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ABSTRACT: There is a growing interest among comparative political scientists in electoral integrity, yet little is known about what motivates citizens’ perceptions of the electoral process. The aim of this paper is to explore, in a cross-national context, the factors that shape perceptions of electoral fairness. The analyses carried out here are based on 31 elections that formed part of Module 1 of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems Project. The main hypothesis to be tested is that perceptions of electoral quality are enhanced by institutions that work to ensure a ‘level playing field’ and a transparent electoral process. This hypothesis is largely confirmed in a multilevel model that includes both individual- and election-level variables.
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Cross-National Analysis of Confidence in the Conduct of Elections

Confidence in the electoral process has recently become a key concern for political scientists and electoral administrators alike (Elklit, 1999; Elklit and Reynolds, 2002; Goodwin-Gill, 1998: 56-8; Lehoucq, 2003: 252; López-Pintor, 2000: 104-17; Lyons, 2004; Pastor, 1999a; Mozaffar, 2002; Mozaffar and Schedler, 2002; Schedler, 2002a; 2002b). When citizens lack full confidence in that elections in their countries are free and fair, the result can be a decline in levels of voter participation (Birch, 2005; Bratton and van de Walle, 1997: 206-10; Bratton, 1998; McCann and Dominguez, 1998), and, in extreme cases, mass protests (Eisenstadt, 1999; 2002; Pastor, 1999a). Yet we know surprisingly little about the factors associated with electoral confidence. Most of the evidence we have is anecdotal at best, and often merely speculative. Until recently, concerns over electoral integrity were seen as being mainly an issue for emergent and semi-democratic states, but concern over voter registration practices in the US in the wake of the 2000 election, and postal vote fraud in the UK following the extension of this practice, have reawakened interest in this topic even in established democracies. Likewise, concern over falling turnout levels have prompted leaders and scholars alike to investigate possible means of restoring or increasing citizens’ faith in political institutions. The aim of this paper is to probe the correlates of confidence in the conduct of elections, in the aim of determining what accounts for differential perceptions of electoral integrity both within and across states. Particular attention will be paid to electoral institutions such as the electoral system, political finance institutions, and electoral administration configuration, as these are aspects of a political system most easily changed. Special attention will also be paid to the individual-level correlates of electoral confidence in Great Britain.
I  Political Support, Regime Legitimacy, and Electoral Confidence
Political scientists have long been interested in political support and legitimacy, and there is a well-established tradition linking citizen support for the state to various aspects of political behaviour, demonstrating that political support is cause and consequence of voting, vote choice, activism, protest, and other forms of behaviour (Anderson and Guillory, 1997; Clarke and Acock, 1989; Banducci and Karp, 2003; Dalton, 1996; 2004; Finkel, 1985; 1987; Ginsberg and Weissberg, 1987; Kaase and Newton, 1995; Klingemann, 1999; Klingemann and Fuchs, 1995; Nadeau and Blais, 1993; Norris, 1999). Yet the study of political support has focussed on a relatively narrow range of indicators, defined in the early days of survey research and retained largely unchanged for reasons having to do with the desirability of consistency over time (Weatherford, 1992). 
In an important assessment of the relationship between concept of political support and the indicators most commonly employed to measure it, Stephen Weatherford (1992) identifies number of different dimensions of political support, one of which is fairness. Weatherford identifies evaluations of ‘fairness of the political process’ (a variant on the traditional concept of ‘procedural fairness’) as a key aspect of citizen judgements of political system performance. The indicators employed to assess fairness typically include evaluations of public institutions such as the representative and judicial institutions that make up the state, as well private interests such as business. These indicators, originally developed in the US, have been exported (sometimes in modified form) to a variety of contexts, as cross-national survey projects such as the World Values Survey, the European Values Survey, the International Social Survey Program, the Eurobarometer, the Latinobarometer and the New Democracies Barometer have been developed. Yet the procedural fairness of elections has rarely been assessed in such analyses, largely, one surmises, due to lack of suitable data.
It is worth noting that elections are a process that ordinary citizens are more likely to be competent to assess than most government procedures, given widespread participation (at different levels and over extended periods of time for most voters) and the attentiveness this is likely to breed; heavy press coverage of elections and possible violations of electoral integrity make it even more likely that ordinary citizens will be ‘tuned into’ the election as a process. Citizens are thus in all likelihood better placed to evaluate electoral practices than they are other aspects of procedural fairness on which survey researchers regularly quiz them. 

Given the importance of electoral behaviour in political science, it is therefore somewhat odd that the traditional survey indicators do not include perceptions of the legitimacy and procedural fairness of the electoral process itself. The most probable reason for this is that the integrity of electoral processes in the US and other states to which US political science conventions were exported was long taken for granted. Yet as the study of political support is extended to an ever-wider range of states, many of which have fragile and weakly-established democratic procedures, this assumption is not necessarily valid. This suggests that evaluations of the procedural fairness of elections could be profitably incorporated into the study of the relationship between political support and electoral behaviour. 
A significant step was made in this direction with Module I of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES), including 39 electoral studies in 33 States, including established democracies, new democracies and less-than-democratic states. A total of 35 of the surveys included a question on the fairness of elections. Answers to this question have been employed in several of studies based on CSES data (Norris, 2004; Anderson et al., 2005), yet there has been no systematic effort to assess the determinants of electoral confidence. This paper aims to address this lack be employing the CSES data to conduct an investigation of the individual- and state-level factors that condition perceptions of electoral integrity.

