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European Union Election Observation Missions:

How to assess effectiveness?

I do think that fair elections are extremely imgort. This is not because such elections will negédgdead to
wonderful outcomes. It is because these electfmersse and due to the political freedoms that reustound them if
they are to be considered fair (and, consequeiittiie resulting regime is to be democratic), margrucial departure
from the arbitrariness of authoritarian rule. Wheame fundamental political freedoms are respectteéslmeans great
progress in relation to authoritarian rules and gs/us ample reason to defend and promote fairietect

Guillermo O'Donnelt

l. I ntroduction

Since the end of the Cold War, a universal consereas appeared on the desirability of
pluralist democracy and this implied a heavy emghas multi-party elections to promote
democratization. In the wake of this renewed en#smns, during the early 1990s several developing
countries experienced numerous competitive mullypalections that marked for various of them a
transition from a long period of authoritarian, itaity or one-party rule to weak democratic
government$.While countries that undertook later in the 198@spolitical transition continued to
hold founding elections, in countries that had egmeed early regime change, the ending of
electoral cycles originated a wave of “second” gbes that started the possibility of a democratic
consolidatior?

By the middle of the 1990s one of the most strikdeyelopments related to this wave of
founding and second elections has been the flangsbf an international election observation
industry: first in Africa, countries which had seiféd decades of civil war started a peace process

with multi-party elections and many one-party ofitasly regimes were replaced by governments

! O’'Donnell, Guillermo,In Partial Defense of an Evanescent “ParadigniJournal of Democracy”, 13, 1 (2002), pp.
6-12.
2 These events have been called “founding” elections
3 Bratton, MichaelSecond elections in AfricAJournal of Democracy’9 (1998), pp. 51-66.
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deriving their mandate from multi-party electioonor governments, international organizations
and NGOs sent thousands of international electiservers to these countrfes.

Their goals were roughly the same: promoting petastering democracy, supporting human
rights. According to the European Commission, faareple, “Election observation expresses the
EU’s interest and concern in promoting democragctens within its wider policy of support for
democracy, the rule of law and human right§The purpose of an EU Election Observation
Missions around the world is to provide supporttfug development of the country’s democratic
institutions and procedures, and to assist paxtoentries in their objective to hold elections of a
high standard. In this context the EU EOM [Electo@bservation Mission] will conduct a
comprehensive analysis of the electoral prockg#stalogous are the purposes of other international
(such as the United Nation, the African Union, t@eganization of American States, the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Euf@fice of Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights, etc.) and governmental and non-governmentgnizations (Carter Center, International
IDEA, IFES, International Republican Institute, Naal Democratic Institute, etc))Thus, the
ultimate purpose of any observation mission isupp®rt states in realizing their commitment to
hold democratic elections with an eye to democasibn.

While scholars and policy makers admit how compéed multi-faceted the problem of
democratization is (there are historical, cultusad institutional factors enabling democracy to
prosper), in practice, policy measures were styofgtused on elections. Implicit in this emphasis
on multi-party elections is the assumption thatctebas are pivotal for democracy and
democratization. Surprisingly, however, very litddention has been paid to the effectiveness of
electoral observation missions and few empiricalkims been dofiéo discover whether electoral
observation missions is effective in deterring astovering election-day fraud. Therefore, this
will be the focus of my research proposal. The jaed will try to answer in this paper is: How
can we assess international election observatiectefeness in deterring election-day fraud?

In the following pages | will first describe Eur@gyeUnion election observation methodology,
whit an eye also to the bureaucratic machine betirithe reason why | decided to focus on EU’s
work is twofold: first, the EU (as the OSCE/ODHIBR)lopts a methodology that is particularly

* Anglin, Douglas International Election Monitoring: The African Expence “African Affairs”, 97 (1997), pp. 486-
489.
® Handbook for European Union Election ObservatioSecond Edition, European Commission, 2008.
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rightselection_ass_observ/docs/handbook_en.pdf
® http://www.eueompakistan.org/xxdefault.asp?id=1&gh18&m=0
" Declaration of Principles for International Electioobservation and Code of Conduct for InternatioBéction
Observers 2005. http://www.idea.int/publications/othedogd/dec_obs_coc.pdf
¥ To the best of my knowledge, the only published ieicad work very focused on this subject is Susayté] “The
Observer Effect in International Politics, Eviderimam a Natural ExperimentWord Politics 60, 2007, pp.37-63. The
same author will soon publish a book on this topic.
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suitable for empirical quasi-experimental reseaeshye will see in the second part of this work;
second, the EU, contrary to the OSCE/ODHIR focutesvork on Africa, the continent whose
democratic processes | am interested in. In therskpart, therefore, | will show the research

design of the project | am presenting.

