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ABSTRACT: Electoral integrity is increasingly being recognized as an important component of 

democracy, yet scholars still have limited understanding of the circumstances under which 

elections are most likely to be free, fair and genuine. This paper posits that effective oversight 

institutions play a key role in scrutinizing the electoral process and holding those with an interest 

in the electoral outcome to account. These oversight institutions are of three main types: the 

formal institutions of electoral management bodies and the judiciary as well as the informal 

institution of the media and civil society. We further argue that deficiencies in electoral 

management can, under certain circumstances, be compensated for via one or both of the other 

three institutional checks: an active and independent judiciary, an active and independent media 

and/or an active and independent civil society. Flawed elections are most likely to take place 

when all four checks on electoral conduct fail in key ways. These hypotheses are tested on a 

cross-national time-series dataset of national-level elections held in 96 third and fourth wave 

regimes between 1990 and 2010. 
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Getting away with foul play? The importance of formal and informal oversight institutions 

for electoral integrity 

 

Introduction 

In modern representative democracies, elections are the principal mechanism through which 

citizens hold their leaders to account and prevent abuses of power. Yet a wave of recent research 

has revealed a perplexing version of the age-old ‘Quis custodiet custodes?’ problem: electoral 

institutions themselves are highly vulnerable to manipulation by interested parties. It is in the 

nature of democratic institutions that the conduct of elections is ultimately under the control – 

direct or indirect – of individuals and political parties who have a strong interest in their 

outcome.  

 The most commonly proposed solution to this problem is the establishment of 

independent electoral commissions that are insulated from political control and thus in theory 

immune to partisan manipulation (Hartlyn, McCoy and Mustillo, 2008; Lopez-Pintor, 2000; 

Magaloni, 2010; Mozaffar, 2002; Rosas, 2010; Treilcock and Chitalkar, 2009). The vast majority 

of states which have democratized over the past 25 years have adopted independent electoral 

commissions, such that this model is now the most common worldwide (IDEA, 2006; Lopez-

Pintor, 2000).  

Yet even when electoral management bodies (EMBs)
1
 are formally independent, de facto 

independence and impartial electoral administration are often difficult to achieve, particularly in 

new and fragile democracies and hybrid states. There are a number of ways in which partisan 

                                                           
1
 We understand ‘electoral management bodies’ here to refer to electoral commissions and other administrative 

bodies that run elections. For the purposes of this paper, courts are not considered to be EMBs. 
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actors can exert pressure on electoral administrators. EMBs are typically funded out of the state 

budget, which is virtually always under the control of politicians. Moreover, in many contexts, 

elected representatives play a role in the selection of the very EMB members who will be in 

charge of running the electoral contests at which the politicians’ jobs will be on the line. 

Unsurprisingly, political actors often seek to exploit this conflict of interest to their advantage. 

Lack of de facto EMB independence has been found to be a serious threat to electoral integrity in 

many states (Birch, 2011; Hamberg and Erlich, 2013; Hartlyn, McCoy and Mustillo, 2008; 

Trebilcock and Chitalkar, 2009). This suggests that though formal EMB independence may help 

in maintaining electoral integrity, other actors may be important in helping to foster impartiality.  

The principal argument advanced in this paper is that there are a number of oversight 

institutions that can, under certain conditions, serve as relatively effective checks on electoral 

conduct, even when the independence of EMBs is threatened by the possibility of partisan 

pressure. These institutions include the judiciary, the media and civil society, which can 

strengthen election integrity both directly by preventing many forms of electoral abuse and also 

indirectly by strengthening electoral administrator accountability.
2
 

 An independent judiciary can help to guarantee the quality of electoral conduct in several 

ways. It often has the power to rule on the constitutionality of electoral legislation. It can 

typically also decide on the legality of the actions and decisions of EMBs. Courts can in addition 

generally rule directly on legal matters related to election complaints and appeals. Judicial 

independence thus functions both as a check on EMBs and as a decision-maker in the electoral 

sphere. 

                                                           
2
 Svolik and Chernykh (2012) provide theoretical support for the claim that courts, observers and even moderately 

biased election management bodies can work to maintain election quality. Though the set-up of their argument and 

the assumptions these scholars make about causality differ somewhat from those made in this paper, the results of 

their formal model broadly complement the empirical findings presented here. 



4 
 

 Unlike EMBs and judiciaries, which are formal institutions virtually always governed by 

constitutional provisions, the media is an actor that is largely independent of the state in all but 

the most authoritarian contexts. Though governments often have subtle and not-so-subtle means 

of applying political pressure to media organizations, it is commonly recognized as the legitimate 

function of ‘the fourth estate’ to hold the government of the day to account. The media play a 

central role in electoral campaigns, as they are the principal channel through which the majority 

of the population receives information about electoral options and about the electoral process. In 

publicizing allegations of electoral abuse, the media can both damage the reputations and 

electoral prospects of politicians who have been caught red-handed seeking to manipulate 

elections, and serve as a means of mobilizing grass-roots protests against electoral fraud. 

 Like the media, civil society is outside formal constitutional structures, but it can 

nevertheless be effective in holding state institutions accountable for their actions. In the 

electoral context, domestic election observation groups in civil society play an important role in 

documenting and publicizing allegations of irregularities (Bjornlund 2004). They can also be 

effective in initiating and pursuing judicial complaints and helping voters seek legal redress for 

actions which they believe have infringed their electoral rights, as well as monitoring the degree 

to which electoral reform is implemented. Domestic election observer groups thus serve an 

important accountability function in many contemporary polities. 

Given the central role that the judiciary, the media and civil society are able to play in 

checking electoral abuse, we argue in this paper that these institutions can in large measure 

compensate for deficiencies in electoral administration independence.
3
 If this is true, it means 

that states can achieve acceptable levels of electoral integrity even in the absence of unbiased 

                                                           
3
 For the purpose of this analysis we bracket internal accountability mechanisms that form part of the design of 

EMBs. These are not studied in this paper as their impact constitutes a separate topic, and also due to lack of readily 

available data on such mechanisms. 
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electoral administrators. This hypothesis is tested on a cross-national time-series dataset of 

national-level elections held in 96 third- and fourth-wave regimes between 1990 and 2010. The 

results of the analysis demonstrate that when de facto EMB independence is low, media 

independence can compensate for the lack of formal checks on electoral conduct. The 

independence of the judiciary and domestic observers appear to have an indirect effect on 

election integrity, by strengthening de facto EMB independence.  

 The remainder of the paper unfolds as follows: the next section provides a theoretical 

overview of electoral oversight and develops the concrete hypotheses to be tested. The third 

section describes the data and methods employed to test these hypotheses, and the fourth section 

presents the results of the empirical analysis. A final section discusses these results and 

concludes. 