A preliminary analysis of the type undertaken by Chris Anderson and his colleagues in a recent volume, focussing on the attitudes and behaviours of ‘losers’ in the electoral process – those who support losing parties in elections. Anderson and colleagues model support for electoral fairness among ‘losers’ in 20 parliamentary elections around the world, and find that overall, even those whose have come out on the ‘wrong’ side in an election are mostly willing to admit that the election in question was fairly conduced. Yet they find that a number of individual- and country- and election-level factors condition the extent to which losers are prepared to voice this opinion.
The analysis conducted in this paper extends Anderson et al.’s work in several key ways. Firstly, it assesses perceptions of electoral fairness not just among losers but among all sectors of the population. Secondly, it includes a larger range of cases than those studied by Anderson and colleagues. Thirdly, it considers the impact of a wider range of individual and country-level variables than those analysed by the Anderson team. Finally, it employs multilevel modelling methods, which are widely recognised to be most appropriate when dealing with data at different levels of aggregation.
The determinants of perceptions of electoral fairness can be expected to include forces that operate at the individual level, as well as aspects of the election that vary from contest to contest. At the individual level, factors known to be associated with various forms of regime support include age, education, socio-economic status, gender, religiosity, and political knowledge/interest, left-right self-placement, and support for a winning/losing party or candidate (Anderson and Guillory, 1997; Bowler and Donovan, 2002; Banducci and Karp, 2003; Clarke and Acock, 1989; Dalton, 2004; Listhaug, 1995; Listhaug and Wiberg, 1995; Mishler and Rose, 1999; Nadeau and Blais, 1993; Newton and Norris, 2000; Norris, 1999).
 In their study of perceptions of electoral fairness among losers in parliamentary elections, Chris Anderson and colleagues found education and left-right self-placement to have significant impacts, with the more highly educated and those further to the right on the political spectrum having greater confidence in the conduct of elections (Anderson et al., 2005: 154-9). Additionally, Pippa Norris (2004: 221-6) has, in a recent study using CSES data, found a limited effect of ethnicity and cultural variables such as religion language group, and ethnicity on perceptions of electoral fairness. Those who are members of ethnic, religious, and/or linguistic minority groups are in some countries less likely to agree that the election in which they had just voted met with their approval in terms of integrity.
There is more limited evidence to suggest that institutions shape support for political institutions (Norris, 1999). At the aggregate level, three types of institutional factors specifically related to elections are considered here: electoral system design, regulations governing political finance, and the structure of electoral administration. Our main hypothesis with regard to political institutions is that factors that even the playing field and those that increase transparency will enhance confidence in the electoral process.

With respect to electoral system design, a ‘level playing field’ is likely to be associated with electoral systems such as proportional representation that allocated seats in parliament in proportion to the popular vote, as the outcome under such systems is transparent, and proportional representation is most obviously fair to parties. Chris Anderson and his colleagues have found proportional representation electoral systems to be associated with higher levels of various forms of political support (Anderson and Guillory, 1997; Anderson et al., 2005), and specifically, they found more disproportional electoral systems to be linked to lower evaluations of electoral fairness (Anderson et al., 2005: 154-8).
The link between perceptions of electoral fairness and other electoral institutions, such as those governing political finance and the organisation of electoral administration, have not, to my knowledge, been studied empirically, but it is possible nevertheless to speculate as to likely relationships. The regulation of political finance represents a particularly promising variable, in that the improper use of money in elections is seen by many as being a hallmark of electoral malpractice. Money has always been a defining feature of politics, and if there is one way in which modern democratic politics can be said to be manifestly unfair, it is in the financial requirements of standing for office in many countries and the advantages afforded candidates and parties by campaign spending. It is for this reason that most of the political scandals in modern times have revolved around campaign fundraising abuses. This was one of the major factors behind the decisions in Italy and Japan to initiate major overhauls of electoral systems in the mid 1990s, and the role of money in politics is a common lament among democrats. Some would argue that the abuse of private resources for political gain is a structural condition of the uneasy combination of capitalism and democracy, which operate on different principles (Girling, 1997), nevertheless, there are different ways of regulating campaign resources, and these can potentially have important implications for the functioning of democracy, and for popular confidence in the electoral process. 

Most democracies and aspiring democracies have some rules regulating the use of money in electoral campaigns. At the same time, these institutions are in many states widely regarded as being more commonly observed in the breach. Unlike the rules governing seat allocation or electoral threshold, for example, campaign finance regulations are difficult to enforce. We can therefore expect that they will have a weaker impact on democratic outcomes. Yet this does not mean there is no reason to investigate them, as they can be expected to structure campaign strategies, to the extent that they are enforced at all. They can also be expected to structure perceptions of the electoral process, in as much as they generate expectations which are then met or frustrated.


