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Abstract 

The role of unfair elections in breakdown or maintenance of electoral authoritarian 

regimes has been subject to debate in recent research. On the one hand, the conduct of 

elections may serve to enhance popular legitimacy and deter challenges to the regime. On 

the other hand, electoral manipulation may contribute to grievances that fuel mass protest. 

However, empirical research on the consequences of electoral manipulation for popular 

support has been limited by the availability of appropriate survey data and has mostly 

focused on summary or process-based assessments of electoral unfairness. 

 

The premise of this study is that electoral manipulation is difficult to assess due to 

its inherent complexity and ambiguity. As a result, citizens are likely to use cognitive 

shortcuts to interpret electoral manipulation. Applying psychological theories of justice 

and motivated political reasoning in this context, this project aims to investigate how both 

process- and outcome-based assessments of election unfairness influence summary 

judgments of election quality, regime support, and support for electoral protest. It further 

seeks to determine how voters’ political preferences bias, or condition, the impact of 

election unfairness evaluations. 

 

These propositions are tested using novel data from the XIX New Russia Barometer 

survey, conducted shortly after the controversial 2011 Russian State Duma election that 

triggered mass electoral protests. This study finds that perceived election outcome 

unfairness affects reactions to elections alongside assessments of the electoral process; it 

also shows evidence of partisan reasoning in evaluations of election unfairness. Ultimately, 

this project points to some factors that may explain the diverging consequences of electoral 

manipulation for popular support.
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

The Importance of Elections in Authoritarian Regimes 

Recent research focuses on “elections under authoritarianism,”1 suggesting that 

unfair elections create distinct incentives and constraints for actors involved in the electoral 

struggle (Schedler 2013; Levitsky and Way 2010; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Schedler 

2006b). Scholars agree that authoritarian leaders benefit from conducting elections, albeit 

specific reasons for how elections serve the purposes of authoritarian survival differ. For 

example, elections may facilitate authoritarian governance by rewarding those elite 

members who succeed in mobilizing support and delivering “right” electoral outcomes 

(Birch 2011; Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Magaloni 2006). In addition to serving as a 

mechanism for rewards distribution, elections may help deter challenges from regime 

insiders by demonstrating that the regime relies on popular support and that opposing it is 

futile (Geddes 2005; Magaloni 2006). 

Nevertheless, unfair elections offer some limited avenues for the opposition to 

challenge the regime (Schedler 2013; Howard and Roessler 2006). As Schedler writes, 

Because EA [electoral authoritarian] regimes are systems in which opposition 

parties (are supposed to) lose elections, electoral contests are a profoundly 

ambiguous affair for opposition parties. To the extent that they serve to legitimate 

the system and demonstrate the power and popularity of the ruling party as well as 

the weakness of its opponents, elections tend to demoralize and demobilize 

                                                 
1 The phrase comes from the title of a review article by Gandhi and Lust-Okar (2009). 
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opposition forces. To the extent that they allow opposition forces to get stronger 

and to demonstrate that the emperor is naked, that his grip on power is based on 

manipulation rather than popular consent, elections tend to reinvigorate opposition 

parties. (Schedler 2006b, 4) 

If opposition leaders are effective at mobilizing popular grievances related to 

election fraud, they can not only put a dent in support for the regime, but in some instances 

bring voters out to the streets. Prior research suggests that fraudulent elections create 

political opportunities for mass protest, thereby making authoritarian regimes vulnerable 

(Schedler 2013, 148). Tucker (2007) argues that unfair elections serve as “focal points” for 

protest because they are high-profile events that affect a large proportion of citizens 

simultaneously; in addition, elections provide a mechanism for power transfer, which may 

heighten the expected value of protest. Protests against election fraud exemplify instances 

of failure of electoral manipulation to eliminate challenges to authoritarian survival. The 

broad theoretical debate concerning the conditions under which electoral manipulation 

works to promote authoritarian goals and when it fails motivates this dissertation project 

(Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Magaloni and Kricheli 2010; Schedler 2009c, 2013). 