I1.  Why, who, how, when, and wher e the Eur opean Union observes’

The European Union is one of the leading orgaromain the field of election assistance and
observation. It deployed its first ad hoc obsenatimission to the Russian Federation in 1993.
Since then, the EU was able to develop a comprelensgorous and systematic long-term
methodology to assess all aspect of an electomiteagainst international standards. Starting from
short-term, ad hoc operations, the EU is now ieaaling position, together with the Organization
for Security and Co-operation in Europe, in the logment of long-term election observation
missions.

Following a simple organizing structure, that ig,amswering to five questions (why, who, how,
when, and where?), in the following pages | wiyl to give a short description of the work, the
goals, the organization and the methodology of @mjiean Union Election Observation Mission.
1.1 Why?

European Union Election Observation Missions (EUMSD are one of the most important
components of the European strategy to promote hunggts, democracy and the rule of law
throughout the word. By their primary objectives. ibuilding public confidence in an electoral
process, helping deterring frauds, intimidation aimdence, etc., EU EOMs contribute also to other
key EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy objesti mainly strengthening democratic
institutions, peace-making and peace-building.

At the end of the '90s, in view of its growing roie election observation, the European
Commission felt the necessity to establish a syatiemrand consistent approach to ensure the
coordination between election observation and EUndru rights and democracy programs.
Following this need, in 2000 the Commission issukd Communication on EU Electoral
Assistance and Observatidnthat enumerated the main EU’s election obsematfgjectives:

» to promote the respect for fundamental freedomscand and political rights;

» to contribute to the prevention or resolution ofittiots;

° This part is entirely based on the analysis of ddduments, particularly the citddandbook for European Union
Election Observation See
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_riglgstion_observation/index_en.htm
19EU Election Assistance & Observatiel€ommunication from the Commission COM(2000) fiaial
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.da2GOM:2000:0191:FIN:EN:PDF
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* to enhance the public confidence in the electorakgss through deterrence to fraud, and
therefore helping the country’s democratization;
» to assess the whole election process in accordaititénternational standards.

Moreover, the Communication required a close caatjer between the European Commission,
the Council of Ministers and the European Parliam@¥ithin the framework of an impartial,
independent and long-term approach to election reagen, the Communication established a
standard methodology for assessing elections irordaace with international standards for
democratic elections and in line with tieclaration of Principles for International Electio
Observation* We will return on this issue later on.

1.2  Who?

The programming and implementation of election olksen activities are under the
responsibility of the Human Right and Democrat@aiunit of the Directorate General for External
Relations of the European Commission, that usesotlveds of the European Community Budget,
especially those of the European Instrument for @@acy and Human Rights, in close cooperation
with the DG EuropeAid, and the relevant geograplgsks of the DG External Relations and DG
Development. Because of the political and diplomatiplications of election observation, the EU
works in close association with its Member Statesrisure EU policy coherence in the planning
and the implementation of EOMs. This cooperatidtesaplace in the relevant Council Working
Groups.

Looking at the structure of an EU EOM, each missiurst be lead by a Chief Observer (CO)
who is a Member of the European Parliament appoifdtg the Commissioner for External
Relations, helped by a Deputy Chief Observer (DQ@®ijle long-term and short-term observers are
citizens of Member States, which have the respditgito select them. However, the final decision
on the composition of an EU EOM rests in the havfddie Commission. Obviously, a prominent
role is played by the European Parliament, whoseloees, as said, are the chief observers of EU
EOMs. However, the European Parliament has alsgqdtssibility to send observer delegations
working in collaboration with EU EOMs. Finally, EMember States and the European Parliament
play an important role in the political follow-up @an EU EOM.

1.3 How?
How the EU decides to send observers? Which arecdhditions to be met? Which is the

observation methodology? This will be the topi¢ho$ long paragraph.