The aim of campaign finance regulation is, as with many electoral provisions, to 'level the playing field' and seek to ensure that all those contesting elections have an equal opportunity to win office. Campaign finance regulations can be divided into enabling mechanisms, constraining mechanisms, and mechanisms for ensuring transparency. Enabling mechanisms provide the opportunity for those with few or no resources to contest elections (generally on condition that they can demonstrate a minimum of political support, in order to deter opportunistic and frivolous candidacies). The principal mechanism of this type is the direct public funding of political parties, originally introduced in Latin America in the 1950s, adopted by most established democracies in the 1970s (Alexander, 1979), and integrated into the new democratic frameworks in most Central European and former communist states in the 1990s (Lewis, 1998; Gel’man, 1998). 
Constraining mechanisms include limits on fund-raising (including overall ceilings on the amount that can be raised and limits on the amount of individual donations), prohibitions on donations for certain types of source, including foreign donations or corporate donations, as well as limits on the amount that can be spent at any given election (or during the courses of a given period, such as a year). Transparency mechanisms typically involve the requirement the disclosure of include sums raised and/or sums spent. In addition to these three types of mechanisms enforcement mechanisms are key to determining the extent to which the mechanisms listed can be expected to have an impact on political outcomes. The existence or not of effective sanctions and the extent to which these mechanism are enforced in practice are, however, topics on which the structure of formal institutions typically shed little light. This paper is confined, for reasons of data availability, to the analysis of formal institutions, and enforcement mechanisms will not be considered in detail.

Little systematic cross-national analysis has been conducted on the impact of campaign finance regulations on political outcomes. In one of the few existing studies, Scarrow and Kaplan (n.d) find that public subsidies have a positive impact on regime support in 14 states, while neither limits on donations and spending nor disclosure requirements had any significant impact. In the present study, these findings will be tested with regard to perceptions of the electoral process itself, as opposed to the general regime support indicators employed by Scarrow and Kaplan, using a suite of variables designating various aspects of political finance regulation, including the enabling device of public funding, the constraining device of expenditure ceilings, and the transparency mechanism of expenditure disclosure requirements.  All of these mechanisms can be expected to be associated with greater confidence in the political process. The public funding of parties and ceilings on election-related expenditure ought to generate a perception of a level playing field. Finally, disclosure regulations should generate transparency, and ought thereby to increase public confidence in the political process. 
The organisation of electoral administration is the third main institutional device that can be expected to be associated with public confidence in the electoral process. Among ‘practitioners’ in the fields of electoral assistance and observation, independent central electoral commissions have come to be regarded as the hallmark of accountable electoral administration (Goodwin-Gill, 1994; 1998; López-Pintor, 2000; Mozaffar, 2002, Mozaffar and Schedler, 2002; Pastor, 1999a; 1999b). The extent of electoral commission independence from government can therefore be hypothesised to be linked to confidence in the electoral process, for, in the words of Jørgen Elklit an Andrew Reynolds, ‘Perceptions about EMB [Election Management Body] independence are in any case almost as important as the actual, but indiscernible, level of independence, for perceptions might also be the basis for actions and counteractions of political actors at all levels’ (2001: 5). Fabrice Lehoucq even goes so far as to ay that ‘there are good reasons to think [independent electoral commissions] are one of the central institutional developments that made democratization stick in some places, but not in others’ (Lehoucq, 2002: 31).
Three main types of electoral administrative bodies have been identified in the literature: in order of decreasing independence, these are: (1) fully independent electoral commissions, (2) electoral commissions that are part of government but are under the oversight of an independent (usually judicial) body, and (3) electoral administration that is solely under the control of a government agency (López-Pintor, 2000; Mozaffar, 2002). We would expect that greater electoral commission independence would be associated with higher levels of popular confidence in the electoral process, all else being equal. In as much as independent electoral commissions conduct elections with greater impartiality than do arms of the government, electoral commission independence should lead citizens to perceive that the election has been conducted on a level playing field.  In practice, however, independent electoral commissions are a relatively recent invention, and they tend to have been introduced in new and fragile democracies (Massicotte et al., 2004:101), a fact that will be considered in greater detail below.
In addition to the electoral institution variables outlined above, other aggregate-level controls include the closeness of the outcome (if the race was close, citizens may be less inclined to think the outcome of the election was fair, which might have an impact on their evaluations of its conduct), election type (parliamentary, presidential, and concurrent), experience of democracy, and level of socio-economic development. 
II Data and Methods
The individual data used to test the hypotheses elaborated above are drawn from Module 1 of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES). The Module 1 database includes the pooled results from the relevant sections of 39 election surveys conducted in 33 countries between 1996 and 2002.
 Usable data for they key variables under consideration here were available for 31 cases (see Table 1 for details).
 The British contest included in Module 2 is the 1997 general election. CSES data on these 31 elections were supplemented by aggregate-level data drawn from a variety of sources, detailed below.

The dependent variable, perceptions of electoral fairness, was constructed on the basis of the following survey item: 'In some countries, people believe their elections are conducted fairly. In other countries, people believe that their elections are conducted unfairly. Thinking of the last election in [country], where would you place it on this scale of one to five where ONE means that the last election was conducted fairly and FIVE means that the last election was conducted unfairly?

             1. LAST ELECTION WAS CONDUCTED FAIRLY

             2.

             3.

             4.

