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Technical Appendix: Performance Indicators, Methods and Data 
 

Aims: The project launched the expert survey of Perceptions of Electoral 
Integrity on 1st July 2012.  The method of pooling expert knowledge has been 
used for years for measuring complex issues, such as to assess the good 
governance, levels of corruption, and processes of democratization.  

Global Coverage: The PEI survey of electoral integrity covers independent 
nation-states around the world which have held direct (popular) elections for 
the national parliament or presidential elections. The criteria for inclusion are 
listed below. The elections analysed in this report cover the period from 1 July 
2012 to 31 December 2017. In total, PEI 6.0 covers 285 elections in 164 nations.i 

Table A1: Country coverage 
Criteria for inclusion in the survey # Definition and source 

Total number of independent nation-
states 

194 Membership of the United Nations 
(plus Taiwan) 

Excluded categories   
Micro-states 12 Population less than 100,000 as of 

2013: Andorra, Antigua & Barbuda, 
Dominica, Liechtenstein, Marshall 
Islands, Monaco, Nauru, Palau, San 
Marino, Seychelles, St. Kitts and Nevis, 
and Tuvalu. 

Without de jure direct (popular) elections 
for the lower house of the national 
legislature   

5 Brunei Darussalam, China, Qatar, UAE, 
and Saudi Arabia 

State has constitutional provisions for 
direct (popular) elections for the lower 
house of the national legislature, but 
none have been held since independence 
or within the last 30 years (de facto) 

3 Eritrea, Somalia, and South Sudan 

Sub-total of nation-states included in the 
survey 

174  

Covered to date in the PEI 6.0 dataset 
(from mid-2012 to end-2017) 

164 94% of all nation-states included in 
the survey  

 

Because of the selection rules, elections contained in each cumulative release of 
the PEI survey can be treated as a representative cross-section of all national 
presidential and legislative elections around the world (with the exception of 
the exclusion of micro-states).  The countries in PEI 6.0 are broadly similar in 
political and socio-economic characteristics to those not yet covered in the 
survey, with the exception of being slightly larger in population size.  



THE YEAR IN ELECTIONS       WWW.ELECTORALINTEGRITYPROJECT.COM 
 

                                          2 

Respondents: For each country, the project identified around forty election 
experts, defined as a political scientist (or other social scientist in a related 
discipline) who had demonstrated knowledge of the electoral process in a 
particular country (such as through publications, membership of a relevant 
research group or network, or university employment). The selection sought a 
roughly 50:50 balance between international and domestic experts, the latter 
defined by location or citizenship. In total, 3,253 completed responses were 
received in the survey, representing just under one third of the experts that the 
project contacted (28%). 

Concepts: The idea of electoral integrity is defined by the project to refer to 
agreed international conventions and global norms, applying universally to all 
countries worldwide through the election cycle, including during the pre-
election period, the campaign, on polling day, and its aftermath. ii 

Measurement: To measure this concept, the PEI survey questionnaire includes 
49 items on electoral integrity (see Table A1) ranging over the whole electoral 
cycle. These items fell into eleven sequential sub-dimensions, as shown. Most 
attention in detecting fraud focuses upon the final stages of the voting process, 
such as the role of observers in preventing ballot-stuffing, vote-rigging and 
manipulated results. Drawing upon the notion of a ‘menu of manipulation’, 
however, the concept of an electoral cycle suggests that failure in even one step 
in the sequence, or one link in the chain, can undermine electoral integrity. iii The 
PEI 6.0 Codebook provides detailed description of all variables and imputation 
procedures. A copy and all the data can downloaded from 
https://thedata.harvard.edu/dataverse/PEI. 

The electoral integrity items in the survey were recoded so that a higher score 
consistently represents a more positive evaluation. Missing data was estimated 
based on multiple imputation of chained equations in groups composing of the 
eleven sub-dimensions. The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity (PEI) Index is an 
additive function of the 49 imputed variables, standardized to 100-points. Sub-
indices of the eleven sub-dimensions in the electoral cycle are summations of 
the imputed individual variables.iv 

Validity and reliability tests: The results of the pilot study, from the elections 
held in 2012, were tested for external validity (with independent sources of 
evidence), internal validity (consistency within the group of experts), and 
legitimacy (how far the results can be regarded as authoritative by 
stakeholders). The analysis demonstrated substantial external validity when the 
PEI data is compared with many other expert datasets, as well as internal validity 

https://thedata.harvard.edu/dataverse/PEI
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across the experts within the survey, and legitimacy as measured by levels of 
congruence between mass and expert opinions within each country. v  

For external validity tests, the PEI-6.0 Index was significantly correlated with 
other standard independent indicators contained in the 2017 version of the 
Quality of Government cross-national dataset. This includes the combined 
Freedom House/imputed Polity IV measure of democratization (r=.75** N. 159), 
the Economist Intelligent Unit’s Index of Democracy (r=.8**, N. 148), and the 
Varieties of Democracy measures of electoral democracy (polyarchy) (r=.82**, 
N. 147) and Liberal Democracy (r=.87** N. 147).vi 

For internal validity purposes, tests were run using OLS regression models to 
predict whether the PEI index varied significantly by several socio-demographic, 
political and experiential characteristics of the experts, including sex, age, 
education, their level of expertise, and their self-reported ideological position. 
The sample was broken down by type of regime in the country (using Freedom 
House’s classification), since a higher proportion of international experts were 
surveyed in autocracies, where fewer political scientists study elections.  

