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Electoral Integrity Around the World 
 

Summary 
In recent years, there have been concerns around the world that democracy has been backsliding. The 
United States hosted a Summit for Democracy at the end of 2021 to “set forth an affirmative agenda for 
democratic renewal and to tackle the greatest threats faced by democracies.”1 Democracy defense 
coalitions have arisen in countries where democracy has long thought to be consolidated. Defending 
democracy has been at the center of new armed conflicts in Europe. 

Elections are central to democracy. They enable citizens to hold their governments to account for their 
actions, bring peaceful transitions in power, ensure that policies are developed in the interests of the 
wider public, and can deepen civic engagement. Unfortunately, elections often fall short of these ideals. 
They can be marred by problems such as voter intimidation, post-election violence, low turnout, barriers 
to voting, fake news, and the under-representation of women and minority candidates.   

The Electoral Integrity Project was founded in 2012 and has previously provided worldwide coverage of 
the quality of elections up to the end of 2018. This new report provides the latest update by covering the 
period up from 2019 until the end of 2021. It therefore includes some of the most dramatic moments in 
the recent history of elections, such as the storming of the US Capitol building in January 2021 and the 
violence against protestors following the Belarus elections in August 2020. 

REPORT HIGHLIGHTS 
• Electoral integrity remains the highest in Nordic countries: Finland, Sweden, and Denmark. 

Regional disparity remains in electoral integrity, with some of the lowest scores found in Africa 
and Asia.  

• Although electoral integrity continued to be generally higher in countries with much higher levels 
of economic development, quality elections were still delivered in lower-income countries such 
as Cape Verde, which had the highest ranked elections in Africa.  

• Electoral finance remains the weakest area of the electoral cycle. The publishing of transparent 
financial accounts was the lowest sub-component. This demonstrates a need across the board for 
policymakers, candidates, and electoral authorities to improve reporting mechanisms to allow for 
maximum transparency in the use of money in elections.  

• The areas of the electoral cycle that are strongest are the vote counting and electoral procedures.  

• There is little evidence for an aggregate decline in the quality of electoral integrity globally 
between 2012-2021, albeit with some large decreases in specific countries, with more 
incremental increases in others. Among the countries we are watching for electoral decline:  

• Electoral integrity in the United States is ranked as 15th of the 29 states in the Americas and 
59th worldwide, and is the lowest ranked liberal democracy. The main areas of weakness in 
the US include electoral boundaries, results, campaign finance, and voter registration. 

• Electoral integrity in Russia has seen a further decline, with only Belarus ranking lower in 
Europe.  

A call to action for policy makers 

Data published alongside this report can be used by national governments, international organizations, 
campaigners, citizens, and political parties to identify strengths and weaknesses in specific countries. This 
can be used to enable the identification and sharing of good practices. It can also be used to initiate 
electoral reform efforts.  
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METHODOLOGY  
 
This report describes the Perceptions of Electoral Integrity dataset (PEI_8.0). The dataset is drawn from a 
rolling survey of 4591 expert assessments of electoral integrity across 480 elections in 169 countries 
around the world. The cumulative study covers national presidential and parliamentary elections from 
July 1, 2012 to December 31, 2021.2 This release covers three additional years of elections from the 
previous release, adding 143 national elections in 115 countries, from February 3, 2019 to December 31, 
2021.  

Perceptions of electoral integrity are measured by experts for each country one month after polls close.3 
Experts are asked to assess the quality of national elections on eleven sub-dimensions: electoral laws; 
electoral procedures; district boundaries; voter registration; party registration; media coverage; campaign 
finance; voting process; vote count; results; and electoral authorities. These items sum to an overall 
Electoral Integrity Index scored from 0 to 100. Full details are available in the codebook associated with 
this dataset. All electronic data can be downloaded, at the levels of experts, elections, and countries, from 
http://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/PEI.  

 

PLAN OF THE REPORT 
 
Part I provides a snapshot of the results. Figure 1 presents the updated global map of electoral integrity, 
using the PEI Index scores for the most recent election studied in each country. The report also lists 
updated country election scores by global region and regime type, as well as across the electoral cycle. 
Part II examines major issues relating to electoral integrity that were noted during the period from 2019-
2021. Part III describes the results. The final sections outline EIP’s methods, country coverage, research 
design, and further publications. 

 

 

http://thedata.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/PEI
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FIGURE 1: ELECTORAL INTEGRITY WORLDWIDE, MOST RECENT ELECTION 

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), most recent election reported. 
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I. Data Highlights 
 

REGIONAL COMPARISONS 
 
Table 1 provides an overview of the state of electoral integrity around the world by region, presenting the 
PEI Index score for the most recent national elections held in each country from 2012-2021.  

 

TABLE 1: THE PERCEPTIONS OF ELECTORAL INTEGRITY INDEX BY COUNTRY AND REGION 
Africa 

 
Americas 

 
Asia 

 
Europe 

 
Oceania 

 
Cape Verde 73 Canada 83 Taiwan 82 Finland 88 New Zealand 77 

South Africa 66 Uruguay 83 Cyprus 80 Sweden 85 Australia 66 

Namibia 65 Chile 79 Japan 75 Denmark 85 
Solomon 
Islands 

65 

Burkina Faso 65 Costa Rica 76 
Republic of 
Korea 

74 Estonia 84 Kiribati 63 

Ghana 63 Panama 71 Bhutan 71 Switzerland 84 Vanuatu 61 

Liberia 62 Peru 68 Israel 71 Austria 83 Micronesia 57 

Gambia 61 Argentina 67 Timor-Leste 67 Germany 81 Fiji 56 

Lesotho 61 Jamaica 67 Armenia 65 Norway 79 Samoa 51 

Botswana 59 Barbados 66 Mongolia 64 Lithuania 79 
Papua New 
Guinea 

34 

Rwanda 58 Ecuador 65 Qatar 62 Portugal 79 Tonga 29 

Sao Tome and 
Principe 

57 
Dominican 
Republic 

65 Oman 61 
Czech 
Republic 

79 
  

Morocco 55 Mexico 64 Nepal 59 Netherlands 78 
  

Côte d’Ivoire 54 El Salvador 61 Georgia 59 Slovakia 77 
  

Malawi 54 Brazil 60 Singapore 59 Luxembourg 76 
  

Mauritius 53 
Trinidad & 
Tobago 

59 Indonesia 58 Slovenia 75 
  

Nigeria 52 United States 57 Myanmar 57 Latvia 75 
  

Niger 52 Colombia 57 Kuwait 57 Ireland 75 
  

Guinea-Bissau 50 Grenada 57 Sri Lanka 57 Belgium 74 
  

Tunisia 50 Suriname 55 Maldives 55 France 74 
  

Sierra Leone 50 Bahamas 54 India 55 
United 
Kingdom 

73 
  

Kenya 47 Belize 53 Iraq 53 Bulgaria 73 
  

Benin 46 Bolivia 51 Philippines 48 Spain 73 
  

Ethiopia 44 
Antigua and 
Barbuda 

48 Laos 48 Italy 69 
  

Algeria 43 Guatemala 48 Kyrgyzstan 44 Croatia 67 
  

Sudan 43 Paraguay 44 Viet Nam 44 Iceland 67 
  

Senegal 43 Guyana 43 Pakistan 44 Poland 66 
  

Angola 42 Venezuela 36 Uzbekistan 44 Greece 64 
  

Madagascar 41 Haiti 35 Jordan 44 Malta 64 
  

Zimbabwe 41 Honduras 29 Bahrain 42 Moldova 60 
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Africa 
 

Americas 
 

Asia 
 

Europe 
 

Oceania 
 

Zambia 38 Nicaragua 28 Lebanon 42 Romania 55 
  

Swaziland 38 
  

Kazakhstan 41 Montenegro 54 
  

Egypt 35 
  

Bangladesh 38 Ukraine 53 
  

Djibouti 34 
  

Thailand 38 Hungary 52 
  

Burundi 33 
  

Afghanistan 36 Macedonia 46 
  

Togo 33 
  

Turkey 35 Albania 41 
  

Chad 31 
  

Malaysia 34 Turkmenistan 40 
  

Cameroon 31 
  

Vietnam 34 
Bosnia & 
Herzegovina 

40 
  

Mozambique 31 
  

Iran 33 Azerbaijan 38 
  

Tanzania 31 
  

Cambodia 29 Serbia 33 
  

Guinea 31 
  Tajikistan 27 Russia 32 

  
Côte d'Ivoire 30 

  Syria 19 Belarus 26 
  

Mali 29 
    

  
  

Mauritania 29 
        

Uganda 27 
        

Republic of 
Congo 

26 
        

Gabon 26 
        

Equatorial 
Guinea 

22 
        

Central 
African 
Republic 

18 

        

Comoros 9 
        

Area Mean 44   58   51   66   56 

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), most recent election reported.  

 
The comparison within each of the regions demonstrates that the Nordic region had elections with the 
highest levels of integrity (over 80), with very positive evaluations of Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, 
and Iceland. This is not surprising; these are all affluent post-industrial societies, consensus democracies, 
and egalitarian welfare states, which commonly rank highly in many other measures of democratic 
governance, integrity, and human rights.  

They are closely followed in Western Europe by Germany and the Netherlands. Many other states in this 
region also have very high levels of electoral integrity, according to experts, such as France and Ireland. 
At the same time, it is noteworthy that Greece, the UK, and Malta were evaluated less positively, with PEI 
scores of 65-66, a full twenty-points less than the world-leader of Denmark. Following a series of 
problematic contests under President Erdogan, Turkey is ranked as low in integrity. 

In the Americas, it may be no surprise that Canadian elections are well-rated by experts, but so are 
contests in middle-income Costa Rica and Uruguay. Latin America shows varied scores. Moreover, the US 
was given an overall rating of 61, lower than any other long-established democracy and affluent society. 
Further analysis reveals that the average expert ratings of American elections are significantly pulled down 
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by electoral laws, voter registration, and district boundaries issues.4 The region also contains the highly 
problematic cases of Venezuela, as well as Honduras, Nicaragua, and Haiti. 

Other world regions display a similar varied pattern of electoral integrity; in Central and Eastern Europe, 
countries such as Estonia, Lithuania, and Slovenia have held a series of free and fair contests since 
emerging from Communist rule, rated as positively as many equivalent contests in Western Europe. At 
the same time, several Eurasian autocracies held elections with numerous serious flaws, exemplified by 
Tajikistan and Turkmenistan. 

Asia-Pacific is equally varied in the quality of its elections, ranging from high integrity in New Zealand, 
South Korea, Taiwan, and Australia, in contrast to fundamental weaknesses in elections in Afghanistan, 
Vietnam, and Cambodia.  

The Middle East and North Africa display elections that show marked contrasts, with Israel and Tunisia 
rated most highly compared with façade elections held by the Syrian regime. Sub-Saharan Africa is also 
varied, from positive ratings in Cape Verde compared with the lowest rating of any elections around the 
world in Burundi, Equatorial Guinea, and Ethiopia. 

The exact reasons why contests are flawed or fail differ from one state to another, but it commonly 
involves processes of corruption in kleptocratic states ruled by clientelism, contests disrupted by 
outbreaks of violence and civil conflict, and state repression of opposition forces and fundamental human 
rights, as well as lack of state capacity in poorer developing societies.5 Understanding the reasons requires 
breaking down the summary PEI Index scores in far more detail, including by problems occurring at 
different stages of the election, and also by comparing changes in successive elections in each country. 