Popular support plays an important role in the discussions of benefits and risks of 

electoral manipulation for authoritarian leaders (Birch 2011; Schedler 2013, 261–265; 

Hermet 1978). The electoral success of incumbents (both genuine and fabricated) is meant 

to show that the regime is broadly accepted by the population. On the other hand, opposing 

parties and candidates work to overcome the obstacles of electoral manipulation to attract 

sympathizers and to generate support for their strategies such as election boycotts and 

protests. This means that researching the ways in which citizens react to electoral 
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manipulation is crucial for understanding the broader consequences of unfair elections for 

survival or breakdown of authoritarian regimes. The major goal of this dissertation is to 

contribute to the understanding of how citizens evaluate unfair elections (the topic of 

Chapter 2), and how the tools that people use to interpret electoral manipulation affect their 

support for the regime and for electoral protest (the respective topics of Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4). 

Popular Perceptions of Election Unfairness 

Early work on Elections without Choice contended that a major purpose of 

authoritarian elections is legitimation of the regime through demonstration of popular 

support (Hermet 1978; Pravda 1978; Furtak 1990). Addressing the pernicious 

consequences of such elections, Linz (1978, 62) wrote that pseudo-competitive political 

systems “deceive the people, reduce the pressures for real democratization, co-opt part of 

the opposition, and give a false international legitimation to an authoritarian regime.”2 

Recently, however, some scholars have argued that citizens are not naïve and that electoral 

manipulation should result in negative evaluations of election fairness; furthermore, such 

evaluations should delegitimize regimes and increase protest potential (Norris 2014). 

There is a nascent body of research examining the causes and consequences of 

perceptions of election unfairness.3 The development of research in this area has been 

constrained by limited availability of appropriate survey data. Some of the existing data on 

perceived election unfairness are found in the first module of the Comparative Study of 

                                                 
2 Emphasis added. 
3 For prominent examples, see Anderson et al. (2005), Birch (2008, 2010), Rose and Mishler (2009), 

McAllister and White (2011), Norris (2014). 
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Electoral Systems (CSES) (Birch 2008); the New Russia Barometer database (Rose and 

Mishler 2009); and the recent sixth wave of the World Values Survey (Norris 2014). 

Overall, the studies using these data find that perceptions of election unfairness have 

statistically significant effects on a variety of indicators of political support. However, this 

work has mostly focused on summary perceptions of election unfairness (Birch 2008; Rose 

and Mishler 2009) or on aggregate indices of perceived electoral process integrity and 

malpractice (Norris 2014).4 

However, it is not clear to what extent citizens’ assessments of elections are based 

on notions of procedural fairness. Extant literature points to several major competing 

influences on overall evaluations of elections (Tyler and Lind 2001, 69; Tyler 1990, 75; 

Lind et al. 1993; Anderson et al. 2005; Sanders and Hamilton 2001b). In addition to 

judgments of election process fairness, they include impressions of the fairness of election 

outcomes, and assessments of election outcome favorability. Psychological theories of 

justice emphasize the importance of electoral process and outcome fairness judgments over 

winning or losing in elections.5 In contrast, psychological theories of motivated reasoning 

hold that voters’ preferences bias their assessments of electoral process and outcome 

fairness (Kunda 1990; Lodge and Taber 2000; Redlawsk 2002). As Kunda writes (1990, 

490), “they [people] will believe undesirable evidence if they cannot refute it, but they will 

refute it if they can.” 

                                                 
4 For example, Rose and Mishler (2009) examine the causes and consequences of whether elections 

are perceived as fair or unfair in 2007 Russian parliamentary elections. The recent wave of the World Values 

Survey contains such questions as whether election officials are fair, whether votes are counted fairly, 

whether voters are threatened with violence at the polls and others. These measures are aggregated into 

indices of perceptions of electoral integrity and perceptions of electoral malpractice (Norris 2014). 
5 For an overview of the research on procedural and substantive justice, see Sanders and Hamilton 

(2001a), Tyler et al. (1997), and Miller (2001). For a theoretical discussion of the relationship between 

process and outcome fairness, see Folger (1996). 
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Taken together, theories of procedural and substantive fairness as well as motivated 

political reasoning suggest that how people assess elections should have important 

implications for their attitudes to and behavior towards authorities. This study aims to 

contribute, both theoretically and empirically, to the research on popular perceptions of 

elections by examining competing hypotheses about the influence of electoral process and 

outcome unfairness assessments on summary judgments of election quality, regime 

support, and support for electoral protest. Second, this project aims to examine the extent 

to which voters’ preferences bias, or condition, the effects of electoral unfairness 

evaluations. 