 

How accountable electoral governance is maintained 

Since the publication in 1748 of Montesquieu’s L’Esprit des lois, political theorists and 

commentators have sought to invoke the idea of divided powers and the attendant checks they 

are seen to entail in order to argue that political accountability is best achieved through 

institutional oversight. As Montesquieu phrased it, “To prevent the abuse of power, ‘tis 

necessary that by the very disposition of things power should be checked by power. A 

government may be so constituted, as no man shall be compelled to do things to which the law 

does not oblige him, nor forced to abstain from things which the law permits” (Montesquieu, 

1977: 200).
4
 To this type of ‘horizontal’ accountability, which is a guarantor of rule of law, 

needs to be added the ‘vertical’, or political, accountability exercised in contemporary 

                                                           
4
 “Pour qu’on ne puisse abuser du pouvoir, il faut que, par la disposition des choses, le pouvoir arrête le pouvoir. 

Une onstitution peut être telle, que personne ne sera constraint de faire les choses auxquelles la loi ne l’oblige pas, et 

à ne point faire celles que la loi lui permet” (Montesquieu, 1979, XI, 4: 293). 

SL
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democracies by the citizenry over those who rule them (O’Donnell, 1994; 1999). Philippe 

Schmitter suggests a third variation, ‘oblique accountability’, which refers to “efforts by non-

state or semi-state institutions that seek to wield countervailing powers in order to hold rulers 

accountable, not just for their legal transgressions but also for their political misdeeds, but 

depend on their oblique capacity to enhance citizen awareness and collective action in order to 

back up their actions” (Schmitter, 1999: 62n4). Understood in this sense, the oblique 

accountability exercised by extra-state institutions can be seen as a supplementary form of 

accountability that works to ensure that state actors refrain from abusing the powers they hold. 

Within this framework, electoral administration institutions can be seen as ‘agents of 

accountability’ (Diamond, Plattner and Schedler 1999: 3),
5
 but also as objects of accountability. 

Elections are the primary mechanism through which the citizenry exercises vertical (political) 

accountability, which it does retrospectively by sanctioning unsatisfactory performance (Manin, 

Przeworski and Stokes, 1999; Mulgan, 2003: 41). At the same time, electoral administration 

institutions must be subject to a degree of simultaneous horizontal (legal) accountability if they 

are to retain their character as institutions that guarantee a level playing field and impartial 

conduct in the elections.  

Independent electoral commissions are one manifestation of the principle of horizontal 

accountability, in that they are designed to ensure that electoral rules and legislation shaped by 

partisan law-makers are implemented in an impartial manner, such that those who framed the 

law are nevertheless subject to it in the same way as other actors. From the point of view of 

electoral governance, the problem with this set-up is that electoral institutions rarely have the 

constitutional standing of the other branches of power, and they are ultimately reliant on 

                                                           
5
 Manin, Przeworski and Stokes use a similar term, ‘accountability agencies’, in which they explicitly include 

independent electoral commissions (Manin, Przeworski and Stokes, 1999: 24). 
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politicians and politicized administrations who typically agree their budgets, appoint their 

members and are in a position to exert a variety of forms of subtle pressure. In some cases 

partisan actors also offer illicit inducements to electoral officials to help facilitate particular 

electoral outcomes. This opens a vulnerability which even formally independent EMBs are often 

powerless to resist. Thus statutory guarantees of political independence do not always in practice 

translate into de facto impartiality, and electoral commissions often fall under the sway of 

incumbent political forces. The most commonly-proposed remedy in this context is to bolster 

formal EMB independence, and the establishment of independent, professional EMBs has been a 

core aspect of the set of tools used by electoral assistance providers and advisers to newly-

democratic states (Goodwin-Gill, 1994; López-Pintor, 2000; Ottoway, 2003; Pastor, 1999). Yet 

absent a means of overcoming the fundamental structural problem of vulnerability to political 

pressure, many formally independent EMBs have failed to perform professionally (Bader, 2012; 

Elklit and Reynolds, 2002; Hamberg and Erlich, 2013; Pastor, 1999; Schaffer, 2008).  Not only 

does lack of professionalism have a negative impact on electoral integrity, but it can also lower 

voter confidence in the electoral process (Atkeson and Saunders, 2007; Birch, 2008; Bowler and 

Donovan, 2014; Hall, Monson and Patterson, 2009; Kerr, 2013; McAllister and White, 2009). 

Professionalism requires both impartiality and capacity. It should be stressed that 

independence of EMBs from partisan influence entails impartial decision-making, though it does 

not necessarily require complete disassociation from partisan actors. Indeed, electoral 

commission members are in many contexts appointed by political parties; this does not in and of 

itself mean that they behave less professionally, and the academic jury is still out on whether the 

involvement of political parties in the selection of EMBs members has a negative impact on 

overall election quality (Birch, 2011; Estévez, Magar and Rosas, 2008; Rosas, 2010; Hartlyn, 

SL
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McCoy and Mustillo, 2008). In addition to independence from partisan influence, it is also 

necessary that EMBs should have the organizational capacity and resources to ensure consistent 

high-quality performance. Without this capacity, EMBs will not be effective in overseeing the 

electoral process. In practice, however, it is often difficult to distinguish between independence 

and capacity, as, on the one hand, partisan motives are often attributed to instances of 

incompetence (Atkeson and Saunders, 2007; Hall, Monson and Patterson, 2009; Schaffer, 2008) 

and, on the other hand, the under-resourcing of EMBs can genuinely be motivated by partisan 

considerations (Schaffer, 2008). In practice, therefore, it makes sense to think of EMB 

professionalism as a single syndrome with constituent dimensions, and one that is highly 

vulnerable to political pressure. 