             5. LAST ELECTION WAS CONDUCTED UNFAIRLY

Answers to this question were dichotomised, generating a dummy variable representing replies of ‘1’ or ‘2’. Indicators for age, education level, and gender were straightforwardly derived from survey questions pertaining to those attributes. Socio-economic status was measured in terms of relative levels of household income, as this measure affords greatest comparability across states. Frequency of religious service attendance was employed instead of expressed degree of religiosity, due to greater data availability. Political knowledge was coded in terms of a correct response to the first of the three such questions included in the Module; missing data for the second and third questions precluded their use.
 Left-right self-placement was measured on a 0-10 scale, an also in terms of two dummy variables representing the extremes of that scale (0-2 for the left, and 8-10 for the right). Identification with a losing party/candidate was coded according to replies to the survey item ‘Are you close to any political party’ and associated questions. Finally, the cultural variables – ethnicity, linguistic group, and religious denomination – were coded as dummy variables designating membership in the majority group in the state in question. Full coding details for these variables can be found in the Appendix. The pooled survey data were weighted by the sample size of each survey to prevent any one election from having a disproportionate impact on the results.
The election-level control variables were constructed on the basis of data taken from a variety of sources (see the Appendix). Electoral systems were measured in terms of a dummy variable indicating that the electoral process in question included a proportional representation component. Finer gauges of electoral system design were not viable, as a number of the elections in question were concurrent presidential and parliamentary contests, or presidential elections alone. 

Political finance variables included those most closely associated with the electoral process:  (1) whether there is direct public funding of parties; (2) whether there is a ceiling on election expenditure by parties; and (3) provisions of the disclosure of party election expenditure. The organisation of electoral administration was coded, following Mozaffar (2002) on a scale, where 0 is awarded elections run by the government, 1 is given to elections conducted by government under the oversight of an independent body, and independent electoral commissions are given a score of ‘2’.  
The closeness of the race was operationalised in terms of margin of victory as the difference in vote share between the strongest and the second strongest party (or presidential candidate). Election type was designated by indicators for presidential and concurrent elections, as opposed to elections for parliament alone. Following Anderson et al., 2005, the United Nations’ Human Development Index was employed as a measure of economic development. Experience of democracy was operationalised as a dummy variable designating established democracies, defined as those states that had been democratic for at least 15 years (a minimum of three electoral cycles) at the time of the relevant election. The Appendix contains full details of data sources and variable construction.
Multilevel modelling was employed in this analysis due to the use of pooled data and variables at different levels of aggregation (Steenbergen and Jones, 2002; Jones et al., 1992).
 The majority of the models reported in the next section are random-intercepts models with two levels (the individual and the election).

III  Analysis
We start with the overall frequencies ‘full’ and ‘broad’ confidence in the electoral process. As can be seen in Table 1, about half the citizens in the countries included in our sample were willing to grant that the election they had just witnessed met the highest standards of electoral integrity, and approximately two thirds of respondents were prepared to give the election in question a generally positive assessment. In Great Britain, 57 per cent of respondents gave the 1997 general election top marks, and 81 per cent gave it a favourable evaluation. This is somewhat above the average for this dataset, but it indicates that a significant proportion of British citizens had reservations about the integrity of the electoral process in 1997. 
Turning now to multivariate analysis, Model 1 (Table 2) includes the individual-level variables expected to be associated with electoral confidence. As anticipated, older respondents, those with higher education levels and higher incomes, and men are all more likely to give the elections in their country a favourable evaluation. In keeping with the results of previous analyses of confidence in institutions, those respondents who attend religious services with greater regularity and those with higher levels of political knowledge are also more likely to rate elections highly.  Several other variables did not achieve conventional levels of significance, however; supporters of losing parties were less likely to say the election in which they ‘lost’ was free and fair, but this effect is insignificant at the .05 level. Variables designating self-placement at the left and the right wings or the political spectrum were also insignificant.
 Unfortunately it was not possible to test the possible impact of the cultural group variables on the full range of cases, due to the fact that the questions used to generate these variables were not asked in several of the surveys, and in other cases it was not possible to code for the majority group. Moreover, there is significant multicollinearity in several countries among the different indicators of cultural group membership, making it unwise to include them in the same model. Models were therefore run with each of the variables in question. Religious group membership was not significant, but, as reported in Models 2 and 3, membership in the linguistic and ethnic majority groups did have positive impacts on perceptions of electoral conduct.
In order to increase the number of level-2 cases, variables with significant amounts of missing data were omitted, and a fourth model was run. As can be seen from the column labelled ‘ Model 4’ in Table 2, most of the remaining coefficients remain largely unaltered; the only change worth reporting is the fact that the coefficient for ‘Right’ ideological self-placement just achieves significance at the .05 level in the larger dataset included here.

In order to probe the correlates of electoral confidence in Great Britain, a logistic regression model was run on the British data alone. This model, presented in Table 3, demonstrates that the patterns evident in the pooled dataset largely hold in the British context. Older, better educated, and more affluent citizens were more likely to evaluate the conduct of the 1997 election favourably, as were men and those better informed about politics. Unlike in the pooled dataset, religious attendance was also significant in the British model; those who attended religious services more often were more likely to assess the electoral process in a positive light. None of the other variables achieved statistical significance. This suggests that factors such as partisanship and cultural group membership that have an impact on perceptions of electoral fairness in many other countries are not so relevant in Britain.

