democracies is about 0.55, decreasing to about 0.44 at the global mean
of autonomy (1.3). As is evident in the figure, this rate sees little change in non-democracies, illustrat-
ing about a 0.22 rate at 0 and a 0.22 rate at the mean. Further, as the figure illustrates, beyond the
lowest quartile of autonomy, confidence intervals overlap suggesting little substantive difference in
electoral violence among democracies and non-democracies at higher rates of EMB autonomy.

Moving to model 5, neither the EMB capacity nor democracy coefficients illustrate substantive
results. Alone, the model suggests that neither factor on its own is correlated with electoral violence.
Moving to model 6 however, the democracy term illustrates a positive and significant effect, suggest-
ing that when capacity is low, democracy is correlated with higher rates of electoral violence. Next,
the interaction, similar to model 2, illustrates a negative and significant effect. In short, the positive
effect of the democracy measure on the rate of violence decreases as capacity increases. Figure 8
details this interaction by a plotting of its marginal effects.

In Figure 8, the y-axis represents the rate of electoral violence, the x-axis illustrates the range of
EMB capacity, moving from low to high (left to right), the dashed line illustrate democracies, and
the solid line, non-democracies. Similar to Figure 9, vast differences in rates of violence are evident
among democracies and non-democracies at the lowest levels of capacity. Moving from the min-
imum (0) to the global mean of capacity (1.95) democracies see a decrease in electoral violence
of over 76% (from 0.72 to 0.32). This same increase in capacity results in an approximate 9% change
in non-democracies (from 0.24 to 0.22). Beyond the mean of capacity, confidence intervals overlap,
suggesting little substantive differences in electoral violence among democracies and autocracies at
different levels of EMB capacity.

Turning to control variables, several interesting findings stand out. Latent judicial independence
is negative and significant in the majority of the twelve models presented. This is expected: as the

Figure 8. Marginal Effects of EMB Autonomy & Democracy on Widespread Electoral Violence

Asian Journal of Comparative Law S77

https://doi.org/10.1017/asjcl.2021.29 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/asjcl.2021.29


literature review suggests, judicial control over the electoral process is seen as central to guaranteeing
autonomy of EMBs in practice.60 Third, GDP fails to illustrate substantive results in Table 2, but is
robustly negative and significant in Table 3. This again is expected as clear patterns have been estab-
lished in the literature between violence and development, while the same is less related to electoral
confidence. Regime duration fails to produce robust results with the coefficients flipping between
positive and negative in the tables and failing to achieve significance. Finally, trade openness is
negative but not robustly significant throughout the models, suggesting that higher trade volume
is correlated with better quality elections.

The appendix includes three robustness tests that further examine the results presented in the main
analysis. Results in the appendix are robust to those in the main analysis. Table A2 examines the gov-
ernance method as a primary independent variable, and Tables A3 and A4 reproduce tables 2 and 3
with the inclusion of fixed effects. Governance method alone has no effect on either concern or vio-
lence, confirming results presented related to constitutionalization of independent EMBs. Second, the
results of an examination of fixed effects are largely consistent with those in the main analysis, con-
firming that the findings presented are not the result of within country variation alone.

Conclusion

Following the third wave of democratization, the number of EMBs has expanded dramatically, espe-
cially in the democratizing regions of Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, and
South Asia – although with mixed patterns in both South-East Asia and East Asia. Between
2006 and 2019, the number of IECs worldwide rose from 113 to 130, with 15 of 24 Asian states
possessing an IEC - tracking now the global average.61 EMBs that are autonomous in practice
are largely found in democracies, although only a slight majority of states enshrine these institutions
in their constitutions. Moreover, there is a suggestion of Asian exceptionalism with the region host-
ing EMBs that tend to be restricted in their autonomy, while being highly capacitated.

Figure 9. Marginal Effects of EMB Capacity & Democracy on Widespread Electoral Violence

60Gazibo (n 1); Mozaffar (n 6).
61See Table A1 and the manual inclusion of Pakistan/India.
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In terms of their effectiveness, the results are mixed. They highlight several questions including the
efficacy of EMBs (whether they advance free and elections), the attributability of performance to
design (efficacy of constitutionalized independent EMBs versus those stipulated in statutory law),
and the degree of endogeniety at work in the relationship between regime type and EMB performance.
We attempt to shed light on these questions by highlighting trends in the data concerning regime
characteristics, temporal dimensions, and regional associations. We find that while both autonomy
and capacity are associated with lower levels of electoral violence, only capacity appears to be asso-
ciated with increased confidence in elections. Additionally, the constitutionalization of independent
EMBs does not illustrate any substantive effects on either electoral confidence or violence.