 This is where additional accountability agents are helpful and arguably necessary to 

maintain professional electoral management. O’Donnell remarks that “to a large extent the 

effectiveness of horizontal accountability depends not just on single agencies dealing with 

specific issues but on a network of such agencies that includes courts committed to supporting 

this kind of accountability” (O’Donnell, 1999: 41).
6
 John Dunn notes that there are two broad 

‘surveillance’ approaches through which citizens can hold public officials accountable between 

elections: the criminal justice system and regimes of freedom of information (Dunn, 1999: 337-

9). The traditional means of checking executive abuse of power has indeed been the judiciary, 

which in many contexts enjoys relative autonomy by virtue of the professional training and role 

socialization of judges, and also due to the fact that judges generally control recruitment to this 

branch of the state. Judges often enjoy greater popular confidence and trust than elected 

politicians, despite the lack of formal popular control over this branch of power; independent 

                                                           
6
 In a similar vein, Richard Mulgan argues that “sole regulators of a particular activity or institution, whose activities 

are not matched or monitored by anyone else, are liable to become slack and too close to those that they are 

supposed to hold accountable” (Mulgan, 2003: 232). 
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judiciaries can therefore help to bolster horizontal accountability and protect democracy 

(Eisenstadt, 2006; Gibbler and Randazzo, 2011; Moraski, 2009). In the electoral sphere, the 

judiciary plays a formal role in adjudicating disputes in most contemporary states (IDEA, 2010: 

62-80). Even in contexts where the judiciary is subject to considerable political pressure, it can 

still be an effective venue for addressing electoral disputes (Popova, 2006). More recently, 

separate electoral courts and independent dispute resolution bodies have become more common 

as part of the general trend toward the ‘judicialization’ of electoral administration (IDEA, 2010: 

43). There is some empirical evidence that independence of judicial bodies is associated with 

better quality elections (van Ham, 2012; 2013).
7
  

The ‘network’ of accountability relevant to electoral governance also includes the media 

and civil society, which exert oblique accountability. Unlike the judiciary, the media do not have 

any formal powers in adjudicating electoral disputes. Yet the broadcast and print media 

nevertheless play an extremely important role in virtually all aspects of the electoral process. As 

O’Donnell notes, the media in new democracies “tend to become surrogate courts” in that they 

“expose alleged wrongdoings, name those supposedly responsible for them, and give whatever 

details they deem relevant” (O’Donnell, 1999: 30). The media play an important role in 

informing the public and also in shaping public opinion. By monitoring EMBs and political 

actors and publicizing evidence of electoral abuse, the mass media thus serve both to expose 

misconduct and to condemn it. It is rare that public figures do not feel obliged to address 

allegations of electoral impropriety exposed in the media, and rare also that such allegations do 

not affect popular attitudes toward the electoral process. Indeed, previous research has found that 

                                                           
7
 Teorell (2011) also links the elimination of electoral fraud in Sweden in the 19th century to the professionalization 

of the judiciary. 
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media freedom is a strong predictor of electoral integrity (Birch, 2011; van Ham, 2012; 2013; 

Schedler, 2013:  225; Simpser, 2012: 54-6). 

 Domestic electoral observers are the third oversight institution that we might anticipate 

would serve to keep EMBs on the straight and narrow at election time. Domestic election 

observation has been carried out sporadically since at least the 1980s, but there was a sharp rise 

in the practice in the 1990s, following efforts by the National Democratic Institute and other 

electoral assistance organizations to train local groups in election observation techniques 

(Bjornlund, 2004: 209-300). Domestic electoral observers often work in concert with the media 

to monitor electoral processes and publicize allegations of abuse. Observers typically employ 

more systematic and rigorous information-collection techniques than journalists, and a well-

staffed observer group normally has a larger grass-roots presence than any media organization 

could hope to achieve. Observers are thus an excellent source of potentially newsworthy 

information for journalists, and observer groups are usually all too happy for the media to help 

publicize their findings. Observer groups often also establish informal channels of 

communication with EMBs in order alert them to problems as they are identified. In addition to 

monitoring and evaluating elections, domestic observer groups sometimes take part in 

institutions of electoral justice by helping citizens to lodge complaints about the electoral process 

and by collecting evidence that can be used in legal proceedings stemming from election-related 

crimes. The impact of domestic observer groups on electoral integrity is an under-studied topic, 

but the studies that do exist suggest that domestic electoral observation can serve to safeguard 

electoral procedures against manipulation (Bjornlund, 1994: 279-300; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; 

Sjoberg, 2012).  
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Though the institutional autonomy of EMBs undoubtedly has a range of historical causes 

that vary from state to state (Mozaffar, 2002; Gazibo, 2006), the above considerations suggest 

that at any given point in time, electoral management bodies might best be understood as 

intervening variables in shaping election quality. EMBs are subject to pressure from a variety of 

sources, and in the absence of effective oversight by other institutions, they are largely 

accountable to political actors. Under these circumstances, EMBs risk succumbing to political 

pressure and deviating from professionalism. Where there are effective oversight institutions, 

including the formal institution of the judiciary and the informal institutions of the media and 

civil society, electoral authorities can often remain competent and nonpartisan in their behavior, 

as oversight insulates them from partisan pressure. In this way, even EMBs that are under direct 

ministerial control can retain a high degree of professionalism, as is the case in many of the 

established European democracies. Yet the above-described network of inter-linked secondary 

agents of accountability, including the courts, the media and domestic observer groups, can, if 

they are allowed to operate with sufficient independence, enable EMBs to behave 

professionally.
8
  

The analysis in subsequent sections is designed to test the following three hypotheses: (1) 

that robust oversight by the judiciary, the media and civil society contribute directly to electoral 

integrity; (2) that these oversight mechanisms provide compensating checks on electoral conduct 

if de facto EMB independence is lacking (i.e. substitution effect); and (3) that these oversight 

mechanisms also have an indirect effect on election integrity as they strengthen de facto EMB 

independence. 

These hypothesized relationships are represented schematically in Figure 1. 

                                                           
8
 We explicitly limit our analysis to domestic accountability actors, and do not consider the role of international 

election observation in this paper. We do however include international election monitors as a control variable in our 

analyses.  
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Figure 1. Hypothesized relationships oversight institutions and election integrity 

 

 

 

The hypotheses are tested on a cross-national time-series dataset of national-level elections held 

in 96 third and fourth wave regimes between 1990 and 2010, using data from the Varieties of 

Democracy project, a new comprehensive dataset on democracy that collects data on over 400 

indicators of democracy in over 200 countries around the world from 1900 until 2012, engaging 
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over 2000 country experts worldwide to collect data (Coppedge et al 2011).
9
 In this paper we use 

the Varieties of Democracy data on election integrity, the autonomy and capacity of electoral 

management bodies, and the presence of international and domestic observers. Our other 

variables are derived from the various data sources included in the Quality of Government 

dataset (Teorell et al. 2013). Each variable is described in more detail below. We include all 

states with over one million inhabitants in five regions of the world that hold multiparty 

elections: Eastern Europe and Former Soviet Republics, Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America and 

the Caribbean, the Middle East, and Asia. The elections included are national-level presidential 

and parliamentary elections that allowed for de jure multi-party competition.
10

 The total number 

of states that meet these criteria is 116, and the total number of elections is 780. However, since 

for a number of countries data is still being collected and/or in the process of validity checking, 

the current analyses is restricted to 96 countries and 552 elections for which we have data.
11

    

 

Election integrity 

Election integrity is measured using the Varieties of Democracy dataset indicator measuring how 

“free and fair” elections were. Country experts were asked to evaluate for each election having 

taken place in their country “Taking all aspects of the pre-election period, election day, and the 

post-election process into account, would you consider this national election to be free and fair?” 