The Ambiguity of Electoral Manipulation and the Use of 

Heuristics 

The basic premise of this study is that electoral manipulation is difficult to assess 

(Birch 2013; Schedler 2009a; Simpser and Donno 2012). Such qualities of electoral 

manipulation as covertness, intentionality, legality, and subtlety, contribute to the problems 

of incomplete and ambiguous information about electoral violations (this is discussed in 

detail in Chapter 2). In addition to its inherent ambiguity, electoral manipulation is 

complex. Experts and election observers have developed elaborate checklists to account 

for different strategies of electoral manipulation.6 However, ordinary citizens are unlikely 

to go through a complex and time-consuming process of assessing the scope and gravity 

of each type of electoral violations, in order to arrive at a more accurate summary 

evaluation of elections. 

                                                 
6 For example, see Hyde (2008), Elklit and Reynolds (2005), Birch (2011), Norris et al. (2013). 
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Psychological theories posit that if information is contradictory and effortful 

processing is required, people will use heuristics, or cognitive shortcuts, to generate 

attitudes based on this information (Kaufmann 1994; Lodge and Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, 

and Glathar 2001). This study argues that the heuristics people adopt to interpret electoral 

manipulation will determine their reactions to unfair elections. In this context, specific 

assessments of electoral process and outcome unfairness, as well as voters’ preferences are 

considered as shortcuts that may facilitate judgments about election quality, the regime, 

and protests against election fraud. In addition, election-related shortcuts may have an 

indirect effect on regime support and support for electoral protest through influencing the 

summary judgments of election unfairness (see Figure 1-1). 

 

Figure 1-1. The Model of Popular Reactions to Unfair Elections 

 

Note: The dashed arrows indicate that voters’ preferences condition the influence of popular assessments of 

election unfairness. These assessments are embedded in the context of uncertainty about the scope and 

significance of electoral manipulation. 
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This study does not consider the use of heuristics as an efficient way to arrive at 

(mostly) accurate conclusions.7 Instead, it views the information environment in electoral 

authoritarian regimes as conducive for the proliferation of perceptual biases. Adopting the 

language of heuristics, this study attempts to bridge the gap between the nascent literature 

on the causes and consequences of citizens’ perceptions of election unfairness and related 

psychological theories of justice and motivated political reasoning. Ultimately, the study 

of the processes that people use to assess electoral manipulation is important for 

understanding when electoral manipulation works and when it fails. 

Methods and Context 

This dissertation uses novel survey data from the XIX New Russia Barometer to 

test the effects of election unfairness assessments and voters’ preferences on reactions to 

electoral manipulation (Rose 2012).8 This nationwide survey was conducted soon after the 

controversial 4 December 2011 Russian State Duma election. A random sample of 1,600 

respondents aged 18 and older were interviewed between the 16th and 20th of December. 

The survey was organized by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of 

Strathclyde, in collaboration with the independent Levada Center based in Moscow (the 

Appendix presents question wording and coding). 

The survey data contain a set of election-related independent variables that have 

received little empirical testing. These include such variables as reported experience of pre-

                                                 
7 See a discussion in Kuklinski and Quirk (2000) about opposing scholarly views of heuristics as 

strategies to arrive at reasonable judgments based on limited information; or heuristics as automatic responses 

to information that work without much concern for accuracy. 
8 Full details of the survey, including information about the sampling frame, are available in Rose 

(2012). The English-language questionnaire is also available at <http://www.cspp.strath.ac.uk>. 
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electoral pressure to vote for one party; perceived decisiveness of vote count violations for 

election outcomes; and knowledge of critical international observer assessments. In 

addition, the survey measures regime support, which allows us to test the delegitimizing 

consequences of election unfairness assessments. Finally, a measure of electoral protest 

support is used to test the immediate mobilizing potential of perceived election unfairness, 

something that very few studies attempted to do.9 The testing strategies involve statistical 

analyses using ordered logit and ordinary least squares regressions. The statistical analyses 

are complemented by descriptive evidence from the nationwide XIX New Russia 

Barometer survey as well as representative surveys of Muscovites and Moscow protesters, 

conducted by the Levada Center in December 2011. 

The XIX New Russia Barometer survey is embedded in the context of the 4 

December 2011 State Duma election that was judged as unfair by international observers 

from the OSCE and PACE (Chapter 2 examines the context of electoral manipulation). 