 
REGIME TYPES & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
Previous research has demonstrated that electoral integrity is notably influenced by regime type and 
levels of economic development.6 The most recent data support these conclusions. Figure 2 demonstrates 
a clear correlation between PEI Index in the most recent election and the quality of Liberal Democracy (as 
measured by VDem) in the corresponding year (Corr: 0.86, P<0.001). The general trend indicates a clear 
positive relationship between Liberal Democracy and elections, which are a central component thereof.  
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FIGURE 2: ELECTORAL INTEGRITY AND TYPES OF REGIMES 

 
Note: Corr 0.86, p<0.01 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey 8.0, election-level, most recent election reported. The 
classification draws on Regimes in the World from Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) V9 (www.VDem.net) for 
corresponding year. V-Dem Data missing for: Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Belize, Grenada, Kiribati, Micronesia, 
Samoa, Tonga.  

This relationship is further demonstrated in Table 2, which shows four major regime types. It is worth 
noting though that each regime type does span a range of electoral integrity scores, with even Liberal 
Democracies on the list facing serious challenges to electoral integrity.  

 

TABLE 2: THE PERCEPTIONS OF ELECTORAL INTEGRITY INDEX BY REGIME TYPE 

Closed Autocracy Closed Democracy Electoral Democracy Liberal Democracy 

Qatar 62 Burkina Faso 65 Lithuania 79 Finland 88 

Oman 61 Gambia 61 Portugal 79 Sweden 85 

Kuwait 57 Singapore 59 Czech Republic 79 Denmark 85 

Morocco 55 Rwanda 58 Slovakia 77 Estonia 84 

Laos 48 Myanmar 57 Cape Verde 73 Switzerland 84 

Viet Nam 44 Fiji 56 Bulgaria 73 Canada 83 

Uzbekistan 44 India 55 Panama 71 Uruguay 83 

Jordan 44 Montenegro 54 Bhutan 71 Austria 83 

Bahrain 42 Iraq 53 Peru 68 Taiwan 82 

Thailand 38 Ukraine 53 Argentina 67 Germany 81 

Swaziland 38 Hungary 52 Croatia 67 Cyprus 80 

Vietnam 34 Bolivia 51 Timor-Leste 67 Norway 79 

Syria 19 Philippines 48 Jamaica 67 Chile 79 

 
 

Kenya 47 Poland 66 Netherlands 78 

http://www.vdem.net/
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Closed Autocracy Closed Democracy Electoral Democracy Liberal Democracy 

 
 

Benin 46 South Africa 66 New Zealand 77 

  Kyrgyzstan 44 Namibia 65 Luxembourg 76 

  Ethiopia 44 Ecuador 65 Costa Rica 76 

  Pakistan 44 Solomon Islands 65 Slovenia 75 

  Algeria 43 Armenia 65 Japan 75 

  Sudan 43 Dominican Republic 65 Latvia 75 

  Lebanon 42 Mongolia 64 Ireland 75 

  Angola 42 Mexico 64 Belgium 74 

  Albania 41 Greece 64 Republic of Korea 74 

  Kazakhstan 41 Malta 64 France 74 

  Madagascar 41 Liberia 62 United Kingdom 73 

  Zimbabwe 41 Vanuatu 61 Spain 73 

  Turkmenistan 40 El Salvador 61 Israel 71 

  Bangladesh 38 Lesotho 61 Italy 69 

  Azerbaijan 38 Moldova 60 Iceland 67 

  Zambia 38 Brazil 60 Barbados 66 

  Afghanistan 36 Nepal 59 Australia 66 

  Venezuela 36 Georgia 59 Ghana 63 

  Egypt 35 Indonesia 58 Botswana 59 

  Turkey 35 Colombia 57 Trinidad & Tobago 59 

  Haiti 
35 

Sao Tome and 
Principe 

57 
United States 

57 

  Papua New Guinea 34 Sri Lanka 57  
 

  Malaysia 34 Romania 55   

  Djibouti 34 Maldives 55   

  Burundi 33 Suriname 55   

  Iran 33 Côte d’Ivoire 54   

  Serbia 33 Malawi 54   

  Togo 33 Mauritius 53   

  Russia 32 Nigeria 52   

  Chad 31 Niger 52   

  Cameroon 31 Guinea-Bissau 50   

  Mozambique 31 Tunisia 50   

  Tanzania 31 Sierra Leone 50   

  Guinea 31 Guatemala 48   

  Côte d'Ivoire 30 Macedonia 46   

  Honduras 29 Paraguay 44   

  Cambodia 29 Guyana 43   

  Mali 29 Senegal 43   

  Mauritania 
29 

Bosnia & 
Herzegovina 

40 
  

  Nicaragua 28  
 

  

  Uganda 27  
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Closed Autocracy Closed Democracy Electoral Democracy Liberal Democracy 

  Tajikistan 27  
 

  

  Republic of Congo 26  
 

  

  Gabon 26     

  Belarus 26     

  Equatorial Guinea 22     

  

Central African 
Republic 

18 
    

  Comoros 9 
    

Regime Mean 45   39   61   75 

 

Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey 8.0, election-level, most recent election reported. The 
classification draws on Regimes in the World from Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) V9 (www.VDem.net) for 
corresponding year. V-Dem Data missing for: Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Belize, Grenada, Kiribati, Micronesia, 
Samoa, Tonga.  

 
We see a similar positive relationship between economic development (here measured by GDP) and PEI 
scores. Again, there is a strong correlation (Corr 0.56, P<0.01), though the relationship is not consistent 
across all cases. Two countries with high GDP but lower PEI scores are Singapore and Qatar. Conversely, 
among the countries with the lowest GDPs, they range from the lowest PEI Index Score (Coromos, 2020), 
and a quite high PEI score (Niger, 2021). 

 
FIGURE 3: ELECTORAL INTEGRITY AND GDP 

 
Note: Corr 0.58, p<0.01 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), most recent election reported. 

http://www.vdem.net/


 

13 

SCORES ACROSS THE ELECTORAL CYCLE 
 
The PEI’s 11-stage electoral cycle approach allows for comparisons between stages of the electoral cycle, 
from the pre-electoral period to election day. Figure 4 describes expert scores across the eleven 
dimensions of the electoral cycle, from the legal framework to the role of the electoral authorities.  

FIGURE 4: PERFORMANCE OF ELECTIONS ACROSS STAGES IN THE ELECTORAL CYCLE 

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), most recent election reported.  

As in previous releases of these data, the campaign finance section has, by far, the lowest scores of any 
stage of the electoral cycle. This stage includes issues such as equitable access to public subsidies and 
political donations, the influence of wealth and wealthy donors, the publishing of transparent financial 
accounts, and the proper use of state resources. Each of these areas scored relatively low, with the 
publishing of transparent financial accounts the lowest indicator. This demonstrates a need across the 
board for policymakers, candidates, and electoral authorities to improve reporting mechanisms to allow 
for maximum transparency in the use of money in elections. The highest ranking election within the 
campaign finance dimension was Canada’s 2021 parliamentary elections. Canada’s system of campaign 
finance regulation includes strict contribution limits, and transparent reporting requirements for all 
candidates and political parties, which are published online.  
 
Considering changes over time, three stages of the electoral cycle have seen increases in quality (Figure 
5), albeit only slightly, with the voter registration stage seeing the greatest increases at 1.6 points on 
average. There are decreases seen in the vote count, results, and EMB dimensions of electoral integrity, 
suggesting serious challenge to the post-electoral stage of the cycle in recent years.  
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FIGURE 5: AVERAGE CHANGE FROM FIRST ELECTION STUDIED TO LAST ELECTION STUDIED IN 
THE SAME COUNTRY  

 

Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0). Change from first to last 
election studied within each country. Countries with only one election studied are dropped.  

 

10 YEARS OF PEI DATA 
 
With 10 years of PEI datasets now available, there is data from multiple elections in most countries, 
making it possible to broadly discern changes over time in the quality of elections around the globe. There 
was an average .80 drop in the overall Perception of Electoral Integrity Index, though this is quite small 
considering it is measured on a 100-point scale. More interestingly, we can consider the changes within 
specific countries. We note the highest decreases in PEI Index score between Comoros (2015-2019) and 
Tonga (2014-2021) at approximately 40-point drop for both.7  
 
While Comoros has a long history of fraught electoral politics, the drop can perhaps be explained by the 
passing of a 2018 referendum replacing the previous presidential system with a new system that limits 
some of the constitutional checks on presidential power. This includes changing the presidential mandate 
from one 5-year term to two, and does away with a power-balancing system in which the presidential 
seat rotates between each of the nation’s three islands every term. 8 In Tonga, a precipitous 40-point drop 
in score between 2017 and 2021 is perhaps due to the culmination of in-fighting within the major political 
parties; the inability of voters stuck abroad due to COVID-19 travel restrictions to vote; an unexpected 
COVID-19 lockdown a week before the election; and relatively high-profile corruption cases occurring 
directly before the election.9 
 
Increases in PEI scores are also present, albeit less dramatic, with more incremental increases noted.  

-1.3

-3.8

-3.3

-2.8
-2.4

-2.2
-2.0

-0.8

-0.4

0.3

0.8

1.6

-4.0

-3.0

-2.0

-1.0

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0



 

15 

FIGURE 6: ELECTORAL INTEGRITY WORLDWIDE, CHANGE FROM FIRST ELECTION STUDIED TO MOST RECENT ELECTION 

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0). Change from first to last election studied within each country. Countries with 
only one election studied are dropped.  
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II: Major Issues, 2019-2022 
 

COVID-19 AND ELECTIONS 

The COVID-19 pandemic has presented one of the greatest ever challenges to the running of elections 
and electoral integrity.  
 
The Electoral Integrity Project partnered with International IDEA to run a project that has commissioned 
26 country case studies, collected comparative data on practices, and undertaken a poll worker survey in 
the UK. The project is run by Toby S. James (University of East Anglia), Alistair Clark (Newcastle University), 
and Erik Asplund (International IDEA). The next release of data will also include additional thematic data 
on how the pandemic affected the elections. 
 
Case studies can be downloaded through the links below: 
 

Argentina (coming soon) Ethiopia Jordan Russia 
Australia France Mali South Korea 
Brazil Germany Myanmar Spain  
Britain Ghana Netherlands Uganda 
Canada India (Bihar) Nigeria USA 
Cape Verde India  Poland  
Chile Israel Portugal  

 
 
 
 

https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/covid-19-and-ethiopias-sixth-general-election-en.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/58533f31bebafbe99c85dc9b/t/60c744fba39fa145da4e1091/1623672061714/what-pandemic-parliamentary-elections-in-jordan-at-any-price-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/electoral-events-in-russia-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-remote-electronic-voting-outdoor-voting-and-other-innovations-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/running-local-elections-during-the-covid-19-crisis-queensland-australia_en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/holding-or-postponing-elections-during-a-covid-19-outbreak-v2.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/managing-elections-under-covid-19-pandemic-conditions-the-case-of-mali_en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/publications/managing-elections-during-pandemic-republic-korea-crucial-test.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/covid-19-and-the-brazilian-2020-municipal-elections.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/responding-to-covid-19-with-postal-voting-local-elections-in-bavaria.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/elections-under-stringent-covid19-measures-in-myanmar.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/spanish-regional-elections-during-the-covid-19-pandemic.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/britain-postponement-complexity-and-sub-national-elections-in-the-covid-19-pandemic-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/managing-elections-under-covid-19-pandemic-conditions-the-case-of-ghana.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/parliamentary-elections-in-netherlands-during-covid-19-final_16.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/impact-of-covid-19-on-the-2020-us-presidential-election.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/multimedia_reports/canadian-provincial-elections-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/covid-19-and-elections-to-the-bihar-legislative-assembly-india-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/nigerian-state-elections-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/impact-of-covid-19-on-the-2020-us-presidential-election.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/2021-10-27-case-study-parliamentary-elections-under-covid-19-the-case-of-cabo-verde-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/elections-during-covid-19-the-indian-experience-in-2020-2021-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/political-manoeuvres-and-legal-conundrums-2020-presidential-election-poland.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/constitutional-referendum-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-the-case-of-chile-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/covid-19-and-the-2021-elections-in-israel-en.pdf
https://www.idea.int/sites/default/files/2021-09-24-case-study-presidential-elections-in-portugal-from-restrictions-as-usual-to-unexpected-lockdown-en.pdf
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Summary of Results: How to protect electoral integrity during the pandemic 
1. Many elections have been postponed around the world in response to COVID-19, but the vast 

majority have now been held or re-scheduled. 
2. Postponing an election is not always an undemocratic option because electoral integrity is likely 

to be undermined during a pandemic, and there is also a humanitarian case for short-term 
postponements. 