" Declaration of Principles for International ElectioObservationand Code of Conduct for International Election
ObserversCommemorated October 27, 2005, at the UnitedoNafiNew York.
http://www.idea.int/publications/other/upload/debsococ.pdf
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The first stage of the process leading to the dwtisn whether to deploy an EU EOM is the
development by the DGs External Relations, Euroge#id Development of a list of countries
whose elections should be considered for observatibis list is drawn from the rolling calendar of
upcoming elections maintained by the DG Externdafens. Then, the list must be discussed both
in Council Working Groups and in the European Rarént Election Coordination Group, with the
purpose of placing these elections in two categoripriority countries” and “countries to be
followed”. This decision is taken on the basist tountry’s need for election observation and of
the level of their democratic development. In maar, countries are classified as priority in tigh
of the possibility for an EU EOM to improve the @len quality (for example by building
confidence or deterring fraud); to strengthen therkwof the EU in crisis-management, peace
building or democratisation programmes in the countoncerned; to support a political
development or a democratic transition; etc. Fpalhe EU pays also attention to maintain a
geographical balance among the areas where EU E@Mileployed. Therefore, it is not at all
definite that parliamentary and presidential etawdi are given priority over referenda or local
elections. Moreover, the decision to prioritise sotountries against others does not mean that the
EU has not interest in some countries or in soreetieins, neither that a prior judgement on the
electoral process has already been made. The nmtterly one of distributing scarce resources
among applicants.

The second stage in the process is the deploynfeant exploratory mission to the countries
previously identified as “priority” with the purpesof producing an internal report containing
recommendations on whether to deploy an EU EOMobtrThese missions are normally conducted
between six and four months in advance of the sdbadckelection day, and usually last for around
two weeks-> They are composed of five to nine people and lla@&im to establish if an EU EOM
would be useful, feasible and advisable. To dedidgen EU EOM will be useful the exploratory
mission must establish if it will concretely cobuite to the electoral process by deterring fraud,
violence, or by building confidence in the electerand in all stake-holders. Then, an EU EOM
will be feasible if, given the logistic constraintse EU will be able to undertake a credible ébect
observation, if there are security conditions fog safe deployment of observers, if it is likelgith
the EU will receive a written invitation from theo$t country’s electoral authorities and that the
state and the electoral authorities will both sigseparate memorandum of understanding with the

European Commission. Finally, in order for an EUNE@ be advisable, there must be “minimum

2 Handbook for European Union Election ObservatiSecond Edition, European Commission, 2008, p. 94.
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/worldwide/eletisupport/documents/eu_election observation thawkl en.pdf
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conditions for effective and credible election alation™®

(an invitation has been received from
the country’s authorities, there is guarantee ompeded and full access to all election material,
stakeholders and sites, freedom of movement, rnetference with EU EOM activities and a
proper security situation); there must be an irsteos the part of all stake holders (authorities,
political parties and civil society) and of thedmational community in the deployment of an EU
EOM; and there must be some possibility that tlommemendations contained in the final report
will be considered and implemented in the followaigction without create political problems. To
gather all the information needed, the exploratmigsion meets with a variety of interlocutors,
such as political parties, electoral authoritiegsmamedia, civil society, national and internationa
organizations, representatives of EU Member States, Finally, among the duties of the
exploratory mission, there is also the presentaticem indicative budget. The final report produced
by the exploratory mission must provide an assessofethe country’s situation, include the scope
of the eventual EOM (size of core team, number lodeovers, deployment time, accreditation
procedure, logistical requirements, etc.), and sss3he security situation. It can also include
recommendation to improve the electoral procests fHport is then sent to the Director General of
DG External Relations, who, on that basis, forwaadecommendation to the Commissioner for
External Relations. The ultimate decision on thgl@ment rests in the hands of the Commissioner
for External Relations, who must take into accoth recommendations of the exploratory
mission. S/he, therefore, must decide whether fdogean EU EOM and share the exploratory
mission’s report with the European Parliament,Gloeincil and Member States.