This election triggered unprecedented mass protests against election fraud in Russia. On 

the day following the election, several thousand Muscovites joined protest (Kozenko 

2011). Protest leaders expressed dissatisfaction with alleged falsifications of the election 

results and demanded a rerun of the election, along with the dismissal of the chairperson 

of the Central Election Commission, Vladimir Churov (Karlov 2011). On December 10th, 

                                                 
9 For example, Norris (2014) explores the relationship between perceived electoral integrity and 

malpractice and willingness to engage in protest behavior, a measure that does not differentiate between 

different types of protest. Chaisty and Whitefield (2013) collected data following the March 2012 presidential 

election in Russia and asked whether post-parliamentary election protests in December of 2011 were justified. 

They found that overall perceptions of election unfairness affected protest support. However, these data are 

less suited to test the immediate mobilizing effects of election fraud because they are considerably removed 

in time from the parliamentary election. 
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the Moscow Bolotnaya Square rally “For Fair Elections” gathered up to eighty thousand 

protesters,10 and smaller protests took place across other Russian cities (Protestnoye 2013). 

The resolution adopted at the first Bolotnaya rally included the following demands: 

to free political prisoners; to annul the results of the falsified State Duma election; to 

dismiss Churov and to investigate his activities, to investigate all the instances of electoral 

falsifications and violations and to punish violators; to register all the opposition parties 

and to adopt democratic laws on parties and elections; to conduct a new free and fair 

election (Kolesnikov 2011b; Miting 2012). According to one of the protest leaders, Boris 

Nemtsov, the rally was unprecedented in scope and exceeded the organizers’ expectations 

(Nemtsov 2011).11 

The immediate post-election protest activity culminated in a December 24th rally 

“For Fair Elections” at the Sakharov Avenue that gathered, according to the organizers, up 

to a hundred thousand participants. The demands voiced at the rally were largely the same 

(Kolesnikov 2011a). The last big rally before the 4 March 2012 presidential election took 

place on Bolotnaya Square on February 4th (Protestnoye 2013). In addition to voicing 

earlier demands, this rally’s resolution called on Russian citizens to “not give a single vote” 

to Vladimir Putin at the presidential election; to not succumb to pressure from authorities; 

and to partake in the election observation to prevent further falsifications (Rezolyutsiya 

2012). Protests continued throughout the rest of the year.12 

                                                 
10 This is the upper crowd estimate by protest organizers. The official crowd estimate put this 

number at 25 thousand. It should be noted that official numbers are routinely lower than those of organizers. 
11 See Smyth et al. (2013) for a description of counter-mobilization efforts in support of the dominant 

party and Russia’s political leadership. Rallies of supporters, however, became more prominent only in 

February 2012. 
12 Shortly after the presidential election, Moscow saw two mass rallies against election fraud, albeit 

the number of participants was smaller (Siloiz"yavleniye 2012; Tumanov, Andrianov, and Kryazhev 2012). 

The rallies drew attention to alleged falsifications in the presidential election and some protest leaders 

demanded a rerun of both the legislative and presidential elections (Voronov, Chernykh, and Tumanov 2012). 
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The electoral protests in Russia attracted a lot of attention from the media and other 

commentators. However, the XIX New Russia Barometer post-election survey shows that 

the Russian public was sharply divided in their judgments of unfairness in the 

parliamentary election (Rose 2012). Thus, the aftermath of the Russian State Duma 

election provides an excellent setting for assessing the immediate consequences of electoral 

manipulation for political support. 

Project Outline 

The rest of the dissertation proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 aims to answer the 

question on how people assess unfair elections. To this end, the chapter reviews the concept 

of electoral manipulation and outlines the reasons for why it is difficult to assess. It further 

applies psychological theories of justice and motivated reasoning to derive hypotheses 

about the heuristics that people may use to interpret electoral manipulation. Then, the 

chapter describes the context of the 2011 Russian State Duma election using international 

and domestic observer reports. The empirical analysis tests the effects of evaluations of 

election process and outcome unfairness and motivated political reasoning on summary 

judgments of election quality using ordered logit models. 

Chapter 3 aims to examine how evaluations of election process and outcome 

unfairness influence regime support. Another goal of this chapter is to test whether voters’ 

preferences bias how citizens integrate specific and summary judgments of election 

unfairness into attitudes towards the regime. The chapter proceeds with the statistical 

                                                 
Protests continued the rest of the year, with the largest events, called “Marches of Millions,” taking place on 

May 6 (dedicated to the presidential inauguration), June 12, and September 15, 2012 (Chernykh et al. 2012; 

Moskvu 2012; Shagom 2012). The two latter rallies advanced a broader set of demands, including political 

and social reforms, in addition to demands for fair elections. 
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analysis of the effects of election unfairness assessments on support for the regime using 

ordinary least squares regression. 