3. The cost of holding elections during the pandemic is significantly rising, so policy makers will need 
to invest further resources. 

4. A low-tech solution such as early voting provides one way in which elections can still be held 
because it spreads the voting traffic across several days – thereby enabling social distancing. 

5. Postal voting can be used to enable vulnerable citizens to vote. The case study from South Korea 
shows how extending this can be effective. The case study from Poland shows, however, that 
there are dangers of moving to all-postal elections, however, where electoral officials have no 
prior experience of the system. 

6. Policy makers should consider the impact of Covid on the whole electoral cycle and not just 
election day. 

7. Late legislation should be avoided, where possible, to provide certainty about the rules of the 
game so that they are deliverable by electoral officials. 

8. There is a danger of inaction owing to partisan disagreements – so cross-party working should be 
encouraged. 

9. There should be wide consultation of citizens and stakeholder groups to identify the needs of 
vulnerable groups, and to build confidence and transparency. 

10. Deadlines will often have to be extended to enable electoral officials to deliver the election.  
 
Research on COVID-19 and elections is ongoing from EIP co-director Toby James (UEA), Alistair Clark 
(Newcastle University), and Erik Asplund (International IDEA). See: 

• Toby S. James and Sead Alihodzic (2020) ‘When is it democratic to postpone an election? Elections 
during natural disasters, COVID-19 and emergency situations’, Election Law Journal, 19(3), pp. 
344-362. 

• Elections and COVID-19 research on the Electoral Integrity Project website 

• Global overview of COVID-19: Impact on elections, International IDEA  

  
 

CYBER-SECURITY AND INFORMATION INTEGRITY  
 
Another major issue in elections in recent years has been the cyber-security of elections. The rotating 
battery between 2018-2019 focused on these issues.  
 
As Figure 7 demonstrates, the major issues within this time-period are not necessarily cyber-security of 
voting records themselves. Instead, experts noted greatest concerns regarding the integrity of 
information and journalism regarding the election and campaign. The challenge of ‘fake news,’ 
alternatively described as mis- or disinformation in some academic literature, sits as the most critical 
challenge to electoral integrity in this sphere.  

 

https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/pdf/10.1089/elj.2020.0642
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/pdf/10.1089/elj.2020.0642
https://www.electoralintegrityproject.com/elections-and-covid19
https://www.idea.int/news-media/multimedia-reports/global-overview-covid-19-impact-elections
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FIGURE 7: ROTATING BATTERY 2018-2019 

 
Note: Negative questions reverse coded so higher scores consistently denote higher electoral integrity for all 
questions.  
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), means of 2018-2019 rotating 
battery questions.  
 

Research is ongoing regarding cyber-security and information threats to elections. See work by co-director 
Holly Ann Garnett: 

• Garnett, Holly Ann, and Michael Pal, eds. 2022. Cyber-Threats to Canadian Democracy. Montreal: 
McGill-Queen’s University Press 

• Garnett, Holly Ann and Toby S. James. 2020. “Cyber-Elections.” Special Issue of Election Law 
Journal. 19(2). 

 
A DECLINE IN AMERICAN ELECTORAL INTEGRITY? 
 
A question of a decline in American electoral integrity has been the focus of significant academic and 
public commentary in recent years. PEI 8.0 includes data from five American elections between 2012-
2020, including three presidential contests. It is noted that these presidential contests do tend to have 
lower scores than the intervening midterm elections. We do not see a wholesale decline in the overall PEI 
Index in the United States in aggregate. While there have been many challenges to American democracy 
in recent years in some states, these may be tempered by other moves to enhance accessibility in others.  
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https://www.mqup.ca/cyber-threats-to-canadian-democracy-products-9780228011477.php
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/full/10.1089/elj.2020.0633
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FIGURE 8: PEI INDEX OVER 5 AMERICAN ELECTION YEARS 
 

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0). United States of America only.  

 
No section has seen quite the drop that the ‘results’ section did in 2020, related to the challenges to the 
results of the election, and extending even to the events of the January 6, 2021 insurrection on the US 
Capitol building. However, it is important to note that a shift was already seen in 2016, as calling into 
question the results of an election became part of the toolkit for sowing distrust in election results.  

 

FIGURE 9: DECLINE IN ‘RESULTS’ SECTION OVER 5 ELECTION YEARS IN THE UNITED STATES.  

 
Source: The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity expert survey, election-level (PEI 8.0), United States of America only.  

For more on American democracy, see recent work by EIP founding director Pippa Norris:  

• Pippa Norris, Holly Ann Garnett & Max Grömping. 2020. The paranoid style of American elections: 
explaining perceptions of electoral integrity in an age of populism. Journal of Elections, Public 
Opinion and Parties, 30:1, 105-125.   

• Pippa Norris. 2020. Electoral Integrity in the 2020 American Elections (PEI-US-2020). Electoral 
Integrity Project: Cambridge, MA. 

• Pippa Norris & Ronald Inglehart. 2019. Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit and Authoritarian 
Populism. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

• Pippa Norris, Sarah Cameron & Thomas Wynter Eds. 2019. Electoral integrity in America: Securing 
Democracy. New York: Oxford University Press. 
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https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/oso/9780190934163.001.0001/oso-9780190934163
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III. Performance Worldwide 
Table 3 lists the summary scores for PEI across the 11 dimensions for all elections covered from 2012-
2021. 

Each election was assigned a unique code consisting of the three-letter ISO abbreviation for the name of 
the country, followed by the date of the election (DD-MM-YYYY), the type of election (Presidential, P, or 
Legislative, L), and the round (1 or 2). For example, the second round of Presidential elections in 
Guatemala on August 11, 2019, would be coded as “GTM_11082019_P2.” The first round of Legislative 
elections in Morocco that occurred September 8, 2021 would be coded as “MAR_08092021_L1.” 

 

TABLE 3: SUMMARY SCORES FOR ALL ELECTIONS, 2012-2021 
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AFG_14062014_P2 Pres 2014 32 47 24 48 19 32 61 22 28 23 26 26 6 14% 

AFG_20102018_L1 Leg 2018 36 38 28 43 20 55 70 30 24 27 38 22 8 16% 

AFG_28092019_P1 Pres 2019 36 42 31 53 17 63 75 19 25 28 19 31 2* 5% 

AGO_23082017_L1 Leg 2017 42 45 39 51 30 50 30 33 47 41 49 40 12 28% 

AGO_31082012_L1 Leg 2012 36 28 38 51 23 47 31 22 38 37 44 35 11 30% 

ALB_23062013_L1 Leg 2013 54 52 65 59 60 49 47 27 46 76 78 56 19 23% 

ALB_25042021_L1 Leg 2021 41 14 41 32 62 54 31 21 42 57 47 51 7 18% 

ALB_25062017_L1 Leg 2017 53 38 64 49 67 51 48 39 45 67 71 57 17 24% 

ARG_14112021_L1 Leg 2021 67 82 82 65 74 76 53 44 56 77 83 71 9 24% 

ARG_22102017_L1 Leg 2017 65 71 78 64 67 64 45 41 63 79 84 72 18 37% 

ARG_22112015_L1 Leg 2015 63 68 74 63 65 71 55 35 61 70 76 66 21 47% 

ARG_27102013_L1 Leg 2013 66 70 83 66 65 70 55 42 61 78 77 70 16 35% 

ARG_27102019_P1 Pres 2019 70 82 89 79 79 69 45 45 60 85 86 79 10 25% 

ARM_02042017_L1 Leg 2017 51 51 44 63 52 58 57 29 43 59 64 51 12 29% 

ARM_02122018_L1 Leg 2018 70 61 82 60 66 74 70 61 57 84 78 79 14 31% 

ARM_18022013_P1 Pres 2013 44 54 49 50 27 50 50 31 38 60 30 41 11 32% 

ARM_20062021_L1 Leg 2021 65 74 77 67 63 60 57 52 55 83 66 71 6 14% 

ATG_21032018_L1 Leg 2018 48 50 72 38 53 43 44 4 39 79 79 41 2* 6% 

AUS_02072016_L1 Leg 2016 70 66 88 74 60 78 45 50 72 82 74 87 17 43% 

AUS_07092013_L1 Leg 2013 70 65 89 68 58 69 47 57 72 82 75 88 16 38% 

AUS_18052019_L1 Leg 2019 66 55 86 62 61 71 36 40 75 79 74 79 5 13% 

AUT_04122016_P2 Pres 2016 80 80 87 75 79 77 69 73 80 92 81 85 17 44% 

AUT_15102017_L1 Leg 2017 77 80 88 72 86 74 54 59 82 90 78 88 21 51% 

AUT_22052016_P2 Pres 2016 76 91 67 71 77 79 63 76 81 86 66 73 16 39% 

AUT_29092013_L1 Leg 2013 77 78 90 77 84 70 59 55 80 91 84 88 16 46% 
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AUT_29092019_L1 Leg 2019 83 78 98 69 90 80 53 60 86 100 73 94 3 8% 