The relationships between EMBs and resulting electoral characteristics are therefore conditional
on the nature, rather than form, of EMBs. Merely establishing an independent or constitutionally-
enshrined EMB does not provide – in the short-term at least – expected benefits. Rather, it is EMBs
that are graded as autonomous or possessing capacity that have the greatest effect on reducing elect-
oral violence. The key policy challenge in many newly democratizing states, where EMB autonomy
and capacity is low, is how to improve the robustness of these institutions.

This point returns us to the question of endogeneity: do free and fair elections, facilitated by
autonomous and capacitated EMBs, aid in democratic transitions and increase democratic longev-
ity? Or instead, do stable democracies – as captured by our research design – help build independ-
ent and autonomous EMBs? Or is it both? This requires further research. However, our findings
identify a key explanatory variable that may help to illustrate the causal and self-reinforcing mech-
anism here—courts. Latent judicial independence illustrates a robust negative relationship with both
violence and concern about free and fair elections. Thus, a possible causal pathway, which requires
further investigation, is that healthier democracies produce more space for robust judicial review,
which in turn strengthens the hand of EMBs, and so bolsters democracy – and so the virtuous
cycle repeats again. The recent overturning of the 2019 election results in the fledgling democracy
Malawi by its constitutional court is a pertinent example.62 The court, despite facing considerable
pressure and political threats, found that the Malawi Electoral Commission (MEC) failed to address
complaints before announcing results and ordered new elections to take place within 150 days. The
new elections resulted in an opposition victory and peaceful transfer of power.

The complex relationship between democracy and EMBs and the role of courts deserves thus
further empirical and scholarly inquiry. Political science literature is more focused on the relation-
ship between EMBs and government, and legal literature on courts and elections. These results
highlight the role that courts can play in assuring free and fair elections by empowering EMBs.
If EMBs are to fulfil their role in Asia though, the highly varied robustness of judicial review across
the region63 may be a good place to start.

62Fergus Kell, ‘Malawi’s Re-Run Election is Lesson for African Opposition’ (Chatham House, 1 July 2020) <https://www.
chathamhouse.org/2020/07/malawis-re-run-election-lesson-african-opposition> accessed 29 June 2021.

63Malcolm Langford and Evan Rosevar, ‘Economic and Social Rights”, in David Law, Holning Lau, and Alex Schwartz
(eds.), Oxford Handbook of Constitutional Law in Asia (Oxford University Press, 2022), ch. 48.
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Appendix

Table A1. Overview of States in Southeast, South, and East Asia64

Region Country Oversight Method Autonomy Capacity

Southeast
Asia

Cambodia None Independent Some Little

East Timor None Mixed Almost Capacitated

Indonesia Commission Independent Almost Capacitated

Laos None Independent None Little

Malaysia Commission Independent Almost Almost

Myanmar Commission Independent Some Ambiguous

Philippines Comm. & Court Independent Almost Ambiguous

Singapore Commission Government None Capacitated

Thailand Commission Independent Some Almost

Vietnam None Government None Almost

South Asia Afghanistan Commission Independent Ambiguous Little

Bangladesh Commission Independent None Ambiguous

Bhutan Commission Independent Almost Capacitated

India (Commission) Independent Almost Almost

Maldives Commission Independent Almost Almost

Nepal Comm. & Court Independent Almost Almost

Pakistan (Commision) Independent Ambiguous Little

Sri Lanka Commission Independent Almost Capacitated

East Asia China None No National
Elections

None Almost

Japan None Mixed Almost Capacitated

Mongolia None Independent Almost Almost

North Korea − Government None Almost

South Korea Commission Government Autonomous Capacitated

Taiwan None Independent Ambiguous Capacitated

64Brunei, an absolute monarchy, is omitted from the table. Further, cells marked by a hyphen denote missing or unavail-
able data from the reported source. However, we have placed in India and Pakistan from our own knowledge.
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Table A2. Governance Method, Democracy, and Electoral Characteristics

Concern Violence

(1) Method (2) Method X Democracy (3) Method (4) Method X Democracy

Method 0.13447 0.18850 0.32499 0.26837

(0.25760) (0.26731) (0.40732) (0.48224)