The purpose of Chapter 413 is to assess how evaluations of election process and 

outcome unfairness affect support for protest against election fraud. In addition, this 

chapter aims to determine whether voters’ preferences condition the extent to which 

perceptions of specific and overall election unfairness motivate citizens to support electoral 

protest. This chapter presents a descriptive account of the nationwide public opinion 

regarding electoral protest and characteristics of Moscow protesters interviewed at the 

Sakharov Avenue on December 24th, 2011. The statistical analysis examines the effects of 

election unfairness assessments and motivated reasoning on electoral protest support using 

ordered logit models. Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the empirical findings and points to 

some theoretical implications of this study. 

 

 

                                                 
13 A revised version of this chapter, co-authored with Richard Rose, is forthcoming in the book 

entitled Contentious Elections: From Ballots to Barricades, eds. Pippa Norris, Richard W. Frank, and Ferran 

Martinez i Coma. 2014. New York: Routledge (Sedziaka and Rose 2014). I thank William Mishler, Richard 

Rose, Eugene Huskey, Gary Goertz and the editors of Contentious Elections for their comments on various 

drafts of the chapter. The author acknowledges the Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of 

Strathclyde, and the Levada Center, Moscow, as generous sources of data for this study. Earlier versions of 

this chapter were presented at the Midwest Political Science Association Annual Convention, April 11 -14, 

2013, Chicago, IL and at the pre-APSA Workshop on Electoral Integrity, August 28, 2013, Chicago, IL. 
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Chapter 2. How do Citizens Evaluate Unfair Elections? 

The consent of the governed, expressed through elections, is an important source 

of regime legitimacy. Many authoritarian regimes have embraced competitive elections, 

attempting to obtain the benefits of popular consent while controlling electoral outcomes 

(Levitsky and Way 2010; Schedler 2006b, 2013). However, unfair elections can also be a 

source of delegitimation (Lindberg 2009). If elections legitimize regimes, it is important to 

know under what conditions citizens are more or less likely to perceive elections as fair or 

unfair. 

Scholars and international election monitors have developed sophisticated 

typologies and methods to evaluate the quality of elections (Elklit and Reynolds 2005; 

Birch 2011; Norris, Frank, and Coma 2013). Even so, the inherent complexity and 

ambiguity of electoral manipulation make it a difficult phenomenon to assess (Schedler 

2009a; Simpser and Donno 2012). Experts need to uncover and identify manipulation 

directed at multiple objects and implemented at different times during the electoral cycle. 

Furthermore, they have to integrate this information into a summary assessment, while 

dealing with the uncertainty about the full extent of violations and the intent of perpetrators 

(Birch 2013; Schedler 2006b). 

Despite important advances in the conceptualization and measurement of electoral 

manipulation, there is little agreement on how to construct summary assessments of 

election unfairness. A recent analysis of international election monitoring found 

contradicting assessments both within observer reports and among monitoring 

organizations (Kelley 2012). Citizens, whose information, time, and resources are likely 
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limited, should face even greater challenges in assessing electoral manipulation. Moreover, 

while the goal of electoral observation, at least in principle, is to provide accurate 

assessments of election quality (Kelley 2012), citizens need not have accuracy goals. When 

the judgment is complex, and information is ambiguous or one-sided, citizens will likely 

rely on cognitive shortcuts to reduce the investment of effort and time that an accurate 

evaluation requires (Kaufmann 1994; Lodge and Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, and Glathar 

2001). This raises the following question: what cognitive shortcuts do people rely on to 

generate summary judgments of election unfairness? 

There is a growing body of research aiming to explain perceptions of election 

unfairness. Extant models focus on winning, perceived government performance, socio-

economic status, democratic values and political awareness as their major individual-level 

determinants (Anderson et al. 2005; Birch 2008; Rose and Mishler 2009; McAllister and 

White 2011; Norris 2014). However, less is known about which specific aspects of election 

unfairness may serve as heuristics, or shortcuts, for summary judgments of election quality. 

Psychological theories of justice14 and motivated political reasoning15 suggest three 

competing sources of such summary judgments: electoral process unfairness (procedural 

unfairness), electoral outcome unfairness (substantive unfairness), and outcome 

favorability (voters’ preferences). 