The third stage follows the decision to deploy dd EOM and consists in planning and
preparing an EU EOM. First of all, to deploy an EOM, it is strictly necessary that an invitation
has been sent from the electoral authorities ohtyst country. This is so because the EU does not
intend to violate the international principle oftioaal sovereignty. After that, the European
Commission must sign a Memorandum of Understan{¥wJ) with both the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and the Electoral Management Body of thesthocountry, outlining the rights and
responsibilities of both parts. The EU EOM will ans impatrtiality and non-interference with the
electoral process; in return, it will be guarantesimpeded access to all areas and all persons
concerned with the election, the permission to aieemwithout interference, the freedom of
movement and a certain degree of safety and sedoritEU observers. When it is the case and
security is at stake, a MoU may also be negotiatithl the UN. After receiving the invitation and
signing the MoUs, the European Commission prepé#nes“Term of Reference”, a complete

description of the needs of the mission, from thember of observers, through the tasks of the core

13 Council Decision 9262/98 (Annex Ill of Europeanr@nission Communication 2000).
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team, to the budget. It is also among the dutigb®Commission, in this phase, to find a so called

“Implementing Partner” (IP) or “Service Provide3R)* that will provide the administrative and

logistical services required to properly deployEth EOM (issuing contracts and making payments

to observers and national stuff, making travel riagyeanents, arranging accommodation, arranging
accreditation, providing information on the counamgd on the security environment, procuring
computer and communication equipment, developirgraaintaining the EU EOM website, etc.).

The IP is an organization that, acting on behalftltd European Commission, implements

administratively and financially the EU EOM. It &asy to understand that the role of the IP is

especially important, even if they are not involved the assessment of the election. The

Commissioner for External Relations must then apipthie Chief Observer (CO), that is a Member

of the European Parliament and leads the EU EOMinDuhis phase it also starts the process of

selection of core team members, long-term and gbort observers (LTOs and STOs) on the basis
of the recommendation of the exploratory missiohe Tcore team is usually composed by the
following positiond®:

1) chief observer, who has the overall responsibfiitythe EU EOM: s/he must ensure that the
EOM respects th®eclaration of Principles for International ElectioObservationthe signed
MoUs, the EU standard methodology and best pradticelection observation, th€ode of
Conduct for International Election Observeetc.;

2) deputy chief observer, who is responsible for thanagement of political, analytical,
methodological, operational and security aspecth®fEU EOM; s/he is the principal political
and technical advisor to the CO and deputisedh®XO in her/his absence;

3) election analyst, who has the responsibility faessing the work of the electoral management
body, voter registration and the procedure fornggtcounting and the tabulation of results;

4) legal analyst, who is responsible for establishirige legal framework, the implementation and
enforcement of national laws and the implementatiboomplaints and appeals procedures are
compliant with international standards for demdcratections;

5) political analyst, who is responsible for assesspulitical developments and campaign
activities related to the electoral process;

6) media analyst, who has the responsibility for asagshe legal framework for media coverage,
the media environment, the role of the media inefleetoral process and the degree of freedom

of expression;

% “Implementing Partner” (IP) is used when the oigation is an international agency; “Service Previdvhen it is a
non-governmental organization or a private compétgye we will use the term IP as a synonymous éoh.b
* Handbook pp. 116-122.
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7) observer coordinator, who is responsible for therdmation of LTOs and STOs and for the
gathering and the initial analysis of observer rego

8) operation expert, who has the responsibility far deployment of observers and the logistical
implementation of the mission; s/he is the EU cerpurt of the IP;

9) human rights analyst, who is responsible for anadythe human right situation in the country;

10)press and public outreach officer, who has theamsipility for maximizing the visibility of the

EU EOM through media coverage and public outreach;
11)statistical analyst, who contribute to the preparatof observer forms and oversees the

statistical analysis of observer reports; and
12)security expert, who is responsible for securigk rassessments, security planning and the

implementation of security plans and proceduredse sldvices the CO and the DCO on all
security issues.

The last four positions may not always be includgedsmaller missions; in this case their
responsibilities will be assigned to other missioembers. Each EU EOM, however, needs also the
support of national staff, identified by the IP aselected by the core team. The national support
staff is contracted to help the work of each EU E@d4ition: from core team, to media monitors,
to LTOs and STOs. The role of the national stafieslly delicate since they must show a conduct
adequate to their role, avoiding partisan actisjtieespecting national laws and avoiding actions
that could cause the mission’s impartiality to bestioned®