 
Table A2: Factors predicting expert perceptions of electoral integrity scores 

   Autocracies Hybrid regimes Democracies 

  Variable   B  SE Beta p B  SE Beta p B  SE Beta p 

Demographics sex (1=female; 0=male) 1.75 1.7 0.05   -0.1 1.04 -0   -2.9 0.69 -0.1 *** 
Education Highest level of 

education 
0.6 3.53 0.01   1.05 2.74 0.01   5.55 2.6 0.05 * 

Agegroup Age groups by decade 0.27 0.58 0.02   0.4 0.39 0.04   0.07 0.26 0.01   
                              
Expertise Familiarity How familiar are you 

with elections in this 
country? 

0.62 0.43 0.07   0.53 0.35 0.05   2.05 0.28 0.2 *** 

expertdomestic Int'l (0) or domestic 
(1) expert 

9.38 1.95 0.26 *** 2.72 1.27 0.1 * 2.19 0.85 0.08 * 

Lived # years lived in 
country 

-0.2 0.69 -0   -1 0.51 -0.1 * -0.1 0.4 -0   

Born Were you born in this 
country? 1=yes, 0=no 

-3.8 2.52 -0.1   -1 1.67 -0   -1.1 1.01 -0   

                              
Political views leftrightscale Political views on Left 

(1) / Right (10) scale 
2.12 0.46 0.22 *** 1.07 0.29 0.13 *** 0.55 0.2 0.07 ** 

                              
   (Constant) 20 18    37.1 14.1    21.4 13    
   Adjusted R2 0.1     0.02     0.06     
    N. 506 1002 1745 

 Notes: Regimes classified by Freedom House categories Autocracies (Not free) hybrid regimes (semi-free) and democracies (free); 
Dependent Variable: PEI Index of Electoral Integrity, (0-100), imputed. *p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001. Source: PEI 6.0, expert-level. 

The results indicate that the use of domestic or international experts proved 
significant across all types of regimes, suggesting the importance of relying upon 
both sources. Political views across the left-right ideological spectrum are 
significant and positive across all regimes, with experts who located themselves 
on the right more likely to give favourable assessments. Finally, in democratic 
states, sex, education, and familiarity with elections also played a role. The 
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relatively modest adjusted R2 suggested that the models explained a limited 
amount of variance in overall scores. 

Scales of corruption and coercion 

To develop new scales of electoral corruption and coercion, including previous 
PEI items and new items in the rotating battery, factor analysis was used. The 
results in Table A3 show that two dimensions emerged, as expected. These 
items were then summed and the resultant scales standardized to 100 points, 
for ease of interpretation and comparison. 
 

Table A3: Scales of electoral corruption and coercion 

Item Corruption Coercion 

Some people received cash, gifts or personal favors in 
exchange for their vote * 0.932   
Politicians offered patronage to their supporters * 0.891   
Some state resources were improperly used for 
campaigning 0.645   
Parties/candidates (did not) publish transparent 
financial accounts 0.646   
Voters were bribed * 0.762   
Rich people buy elections 0.699   
Parties/candidates (did not have) equitable access to 
political donations 0.429   

The election triggered violent protests    0.793 
Some voters were threatened with violence at the 
polls*  0.841 
Some voters feared becoming victims of political 
violence *   0.795 
% Variance 70.9 8.4 

Note: Principal Component Factor analysis with varimax rotation and kaiser 
normalization. *=new items in the 2017 rotating thematic battery. 

Source: PEI 6.0 election-level. 

 
 

i In addition, in 2014 elections in Haiti, Lebanon, and Comoros were delayed or suspended. 
Those are thus not included in the dataset. The election in Thailand was held and later 
annulled.  There were also elections in North Korea and Trinidad and Tobago but with too 
few responses these cases are excluded from the dataset. 
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iv See the codebook for further information.  
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elections.’ Journal of Democracy 24(4): 124-135; Pippa Norris, Richard W. Frank, and Ferran 
Martínez i Coma. 2014. Eds. Advancing electoral integrity. Oxford University Press; Ferran 
Martínez i Coma and Carolien van Ham. 2015. ‘Can experts judge elections? Testing the 
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vi Jan Teorell, et al. 2017. The Quality of Government Standard Dataset, version Jan17. 
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https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/ps-political-science-and-politics/article/measuring-electoral-integrity-around-the-world-a-new-dataset/506F05DEF195C4A73DD1C937591B2071
http://www.qog.pol.gu.se,/