Responses varied on a 5-point ordinal scale, ranging from “0 = No, not at all. The elections were 

fundamentally flawed and the official results had little if anything to do with the 'will of the 

people' (i.e., who became president; or who won the legislative majority).” to “4 = Yes. There 

                                                           
9
 For more information about the project, codebook and data, see: https://v-dem.net. 

10
 For more specific information on the criteria for sample selection see Van Ham 2012. The dataset includes 

constituent assemblies, however only if those assemblies subsequently served as legislatures. 
11

 The V-Dem data are expected to be finalized end of 2014, and hence in the next version of this paper we hope to 

be able to analyze the full sample of elections that took place in these countries between 1990 and 2010.  

https://v-dem.net/
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was some amount or human error and logistical restrictions but these were largely unintentional 

and without significant consequences.” The middle category 2 was “Ambiguous. There was 

substantial competition and freedom of participation but there were also significant irregularities. 

It is hard to determine whether the irregularities affected the outcome or not (as defined above).” 

Scores 1 and 3 allowed for intermediate scores. Exact question and answer wording can be found 

in the V-dem codebook at https://v-dem.net.
12

 To combine all the scores provided by experts for 

each election, V-Dem uses a Bayesian item response theory measurement model that transforms 

the ordinal variables to interval variables, taking into account the different levels of certainty that 

experts have about their judgments.
13

 This results in a continuous variable of election integrity 

that varies from low to high election integrity. 

 

De facto EMB independence  

De facto EMB independence is measured using the Varieties of Democracy dataset indicator on 

EMB autonomy. We also include EMB capacity as a control variable, but since we expect EMB 

autonomy to be of core importance to election integrity, this is our main variable of interest. 

                                                           
12

 As a check for the robustness of our findings, in a later iteration of this paper the models will also be tested using 

data on election integrity and election fraud from Kelley and Kiril (2010), Hyde and Marinov (2012), Simpser 

(2013) and Van Ham (2012).  
13

 “To combine expert ratings for a particular country/indicator/year to generate a single “best estimate” for each 

question, we employ methods inspired by the psychometric and educational testing literature (see e.g. Lord & 

Novick 1968, Jonson & Albert 1999, Junker 1999, Patz & Junker 1999). While we select experts carefully, they 

clearly exhibit varying levels of reliability and bias. In such circumstances, the literature recommends that 

researchers use latent measurement models to aggregate diverse measures where possible, incorporating information 

characterized by a wide variety of perspectives, biases, and levels of reliability (Bollen & Paxton 2000, Clinton & 

Lapinski 2006, Clinton & Lewis 2008, Jackman 2004, Treier & Jackman 2008, Pemstein, Meserve & Melton 2010). 

Therefore, we use Bayesian item response theory (IRT) modeling techniques (Fox 2010) to estimate latent polity 

characteristics from our collection of expert ratings. The underpinnings of these measurement models are 

straightforward: they use patterns of cross-rater (dis)agreement to estimate variations in reliability and systematic 

bias across disparate measures of the same, or similar, concepts (i.e. multiple expert ratings). In turn, these 

techniques make use of the bias and reliability estimates to adjust estimates of the latent—that is, only indirectly 

observed—concept (e.g. executive respect for the constitution, judicial independence, or property rights) in 

question.” (V-Dem Methodology 31 March 2014, see  https://v-dem.net). 

 

https://v-dem.net/
https://v-dem.net/
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EMB autonomy was measured by asking experts to evaluate “Does the Election Management 

Body (EMB) have autonomy from government to apply election laws and administrative rules 

impartially in national elections?”. Answers could vary on a 5-point ordinal scale, with 0 

indicating full EMB partiality (i.e. “No. The EMB is controlled by the incumbent government, 

the military, or other de facto ruling body.”) and 4 indicating full EMB impartiality (“Yes. The 

EMB is autonomous and impartially applies elections laws and administrative rules.”). The 

middle category 2 indicates a situation in which EMB impartiality is ambiguous, “The EMB has 

some autonomy but is also partial, and it is unclear to what extent this influences the outcome of 

the election.”, and scores 1 and 3 allowed for intermediate scores. EMB capacity was measured 

by asking experts to evaluate “Does the Election Management Body (EMB) have sufficient staff 

and resources to administer a well-run national election?” Experts could answer on a 5-point 

ordinal scale ranging from 0 indicating serious problems in EMB capacity (“No. There are 

glaring deficits in staff, financial, or other resources affecting the organization across the 

territory.”) to 4 indicating adequate EMB capacity (“Yes. The EMB has adequate staff and other 

resources to administer a well-run election.”). Full question and answer wording can be found in 

in the V-dem codebook at https://v-dem.net. Again we use the transformed item response theory 

variables, resulting in continuous variables of EMB autonomy and EMB capacity that vary from 

low to high autonomy and capacity respectively.  

 

De jure EMB independence 

De jure EMB independence was coded using the data on electoral management institutions by 

IDEA (2006). IDEA distinguishes three models of electoral management: governmental, mixed 

and independent.  

https://v-dem.net/
SL
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Independence of the media and judiciary 

Data on the independence of the media and judiciary were taken from the Cingranelli and 

Richards Human Rights Dataset (Cingranelli & Richards 2010), as provided in the Quality of 

Government dataset (Teorell et al. 2013). Independence of the media indicates “the extent to 

which freedoms of speech and press are affected by government censorship, including ownership 

of media outlets” and is coded as follows: (0) government censorship of the media was complete; 

(1) some government censorship of the media; (2) no government censorship of the media. 

Independence of the judiciary indicates “the extent to which the judiciary is independent of 

control from other sources, such as another branch of the government or the military.” and is 

coded as follows: (0) not independent judiciary; (1) partially independent judiciary; (2) generally 

independent judiciary. 

 

Domestic observers 

The presence of domestic observers was coded by Varieties of Democracy research assistants on 

the basis of news reports, historical sources, and election observation reports. Research assistants 

were asked to score elections as either having domestic observers (1) or not (0), based on the 

question “In this national election, were election monitors from all parties and independent 

domestic election monitors allowed to monitor the vote at polling stations across the country?”  