AZE_01112015_L1 Leg 2015 29 26 24 32 39 34 16 10 38 36 57 12 7 18% 

AZE_09102013_P1 Pres 2013 41 44 37 58 45 42 32 31 43 45 45 40 10 28% 

AZE_11042018_P1 Pres 2018 38 31 37 53 39 36 33 32 43 42 51 21 5 17% 

BDI_20042020_P1 Pres 2020 33 38 31 34 41 34 36 29 31 30 41 30 4 8% 

BDI_21072015_P1 Pres 2015 22 25 13 36 21 20 26 7 23 42 15 17 3 7% 

BDI_29062015_L1 Leg 2015 27 30 19 33 15 38 25 15 28 34 33 25 8 20% 

BEL_25052014_L1 Leg 2014 71 66 81 60 75 73 64 64 67 79 79 77 12 32% 

BEL_26052019_L1 Leg 2019 74 68 94 69 73 68 64 62 71 78 83 96 10 25% 

BEN_11042021_P1 Pres 2021 46 24 58 47 36 46 42 31 45 73 43 56 4 10% 

BEN_20032016_P2 Pres 2016 71 86 88 80 54 74 62 37 58 96 75 87 7 20% 

BEN_26042015_L1 Leg 2015 69 83 77 73 50 65 70 40 58 85 80 88 4 11% 

BEN_28042019_L1 Leg 2019  17 44  25 40 40 13  80 25 38 2* 5% 

BFA_02122012_L1 Leg 2012 41 53 56 19 44 52 55 8 32 55 40 48 3 8% 

BFA_29112015_P2 Pres 2015 65 73 85 67 50 54 67 45 47 85 82 82 9 23% 

BGD_05012014_L1 Leg 2014 38 42 46 42 46 38 49 23 26 49 40 36 16 48% 

BGR_05102014_L1 Leg 2014 63 76 65 67 50 66 50 40 60 81 72 71 12 30% 

BGR_11072021_L2 Leg 2021 73 83 84 79 50 78 60 63 60 83 95 81 2* 6% 

BGR_12052013_L1 Leg 2013 50 51 52 50 31 62 45 33 51 67 40 54 20 51% 

BGR_13112016_P2 Pres 2016 60 63 71 63 43 69 46 42 51 74 79 66 17 40% 

BGR_26032017_L1 Leg 2017 58 53 70 63 43 61 41 44 48 81 79 65 11 29% 

BHR_01122018_L2 Leg 2018 42 31 55 25 37 34 41 33 49 51 54 43 5 12% 

BHR_29112014_L2 Leg 2014 38 18 44 21 36 39 35 27 46 53 55 31 6 17% 

BHS_10052017_L1 Leg 2017 54 43 60 43 39 46 59 47 50 69 71 61 6 17% 

BIH_07102018_P1 Pres 2018 40 31 41 47 26 47 41 25 48 41 52 33 16 35% 

BIH_12102014_P1 Pres 2014 52 39 68 41 51 41 45 35 50 66 73 66 9 23% 

BLR_09082020_P1 Pres 2020 26 10 20 64 24 35 27 26 35 13 11 16 5 13% 

BLR_11092016_L1 Leg 2016 47 39 54 72 43 48 36 36 51 44 52 44 8 20% 

BLR_11102015_P1 Pres 2015 40 29 41 57 44 43 27 27 48 34 62 32 11 27% 

BLR_17112019_L1 Leg 2019 36 37 17 60 47 30 26 29 40 18 44 23 3 8% 

BLR_23092012_L1 Leg 2012 32 14 37 45 46 32 24 22 41 22 52 16 7 18% 

BLZ_04112015_L1 Leg 2015 53 42 62 42 42 58 54 30 50 67 64 70 8 21% 

BOL_12102014_P1 Pres 2014 56 55 63 57 46 61 54 34 58 62 70 52 11 28% 

BOL_18102020_P1 Pres 2020 51 62 64 45 47 56 46 35 48 57 51 55 9 23% 
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BOL_20102019_P1 Pres 2019 50 53 46 59 57 64 54 40 54 51 24 41 8 20% 

BRA_26102014_P2 Pres 2014 68 74 87 73 75 63 48 38 65 92 64 82 13 34% 

BRA_28102018_P2 Pres 2018 60 66 69 67 72 47 44 36 59 85 68 57 37 42% 

BRB_21022013_L1 Leg 2013 63 67 69 65 58 58 64 31 57 84 79 73 3 8% 

BRB_24052018_L1 Leg 2018 66 74 73 77 45 83 49 35 64 75 92 72 8 23% 

BTN_13072013_L2 Leg 2013 61 53 75 62 45 45 66 56 57 65 69 74 11 30% 

BTN_18102018_L2 Leg 2018 71 70 81 61 71 62 65 61 68 83 86 72 9 22% 

BWA_23102019_P1 Pres 2019 59 38 80 48 66 65 48 37 60 78 56 66 4 7% 

BWA_24102014_L1 Leg 2014 58 38 83 48 58 67 36 17 62 75 77 75 15 39% 

CAF_14022016_P2 Pres 2016 53 64 52 41 34 43 57 50 47 69 69 55 4 15% 

CAF_27122020_P1 Pres 2020 18 0 25 50 8 5 30 5 16 50 25 44 2* 5% 

CAN_19102015_L1 Leg 2015 75 51 90 78 58 74 63 68 73 89 87 89 24 60% 

CAN_20092021_L1 Leg 2021 83 65 94 82 74 84 70 82 80 96 91 96 6 15% 

CAN_21102019_L1 Leg 2019 82 64 93 75 81 79 73 74 83 94 86 94 6 8% 

CHE_18102015_L1 Leg 2015 79 77 89 72 88 81 63 40 82 93 92 91 20 54% 

CHE_20102019_L1 Leg 2019 84 88 98 72 97 87 74 56 74 97 94 100 8 16% 

CHL_15122013_P2 Pres 2013 67 54 89 58 55 65 53 48 53 89 90 88 19 43% 

CHL_17122017_P2 Pres 2017 75 82 89 61 69 71 53 66 69 93 93 87 19 37% 

CHL_21112021_P1 Pres 2021 79 86 95 65 70 76 66 70 71 96 89 91 8 20% 

CIV_18122016_L1 Leg 2016 54 65 72 38 43 58 42 34 49 72 61 63 11 30% 

CIV_25102015_P1 Pres 2015 59 68 73 44 57 67 46 33 54 76 71 64 8 24% 

CIV_31102020_L1 Leg 2020 30 8 17 39 14 25 43 15 40 48 38 17 3 8% 

CMR_07102018_P1 Pres 2018 34 22 33 40 25 31 30 11 36 39 30 38 9 20% 

CMR_09022020_L1 Leg 2020 31 22 34 36 19 37 25 12 41 41 29 35 5 13% 

CMR_30092013_L1 Leg 2013 46 47 59 37 43 49 39 22 37 67 52 63 6 18% 

COG_05082012_L2 Leg 2012 31 28 38 42 17 33 27 8 44 27 50 23 3 9% 

COG_20032016_P1 Pres 2016 25 17 14 33 19 44 23 13 31 37 17 15 9 29% 

COG_21032021_P1 Pres 2021 26 8 25 67 38 30 28 5 19 28 58 6 2* 5% 

COG_30072017_L2 Leg 2017 32 7 19 24 9 29 28 27 43 51 46 40 2* 6% 

COL_09032014_L1 Leg 2014 61 68 71 67 47 72 57 42 42 79 72 77 8 22% 

COL_11032018_L1 Leg 2018 61 72 67 70 58 58 56 44 44 81 75 68 8 19% 

COL_15062014_P2 Pres 2014 59 61 79 54 36 57 44 34 54 79 74 77 7 17% 

COL_17062018_P2 Pres 2018 57 52 74 58 61 53 47 36 50 68 79 64 5 13% 

COM_10042016_P2 Leg 2016 40 67 34 53 25 52 52 23 25 65 31 31 2* 5% 
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COM_22022015_L2 Leg 2015 50 65 59 50 31 56 52 27 38 67 59 61 5 13% 

COM_24032019_P1 Pres 2019 9 0 0 37 0 15 28 0 0 20 0 6 2* 5% 

CPV_02102016_P1 Pres 2016 70 81 85 65 57 73 66 56 59 82 84 77 6 19% 

CPV_17102021_P1 Pres 2021 73 82 89 56 75 69 62 43 69 93 92 86 5 13% 

CPV_20032016_L1 Leg 2016 72 79 88 53 63 73 71 57 69 78 77 79 8 20% 

CPV_31032021_L1 Leg 2021 69 72 83 68 82 59 62 40 69 83 79 75 3 8% 

CRI_01042018_P2 Pres 2018 76 85 93 78 83 72 59 61 61 92 89 92 9 21% 

CRI_06042014_P2 Pres 2014 81 80 97 67 76 79 57 65 82 99 94 97 8 21% 

CYP_04022018_P2 Pres 2018 68 70 85 68 70 66 50 48 62 88 87 69 11 25% 

CYP_22052016_L1 Leg 2016 67 58 84 66 66 61 48 48 63 86 85 77 13 33% 

CYP_23052021_L1 Leg 2021 80 89 94 71 86 83 49 46 83 97 89 99 3 8% 

CYP_24022013_P2 Pres 2013 73 83 87 67 76 71 58 51 71 87 88 80 14 37% 

CZE_08102021_L1 Leg 2021 79 82 88 81 87 77 62 69 71 91 84 88 8 20% 

CZE_13102012_L1 Leg 2012 76 77 90 67 84 74 59 66 68 93 86 84 22 58% 

CZE_21102017_L1 Leg 2017 75 79 82 73 91 80 55 63 70 86 80 83 30 60% 

CZE_25012013_P2 Pres 2013 74 80 75 76 92 82 53 57 68 93 79 77 19 48% 

CZE_25102013_L1 Leg 2013 77 85 90 75 87 77 58 55 72 94 89 87 31 74% 

CZE_27012018_P2 Pres 2018 74 84 82 74 83 81 54 54 71 88 78 84 23 47% 

DEU_22092013_L1 Leg 2013 80 77 89 74 82 83 67 70 78 94 88 84 27 64% 

DEU_24092017_L1 Leg 2017 81 81 97 72 81 76 68 71 80 96 83 91 21 50% 

DEU_26092021_L1 Leg 2021 81 86 88 82 85 79 67 67 77 91 89 85 11 28% 

DJI_08042016_P1 Pres 2016 35 26 47 42 26 29 33 17 37 45 46 36 6 20% 

DJI_22022013_L1 Leg 2013 25 18 24 44 24 20 26 16 31 23 33 20 5 14% 

DJI_23022018_L1 Leg 2018 34 17 41 35 33 33 30 20 36 46 44 34 3 8% 

DJI_30042021_P1 Pres 2021 34 22 44 37 33 30 23 17 35 46 53 31 3 8% 

DNK_05062019_L1 Leg 2019 85 89 94 86 91 91 71 68 76 95 90 94 9 17% 

DNK_18062015_L1 Leg 2015 86 91 98 83 93 90 72 72 79 98 93 93 18 49% 

DOM_05062020_P1 Pres 2020 65 73 75 79 65 73 53 38 51 78 83 67 4 8% 

DOM_15052016_P1 Pres 2016 44 44 51 60 55 50 39 18 45 54 39 45 10 28% 

DZA_04052017_L1 Leg 2017 43 36 49 51 41 44 46 26 48 46 49 37 12 26% 

DZA_17042014_P1 Pres 2014 43 25 48 46 43 35 44 26 52 60 49 35 8 23% 

ECU_02042017_P2 Pres 2017 45 33 51 45 39 51 41 34 59 50 34 41 13 28% 

ECU_11042021_P2 Pres 2021 65 78 83 58 44 60 60 57 64 73 77 60 3 8% 

ECU_17022013_P1 Pres 2013 55 42 65 39 57 57 43 37 62 68 67 52 13 35% 
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EGY_02122015_L1 Leg 2015 45 27 59 37 53 56 32 25 48 56 57 46 6 14% 