Democracy 0.21023 0.48053 −0.01401 −0.36577

(0.47169) (0.99022) (0.69629) (1.44677)

Interaction − −0.15111 − 0.18885

− (0.46804) − (0.70407)

Latent Judicial −4.66801** −4.73729** −2.49747** −2.43291**

Independence (1.27480) (1.32106) (0.93845) (0.91339)

GDP pc (ln) 0.03255 0.03501 −0.04726 −0.04642

(0.15901) (0.15934) (0.17737) (0.17862)

Regime Spell −0.00355 −0.00348 0.00509 0.00502

(0.00996) (0.00989) (0.01272) (0.01270)

Openness −0.00457 −0.00457 −0.00766 −0.00770

(0.00345) (0.00347) (0.00529) (0.00532)

Constant 1.34335 1.25798 −0.25628 −0.17892

(1.35065) (1.33166) (1.65622) (1.69451)

Observations 268 268 268 268

Standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < .1, * < .05, ** < .01.
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Table A3. Constitutionalized Independence, Autonomy, & Capacity on Electoral Concern, Fixed Effects

(1) Constitutionalization (2) Const. X Democracy (3) Autonomy (4) Autonomy X Democracy (5) Capacity (6) Capacity X Democracy

EMB −0.37360 −0.44119 −0.57493** −0.56188** −0.08374 −0.04634

Characteristic (0.50280) (0.52960) (0.11794) (0.12459) (0.13273) (0.13705)

Democracy −0.79065* −0.98415+ −0.29274 −0.13904 −0.82621** −0.27086

(0.38023) (0.59726) (0.29812) (0.56503) (0.28959) (0.58904)

Interaction − 0.26204 − −0.06994 − −0.23751

− (0.61915) − (0.21799) − (0.22047)

Latent Judicial −6.93532** −6.81446** −3.67671** −3.62272** −5.33360** −5.17767**

Independence (1.63985) (1.66981) (1.12014) (1.13248) (1.08106) (1.09211)

GDP pc (ln) 0.81823+ 0.79545+ 0.83406** 0.84746** 0.86572** 0.93399**

(0.42843) (0.43094) (0.31418) (0.31717) (0.30764) (0.31601)

Regime Spell −0.00910 −0.00889 −0.00738 −0.00749 −0.01165 −0.01231

(0.01056) (0.01056) (0.00795) (0.00797) (0.00790) (0.00795)

Openness −0.01252+ −0.01249+ −0.01110* −0.01118* −0.01399** −0.01406**

(0.00661) (0.00661) (0.00447) (0.00447) (0.00442) (0.00442)

Observations 652 652 1105 1105 1105 1105

Standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < .1, * < .05, ** < .01.
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Table A4. Constitutionalized Independence, Autonomy, & Capacity on Electoral Violence, Fixed Effects

(1) Constitutionalization (2) Const. X Democracy (3) Autonomy (4) Autonomy X Democracy (5) Capacity (6) Capacity X Democracy

EMB −0.60955 −0.51772 0.00794 0.08687 −0.15152 −0.10741

Characteristic (0.53209) (0.56142) (0.11853) (0.12498) (0.13870) (0.14454)

Democracy 0.06582 0.32466 0.02137 0.90907+ 0.13233 0.64341

(0.39844) (0.62301) (0.29970) (0.55136) (0.29028) (0.56328)

Interaction − −0.35545 − −0.41594+ − −0.23130

− (0.66009) − (0.21723) − (0.21936)

Latent Judicial 1.26174 1.25414 −0.06478 0.30495 0.15131 0.36181

Independence (1.58304) (1.59463) (1.11958) (1.13673) (1.06506) (1.08254)

GDP pc (ln) −0.23662 −0.22169 −0.06863 −0.00589 −0.07796 −0.02872

(0.36386) (0.36514) (0.26637) (0.26872) (0.26696) (0.27150)

Regime Spell 0.03242** 0.03251** 0.03242** 0.03252** 0.03426** 0.03403**

(0.01150) (0.01155) (0.00815) (0.00818) (0.00824) (0.00824)

Openness 0.00488 0.00486 0.00369 0.00334 0.00426 0.00442

(0.00597) (0.00598) (0.00419) (0.00420) (0.00419) (0.00420)

Observations 554 554 1008 1008 1008 1008

Standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < .1, * < .05, ** < .01.
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