 

Civil society 

Apart from the presence of domestic observers, we also include a broader measure of civil 

society, using Varieties of Democracy data. The variable civil society participatory environment 
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indicates both quantity and diversity of civil society organizations, as well as the extent of citizen 

involvement in these organizations. Experts were asked to indicate: “Which of these best 

describes the involvement of people in civil society organizations (CSOs)?”, with the following 

possible responses (4-point ordinal scale): “0 = Most associations are state-sponsored, and 

although a large number of people may be active in them, their participation is not purely 

voluntary.”, “1:  Voluntary CSOs exist but few people are active in them.”, “2:  There are many 

diverse CSOs, but popular involvement is minimal.”, “3:  There are many diverse CSOs and it is 

considered normal for people to be at least occasionally active in at least one of them.” Again we 

take the mean score of all experts for each election, resulting in a continuous variable of civil 

society that varies from 0 (limited) to 3 (active).  

 

International observers and democracy and election assistance 

Since the international community has been very active since 1990 in monitoring and supporting 

elections in new democracies, we also include two variables to measure involvement of 

international actors. The first is whether or not international election observers were present. 

This data derives from the Varieties of Democracy dataset and based on NELDA data (Hyde and 

Marinov 2012). Elections were scored as either having international election observers (1) or not 

(0), based on the question “In this national election, were international election monitors 

present?”. The second is the degree to which countries received democracy and election 

assistance from the international community. This data derives from the OECS Creditor 

Reporting System dataset, and measures the amount of Official Development Assistance 

received in the category “Government and Civil Society”.
14

  

                                                           
14

 The OECD data have not been included in the present analyses yet, but will be included in the next versions of 

this paper. Suggestions for other measures of democracy and election assistance are more than welcome.  

SL

SL
Why this particular CSo-indicator, and not others like control of exit and entry, or the extent to which they are consulted, or one of the two indices?
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Control variables 

Finally, data on region and the type of election (legislative, executive or concurrent), GDP per 

capita and GDP growth and electoral system type, were included in the analyses as control 

variables.
15

  

   

 

Results 

Regarding formal, de jure EMB independence, only 9 (9%) of the 96 countries in our current 

sample has an EMB that is governmental, 13 (14%) have an EMB that has a mixed model, and 

74 (77%) have a formally independent EMB (IDEA 2006). Figure 2 below shows how formal 

EMB independence relates to election integrity in our sample of third and fourth wave regimes.
16

 

Clearly, there is a positive relation between formal EMB independence and election integrity, 

however it does not appear to be very strong: in countries with governmental and mixed models 

election integrity is only slightly lower than in countries with formally independent EMBs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
15

 We do not include generic variables measuring overall state capacity or level of democracy since these variables 

correlate highly with EMB capacity and election integrity respectively, and hence including them would result 

introduce multi-collinearity in the models.  
16

 Note that this Figure would look very different if we would include the established democracies, since most 

established democracies have electoral management bodies that follow governmental or mixed models, and yet hold 

elections of relatively high integrity.    
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Figure 2. Formal EMB independence and election integrity 

 
N = 96 counties. Data on de jure EMB independence from IDEA (2006). Election integrity varies from low  

integrity (0) to high integrity (4). Data presented here is the average election integrity of elections that  

took place between 2007 and 2012.  
 

 

This suggests, in line with previous research, that what may really matter for securing election 

integrity is the way the EMB functions in practice, i.e. the degree of de facto EMB 

independence. Although establishing formally independent EMBs is undoubtedly a step in the 

right direction, in many of the countries studied here, EMBs acquired formal independence as a 

response to problems with electoral conduct, which are unlikely to be resolved unless de facto 

independence is achieved as well. Indeed, there is considerable variation in the degree of de facto 

EMB autonomy in the countries in our sample: of the 552 elections for which we have data at the 

moment, in none the EMB was considered to be fully independent and impartial, and only 19% 

was scored as being “almost” impartial.
17

 In the other elections, in 33% electoral authorities 

                                                           
17

 EMB autonomy was scored on a five point ordinal scale in the Varieties of Democracy data, ranging from 0 (not 

autonomous) to 4  (fully autonomous). The score of “almost” (3) represents: ”The EMB has autonomy and acts 

0

1

2

3
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exhibited some partiality or their autonomy was ambiguous, and in 20% electoral authorities 

were manifestly partial.  

To test the effect of de facto EMB independence as well as the other oversight 

mechanisms on election integrity, we carried out time series cross sectional analyses shown in 

Table 1 below. Clearly, de facto EMB independence is more important for securing election 

integrity than formal de jure EMB independence; moreover the effect is quite strong. Model 1 

shows that in addition to EMB independence, the independence of the media also contributes 

importantly to election integrity. Independence of the judiciary does not appear to have a strong 

direct effect on election integrity, contrary to our expectations. The effects of domestic 

observers, international observers and civil society are in the expected direction, but fail to reach 

significance. As regards the control variables, very few appear to affect election integrity: only 

electoral system type and economic growth appear to affect election integrity.  

 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
impartially almost all the time. It may be influenced by the de facto ruling body in some minor ways that do not 

influence the outcome of elections.” 

SL
Unclear, same small sample as in previous graph or larger with vdem data?
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Table 1. De jure and de facto EMB independence 
 Model 1 - Full model with 

controls 

Independent variables  

De jure EMB independence (0-1)
a
 0.070 

De facto EMB independence (0-5) 0.571*** 

Independence of judiciary (0-2) 0.059+ 

Independence of media (0-2) 0.139*** 

Domestic observers present? (0-1) 0.056 

International observers present? (0-1) 0.018 

Active civil society? (0-3) 0.069 

Control variables  

De facto EMB capacity (0-5) 0.090 

Electoral system majoritarian (0-1) -0.181* 

GDP per capita growth annual (-45 - 92) -0.005* 

GDP per capita (PPP, constant 2011 international $, 288 - 30.008) 6.666
E-6

 

Type election (0-1)  

Legislative
b
  

Executive -0.020 

Concurrent -0.033 

Region   

Eastern Europe & Former Soviet Republics
b
  

Latin America & Caribbean -0.043 

Middle East -0.127 

Sub-Sahara Africa -0.100 

Asia  0.032 

Constant -0.451** 

R-squared 0.65 

N level 1 (elections) 552 

N level 2 (countries) 96 

Time-series cross-sectional analyses, random effects. P-values: +0.1, * 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001. a. De jure EMB 

independence is coded as a dummy where 0 includes governmental and mixed types and 1 includes independent 

EMBs. b. Reference category.  

 

Hence, de facto EMB independence clearly appears to be more important than de jure EMB 

independence for election integrity, and apart from EMB independence the other oversight 

institutions of media and judiciary also contribute directly to strengthening election integrity. 