EGY_26052014_P1 Pres 2014 40 29 50 48 29 21 30 23 50 54 56 41 6 15% 

EGY_28032018_P1 Pres 2018 35 33 41 48 42 22 25 17 42 37 59 33 7 14% 

ESP_10112019_L2 Leg 2019 73 59 80 65 89 70 60 58 70 85 91 80 11 26% 

ESP_20122015_L1 Leg 2015 69 37 83 56 76 73 47 52 65 91 93 82 25 60% 

ESP_26062016_L1 Leg 2016 69 42 84 61 74 75 52 54 61 91 90 81 16 40% 

ESP_28042019_L1 Leg 2019 79 77 94 72 93 60 64 69 72 98 94 89 5 13% 

EST_01032015_L1 Leg 2015 79 75 84 70 88 76 68 59 89 87 85 83 18 50% 

EST_03032019_L1 Leg 2019 84 83 93 70 91 85 74 72 92 89 88 88 10 25% 

ETH_21062021_L1 Leg 2021 44 60 47 38 42 42 36 44 34 48 48 63 4 11% 

ETH_24052015_L1 Leg 2015 24 14 21 38 31 28 22 19 23 18 41 13 19 40% 

FIN_14042019_L1 Leg 2019 88 94 98 80 96 95 75 68 82 100 96 97 9 19% 

FIN_19042015_L1 Leg 2015 86 80 98 72 95 93 70 70 83 99 96 96 16 42% 

FIN_28012018_P1 Pres 2018 84 86 96 73 96 86 66 70 79 97 95 94 20 42% 

FJI_14112018_L1 Leg 2018 56 30 75 72 56 54 42 39 65 64 57 61 8 15% 

FJI_17092014_L1 Leg 2014 53 30 73 49 58 48 37 32 62 64 59 63 17 43% 

FRA_07052017_P2 Pres 2017 76 70 92 68 62 79 63 69 72 93 74 87 19 42% 

FRA_18062017_L2 Leg 2017 74 68 94 69 65 72 63 66 70 89 71 83 14 29% 

FSM_03032015_L1 Leg 2015 58 61 67 59 39 63 55 26 60 68 69 68 4 10% 

FSM_05032013_L1 Leg 2013 63 62 70 73 51 77 61 37 60 68 68 67 4 10% 

FSM_07032017_L1 Leg 2017 57 72 56 68 37 67 42 43 56 68 61 64 3 10% 

GAB_27102018_L2 Leg 2018 26 29 21 35 26 39 30 4 30 25 33 17 4 9% 

GBN_27082016_P2 Pres 2016 34 33 34 38 49 62 26 18 38 34 21 19 9 24% 

GBR_07052015_L1 Leg 2015 65 37 85 43 61 65 39 58 71 86 73 80 10 28% 

GBR_08062017_L1 Leg 2017 68 43 87 51 40 74 49 51 75 91 79 82 43 31% 

GBR_12122019_L1 Leg 2019 73 51 89 57 61 69 57 64 74 85 87 85 7 18% 

GEO_01102012_L1 Leg 2012 53 56 62 52 45 54 42 27 53 75 69 57 8 17% 

GEO_08102016_L1 Leg 2016 61 53 77 52 62 57 58 46 59 71 72 70 8 20% 

GEO_27102013_P1 Pres 2013 64 76 72 57 60 56 57 51 59 82 78 71 9 20% 

GEO_28112018_P2 Pres 2018 53 58 51 61 52 64 48 33 56 67 41 54 10 21% 

GEO_31102020_L1 Leg 2020 59 88 58 71 65 75 53 49 57 69 30 46 4 10% 

GHA_07122012_P1 Pres 2012 57 77 63 59 47 74 55 32 48 80 46 61 14 40% 

GHA_07122016_P1 Pres 2016 73 83 79 73 57 88 70 45 61 89 84 85 10 23% 

GHA_07122020_P1 Pres 2020 63 79 80 83 44 88 78 31 46 80 28 75 4 10% 
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GIN_11102015_P1 Pres 2015 41 40 46 42 26 47 40 25 39 60 41 45 8 21% 

GIN_18102020_P1 Pres 2020 31 28 28 37 24 34 35 26 30 31 38 25 2* 5% 

GIN_28092013_L1 Leg 2013 43 50 28 39 21 64 55 19 44 56 55 34 4 11% 

GMB_01122016_P1 Pres 2016 48 25 76 54 39 53 30 28 45 66 42 69 9 22% 

GMB_04122021_P1 Pres 2021 61 68 79 69 60 58 66 28 51 88 59 66 5 13% 

GMB_06042017_L1 Leg 2017 52 46 68 39 35 52 47 23 45 77 68 69 6 14% 

GNB_18052014_P2 Pres 2014 54 63 65 53 50 55 54 30 52 66 57 60 8 19% 

GNB_29122019_P2 Pres 2019 50 59 67 51 32 60 46 26 52 56 46 57 4 8% 

GNQ_12112017_L1 Leg 2017 22 16 19 36 22 13 13 11 26 26 46 15 11 37% 

GNQ_24042016_P1 Pres 2016 27 19 21 38 31 27 14 13 29 33 57 25 7 20% 

GNQ_26052013_L1 Leg 2013 24 13 23 36 23 29 12 15 24 27 49 13 10 25% 

GRC_07072019_L1 Leg 2019 64 53 84 77 69 67 48 37 52 83 88 68 6 15% 

GRC_20092015_L1 Leg 2015 62 44 88 49 57 59 47 39 56 84 85 75 19 48% 

GRC_25012015_L1 Leg 2015 71 50 93 60 76 71 54 50 65 91 89 86 14 33% 

GRD_13032018_L1 Leg 2018 57 48 68 55 46 69 43 25 57 76 77 56 6 16% 

GRD_19022013_L1 Leg 2013 66 62 93 58 55 80 41 21 57 92 91 88 6 16% 

GTM_11082019_P2 Pres 2019 50 53 50 73 68 38 48 40 47 57 50 47 3 7% 

GTM_16062019_L1 Leg 2019 48 50 44 54 55 25 53 30 40 73 65 50 3 7% 

GTM_25102015_P2 Pres 2015 48 46 62 61 32 38 42 20 36 76 63 67 9 20% 

GUY_02032020_L1 Leg 2020 43 39 47 55 38 68 68 35 39 38 30 22 3 8% 

GUY_11052015_L1 Leg 2015 53 43 77 50 60 63 36 30 47 66 44 74 7 18% 

HND_24112013_P1 Pres 2013 45 38 51 46 41 58 36 30 46 68 30 45 5 14% 

HND_26112017_P1 Pres 2017 29 20 24 49 24 51 32 18 37 17 28 15 7 19% 

HRV_05012020_P2 Pres 2020 69 84 79 63 47 75 51 55 63 85 92 66 10 25% 

HRV_05062020_L1 Leg 2020 67 68 83 46 57 67 54 59 61 85 90 68 7 18% 

HRV_08112015_L1 Leg 2015 68 60 80 55 57 68 53 59 64 88 87 77 12 32% 

HRV_11012015_P2 Pres 2015 65 63 77 53 54 64 48 60 63 80 78 72 7 18% 

HRV_11092016_L1 Leg 2016 61 63 67 46 50 57 48 50 59 82 86 66 10 29% 

HTI_20112016_P1 Pres 2016 35 42 38 42 27 33 49 26 29 39 27 39 6 14% 

HTI_25102015_L2 Leg 2015 28 41 14 51 19 43 55 7 14 37 21 22 7 16% 

HUN_06042014_L1 Leg 2014 56 30 69 30 67 58 33 38 65 81 73 58 16 44% 

HUN_08042018_L1 Leg 2018 52 36 61 34 64 67 29 35 63 64 51 49 19 53% 

IDN_09042014_L1 Leg 2014 53 58 57 65 38 62 53 23 52 63 57 63 14 39% 

IDN_09072014_P1 Pres 2014 60 64 68 62 42 67 54 44 61 74 51 72 12 30% 
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IDN_17042019_P1 Pres 2019 58 42 75 58 54 63 45 48 59 68 47 75 2* 5% 

IND_12052014_L1 Leg 2014 59 72 72 58 40 57 55 33 53 72 67 76 12 30% 

IND_19052019_L1 Leg 2019 55 62 68 69 44 54 42 30 54 69 66 60 26 20% 

IRL_26022016_L1 Leg 2016 71 77 90 70 31 82 60 57 60 89 86 77 31 49% 

IRL_26102018_P1 Pres 2018 75 78 93 66 36 79 66 71 63 89 92 85 18 34% 

IRN_11092020_L2 Leg 2020 31 2 41 66 53 9 31 11 26 32 75 19 2* 3% 

IRN_14062013_P1 Pres 2013 55 36 73 52 63 20 56 47 57 62 81 59 9 24% 

IRN_18062021_P1 Pres 2021 33 6 46 46 40 0 22 10 42 47 75 31 3 8% 

IRN_19052017_P1 Pres 2017 47 25 66 34 48 31 48 37 50 59 62 52 7 15% 

IRN_26022016_L1 Leg 2016 46 28 63 50 65 30 37 22 47 53 71 46 7 19% 

IRQ_10102021_L1 Leg 2021 53 61 75 61 37 47 45 31 56 65 37 75 3 7% 

IRQ_12052018_L1 Leg 2018 32 34 22 32 24 52 35 17 35 26 39 27 8 19% 

IRQ_30042014_L1 Leg 2014 44 44 53 41 38 45 46 18 48 50 53 46 9 24% 

ISL_25062016_P1 Pres 2016 86 89 96 72 96 84 67 76 85 100 94 96 12 32% 

ISL_25092021_L1 Leg 2021 67 60 52 66 98 88 61 56 78 54 57 58 7 21% 

ISL_27042013_L1 Leg 2013 78 69 94 57 87 82 64 60 81 91 88 82 16 44% 

ISL_27062020_P1 Pres 2020 80 58 85 75 100 93 77 70 78 83 84 78 3 9% 

ISL_28102017_L1 Leg 2017 77 64 91 60 94 82 58 61 79 91 86 82 11 28% 

ISL_29102016_L1 Leg 2016 85 79 73 80 95 90 70 79 85 99 92 91 8 26% 

ISR_02032020_L1 Leg 2020 63 71 72 61 69 63 53 51 52 57 72 88 2* 5% 

ISR_09042019_L1 Leg 2019 68 64 88 70 86 68 59 60 47 71 71 88 3 15% 

ISR_17032015_L1 Leg 2015 73 74 89 65 78 77 50 61 59 92 89 84 14 33% 

ISR_22012013_L1 Leg 2013 75 79 94 65 79 75 66 62 56 89 86 89 12 32% 

ISR_23032021_L1 Leg 2021 71 83 92 61 85 67 55 65 58 68 72 96 3 8% 

ITA_04032018_L1 Leg 2018 69 65 79 72 81 59 52 58 63 80 84 78 36 59% 

ITA_24022013_L1 Leg 2013 66 44 86 65 73 66 53 49 63 80 76 79 18 44% 

JAM_25022016_L1 Leg 2016 67 72 87 68 59 73 61 45 46 85 76 82 11 31% 

JOR_10112020_L1 Leg 2020 44 21 50 21 25 48 50 43 53 48 31 63 2* 5% 

JOR_20092016_L1 Leg 2016 53 46 78 50 48 60 54 36 46 56 48 64 4 11% 

JOR_23012013_L1 Leg 2013 46 30 57 21 45 55 45 28 47 57 46 63 12 34% 

JPN_10072016_L1 Leg 2016 67 48 79 63 79 69 50 59 59 86 74 75 13 33% 

JPN_14122014_L1 Leg 2014 71 67 86 54 77 75 57 64 64 77 86 78 12 32% 

JPN_16122012_L1 Leg 2012 67 53 83 52 74 63 59 59 66 81 77 72 15 38% 

JPN_21072013_L1 Leg 2013 67 51 89 46 72 66 49 55 66 86 75 74 12 31% 
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JPN_21072019_L1 Leg 2019 61 25 78 42 88 75 30 40 58 87 66 84 2* 5% 