The model in Table 4 tests the impact of the main variables under consideration in this paper: electoral institutional factors, as well as a number of election-level control variables.
 Once election-level variables are introduced, the variable for the far right rises to a relatively high level of significance, a finding also noted by Anderson et al., 2005, who interpret it in terms of support for national institutions, including electoral institutions, among those on the right of the political spectrum. But our main interest in this model is with the election-level variables. As expected, elections that include a proportional representation component are rated more highly than those that do not; likewise, elections held in states that provide direct public funding to political parties are perceived as being fairer than those held in other contexts. And as expected, elections in which the winner wins by a wide margin are perceived as being more legitimate than closely fought race, and election held in more developed countries are seen as being fairer than those held in more socio-economically deprived parts of the world. 
  
There are, however, several unexpected results in this model; elections conducted by more independent electoral commissions are actually rated worse than those conducted by electoral commissions under the control of the government. We can surmise that this is largely due to the fact that most of the elections conducted by the government are held in established democracies, whereas (formally) independent electoral commissions are more likely to be found in new and fragile democracies, where public confidence in electoral institutions is weaker. The second main unexpected finding concerns the coefficients for the variables designating election expenditure disclosure requirements and limits on lection campaign expenditure. Contrary to expectations, the coefficient for the first of these variables was insignificant, and that for the expenditure limits variable was actually negative. These results are not so different from those of Scarrow and Kaplan (n.d.), who find no significant effect for expenditure limit and disclose requirements, and who interpret their findings as being a consequence of failed attempts to introduce stricter measures in new democracies.
It is also worth noting that the election-level variance is significant in all three models, suggesting that the impact of the factors considered here varies considerably from country to country and from election to election. Finally, a word is in order on the interpretation of the election-level coefficients. There are two possible ways of interpreting these effects: it could either be that electoral confidence is directly affected by factors such as the electoral system, etc. Or, it could be that such perceptions could be indirectly affected by the impact these institutional factors have on the objective conduct of the elections. It could be, for example, that election in which party finances are more tightly regulated are ‘cleaner’, and voters’ perceptions are mainly a reflection of this. Likewise, previous research on a set of Eastern European countries (Birch, 2003a) has found that elections conducted under proportional representation are of higher quality than those conducted in single-member districts. Similarly, closer races are ones in which all contestants have an incentives to use all means at their disposal to win, so elections in which the race is tight might be ‘dirtier’, all else being equal. A final possibility is the most likely one: institutional variables have both direct and indirect effects, in as much as they affect the reality of electoral conduct as well as perceptions of that reality. Unfortunately there is no reliable source of data on the objective conduct of elections for the dataset employed here, so these considerations must be left at the level of speculation.

IV  Conclusion
This paper has made a preliminary attempt to model confidence in electoral administrative institutions in a cross-national context. It has shown that electoral confidence is influenced by a variety of individual- and election-level variables, confirming many of the hypotheses advanced at the beginning of this paper. At the individual level, older, better educated and richer citizens are more likely to claim that the election held in their country was fair, as are men and those on the far right of the political spectrum and members of majority cultural groups.  At the aggregate level, elections with a proportional representation component, those held in states that provide direct public financing to political parties, and those held in richer states are perceived as fairer by their citizens, all else being equal. Also, as anticipated, elections that are won by a wide margin are viewed as having been more fairly won than those in which the race is tight and the winner scrapes in narrowly.

But this paper has also yielded two unexpected results; electoral commission independence is found to be associated with lower estimations of the fairness of the election, as is the requirement that parties not exceed stated spending limits during the campaign. The unexpected results with regard to electoral administration and campaign expenditure limits suggest that in many contexts, the establishment of formal institutions is insufficient to combat electoral malpractice. The findings with regard to electoral administrative bodies support Mozaffar and Schedler’s contention that in this domain ‘legal independence is a questionable proxy for behavioural independence’ (2002; 15).  It is undoubtedly the case that what really matters is not the de jure independence of the electoral commission but its de facto isolation from political interference (Elklit and Reynolds, 2002; Pastor, 1999a), and this can in some cases be better achieved by government bodies than by officially independent ones (Eisenstadt, 2004). As Carothers argues, the institutional ‘fixes’ often advocated by those involved in electoral and democratic assistance are unlikely to be successful if they disregard the underlying configuration of power in the states in question (Carothers, 1999: ch. 7). This phenomenon is described in greater detail by Marina Ottoway, who gives electoral commissions as a common example of institutions that ‘members of the international community force a country to set up when the government doesn’t really want them’:
Intervenors want elections to be organized by independent commissions, and they often prevail upon the government to set up an organizational structure called an election commission. In many cases, the commission is not given the space to build up its capacity and power, and it thus never becomes an institution, although it may continue to exist. In other cases, a tug of war begins between government and democracy promoters that can lead incrementally to the institutionalization of the election commission. But this does not happen automatically or without strong pressure. (2003; 22-1)

It may be that a number of the states in our sample are ‘victims’ of this type of intervention, which was aimed at improving the quality of problematic elections, but ultimately failed.