However, our second hypothesis proposes that oversight institutions may be even more 
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important for election integrity when EMBs fail in their task to administer elections impartially. 

Table 2 therefore models the interaction effects between EMB autonomy and each of the three 

oversight mechanisms: judiciary, media and civil society. To increase the robustness of our 

estimates we use fixed effects models, which means that variables that do not vary over time are 

not included in these models. Table 2 demonstrates that the main effects found in table 1 remain 

the same: EMB autonomy and media independence exert strong direct effects on election 

integrity. The direct effect of judiciary independence is weaker, and while close to one-tailed 

significance in most models, remains insignificant in most analyses. The effects of domestic 

observers and civil society, and international observers are positive as expected, but 

insignificant. EMB capacity also remains positive, but insignificant in all models. Turning to the 

interaction effects: all interaction effects run in the expected direction: as de facto EMB 

independence increases, the effects of the other oversight mechanisms weakens. To better 

interpret the interaction effects, Figures 3-6 show the marginal effects of oversight mechanisms 

on election integrity, by different levels of de facto EMB independence. Clearly, the presence of 

independent media, judiciary and civil society appear to be most important for election integrity 

when de facto EMB independence is low. The effect of independent media is most clear: the 

lower EMB independence, the stronger the effect of independent media strengthening election 

integrity is. Only when EMBs become almost fully autonomous does the effect of media on 

election integrity disappear: by that point the EMB can guarantee clean elections without 

needing vigilant media. The effects of the other oversight mechanisms are weaker, but point in 

the same direction: it is when EMB independence is most severely lacking, that other oversight 

mechanisms such as independent judiciaries, active domestic observers and civil society, and 

independent media, can compensate and still secure free and fair elections.  
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Table 2. Oversight institutions and election integrity 

Independent variables 
Model 2 - 
Interaction 
judiciary  

Model 3 - 
Interaction 
media 

Model 4 - 
Interaction dom. 
observers 

Model 5 - 
Interaction civil 
society 

De facto EMB independence (0-5) 0.680*** 0.657*** 0.969*** 0.699*** 

Independence of judiciary (0-2) 0.079+ 0.024 0.009 0.025 

Independence of media (0-2) 0.109** 0.138** 0.112** 0.104** 

Domestic observers present? (0-1) 0.009 0.023 0.155+ 0.017 

International observers present? (0-1) 0.019 0.017 0.018 0.014 

Active civil society? (0-3) 0.057 0.062 0.036 0.089 

Interactions 
    

EMB independence * independence judiciary -0.074+ 
   

EMB independence * independence media 
 

-0.033 
  

EMB independence * domestic observers 
  

-0.384*** 
 

EMB independence * civil society 
   

-0.101+ 

Control variables 
    

De facto EMB capacity (0-5) 0.077 0.055 0.065 0.065 

GDP per capita growth annual (-45 - 92) -0.004+ -0.005+ -0.005* -0.004+ 

GDP per capita (PPP, constant 2011 
international $, 288 - 30.008) 

-4.13
E-6

 -3.915
E-6

 -5.698
E-6

 -2.305
E-6

 

Type election (0-1)
a
 

    
Executive -0.007 -0.006 -0.004 -0.006 

Concurrent -0.035 -0.035 -0.044 -0.037 

Constant -0.422*** -0.422*** -0.465*** -0.410*** 

R-squared 0.59 0.59 0.58 0.60 

N level 1 (elections) 552 552 552 552 

N level 2 (countries) 96 96 96 96 

Time-series cross-sectional analyses, fixed effects. P-values: +0.1, * 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001. a. Legislative elections reference category.  
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Figures 3-6. Marginal effects of oversight mechanisms on election integrity, by different 

levels of de facto EMB independence 

 
 

 

SL
why this, not significant diffs!?
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Of course, these are only preliminary findings, and for most of our variables the empirical 

evidence is not very strong yet. Further data analyses with more cases (as the V-Dem dataset is 

finalized) and better data (for domestic observers and electoral systems additional, more fine-

grained data is being gathered by the authors), as well as additional robustness checks will have 

to demonstrate whether these effects are robust. 

 

Finally, our third hypothesis proposed that, apart from direct effects on election integrity, 

oversight mechanisms can also have indirect effects on election integrity by strengthening EMB 

autonomy. Table 3 below shows the results of models testing the impact of oversight 

mechanisms on de facto EMB independence. Interestingly, here we find significant and strong 

effects for two of the three oversight mechanisms, as well as for EMB capacity.  

 

The independence of the media has a strong effect on de facto EMB independence, as does the 

presence of domestic observers and active civil society. The impact of independence of the 

judiciary is much weaker. Clearly, it seems that it is societal forces that lead to improved EMB 

independence. In addition, it appears that EMB capacity is in fact quite important for election 

integrity, through its effect on strengthening EMB independence. In order to test whether the 

direction of causality may be the reverse, model 3 presents the results of analyses included 

lagged independent variables. While the strength of the relationships decreases somewhat, the 

substantive findings are unaffected. Clearly, oversight mechanisms also contribute to election 

integrity indirectly, by strengthening professional electoral governance. 

 

  

SL
also do what you can to test for reversed causality, eg granger test

SL

SL
Don't editorialize!

SL

SL

SL

SL

SL

SL

SL
This indirect - sequence - argument is not tested directly with this analysis. A standard approach would be SEM but that's hard if you're not trained well in it (and I'm not!). An alternative would be to ask Patrik and Fredrik and get them on board and provide evidence on the sequencing effects!
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Table 3. Oversight institutions and de facto EMB independence 

Independent variables 
Model 1 Full 
model with 
controls  

Model 2 Full 
model (fixed 
effects) 

Model 3 Full 
model lagged 
(fixed effects) 

Independence of judiciary (0-2) 0.057* 0.040 0.008 

Independence of media (0-2) 0.129*** 0.112*** 0.092** 

Domestic observers present? (0-1) 0.232*** 0.241*** 0.279*** 

International observers present? (0-1) 0.021 0.027 -0.019 

Active civil society? (0-3) 0.359*** 0.390*** 0.238*** 

De facto EMB capacity (0-5) 0.264*** 0.192** 0.132+ 

    
Control variables 

   
Electoral system majoritarian (0-1) -0.221+ 

  
GDP per capita growth annual (-45 - 92) -0.008*** -0.009*** -0.009** 

GDP per capita (PPP, constant 2011 
international $, 288 - 30.008) 

1.77E-6 -1.793E-6 -5.667E-06 

Type election (0-1) 
   

Legislative
a
    

Executive 0.010 0.016 -0.006 

Concurrent -0.009 -0.021 -0.054 

Region  
   

Eastern Europe & Former Soviet 
Republics

a
    

Latin America & Caribbean 0.409* 
  

Middle East -0.093 
  

Sub-Sahara Africa 0.080 
  

Asia  0.220 
  

  
   

Constant -0.055 0.001 0.263** 

R-squared 0.44 0.37 0.30 

N level 1 (elections) 552 552 459 

N level 2 (countries) 96 96 93 

Time-series cross-sectional analyses, random effects model 1, fixed effects models 2 & 3.  