JPN_22102017_L1 Leg 2017 66 46 82 43 68 61 52 58 66 82 78 81 20 29% 

JPN_31102021_L1 Leg 2021 75 46 94 65 90 76 65 70 67 95 76 81 4 10% 

KAZ_09062019_P1 Pres 2019 41 0 58 42 31 37 40 37 52 53 38 42 3 8% 

KAZ_20032016_L1 Leg 2016 48 35 58 56 50 39 38 36 53 52 65 43 7 21% 

KAZ_26042015_P1 Pres 2015 43 29 48 46 49 35 27 32 48 56 62 40 9 24% 

KEN_04032013_P1 Pres 2013 41 70 31 51 18 57 63 20 34 37 55 27 9 24% 

KEN_08082017_P1 Pres 2017 47 64 41 60 34 63 53 23 49 56 38 41 12 21% 

KEN_26102017_P1 Pres 2017 41 59 38 49 40 58 54 16 28 57 26 36 10 20% 

KGZ_04102015_L1 Leg 2015 54 54 64 55 44 43 52 38 52 72 65 59 7 18% 

KGZ_04102020_L2 Leg 2020 37 48 34 64 38 26 38 24 46 51 14 27 4 10% 

KGZ_10012021_P1 Pres 2021 44 30 47 32 46 38 45 25 46 66 56 51 5 13% 

KGZ_15102017_P1 Pres 2017 52 57 57 55 45 51 48 30 50 67 60 52 6 16% 

KGZ_28112021_L1 Leg 2021 41 47 39 45 41 45 53 23 35 45 45 36 5 14% 

KHM_28072013_L1 Leg 2013 32 29 38 32 13 38 28 18 34 57 25 28 15 39% 

KHM_29072018_L1 Leg 2018 29 21 42 39 27 23 21 13 29 32 58 23 15 39% 

KIR_04142020_L1 Leg 2020 63 88 91 67 83 80 70 40 50 85 75 78 2* 8% 

KOR_09052017_P1 Pres 2017 72 54 87 60 76 68 56 66 72 85 76 83 12 23% 

KOR_13042016_L1 Leg 2016 71 46 85 55 80 66 54 62 75 90 81 83 10 24% 

KOR_15042020_L1 Leg 2020 74 29 91 50 100 81 58 55 81 98 66 88 2* 5% 

KOR_19122012_P1 Pres 2012 77 59 88 69 86 77 57 65 78 96 85 83 8 24% 

KWT_01122012_L1 Leg 2012 50 37 63 38 67 52 52 21 60 73 29 51 9 24% 

KWT_05122020_L1 Leg 2020 57 41 74 52 67 38 59 52 52 61 76 59 5 13% 

KWT_26112016_L1 Leg 2016 52 30 64 56 59 46 48 24 55 67 67 57 8 21% 

KWT_27072013_L1 Leg 2013 58 47 80 51 54 70 53 33 51 73 63 69 6 16% 

LAO_20032016_L1 Leg 2016 48 17 67 62 55 42 26 40 44 57 86 38 4 15% 

LBN_06052018_L1 Leg 2018 42 33 44 23 52 52 39 17 46 56 50 43 11 27% 

LBR_08122020_L1 Leg 2020 62 88 75 71 46 65 56 28 50 85 63 72 2* 5% 

LBR_26122017_P2 Pres 2017 54 81 63 55 33 64 49 29 47 67 56 67 3 7% 

LKA_05082020_L1 Leg 2020 57 75 78 46 54 51 44 28 54 73 56 76 5 13% 

LKA_08012015_P1 Pres 2015 51 57 69 50 49 45 34 28 46 65 61 68 10 24% 

LKA_16112019_P1 Pres 2019 57 69 80 56 59 50 40 29 52 76 61 68 8 9% 

LKA_17082015_L1 Leg 2015 53 59 73 46 46 52 41 22 50 74 54 69 6 18% 

LSO_03062017_L1 Leg 2017 61 76 74 66 45 62 53 35 50 79 70 75 12 29% 
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LSO_28022015_L1 Leg 2015 64 80 82 71 48 59 49 40 56 77 77 78 11 29% 

LTU_09102016_L1 Leg 2016 78 83 85 80 81 86 70 63 72 83 88 79 12 35% 

LTU_25052014_P2 Pres 2014 82 92 91 73 75 84 67 75 79 94 90 86 8 19% 

LTU_26052019_P1 Pres 2019 79 80 84 75 85 87 65 64 77 89 92 75 8 14% 

LTU_28102012_L2 Leg 2012 73 86 69 77 75 85 65 55 69 85 70 72 11 31% 

LUX_14102018_L1 Leg 2018 76 67 90 73 85 73 59 72 72 90 77 89 6 15% 

LVA_04102014_L1 Leg 2014 72 72 83 69 66 72 60 56 69 88 77 78 16 40% 

LVA_06102018_L1 Leg 2018 75 77 85 74 75 76 66 59 75 89 79 75 11 28% 

MAR_07102016_L1 Leg 2016 57 74 69 63 42 50 60 42 41 73 72 56 4 10% 

MAR_08092021_L1 Leg 2021 55 42 53 42 50 77 60 43 51 65 69 41 2* 6% 

MDA_13112016_P2 Pres 2016 55 44 64 52 46 68 36 34 58 78 58 62 6 16% 

MDA_15112020_P2 Pres 2020 60 58 75 56 43 68 37 45 53 90 72 68 2* 4% 

MDA_30112014_L1 Leg 2014 56 58 64 64 57 47 48 32 57 79 59 58 9 25% 

MDG_19122018_P2 Pres 2018 44 33 59 65 15 57 57 30 32 53 38 52 2* 5% 

MDG_20122013_P2 Pres 2013 40 36 41 36 18 48 44 20 37 58 45 49 16 37% 

MDG_26052019_L1 Leg 2019 41 50 39 50 21 53 35 20 40 59 44 39 4 9% 

MDV_06042019_L1 Leg 2019 55 54 81 54 50 41 51 43 53 63 59 63 2* 5% 

MDV_16112013_P2 Pres 2013 54 58 64 61 45 61 47 32 53 68 65 48 5 14% 

MDV_22032014_L1 Leg 2014 59 60 75 47 51 58 58 49 59 63 76 56 5 14% 

MDV_23092018_P1 Pres 2018 44 28 55 56 44 24 44 17 50 64 50 46 12 29% 

MEX_01072012_P1 Pres 2012 62 58 75 70 76 59 56 44 57 85 48 67 14 35% 

MEX_01072018_P1 Pres 2018 67 77 82 73 71 57 61 49 56 85 76 74 13 17% 

MEX_06062021_L1 Leg 2021 64 63 81 68 73 51 52 42 52 88 75 82 8 20% 

MEX_07062015_L1 Leg 2015 52 49 66 58 62 46 44 34 43 73 53 62 22 49% 

MKD_05052019_P1 Pres 2019 44 28 60 47 25 50 47 42 39 58 67 50 3 8% 

MKD_11122016_L1 Leg 2016 48 44 56 52 32 55 37 32 49 60 55 47 18 40% 

MKD_15072020_L1 Leg 2020 46 32 49 43 28 56 43 41 48 49 55 45 5 13% 

MKD_27042014_P2 Pres 2014 47 48 56 43 23 56 28 30 51 72 50 54 9 28% 

MLI_11082013_P2 Pres 2013 52 62 62 48 25 50 54 39 45 69 67 58 11 27% 

MLI_12082018_P2 Pres 2018 33 36 40 39 2 53 38 18 30 29 42 33 3 9% 

MLI_29032020_L1 Leg 2020 29 58 22 47 16 19 25 8 37 43 31 19 2* 5% 

MLT_03062017_L1 Leg 2017 64 47 84 54 70 65 40 37 63 87 83 79 10 23% 

MLT_09032013_L1 Leg 2013 65 49 86 55 64 68 45 38 65 89 79 78 10 31% 

MMR_08112015_L1 Leg 2015 54 42 72 54 30 40 49 34 55 74 69 69 16 41% 
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MMR_08112020_L1 Leg 2020 57 53 68 61 47 46 55 48 59 66 44 64 10 22% 

MNE_07042013_P1 Pres 2013 41 52 48 53 31 56 33 23 43 45 35 33 8 23% 

MNE_14102012_L1 Leg 2012 61 81 71 61 47 62 60 22 55 88 79 60 3 9% 

MNE_15042018_P1 Pres 2018 54 50 55 56 44 61 49 33 48 74 72 49 5 16% 

MNE_16102016_L1 Leg 2016 51 59 52 57 40 61 39 31 54 67 50 46 14 37% 

MNE_30082020_L1 Leg 2020 54 54 75 58 29 63 43 30 53 75 59 56 2* 5% 

MNG_07072017_P2 Pres 2017 63 40 80 45 69 50 61 43 63 87 71 73 4 10% 

MNG_09062021_P1 Pres 2021 64 67 82 44 44 53 60 37 68 85 75 85 2* 5% 

MNG_24062020_L1 Leg 2020 55 53 72 44 39 51 56 30 54 74 69 58 3 7% 

MNG_26062013_P1 Pres 2013 64 56 78 62 60 66 48 46 64 84 70 71 9 25% 

MNG_26062016_L1 Leg 2016 64 50 69 50 68 62 61 40 64 92 76 69 5 13% 

MOZ_15102014_P1 Pres 2014 35 36 38 46 25 43 33 20 39 32 37 33 8 20% 

MOZ_15102019_P1 Pres 2019 31 26 20 43 19 33 48 27 38 28 30 19 4 10% 

MRT_15092018_L2 Leg 2018 29 21 28 54 15 38 37 5 23 31 44 28 2* 6% 

MRT_21062014_P1 Pres 2014 46 53 38 61 25 45 52 36 51 56 35 48 3 8% 

MRT_21122013_L2 Leg 2013 41 50 56 29 26 40 48 21 38 41 46 56 2* 6% 

MUS_07112019_L1 Leg 2019 53 63 50 38 39 53 51 28 53 73 54 67 4 10% 

MUS_10122014_L1 Leg 2014 64 64 90 55 72 60 47 31 58 87 78 79 10 27% 

MWI_20052014_P1 Pres 2014 48 70 49 61 31 69 49 18 42 49 45 55 15 38% 

MWI_21052019_P1 Pres 2019 38 58 34 39 34 53 57 10 41 43 27 28 4 10% 

MWI_23062020_P1 Pres 2020 54 61 84 38 40 60 45 16 41 77 62 77 6 15% 

MYS_05052013_L1 Leg 2013 35 15 43 10 21 48 22 21 56 43 42 32 17 43% 

MYS_09052018_L1 Leg 2018 34 15 46 12 26 39 26 16 50 30 67 25 13 29% 

NAM_27112019_P1 Pres 2019 65 71 75 55 46 72 68 42 64 80 69 66 4 9% 

NAM_28112014_P1 Pres 2014 60 67 62 70 53 69 52 35 56 63 79 68 7 19% 

NER_20032016_P2 Pres 2016 52 75 56 64 35 43 44 32 50 74 43 66 4 10% 

NGA_23022019_P1 Pres 2019 52 67 78 38 35 42 55 30 36 69 54 73 4 8% 

NGA_28032015_L1 Leg 2015 53 75 66 62 42 60 49 20 31 73 67 70 18 43% 

NIC_06112016_P1 Pres 2016 36 31 41 49 42 36 47 27 32 35 43 26 7 19% 

NIC_07112021_P1 Pres 2021 28 17 27 34 37 30 29 21 25 29 43 25 10 29% 

NLD_12092012_L1 Leg 2012 78 91 91 67 84 78 61 62 75 88 88 88 24 56% 

NLD_15032017_L1 Leg 2017 82 94 91 73 86 81 75 70 72 91 93 90 17 40% 

NLD_17032021_L1 Leg 2021 78 91 86 65 89 80 61 65 78 95 81 87 10 25% 

NOR_09092013_L1 Leg 2013 83 81 92 71 87 84 67 74 81 97 93 91 13 31% 
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NOR_09112017_L1 Leg 2017 83 79 90 73 90 82 66 77 84 94 92 93 16 44% 