However, the big part of an EU EOM is composed dygl term observers and short term
observers. Since the observation methodology dpedlo after the 2000 Commission
Communication is based on a long-term approachwiek of LTOs is vital. In their areas of
responsibility (AoR) they must observe and repaorttee political context and its development, the
performance of the electoral management body, ftifieiemcy and reliability of the voter
registration process, the procedures for candidegéstration, campaign activities, freedoms of
expression, assembly and movement, the role ofrtbeia, issues of human right related to the
election, the activities of the civil society reddtto the elections, the effectiveness and the
reliability of processes for managing complaintsl appeals, election day practices, the counting
and tabulation of results and the environment dyutine post-election period. In addition, LTOs are
responsible for preparing and managing the deployroé STOs, that extend the scope of EU
EOMs observation coverage on election day. Evahal stay in the country for a really short
period (one or two weeks), the role of STOs is ingd in the overall assessment of the electoral

process. In their AoR, STOs must observe votingntiag and tabulation processes, reporting on

% Handbook pp. 122-123.



the following aspects: the environment during thecton day, the presence of intimidation or
restriction on freedom of movement, the implemeotabf voting procedures established by law
and consistent with international standards, th@lementation of counting procedures, the
tabulation and the publication of results and thst{glection environment’

The EU applies the same methodology in each countrgse elections it observes. This
methodology is consistent with international staddand the aforementioneDeclaration of
Principles This assessment does not consist in a compabistveen individual countries; on the
contrary, it involves the comparison of each etsttagainst international and agreed minimal
criteria. The EU’s methodology, being based onreydterm approach, involves the observation of
the whole electoral process, from the electorah&aork to the resolution of disputes. Therefore,
in their reports, EU electoral observers must cdter following issue$: political context, legal
framework (including electoral system), electionmawistration, voter registration, party and
candidate registration, election campaign, mediaypataints and appeals, human rights (including
participation of women and minorities), role oficisociety, election day, and result and the post-
election environment.

1.4  When?

Deploying an EU EOM is a long and hard work. The¢hsteps we have just underlined cover a
long time-frame. Actually, in a single-round electithe process starts from 12 to 6 months prior to
the election day when the European CommissionCthencil, and the European Parliament set the
list of priority countries. Then, between 6 and #4nths prior to election day, the exploratory
mission must do its job, leading to a decision bg Commissioner for External Relations on
whether to deploy an EU EOM or not. If the Comnussr decides to set up an EU EOM, the
procedure for selecting core team members, LTOs @nds and the appointment of the chief
observers takes place within this time-frame. Treparatory phase must be concluded by two and
a half months before election day with the selectbobserver by the Commission, the closure of a
contract with the implementing partner and the isigrof MoUs between the State and the electoral
authorities of the host country and the Europeami@ission.

After this stage, it opens up the out-and-out dgplent phase, starting, form 8 to 6 weeks prior
to election day, with the announcement by the Caseioner for External Relations of the
forthcoming deployment of an EU EOM. In the maimei the chief observer and the core team

members arrive in the host country. Shortly afieweeks before election day, also LTOs shore in

" Handbook pp. 141-150.
18 Handbook p.24.



the country to observe the pre-election environmeath distributed, in pair, to various regional
locations. Finally, a week before election dagpabTOs are deployed.

At election day observers are spread all over thenty, observing voting and counting
procedure in as many areas as possible. Theinfysdwvill be publicized, one to three days after the
election, in a preliminary statement, while obsesvare still paying attention to the post-election
environment. In a week after election day, STOshaek to Europe, while LTOs will stay in the
country one week more. The core team, after cloiegmission, departs after the publication of
final results, usually 2 to 4 week after electiayd

Then it needs some times to draw up the final tepatually, it is presented in the country up
to two months after the completion of electiontetbprocedures. Finally, at least one more month
later, the European Commission provides a followaigh technical advices, taking account of the
EU EOM recommendatiorts.

1.5 Where?

In deploying an observation mission there are twalk of “where”: the first one, already
treated, refers to the decision on which counttiesend an EU EOM and it is resolved by the
mentioned procedure of classifying countries asoffiy” or “to be followed”; the second one,
instead, is more specific, and relates to theraaitey which observers are deployed throughout a
country where the EU has already decided to serfflAEOM. And it is to this second aspect that
this paragraph is devoted.