The finding that limits on campaign expenditure are actually negatively associated with public confidence in electoral fairness can be interpreted in a similar light. Susan Rose-Ackerman (1978; 1999) notes that the introduction of additional restrictions on the activities of officials can actually increase corruption, in that it makes more activities illegal. If regulations are not well enforced, then the officials in question will carry on doing what they have always done, but now their activities will constitute abuse. If limits on election campaign expenditure are introduced but are not well-enforced, blatant violation of these regulations by political parties and candidates may lead to a worsening in perceptions of electoral integrity on the part of the ordinary citizen. Spending limits are notoriously difficult to enforce; at the same time, overspending is often obvious, as the goods on which money is spent are by definition those aimed at a wide public. This suggests that it does little good to introduce limits if there is little likelihood that they will in practice be observed. The non-significance of the expenditure disclosure requirements suggests that this mechanism is also unlikely to lead to dramatic improvements in electoral conduct. The only political finance variable that is strongly linked to enhanced assessments of the electoral process is the public funding of political parties; if the playing field for potential contestants is levelled through public subsidies, citizens are more likely to perceive the outcome of the election as being fair.
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Appendix: Data Sources and Variable Construction

Individual-level Data:

Individual-level data were taken from Module 1 of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems; see ‘Comparative Study of Electoral Systems – Module 1 (1996-2001 [sic]) Micro-District-Macro Data Codebook: Variable Descriptions’, full release, 4 August, 2003, available at  www.cses.org, for full details of  questions, responses, and variations employed in individual surveys.

Variables from the CSES were coded as follows:

Perceptions of electoral fairness (variable A3002): See above for question wording. This indicator was constructed as a variable coded ‘1’ if respondents answered ‘1’ or ‘2’ on the five-point scale of electoral fairness perceptions, and ‘0’ if they answered ‘3’, ‘4’ or ‘5’.

Age (A2001) was measured in years. 

Education level (A2003) was coded on an eight-point scale ranging from 1 for ‘none’ to 8 for ‘university undergraduate degree completed’. 

Gender (A2002) was coded as a dummy variable for female. 

Household income (A2012) was measured in population quintiles. 

Religious services attendance (A2015) was measured on a six-point scale ranging from 1 for ‘never’ to 6 for ‘once a week’. 

Left-right self-placement (A3031) was constructed on the basis of responses to the question: ‘In politics people sometimes talk of left and right. Where would you place yourself on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means the left and 10 means the right?’. The resulting answers generated an 11-point scale ranging from ‘0’ for ‘Left’ to 10 for ‘Right’. ‘Don’t know responses were code as missing data. Three variables were derived form this question: a scale representing responses to the original question, as well as two dummy variables, following Anderson et al., 2005, one representing respondents on the far left of the spectrum (0-2), and one representing respondents on the far right (8-10). 
Identification with a losing party/candidate was coded as follows: After the question ‘Are you close to any political party? (A3004), respondents were asked ‘What party is that?’ (A3005). In some surveys they were also asked about identification with party blocks (A3007). In a few cases only one response was allowed, while in most of the surveys up to three responses was recorded in reply to these questions. The ‘party identification with a loser’ variable was coded ‘1’ if none of the parties identified by respondents in A3005 and/or A3007 was a winner, where ‘winner’ was defined as a party/block that formed the government following the election, a party that was part of a governing coalition following the election, or, in the case of legislative elections held in presidential systems, the party that won the largest number of seats in the legislature (details of government formation were obtained from country notes in the CSES Codebook as well as from various issues of Electoral Studies). In all cases but one, the winning presidential candidate in concurrent elections was from a party that was coded as a winner in this way. The exception was the US, where the winning presidential candidate was from a party different from that which won the most seats in the House of Representatives. In this case, winners were coded according to the presidential election result. Respondents from the Belarusian and Lithuanian surveys could not be coded because in both these presidential elections, the winning candidates were independents.

Political knowledge (A2023) was coded as a dummy variable, where ‘1’ indicated a correct reply to the first of three political information items asked in the Module, and ‘0’ indicated an incorrect response or ‘don’t know’.
Religious majority group member (A2017) was coded ‘1’ if the respondent was a member of the religious majority group in the country in question, and ‘0’ otherwise. For the purposes of classification, protestant denominations were combined into a single category. If no religious group formed an absolute majority in the country in question, this variable was not coded.

Linguistic majority group member (A2018) was coded ‘1’ if the respondent was a member of the linguistic majority group in the country in question, and ‘0’ otherwise. If no linguistic group formed an absolute majority in the country in question, this variable was not coded.

Ethnic majority group member (A2021) was coded ‘1’ if the respondent was a member of the ethnic majority group in the country in question, and ‘0’ otherwise. If no ethnic group formed an absolute majority in the country in question, this variable was not coded.
Election-level Data:

Electoral system: This variable was coded as a dummy variable, with ‘1’ representing an electoral event that included a PR component and ‘0’ representing an event that did not. Data on electoral system types was taken from the CSES Module I database, supplemented by Reynolds and Reilly, 1997 and Reynolds, Reilly and Ellis, 2005. 

Political finance variables were all constructed as dummy variables from the International IDEA database on the funding of political parties and election campaigns, on the basis of the following questions: public funding of parties: ‘Do political parties receive direct public funding?’  IDEA, 2003, p.209-13,);  ceiling on election expenditure by parties ‘Is there a ceiling on party election expenditure?’ (IDEA, 2003: 205-8); and provision for the disclosure of party election expenditure: ‘Is there provision  for public disclosure of expenditure by political parties’ (IDEA, 2003: 205-7). These data were supplemented by data from the Epic Project database at www.epicproject.org, and Birch, 2003b.
Electoral Administrative System: This variable was constructed as a scale  designating the degree of political independence of the electoral administrative body, where ‘0’ is given for a system where elections are run by a government department (or a branch of local government), ‘1’ is awarded a system run by a government department under the supervisions of an independent body, and ‘2’ is given to independent electoral commissions. Source of data: López-Pintor, 2000.
Closeness of the race: This variable was the percentage difference between the vote share of the strongest party (or presidential candidate) and that of the second strongest.  In cases where parliamentary and presidential elections were held simultaneously, this figure for closeness of the race is calculated as the average of the differences resulting from the two different contests. Aggregate vote data were taken from the CSES Module I database, with the exception of data for Belarus (missing from the CSES database), which were taken from OSCE/ODIHR, 2001.  