NOR_13092021_L1 Leg 2021 79 75 95 64 83 89 54 67 75 85 94 95 5 13% 

NPL_07122017_L1 Leg 2017 59 75 73 58 58 64 58 26 44 79 73 68 10 29% 

NPL_19112013_L1 Leg 2013 53 73 63 56 44 57 53 35 42 66 46 65 18 51% 

NZL_17102020_L1 Leg 2020 77 81 96 73 65 77 59 67 79 75 84 92 6 15% 

NZL_20092014_L1 Leg 2014 75 71 95 63 54 83 56 54 78 87 89 88 13 33% 

NZL_23092017_L1 Leg 2017 75 70 93 77 63 85 47 61 77 88 81 88 11 26% 

OMN_25102015_L1 Leg 2015 61 52 79 52 58 56 54 41 62 74 78 59 12 33% 

OMN_27102019_L1 Leg 2019 61 51 77 55 64 51 51 46 67 69 78 60 8 21% 

PAK_11052013_L1 Leg 2013 50 68 57 51 53 38 59 36 37 62 45 60 36 29% 

PAK_25072018_L1 Leg 2018 44 59 52 52 49 33 48 31 45 42 41 47 24 28% 

PAN_04052014_P1 Pres 2014 61 55 78 56 65 65 54 24 63 75 64 71 8 20% 

PAN_05052019_P1 Pres 2019 71 63 83 74 79 71 59 38 59 91 92 89 4 10% 

PER_05062016_P2 Pres 2016 65 71 56 57 77 55 56 49 66 88 76 71 13 33% 

PER_10042016_L1 Leg 2016 60 58 44 66 70 63 51 40 59 80 73 56 11 28% 

PER_11042021_P1 Pres 2021 68 96 80 66 83 68 38 51 69 83 46 86 8 20% 

PER_26012020_L1 Leg 2020 72 74 90 72 87 63 46 50 69 92 74 90 5 13% 

PHL_09052016_P1 Pres 2016 55 52 68 54 41 62 57 25 50 76 52 66 27 43% 

PHL_13052013_L1 Leg 2013 48 61 60 51 27 63 51 20 38 60 51 55 14 37% 

PHL_13052019_L1 Leg 2019 48 47 65 36 35 45 58 22 42 66 52 63 8 18% 

PNG_08072017_L1 Leg 2017 34 40 21 45 11 55 49 16 26 35 37 43 13 27% 

POL_12072020_P2 Pres 2020 66 75 67 61 79 72 37 42 71 86 71 77 3 8% 

POL_13102019_L1 Leg 2019 66 61 78 69 57 70 44 52 71 80 73 70 11 22% 

POL_24052015_P2 Pres 2015 74 79 82 72 75 76 55 61 74 82 80 80 16 43% 

POL_25102015_L1 Leg 2015 75 79 87 78 76 74 52 63 74 87 85 82 15 41% 

PRT_04102015_L1 Leg 2015 72 71 85 66 46 72 58 59 73 89 84 80 19 48% 

PRT_06102019_L1 Leg 2019 78 81 94 75 61 76 63 55 75 99 91 92 7 16% 

PRT_24012016_P1 Pres 2016 77 83 93 66 52 86 57 65 72 95 92 90 20 53% 

PRT_24012021_P1 Pres 2021 79 69 94 68 58 76 69 67 78 97 92 93 6 15% 

PRY_21042013_P1 Pres 2013 55 63 70 59 46 54 40 24 51 74 79 57 12 34% 

PRY_22042018_P1 Pres 2018 44 36 47 59 48 49 43 20 47 56 45 41 14 41% 

QAT_02102021_L1 Leg 2021 62 30 81 27 45 68 70 57 60 86 67 67 4 11% 

ROU_06122020_L1 Leg 2020 55 53 65 55 48 54 35 48 59 70 68 54 12 32% 

ROU_09122012_L1 Leg 2012 48 46 59 37 28 58 32 32 46 67 68 50 13 33% 
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ROU_11122016_L1 Leg 2016 65 61 79 54 43 58 50 57 65 82 82 77 17 40% 

ROU_16112014_P2 Pres 2014 53 40 54 50 29 66 41 43 46 80 72 56 18 50% 

ROU_24112019_P2 Pres 2019 54 54 66 43 49 60 39 29 51 71 67 65 4 10% 

RUS_18032018_P1 Pres 2018 50 34 61 48 59 49 35 39 55 52 62 45 13 23% 

RUS_18092016_L1 Leg 2016 44 35 43 48 53 43 33 34 55 39 63 40 13 32% 

RUS_19092021_L1 Leg 2021 32 14 23 36 38 32 32 20 56 22 46 18 3 8% 

RWA_03092018_L1 Leg 2018 58 43 67 46 62 53 52 47 55 76 68 63 7 21% 

RWA_04082017_P1 Pres 2017 51 28 58 50 73 48 31 35 47 61 83 56 5 14% 

RWA_16092013_L1 Leg 2013 64 62 71 61 72 60 54 59 61 70 77 65 7 19% 

SDN_13042015_P1 Pres 2015 43 28 49 41 39 46 37 27 45 57 59 43 10 26% 

SEN_30072017_L1 Leg 2017 43 32 48 58 13 49 41 19 39 68 55 50 3 8% 

SGP_10072020_L1 Leg 2020 59 28 77 13 76 56 33 55 65 78 88 57 7 18% 

SGP_11092015_L1 Leg 2015 53 27 76 14 77 46 33 35 60 69 75 58 14 34% 

SLB_03042019_L1 Leg 2019 65 86 73 78 59 65 65 30 57 82 56 79 3 7% 

SLB_19112014_L1 Leg 2014 57 74 67 71 41 59 62 29 40 72 63 68 8 20% 

SLE_17112012_P1 Pres 2012 57 67 78 46 66 64 30 33 54 63 63 72 2* 6% 

SLE_31032018_P2 Pres 2018 50 60 67 50 50 43 41 33 44 64 40 67 3 8% 

SLV_01032015_L1 Leg 2015 49 53 44 57 53 60 49 38 47 49 53 42 9 22% 

SLV_03022019_P1 Pres 2019 61 79 74 68 48 62 47 36 55 73 75 69 7 18% 

SLV_04032018_L1 Leg 2018 53 69 61 56 42 54 48 38 42 64 67 61 9 26% 

SLV_09032014_P2 Pres 2014 59 60 80 61 47 60 44 34 61 85 43 74 14 37% 

SRB_02042017_P1 Pres 2017 43 47 53 57 26 49 17 29 54 53 40 40 9 31% 

SRB_16032014_L1 Leg 2014 57 54 74 55 38 57 36 35 57 79 79 67 13 33% 

SRB_21062020_L1 Leg 2020 33 54 28 64 19 45 18 16 41 35 42 8 4 10% 

SRB_24042016_L1 Leg 2016 46 42 53 54 33 53 37 37 51 53 45 43 9 24% 

STP_07082016_P2 Pres 2016 47 55 63 49 41 48 39 24 50 55 51 51 7 22% 

STP_07102018_L1 Leg 2018 51 71 63 37 67 73 33 21 48 58 53 53 2* 6% 

STP_12102014_L1 Leg 2014 58 73 80 55 51 68 43 28 45 72 71 72 5 13% 

STP_18072021_P1 Pres 2021 57 67 70 48 48 61 63 29 57 67 58 60 3 9% 

SUR_25042020_L1 Leg 2020 55 58 60 54 44 62 65 32 54 55 55 63 5 13% 

SUR_25052015_L1 Leg 2015 51 50 65 52 46 61 37 27 48 57 64 54 13 33% 

SVK_05032016_L1 Leg 2016 74 70 85 63 83 74 67 56 77 81 84 78 13 31% 

SVK_29022020_L1 Leg 2020 77 79 94 53 88 78 59 56 75 91 86 93 4 8% 

SVK_29032014_P2 Pres 2014 74 72 83 65 75 87 63 55 65 92 86 82 12 32% 
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SVK_30032019_P1 Pres 2019 77 79 96 74 86 87 60 65 64 90 72 91 6 12% 

SVN_02122012_P2 Pres 2012 75 69 88 65 88 70 50 57 79 92 80 86 11 30% 

SVN_03072018_L1 Leg 2018 75 71 88 68 90 76 47 60 78 90 84 78 13 33% 

SVN_12112017_P2 Pres 2017 81 85 94 72 85 87 59 69 81 93 88 87 15 33% 

SVN_13072014_L1 Leg 2014 79 78 78 65 93 77 69 69 80 94 76 87 7 18% 

SWE_09092018_L1 Leg 2018 85 87 93 71 90 86 75 72 83 95 92 93 23 53% 

SWE_14092014_L1 Leg 2014 80 79 90 74 88 79 60 66 79 93 88 94 21 53% 

SWZ_20092013_L1 Leg 2013 45 24 64 30 48 32 47 36 45 62 56 49 7 18% 

SWZ_21092018_L1 Leg 2018 38 15 55 47 43 36 35 24 37 51 44 38 8 20% 

SYR_03062014_P1 Pres 2014 26 9 29 36 20 18 17 12 27 37 59 27 8 19% 

SYR_13042016_L1 Leg 2016 23 10 19 31 15 25 16 7 22 24 66 16 8 19% 

SYR_19072020_L1 Leg 2020 20 8 17 43 8 15 9 8 22 25 49 11 6 13% 

SYR_26052021_P1 Pres 2021 19 23 8 10 19 19 24 13 25 13 36 12 5 13% 

TCD_10042016_P1 Pres 2016 31 42 19 41 33 34 27 10 39 35 35 33 3 11% 

TGO_22022020_P1 Pres 2020 33 22 50 8 28 57 37 8 36 43 23 31 3 8% 

TGO_25042015_P1 Pres 2015 38 43 42 26 27 51 49 28 38 39 33 32 6 16% 

TGO_25072013_L1 Leg 2013 38 25 39 29 18 43 47 25 43 42 40 48 4 11% 

THA_02022014_L1 Leg 2014 51 76 43 70 58 53 47 49 49 60 34 34 15 38% 

THA_24032019_L1 Leg 2019 38 13 42 61 48 29 43 29 42 47 39 27 4 8% 

TJK_01032015_L1 Leg 2015 35 19 46 37 28 26 30 18 38 46 54 36 8 19% 

TJK_01032020_L1 Leg 2020 27 13 22 17 30 13 18 5 52 30 69 13 2* 5% 

TJK_06112013_P1 Pres 2013 36 16 40 45 21 29 32 28 36 50 58 34 8 24% 

TKM_12022017_P1 Pres 2017 31 25 37 43 34 20 9 19 35 31 75 22 10 30% 

TKM_15122013_L1 Leg 2013 37 20 53 45 40 30 20 24 37 45 71 34 8 20% 

TKM_25032018_L1 Leg 2018 40 20 51 47 54 22 34 30 40 46 83 24 4 11% 

TLS_12052018_L1 Leg 2018 67 67 86 60 56 62 56 45 61 92 72 88 8 20% 

TLS_20032017_P1 Pres 2017 61 65 75 53 54 63 50 35 59 76 77 69 15 38% 

TLS_22072017_L1 Leg 2017 63 55 80 62 47 58 53 41 61 81 76 76 9 20% 

TON_16112017_L1 Leg 2017 62 65 77 56 51 62 49 43 58 73 70 79 7 21% 

TON_18112021_L1 Leg 2021 29 25 50 27 40 19 20 16 25 35 47 31 2* 6% 

TON_27112014_L1 Leg 2014 67 71 67 70 58 75 56 45 69 85 65 78 4 13% 

TTO_10082020_L1 Leg 2020 59 67 75 46 51 71 53 44 50 63 64 68 7 18% 

TUN_06102019_L1 Leg 2019 57 52 61 53 60 56 38 34 60 74 60 69 5 13% 

TUN_13102019_P2 Pres 2019 50 39 68 40 50 60 48 29 50 55 58 53 3 8% 
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TUN_21122014_P2 Pres 2014 69 78 86 77 54 74 53 46 68 87 60 86 4 10% 