The deployment of STOs and LTOs is not casual, éemrould finally be defined as random.
To understand this kind of contradiction, just aédas that there are five main criteria used to
determine the location for the field deploymenbbgervers with the purpose of assuring a balance
between the maximum coverage possible and seamityogistical constraimf
1) given the number of observers, the deployment renstire a balanced geographical coverage

of the country;

2) there must be a balance between urban and ruras afethe country, but the major urban
centres must be covered,

3) areas of specific relevance (i.e. post-conflicihonity and refugees areas) must be covered,;

4) logistical restrictions (i.e. poor transportationnda communication infrastructure or
accommodation) may prevent observers to deplogtiain regions; and

5) observers team must not be deployed to areas vitwere are significant and not manageable

security problems.

** Handbook pp. 101-102.
* Handbook p. 24, p. 101.
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However, given these overall constraints, obserigams are free, in their area of responsibildy, t
choose perfectly randomly which polling stationvisit and which not. Keeping this in mind, we
can go to the second part of my work: the resedesign.

Resear ch Design®

Is it true that electoral observation can bringankr elections, as proponents of this costly
enterprise assert? The answer to this questiohfi;mdamental importance to the evaluation of the
efficiency of election observation. What we wantktmow is simply if we are spending well our
limited resources (in term of time, money, peogl,), if our efforts in that direction are worth
doing, if our actions bring the expected conseqegntherefore:

Which is the immediate effect of international #tecobservation on election-day fraud?

The only strategy to asses the effectiveness efnational observation is through a micro-level
analysis because any cross-national study wouldldgried by endogeneity problems: in fact, due
to the complexity of environments in which electiobservation takes place, it would be nearly
impossible to establish if an election has beea &ed fair because of the presence of international
observers or if it would have been free and fagardless of that presence. How to develop a cross-
national comparison using either a most similatesysdesign or a most different system design
having more variables to control for than obseora?

An intelligent way to offer a solution to this pteln of causal inference is examining the
effects of international election observation & thicro-level, meaning by this at polling station
level, the first vote aggregation level. Therefoneprder to assess the causal effect of internatio
observation missions we need to analyse a quagrexent in which observers are assigned to
polling stations in a way that approximates rand@tion. The quasi-experiment allows us to verify
if international election observation has some affeon domestic political actors’ behaviour:
actually, by comparing election results of pollistations visited by observers with results of
polling stations not visited by them, it is possilbb notice if the presence of observers causes a
reduction in election-day fraud, therefore evahmtihe “observers’ effect” at the subnational level
This strategy of comparison allows us to automHyiazontrol for a number of country-specific
variables that would have been really difficultitolude in the comparison, thus strengthening the
ceteris paribus clause. In other words, if inteorat! election observation reduces election-day

fraud directly, all else held equal, the party tigatcheating should gain, in mean, less votes in

2L This part is based on the work of Susan Hyde, “Theserver Effect in International Politics, Evidenfrom a
Natural Experiment”Word Politics 60, 2007, pp.37-63.
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polling stations visited by observers comparedadiling stations that were not visited. Through this
micro-level strategy it will be possible to test the effect of international election observatiora
way that country-level studies are unable to dabse of endogeneity problems.

Before going to the tough description of the resleastrategy, it is necessary to spend some
words on the incentives of leaders who invite iméional observers and then try to cheat during
elections. Today, leaders of democratizing coustiaee a trade-off between their desire to stay in
power and international pressures (flavoured wiith eonditionality) to hold internationally
certified free and fair elections. If incumbente aure they will win elections, they do not need to
cheat; however, this situation is quite unlikelyyce no one can be sure of the outcome of a truly
democratic election. Therefore, incumbents who waustay in power and, at the same time, obtain
international aids will, on the one hand, abidéenternational norms by inviting observers, but, on
the other hand, they will try to cheat in fronttbeém. In theory, the presence of observers should
increase the costs of committing frauds, eithemigking incumbents running the risk of being
caught or by making more difficult and costly tgganize frauds. While it is unlikely that election
frauds can be completely eliminated, the role cfembers is precisely to make them costlier, thus
improving the quality of elections and contributitmgdemocratization.