Election type was operationalized in terms of two dummy variables, one for concurrent elections; concurrent (parliamentary and presidential) elections were coded ‘1’, while parliamentary-only and presidential-only elections were coded ‘0’. The Israeli election, in which voters elected a parliament and a president separately, was coded as a concurrent election. The second variable was one designating presidential-only elections.

Experience of democracy:  ‘Democratic’ was defined as a ‘Polity’ score of over six in the Polity IV dataset; states that had such a score for at least 15 years prior to the election in question were coded, using a dummy variable, as established democracies. Iceland was also included in this category, though it is not included in the Polity dataset due to its small size. The ‘polity’ score is computed by subtracting the dataset’s measure of autocracy (AUTOC) from that of democracy (DEMOC). For details of the construction of these variables, see the Polity IV website at www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/. The states coded as established democracies in this way included: Canada, Denmark, Germany, Great Britain, Iceland, Israel, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the US. 
HDI: Scores on the United Nations Development Program Human Development Index (HDI) are for 1999. They were obtained from the UNDP Human Development Database at http://hdr.undp.org/statistics/. 
Table 1: Perceptions of Electoral Fairness in 31 Elections Worldwide
	Country (year of election)
	Proportion of respondents with full confidence in the electoral process (%)*
	Proportion of respondents with broad confidence in the electoral process (%)**

	
	
	

	Belarus (2001)
	45.36
	59.58

	Canada (1997)
	34.60
	71.42

	Taiwan (1996)
	37.77
	62.14

	Czech Rep. (1996)
	46.53
	79.79

	Denmark (1998)
	88.68
	94.87

	Germany (1998)
	73.92
	90.66

	Great Britain (1997)
	56.66
	80.55

	Hong Kong (1998)
	18.14
	56.64

	Hong Kong (2000)
	17.55
	51.21

	Hungary (1998)
	59.33
	81.89

	Iceland (1999)
	59.46
	83.89

	Israel (1996)
	38.53
	62.61

	Japan (1996)
	19.29
	42.30

	S. Korea (2000)
	10.60
	30.74

	Lithuania (1997)
	30.57
	55.75

	Mexico (1997)
	42.67
	56.08

	Mexico (2000)
	52.38
	67.98

	Netherlands (1998)
	70.91
	91.74

	N. Zealand (1996)
	47.41
	76.92

	Norway (1997)
	81.97
	93.16

	Poland (1997)
	46.93
	72.07

	Portugal (2002)
	64.71
	81.36

	Romania (1996)
	62.24
	81.66

	Russia (1999)
	25.31
	44.05

	Slovenia (1996)
	45.47
	67.78

	Spain (1996)
	62.61
	80.05

	Spain (2000)
	55.96
	79.73

	Sweden (1998)
	75.54
	88.02

	Switzerland (1999)
	74.18
	88.20

	Ukraine (1998)
	22.84
	37.04

	USA (1996)
	49.31
	75.35

	
	
	

	Mean
	48.95
	70.49


* Percentage of survey respondents who answered '1' to the electoral fairness question (denominator excludes cases with missing data).
** Percentage of survey respondents who answered '1' or ‘2’ to the electoral fairness question (denominator excludes cases with missing data).

See the Appendix for data sources.

Table 2: Multilevel (Random Intercepts) Logit Models of Perceptions of Electoral Fairness with Individual-Level Variables
	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed effects:
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	 0.008***

(0.002)
	0.009*** (0.003)
	0.007* (0.003)
	0.009*** (0.001)

	Education 
	0.065*     (0.030)
	0.036       (0.046)
	0.046 (0.036)
	0.077*** (0.024)

	Income
	0.064*** (0.020)
	0.027       (0.026)
	0.032 (0.032)
	0.080*** (0.019)

	Female gender
	-0.199**  (0.067)
	-0.158*    (0.072)
	-0.212*** (0.066)
	-0.215*** (0.050)

	Political information
	0.368*** (0.078)
	0.293*     (0.123)
	0.274* (0.133)
	

	Religious attendance
	0.032*     (0.014)
	0.037       (0.027)
	0.039 (0.021)
	

	Identifies with loser
	-0.182     (0.099)
	-0.254      (0.170)
	-0.166 (0.148)
	-0.098     (0.096)

	Left
	-0.041     (0.074)
	-0.024      (0.072)
	-0.132 (0.104)
	-0.007     (0.089)

	Right
	0.139     (0.104)
	0.116      (0.179)
	0.231 (0.129)
	0.199*    (0.102)

	Linguistic majority group member
	
	0.452*    (0.222)
	
	

	Ethnic majority group member
	
	
	0.225*** (0.072)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	0.108    (0.219)
	-0.368      (0.418)
	-0.207 (0.302)
	0.256    (0.185)

	
	
	
	
	

	Random terms:
	
	
	
	