TUN_26102014_L1 Leg 2014 66 75 75 68 45 73 59 47 59 78 81 71 13 34% 

TUR_01112015_L1 Leg 2015 44 28 60 45 51 43 25 24 43 61 68 45 20 49% 

TUR_07062015_L1 Leg 2015 47 22 68 38 49 48 28 26 46 71 69 52 12 30% 

TUR_10082014_P1 Pres 2014 51 43 62 56 58 51 27 29 53 68 68 53 12 27% 

TUR_24062018_P1 Pres 2018 35 19 35 35 54 26 15 22 48 44 60 29 15 36% 

TWN_11012020_P1 Pres 2020 82 83 97 69 100 94 65 69 60 100 89 100 4 10% 

TWN_16012016_P1 Pres 2016 73 65 94 64 84 83 61 51 54 94 86 88 14 36% 

TZA_25102015_P1 Pres 2015 44 33 60 44 33 54 43 23 43 56 40 46 14 38% 

TZA_28102020_P1 Pres 2020 31 13 31 42 26 32 30 26 38 30 39 26 5 13% 

UGA_14012021_P1 Pres 2021 27 17 28 52 12 40 40 13 22 25 19 38 2* 5% 

UGA_18022016_P1 Pres 2016 37 33 35 30 33 52 42 14 32 56 41 41 12 22% 

UKR_11042019_P2 Pres 2019 53 64 66 58 37 57 46 32 48 64 63 58 10 18% 

UKR_25052014_P1 Pres 2014 59 70 70 53 40 63 57 39 50 70 78 71 13 33% 

UKR_26102014_L1 Leg 2014 53 59 64 51 45 53 49 34 48 65 66 59 13 33% 

UKR_28102012_L1 Leg 2012 39 38 42 42 32 41 38 23 51 39 40 39 14 42% 

URY_24112019_P2 Pres 2019 73 86 92 72 92 75 49 55 57 78 89 88 3 8% 

URY_27102019_P1 Pres 2019 83 99 100 83 94 83 65 70 63 97 93 94 16 19% 

URY_30112014_P2 Pres 2014 75 91 94 72 78 72 65 58 57 92 94 84 16 42% 

USA_03112020_P1 Pres 2020 57 50 88 18 32 65 56 37 66 78 23 85 5 13% 

USA_04112014_L1 Leg 2014 62 31 75 11 35 80 69 47 67 76 77 72 9 24% 

USA_06112012_P1 Pres 2012 63 38 70 16 41 74 64 44 68 85 84 75 15 39% 

USA_06112018_L1 Leg 2018 65 49 79 37 52 75 62 56 67 77 73 72 40 14% 

USA_08112016_P1 Pres 2016 59 39 72 16 43 80 46 54 69 76 46 70 10 26% 

UZB_04012015_L2 Leg 2015 38 28 54 57 37 30 26 22 42 42 66 24 5 13% 

UZB_04122016_P1 Pres 2016 38 24 57 44 41 20 17 22 37 51 86 28 6 15% 

UZB_24102021_P1 Pres 2021 44 13 66 37 58 31 19 28 47 72 78 38 2* 5% 

UZB_29032015_P1 Pres 2015 39 27 50 40 35 30 25 26 43 48 73 36 12 27% 

VEN_06122015_L1 Leg 2015 42 33 49 36 43 51 27 22 47 50 65 40 22 48% 

VEN_06122020_L1 Leg 2020 36 5 16 40 56 16 31 11 31 33 56 13 5 13% 

VEN_07102012_P1 Pres 2012 54 48 61 51 58 67 30 22 61 69 79 49 11 29% 

VEN_14042013_P1 Pres 2013 40 33 37 41 42 58 38 25 46 39 38 31 14 37% 

VEN_20052018_P1 Pres 2018 26 12 16 34 22 29 28 17 33 28 45 19 17 45% 

VNM_22052016_L1 Leg 2016 34 14 41 34 32 27 20 25 41 41 55 35 8 21% 
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* In certain cases, marked in Table 3 with an *, the number of responses was very low, with large confidence 
intervals, and these results should be treated with due caution. 
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VNM_23052021_L1 Leg 2021 44 28 67 36 48 45 33 50 43 37 56 44 3 8% 

VUT_19032020_L1 Leg 2020 61 82 76 60 33 65 64 40 52 70 73 70 5 13% 

VUT_22012016_L1 Leg 2016 62 75 69 56 24 72 67 38 58 73 72 78 8 19% 

WSM_04032016_L1 Leg 2016 53 33 67 60 35 54 58 30 50 68 60 66 6 15% 

WSM_04092021_L1 Leg 2021 51 33 55 50 57 49 46 41 58 62 44 61 4 10% 

ZAF_07052014_L1 Leg 2014 63 72 78 69 52 60 56 35 62 75 73 71 16 41% 

ZAF_08052019_L1 Leg 2019 66 72 83 67 46 69 59 41 61 82 73 77 10 23% 

ZMB_11082016_P1 Pres 2016 45 60 50 58 42 55 32 27 45 50 33 57 12 31% 

ZMB_12082021_P1 Pres 2021 38 4 38 54 26 48 30 13 36 65 72 25 2* 5% 

ZMB_20012015_P1 Pres 2015 44 53 54 62 31 49 30 27 34 58 55 50 9 24% 

ZWE_30072018_P1 Pres 2018 41 33 46 47 32 56 43 16 44 51 34 43 10 26% 

ZWE_31072013_L1 Leg 2013 35 27 29 31 15 50 33 25 36 46 49 32 13 39% 
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IV: Technical Appendix: Indicators, Coverage, and Methods 
 

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. 10 

Measurement: To measure this concept, the PEI survey questionnaire includes 49 items on electoral 
integrity (see Table 5) ranging over the whole electoral cycle. These items fell into eleven sequential sub-
dimensions. The PEI Codebook provides detailed description of all variables and imputation procedures for 
these data. A copy and all the data can be downloaded from https://thedata.harvard.edu/dataverse/PEI. 

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 present data release adds to these results 730 experts 
evaluating 143 national elections in 115 countries, from February 3, 2019, to December 31, 2021. In total, 
PEI 8.0 covers 480 elections in 169 countries.  

TABLE 4: 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 11 Population less than 100,000 as of 2013: Andorra, 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 
 
 
 

State has direct elections for the lower house of the 
national legislature but only candidates for the ruling 
party have ballot access, excluding independents and 
candidates for any other party. 

2 North Korea, Cuba 

Not yet included in the survey 7 Democratic Republic of the Congo, Kiribati, Libya, Saint Lucia, 
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines (Dropped for low response 
rates), Yemen.11 

Covered to date in the PEI 8.0 dataset (from mid-2012 
to end-2021) 

169  

 

Respondents: The project identified around forty experts per election, 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). In total, 4,590 completed responses were received in the survey, representing 
a response rate of 23%. In certain cases, marked in Table 3 with an *, the number of responses was very 
low, with large confidence intervals, and these results should be treated with due caution. 

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 by chained equations 
in groups composing of the eleven sub-dimensions. The Perceptions of Electoral Integrity (PEI) Index is an 

https://thedata.harvard.edu/dataverse/PEI
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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.12 

Validity and reliability tests: For further information regarding validity and reliability, please see: Norris, 
Pippa, Richard W. Frank, and Ferran Martinez I. Coma. 2014. "Measuring Electoral Integrity around the 
World: A New Dataset." PS: Political Science and Politics 47 (4):789-798. doi: 
10.1017/S1049096514001061 and Martínez i Coma, Ferran and Carolien Van Ham. 2015. “Can experts 
judge elections? Testing the validity of expert judgments for measuring election integrity.” European 
Journal of Political Research 54(2) 305-325. doi:10.1111/1475-6765.12084. 
 

 

  

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1475-6765.12084/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1475-6765.12084/abstract
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TABLE 5: PEI CORE SURVEY QUESTIONS  
Sections  Performance indicators Direction 

P
R

E-
EL

EC
TI

O
N

 

1. Electoral 
laws 

1-1   Electoral laws were unfair to smaller parties  N 

1-2   Electoral laws favored the governing party or parties N 

1-3   Election laws restricted citizens’ rights N 

2. Electoral 
procedures 

2-1   Elections were well managed P 

2-2   Information about voting procedures was widely available P 

2-3   Election officials were fair P 

2-4   Elections were conducted in accordance with the law P 

3. Boundaries 3-1   Boundaries discriminated against some parties N 

3-2   Boundaries favored incumbents N 

3-3   Boundaries were impartial P 

4. Voter 
registration 

4-1   Some citizens were not listed in the register N 

4-2   The electoral register was inaccurate N 

4-3   Some ineligible electors were registered N 

5. Party 
registration    

5-1   Some opposition candidates were prevented from running N 

5-2   Women had equal opportunities to run for office P 

5-3   Ethnic and national minorities had equal opportunities to run for office P 

5-4   Only top party leaders selected candidates N 

5-5   Some parties/candidates were restricted from holding campaign rallies N 

C
A

M
P

A
IG

N
 

6. Campaign 
media  

6-1   Newspapers provided balanced election news P 

6-2   TV news favored the governing party N 

6-3   Parties/candidates had fair access to political broadcasts and advertising P 

6-4   Journalists provided fair coverage of the elections P 

6-5   Social media were used to expose electoral fraud P 

7. Campaign 
finance 

7-1   Parties/candidates had equitable access to public subsidies P 

7-2   Parties/candidates had equitable access to political donations P 

7-3   Parties/candidates publish transparent financial accounts P 

7.4   Rich people buy elections N 

7-5   Some state resources were improperly used for campaigning N 

EL
EC

TI
O

N
 D

A
Y 

8. Voting 
process 

8-1   Some voters were threatened with violence at the polls N 

8-2   Some fraudulent votes were cast N 

8-3   The process of voting was easy P 

8-4   Voters were offered a genuine choice at the ballot box P 

8-5   Postal ballots were available P 

8-6   Special voting facilities were available for the disabled P 

8-7   National citizens living abroad could vote P 

8-8   Some form of internet voting was available P 

P
O

ST
-E

LE
C

TI
O

N
 

9. Vote count 9-1   Ballot boxes were secure P 

9-2   The results were announced without undue delay P 

9-3   Votes were counted fairly P 

9-4   International election monitors were restricted N 

9-5   Domestic election monitors were restricted N 

10. Results 10-1   Parties/candidates challenged the results N 

10-2   The election led to peaceful protests N 

10-3   The election triggered violent protests N 

10-4   Any disputes were resolved through legal channels  P 

11. Electoral 
authorities    

11-1   The election authorities were impartial P 

11-2   The authorities distributed information to citizens P 

11-3   The authorities allowed public scrutiny of their performance  P 

11-4   The election authorities performed well  P 

Note: The direction of the original items P=positive, N=negative.   Core items are repeated each year. 
Source: www.electoralintegrityproject.com  
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