There are various types of election fraud, rangiam manipulation of voter registers to ballot-
box stuffind? and international election observers can haveemifft effects on them. However,
testing all of them would be difficult and misleadi Therefore, with the purpose to gain empirical
leverage, the design of this research is limitethtomanipulation that can occur on election day in
and around polling stations. Even this particujgoet of manipulations, in reality, can take many
forms, but those forms share one attribute: the goiacreasing the vote share for the candidate(s)
or the party(ies) that are committing frauds. lexactly to this kind of fraud that electoral olvezr
are best keen at deterring and discovering: intfaetoehaviour of internal political actors may be
influenced by the physical presence of internalietection observers inside and around the polling
stations. What I'd like to test is whether the pbgkpresence of observers reduces election-day
fraud; therefore, in terms of hypothesis:

Hi: If international election observers are presentta polling stations, then the
fraud-sponsoring candidate(s) or party(ies) shogdih a lower average
vote share in the cases where observers are prresen

On the contrary, if the presence of internatiot@tt®n observers has not effect on election day
fraud, then the fraud-sponsoring candidate(s) etyfas)should perform almost equally both in

polling stations that were observed and in thoaélere not.

2 gchedler, “The Nested Game of Democratization legtibns”, International Political Science Revie@3, Jan 2002.
12



Therefore, the measurable effect of the observamssence on election-day fraud consist of
decreasing the vote share for the fraud-sponsaramglidate(s) or party(ies): actually, he should
perform worse, in mean, in observed polling statiddbviously this holds, ceteris paribus, only if
election-day frauds are actually occurring.

The experimental nature of this research propassilih the random assignment of observers to
polling stations. Even if it is not the researctieat assigns observers to randomly selected polling
stations, this research design can at any rate atledc“experiment” if the researcher can
demonstrate that the treatment (in this case obs®ris assigned “as if” it were random. It is the
EU EOM methodology that can give a solution to frisblem: in fact it assures that there are no
geographical or other kinds of bias in the distiitiu of observers to polling statidigsee above
paragraph 11.5) and, more importantly, the choi¢epolling stations to visit is not driven by
information about polling-stations attributes retjag voting patterns, otherwise the assignment of
the treatment could not be considered near rarfdétowever, another significant source of bias in
choosing polling stations to visit can be the diton allowed to single short-term teams: actually,
they were frequently criticized for choosing palfistations that were either “convenient” (visiting
areas near the observers’ hotel or near tourigindd#i®ns) or “interesting” (visiting areas in whic
problems are expected). Clearly, these selectiothedse are non-random and can have two
consequences: first, an intelligent politician neatticipate those behaviours and concentrate his
efforts to cheat in other places, where he expebtervers would be unlikely to go; second,
observers’ reports can be disproportionately biasetheir findings. For these reasons, EU EOMs
are particularly suited for this quasi-experimentfact they do as much as they can to discourage
these observers’ behaviours. Thus, the quasi-arpetal setup allows to test if the presence of
international (in this case European) election oles reduces the level of election-day fraud.

However, the random assignment of the treatmerdef@ers) is not the only requirement that
makes this quasi-experiment possible. There arr dhinee features that must be present in order to
test for whether the presence of internationalteleobservers reduces election-day frauds: fast,
already said, widespread frauds must have occomezglection day; second, disaggregated, polling-
station-level election results must be availalthrdt the list of polling-station visited by observ

must also be available.

% “0On election day, an EU EOM increases its coveram observe voting and counting at polling statioBU

observers are deployed in mobile teams througli@uhost country, and each team visits a numbeiffefent polling

stations within its designated region. The numifgrailing stations visited nationwide is intendedprovide a viable

statistical sample so that an effective and credilssessment can be made of election déanidbook p. 25.

% Even if observers possess information regardinglsipolling stations (but it is quite unlikely) duthus decide to

visit stations they believe to be problematic, (itmaybe) examined effect of observers on fraud lvélktrengthened.
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The kind of evidence we are looking for dependstioa kind of election (presidential or
parliamentary) we are facing, as well as on a featf the electoral system (one or two round
systems). In case of one-round parliamentary csigeatial elections, we should compare polling
stations that received the treatment (observer) palling stations that did not. On the contrafy,
we are facing an internationally observed two-ropnesidential election, we must consider two
rounds of treatment (polling stations observed) argkparate voting distribution for each round.
We must bear in mind that observers, choosingmmpBiations randomly, can visit a polling station
only during the first round, only during the secamdind or during both rounds. This creates a
fourfold sample of polling-station-level electioesults based on the treatment: a number of polling
stations was never monitored, another was monitordg during the first round, another only
during the second, and another during both rounds.

However, some complications can arise from sitmgtion which the electoral system for
parliamentary elections is a plurality system. hattcases, there may be more than a cheating
candidate, at least one per electoral district.sThehat we can do is comparing observed polling
stations with not-observed ones in each electosdtict, as if each district represents a single,
separated electiof.