P-values: +0.1, * 0.05, ** 0.01, *** 0.001. a. Reference category.  

 

Discussion and conclusion 

This paper has argued that deficiencies in electoral management can to a certain extent be 

compensated for via other institutional checks: an active and independent judiciary, an active and 

independent media and/or an active and independent civil society. Flawed elections are most 
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likely to take place when all three institutional checks fail in key ways. This is not to belittle the 

importance of independent EMBs, which are bearers of what Richard Mulgan terms 

‘compounded accountability’ (Mulgan, 2003: 63), where someone is held accountable for 

holding someone else to account. In the electoral sphere, the electorate holds the government to 

account, and EMBs hold electoral actors to account for the actions they undertake as part of the 

electoral process. Yet all too often, this formal mechanism is vulnerable to political 

manipulation, which is why the other accountability agents analyzed here are so important in 

promoting electoral integrity.  

 The findings presented in this paper show that the presence of independent media is 

especially important for election integrity, both through its direct effect on enhancing electoral 

integrity, as well as providing a compensating check on electoral conduct if EMB independence 

is low. We did not, however, confirm our expectation that independent judiciaries would also 

have direct compensatory effects on election integrity, and we found a weaker compensatory 

effect of domestic observers and civil society. These oversight mechanisms rather appear to have 

an indirect effect on election integrity, as they enhance de facto EMB independence.  

 These are preliminary findings, and further analyses will need to confirm the robustness 

of the results presented here using a larger set of elections and additional data for some variables, 

including some more control variables, and further testing for the impact of lagged independent 

variables rather than contemporaneously measured independent variables to limit reverse 

causality.  

 If our findings hold up to further scrutiny though, this has important implications for 

electoral assistance, as it suggests that suggests that in circumstances of limited EMB 

independence, strengthening other oversight institutions may be helpful, both for improving 

SL

SL

SL
So all this should be done before sending the ms anywhere.
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election integrity as well as for strengthening EMB independence in future elections. Hence, 

when emphasis is laid exclusively on EMB independence while ignoring the role of the media, 

judiciary, and civil society in providing checks on electoral conduct, assistance efforts may be of 

limited success. A more joined-up approach that integrates the entire spectrum of relevant actors 

stands a far greater chance of sustainably improving election integrity. 

  



30 
 

References 

Anglin, D.G. “International Election Monitoring: The African Experience.” African Affairs 97, 

no. 389 (1998): 471-495. 

Atkeson, Lonna Rae and Kyle L. Saunders (2007), “The Effect of Election Administration on 

Voter Confidence: A Local Matter?” PS: Political Science & Politics 40:4, pp. 655-60. 

Bader, Max (2012), “OSCE Electoral Assistance and the Role of Election Commissions,” 

Security and Human Rights 23:1, pp. 19-29. 

Birch, Sarah (2008), "Electoral Institutions and Popular Confidence in Electoral Processes: A 

Cross-national Analysis," Electoral Studies 27:2, pp. 305-20. 

--- (2011), Electoral Malpractice, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bjornlund, Eric C. (2004), Beyond Free and Fair: Monitoring Elections and Building 

Democracy, Baltimore and London: John Hopkins University Press. 

Bowler, Shaun and Todd Donovan, ‘Electoral performance, rules, and perceptions of electoral 

integrity’, Paper prepared for the Electoral Integrity Project / MEDW Citizens, Parties, 

and Electoral Context pre-IPSA workshop, Montreal, Canada.  18 July 2014.  

Bunce, Valerie and Sharon Wolchik (2011), Defeating Authoritarian Leaders in Postcomunist 

Countries, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Cingranelli, D. L. and Richards, D. L. 2010. The Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights 

Dataset. Version 2010.05.17. http://www.humanrightsdata.org. 

Diamond, Larry, Marc F. Plattner and Andreas Schedler (1999), “Introduction,” in Larry 

Diamond, Marc F. Plattner and Andreas Schedler (eds.), The Self-restraining State: 

Power and Accountability in New Democracies, Boulder, CO and London: Lynne 

Rienner, pp. 1-10. 



31 
 

Donno, D. Defending Democratic Norms. International Actors and the Politics of Electoral 

Misconduct. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013.  

Dunn, John (1999), “Situating Democratic Political Accountability,” in Adam Przeworski, Susan 

C. Stokes and Bernard Manin (eds.), Democracy, Accountability and Representation, 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 329-44. 

Eisenstadt, Todd A. (2006), “Mexico’s Postelectoral Concertacesiones: The Rise and Demise of 

a Substitutive Informal Institution,” in Gretchen Helmke and Steven Levitsky (eds.), 

Informal Institutions and Democracy: Lessons from Latin America, Baltimore, MD: 

Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 227-48. 

Elklit, Jorgen and Andrew Reynolds (2002), “The Impact of Election Administration on the 

Legitimacy of Emerging Democracies; A New Comparative Politics Research Agenda,” 

Commonwealth and Comparative Politics 40:2, pp. 86-119. 

Estévez, F., E. Magar and G. Rosas (2008), “Partisanship in Non-Partisan Electoral Agencies 

and Democratic Compliance: Evidence from Mexico’s Federal Electoral Institute,” 

Electoral Studies 27:2, pp. 257-71. 

Gazibo, Mamoudou (2006), “The Forging of Institutional Autonomy: A Comparative Study of 

Electoral Management Commissions in Africa,” Canadian Journal of Political Science 

39:3, pp.  611–633. 

Gibler, Douglas M. and Kirk A, Randazzo (2011), “Testing the Effects of Independent 

Judiciaries on the Likelihood of Democratic Backsliding,” American Journal of Political 

Science 55:3, pp. 696–709. 

Goodwin-Gill, G. S. (1994), Free and Fair Elections, Geneva: Inter-Parliamentary Union. 



32 
 

Hall, Thad, J. Quin Monson and Kelly D. Patterson (2009), “The Human Dimension of 

Elections: How Poll Workers Shape Public Confidence in Elections” Political Research 

Quarterly 62:3, pp. 507-22. 