	Intercept variance
	0.823*** (0.192)
	0.623*** (0.154)
	0.430 (0.178)
	0.956*** (0.219)

	
	
	
	
	

	Chi squared - fixed effects
	133.933 (10df)
	(11df)
	(11df)
	84.398 (8df)

	Chi squared - random effects
	18.304 (1df)
	16.938 (1df)
	7.361 (1df)
	19.025 (1df)

	N: individuals
	22,768
	9,114
	9,788
	32,017 

	N: elections
	22
	11
	10
	28


* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Cell entries are logit coefficients (standard errors)
Table 3: Binary Logistic Regression Model of Perceptions of Electoral Fairness in Great Britain

	Variable
	

	
	

	Age
	.026***   (.004)

	Education 
	.136***   (.052)

	Income
	.190***   (.050)

	Female gender
	-.487***  (.127)

	Political information
	.276*      (.129)

	Religious attendance
	.097**    (.038)

	Identifies with loser
	.056        (.167)

	Conservative voter
	-.068       (.171)

	Liberal Democratic voter
	-.192       (.168)

	Linguistic majority group member
	-.640       (.545)

	Ethnic majority group member
	-.004       (.020)

	Religious majority group member
	-.079       (.129)

	
	

	Constant
	-.156       (.635)

	
	

	-2 Log Likelihood
	1817.063

	Nagelkerke R2
	0.083

	N
	2,042


Table 4: Multilevel (Random Intercepts) Logit Model of Perceptions of Electoral Fairness with Individual-Level and Election-Level Variables

	Variable
	Coefficient

	
	

	Fixed effects:
	

	Individual-level variables
	

	Age
	0.010***   (0.001)

	Education 
	0.100***   (0.020)

	Income
	0.099***   (0.019)

	Female gender
	-0.215***   (0.056)

	Political information
	

	Religious attendance
	

	Identifies with loser
	

	Left
	-0.102       (0.119)

	Right
	0.328*       (0.119)

	
	

	Election-level variables
	

	PR component to election
	0.685***    (0.193)

	Public funding of parties
	0.736**     (0.292)

	Expenditure limits
	-0.661***   (0.189)

	Expenditure disclosure requirements
	0.093         (0.207)

	Election administration independence
	-0.496**    (0.200)

	Closeness of the race (margin of victory )
	0.040*       (0.020)

	Human Development Index
	4.659*       (2.034)

	
	

	Constant
	-4.646***   (1.877)

	
	

	Random terms:
	

	Intercept variance
	0.275**    (0.094)

	
	

	Chi squared - fixed effects
	967.498 (14df)

	Chi squared - random effects
	8.673 (1df)

	N: individuals
	31,189

	N: elections
	26


� Other factors such as economic satisfaction and campaign effects have also been found in many studies to be associated with levels of political support, but these will not be considered here because, in the first case there is no theoretical reason to expect an association between economic evaluations and confidence in electoral institutions, and in the second case, comparable data on campaign effects are not available for the elections considered here.


� For full details, see the ‘Comparative Study of Electoral Systems – Module 1 (1996-2001 [sic]) Micro-District-Macro Data Codebook: Variable Descriptions’, full release, 4 August, 2003, available at www.cses.org.


� Of the 39 election surveys included in CSES Module 1, four did not ask the electoral fairness question used in this analysis (Australia, Belgium-Flanders, Belgium-Wallonia, Chile), and four did not include usable data for other key variables (Peru 2000, Peru 2001, Russia 2000 and Thailand).


� It should be noted that the political knowledge questions asked in the Module I surveys vary from country to country, causing Milner (2002:56) to question their utility for the purposes of comparative analysis. This variable will be dropped from the main models presented in this paper, however, so its possible defects will not have a substantive impact on the results of the analysis.


� The analyses reported here were carried out using MLwiN version 2.02 software with restricted iterative generalized least squares (RIGLS) estimation, which is most appropriate with restricted numbers of level-two cases (Rasbash et al., 2004; Steenbergen and Jones, 2002), and predictive quasi-likelihood (PQL) approximation for the estimation of equations with discrete dependent variables.


� The ideological self-placement variable was also entered, in a model not reported here, in the form of the original 0-10 scale (see the Appendix for details), but this variable proved insignificant as well.


� Party identification with a loser was excluded from this model on the grounds that it did not prove significant in the individual-level models, and data for two countries in which presidential candidates were non-partisan were excluded from this analysis due to missing data. Removal of this variable therefore maximised the inclusion of level-two cases. The election type variables – dummies for presidential and concurrent elections – were also excluded in the interests of maximising degrees of freedom, as they did not prove significant in preliminary models (not reported here).


� It was not possible to include the Human Development Index together with the variable designating established democracies, due to multicollinearity. It was decided to include the HDI variable due to the fact that inclusion of the democracy variable involves slightly circular reasoning; democracies are considered ‘established’ if there is widespread confidence in their electoral institutions.


� Countries that might possibly fall in this category include the Latin American states of Mexico and Peru, the post-communist states of Lithuania, Poland, Russia, Slovenia and Ukraine, and the Asian polities of Taiwan, Hong Kong and Korea. It must be noted, however, that electoral commission independence has a long tradition in Latin America, and in many of the former communist states it dates back to the Bolshevik Revolution. In these instances at least, it is unclear that the institution of a formally independent electoral commission is a Western imposition.