The simplest model sees a dependent variable, ¢éneemtage vote share for the fraud-
sponsoring candidate(s) or party(ies) (V) and alependent variable, the treatment or whether the
poling station was observed (O).

V=a+pO +¢

After collecting data, we must perform a differemmfemeans test (t-test) to examine if the
presence of international observers reduces etedty fraud and, if so, to what degree. This test
compares the two groups of observations (pollingi®ts visited against polling stations not
visited) and tests the hypothesis that the meatisedfvo groups are the same.

In cases of two-round elections, it is also possibl test if a first-round observation has any
lasting effect in the second round. To use Susateldyterminolog$’, the presence of international
election observers can have “transitory” or “pdesi$’ effects: the first term suggests that obsarve
are able to deter fraud, but only during the etectihey are monitoring (the first round); on the
contrary, the second term suggests that the effembservers lasts also on the second-round actors’
behavior. To test if there are transitory effecte weed to compare the fraud-sponsoring

candidate(s) or party(ies) vote share in the fwsind (not in the second round because there could

% There could also be some other particular situatiue to electoral systems, but we will deal witbr as soon as
they present.
*® Susan Hyde, “The Observer Effect in Internatior@lities, Evidence from a Natural Experimeniord Politics 60,
2007, p. 52.
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be persistent effects at work) between unmonitaretimonitored polling stations. Instead, to test if
the presence of observers in the first round geeerersistent effects in the second round we must
compare the second round vote share between tlp gfopolling station monitored only in the
first round and the group of polling station nexesnitored.

However, our results could be biased if we do a&etaccount of other control variables. The
firsts to come to my mind is the size of the pgllstation, that is highly correlated to the diffigu
in reaching it: the smaller in terms of voters ségiied and/or of votes cast the polling statiothis,
higher the difficulty to reach it by observers (amdters). In this regard, if observers have
systematic difficulty in reaching small polling 8tas, the mean difference between monitored and
unmonitored polling stations can be the result ydtemmatic differences between polling stations
that are easy to reach and those that are not.Widud bias the results of the tests if small pgjli
stations (that are difficult to reach) are systecadly related to support for a particular party or
candidate. What we must make sure is that the teie®bservers’ presence is robust to the
inclusion of measures of polling station size.

The second control variable to be included in tloglehis a measure of the urban-rural divide:
if a candidate (or a party) performs very well ifban areas (or in rural ones) and the sample of
visited polling stations includes a disproporti@atmber of rural (or urban) polling stations, than
it is possible that the candidate/party’s disprtipaate support in urban (or rural) areas biases th
results of the mean difference comparisons betweenitored and unmonitored polling stations.
To control for this possible source of bias we ahiwvide polling stations according to their
geographical position (urban vs. rural) and theriopm the difference of means tests and see if the
relation still holds.

The third control variable is in the wake of theeqgeding one: the rationale is the same, but
instead of the urban-rural divide it takes into sideration the possibility that some candidates or
parties has a particularly strong electoral suppogome areas (maybe in their areas of origin, or
among people of the same ethnicity, religion, eftherefore, if a high proportion of unmonitored
polling stations is located in those areas, thelte®f the mean difference can be driven by this
bias. This problem is resolved through the sam&syss the previous one.

A question remain to be answered. To which casissaitmalysis will be applied? As already
mentioned, the choice of the cases is an impogarttof the research. Unfortunately, due to the
scarcity of data, not all elections observed byEhkare suitable to the application of this design.
At least, they must posses two characteristicst, fthere must be a candidate(s) or a party(ies)
trying to cheat; second, polling station level &tat results must be available. In light of those

requirements | will select three or four cases @ngipssible, | will try to represent a case ofreee
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round election, a case of a two-round election,asecof presidential election and a case of

parliamentary election. This will allow me to bresdthe empirical validity of the main findings.

Conclusion

| hope that this research could show the valuelettien observation work. As we know,
election observation is a costly enterprise witls lof implication both on the political future of a
country and on the life of its citizens. DetractofsEEOMs try to underestimate the significance of
observers’ work, underlining their shortfalls areit problems. For this reason, since | sincerely
believe in the external support that EOMs giveh® democratic future of a country, | would like to

find a positive evidence for sustaining these deatacefforts.
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