Hamberg, Stephan and Aaron Erlich (2013), ‘Electoral Management Bodies and the Quality of 

Elections in sub-Sahara Africa between 1990 and 2010’, Prepared for delivery at the 

2013 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, 29 August 

29 – 1 September. 

Hartlyn, J., J. McCoy and T. M. Mustillo (2008), “Electoral Governance Matters: Explaining 

Electoral Outcomes in Contemporary Latin America,” Comparative Political Studies 

41:1, pp. 73-98. 

Hyde, S. and N. Marinov. “Which Elections Can Be Lost?” Political Analysis 20, no. 2 (2012): 

191-210.  

International IDEA (2006) Electoral Management Design: The International IDEA Handbook 

Stockholm: International IDEA. 

--- (2010), Electoral Justice: The International IDEA Handbook, Stockholm:  

Kelley, Judith G. (2012), Monitoring Democracy: When International Election Observation 

Works, and Why it Often Fails, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Kelley, J. and K. Kiril. “Election Quality and International Observation 1975-2004: Two New 

Datasets.” Duke University, 2010. http://ssrn.com/abstract=1694654. 

Kerr, Nicholas (2013), “Popular Evaluation of Electoral Quality in Africa: Evidence from 

Nigeria,” Electoral Studies 32, pp. 819-37. 

Lindberg, S. Democracy and Elections in Africa. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 

2006. 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=1694654


33 
 

López-Pintor, Rafael (2000), Electoral Management Bodies as Institutions of Governance, New 

York: Bureau For Development Policy, United Nations Development Programme. 

Magaloni, Beatriz (2010), “The Game of Electoral Fraud and the Ousting of Authoritarian Rule,” 

American Journal of Political Science 54:3, pp. 751-65. 

McAllister, Ian and Stephen White (2011), "Public Perceptions of Electoral Fairness in Russia," 

Europe-Asia Studies 63:4, pp. 663-683. 

Manin, Bernard, Adam Przeworski and Susan C. Stokes (1999), “Elections and Representation,” 

in Adam Przeworski, Susan C. Stokes and Bernard Manin (eds.), Democracy, 

Accountability and Representation, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 29-54. 

Montesquieu, Charles de Secondat (1977), The Spirit of Laws, trans. ed. David Wallace 

Carrithers, Berkeley, CA, Los Angeles, CA and London: University of California Press.  

---  (1979), De l’esprit des lois, Paris: GF-Flammarion. 

Moraski, Byron (2009), “Judicial Complexity Empowering Opposition? Critical Elections in 

Armenia and Georgia,” in Staffan I. Lindberg (ed.), Democratization by Elections: A New 

Mode of Transition, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Mozaffar, Shaheen (2002), “Patterns of Electoral Governance in Africa’s Emerging 

Democracies,” International Political Science Review 23:1. 

Mulgan, Richard (2003), Holding Power to Account: Accountability in Modern Democracies, 

Basingstoke: Plagrave-Macmillan. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1994), “Delegative Democracy,” Journal of Democracy 5:1, pp. 55-69. 

--- (1999), “Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies,” in Larry Diamond, Marc F. 

Plattner and Andreas Schedler (eds.), The Self-restraining State: Power and 



34 
 

Accountability in New Democracies, Boulder, CO and London: Lynne Rienner, pp. 29-

51. 

Ottoway, Marina (2003), Democracy Challenged: The Rise of Semi-Authoritarianism, 

Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 

Pastor, Robert A. (1999), “A Brief History Of Electoral Commissions,” in Andreas Schedler, 

Larry Diamond, and Marc F. Plattner (eds.), The Self-Restraining State: Power and 

Accountability in New Democracies, Boulder, CO and London: Lynne Rienner, pp. 75-

82. 

Popova, Maria (2006), “Watchdogs or Attack Dogs? The Role of the Russian Courts and the 

Central Election Commission in the Resolution of Electoral Disputes,” Europe-Asia 

Studies 58:3, pp. 391-414. 

Rosas, Guillermo (2010), “Trust in Elections and the Institutional Design of Electoral 

Authorities: Evidence from Latin America” Electoral Studies 29, pp. 74–90. 

Schaffer, Frederic Charles (2008), The Hidden Costs of Clean Election Reform, Ithaca, NY and 

London: Cornell University Press. 

Schedler, Andreas (2013), The Politics of Uncertainty: Sustaining and Subverting Electoral 

Authoritarianism, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Schmitter, Philippe C. (1999), “The Limits of Horizontal Accountability,” in Larry Diamond, 

Marc F. Plattner and Andreas Schedler (eds.), The Self-restraining State: Power and 

Accountability in New Democracies, Boulder, CO and London: Lynne Rienner, pp. 59-

62. 

Simpser, A. Why Governments and Parties Manipulate Elections: Theory, Practice, and 

Implications. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013.  



35 
 

Sjoberg, Frederick (2012), “Making Voters Count: Evidence from Field Experiments about the 

Efficacy of Domestic Election Observation”, Columbia University Harriman Institute 

Working Paper. 

Svolik, Milan W. and Svitlana Chernykh (2012), “Third-Party Actors and the Success of 

Democracy: How Electoral Commissions, Courts, and Observers Shape Incentives for 

Election Manipulation and Post-Election Protest,” unpublished manuscript. 

Teorell, Jan, Nicholas Charron, Stefan Dahlberg, Sören Holmberg, Bo Rothstein, Petrus Sundin 

& Richard Svensson. 2013. The Quality of Government Dataset, version 15May13. 

University of Gothenburg: The Quality of Government Institute, 

http://www.qog.pol.gu.se. 

Teorell, Jan (2011), “Cleaning Up the Vote: The Case of Electoral Fraud in Sweden, 1719-

1909,” paper presented at the conference on Electoral Fraud, Vote-Buying and 

Clientelism, Madrid, 29 June – 1 July. 

Trebilcock, Michael and Poorvi Chitalkar (2009), “From Nominal to Substantive Democracy: 

The Role and Design of Election Management Bodies,” The Law and Development 

Review 2:1, pp. 191–224.  

Van de Walle, N. "Presidentialism and Clientelism in Africa's Emerging Party Systems." The 

Journal of Modern African Studies 41, no. 2 (2003): 297-321. 

Van Ham, Carolien, (2012), Beyond Electoralism? Electoral Fraud in Third Wave Regimes 

1974‐2009, PhD Thesis, Florence: European University Institute.  

--- (2014) “Getting Elections Right? Measuring Electoral Integrity,” Democratization, DOI: 

10.1080/13510347.2013.877447. 

 



36 
 

 