Using this framework, this study examines the influence of the following heuristics 

that hitherto received little attention: direct experience of procedural violations, knowledge 

of critical election observer assessments, and perceived decisiveness of procedural 

violations for election outcomes. Second, this study investigates to what extent voters’ 

                                                 
14 See Sanders and Hamilton (2001a), Tyler and Lind (2001, 69), Tyler (1990). 
15 See Lodge and Taber (2000), Taber, Lodge, and Glathar (2001). 
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preferences bias how they assess specific aspects of electoral unfairness and integrate these 

assessments into a summary judgment. 

To test these propositions, I use data from the XIX New Russia Barometer survey, 

conducted shortly after the controversial December 2011 State Duma election (Rose 2012). 

In the months following the election, tens of thousands of protesters took to the streets of 

Moscow to rally against election fraud (Protestnoye 2013). The protest resolutions included 

demands to annul the results of the State Duma election, to investigate the instances of 

falsification and to punish those responsible, to register all the opposition parties and to 

adopt democratic laws on parties and elections, and to conduct a new, free and fair election 

(Kolesnikov 2011b; Miting 2012). International election monitors concluded that the 2011 

parliamentary election did not meet “the necessary conditions for fair electoral 

competition” (OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 1). However, the nationwide opinion of Russians on 

the fairness of the election was divided. According to the New Russia Barometer survey, 

46% perceived the election as unfair, while 54% either perceived it as fair (35%), or were 

undecided (19%). 

To explain this variation, I first review research on electoral manipulation and 

outline the features that make it difficult to assess (covertness, intentionality, legality, and 

subtlety). I then elaborate on theories that inform us about how people generate summary 

assessments of election unfairness and describe the context of electoral manipulation in the 

2011 State Duma election. I find that while the reported experience of pressure to vote for 

one party, knowledge of critical observer assessments, and perceived decisiveness of 

electoral violations increase the likelihood of overall perceptions of unfairness, these 
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effects are counteracted by motivated reasoning regarding unfairness among winners and 

losers. 

Theory 

Electoral Manipulation and the Challenges of Assessing Election Quality 

Before explaining when citizens perceive elections as unfair, we need to review the 

criteria that guide expert assessments of elections. Scholars have considerably advanced 

the conceptualization and measurement of electoral manipulation (Birch 2011; Kelley 

2012; Norris 2013). However, multiple strategies of manipulation and incomplete data 

make assessing election quality difficult (Birch 2013, 4–6). Furthermore, there is little 

agreement on how to combine various indicators of electoral manipulation into a summary 

assessment. To understand the complex task of evaluating election quality, the following 

discussion will center on three questions. First, what constitutes electoral manipulation? 

Second, to what extent and why is it difficult to assess? Third, what are the potential 

challenges of making summary judgments of election unfairness? 

The concept of electoral manipulation includes multiple dimensions that describe 

the object and the general timing of manipulation (Schedler 2002; Elklit and Reynolds 

2005; Birch 2011; Kelley 2012; Norris 2013). Sarah Birch defines electoral manipulation 

(or what she calls malpractice) as “the manipulation of electoral processes and outcomes 

so as to substitute personal or partisan benefit for the public interest” (2011, 14). According 

to Birch’s comprehensive typology, the main objects of manipulation are the legal 

framework governing elections, the formation and expression of voter preferences (vote 

choice), and electoral administration. 



26 

 

 

More specifically, the manipulation of law includes alteration of electoral rules, 

such as criteria for candidate eligibility, media regulations, and vote counting procedures, 

to the disproportional advantage of one or more competitors. The manipulation of voters 

concerns undue influence on voter choice through such means as biased media coverage, 

the misuse of state resources, or pressure to vote for a specific party or candidate. Finally, 

the manipulation of electoral administration involves biased implementation of electoral 

rules, fraudulent activities (ballot-box stuffing, falsification of results), and biased 

adjudication of election-related disputes (Birch 2011, 30–39).16 Manipulation of different 

aspects of the electoral process unfolds over an extended period that includes pre-election 

activities (such as electoral rule-making, voter and candidate registration), campaign 

activities, election-day administration, and post-election dispute resolution (Hyde 2008; 

Kelley 2012; Norris, Frank, and Coma 2013, 127; Norris 2013). 

The complexity of electoral manipulation, which involves different strategies and 

timing, makes it difficult to assess election unfairness (Birch 2013). In addition to its 

intrinsic complexity, previous research identified several characteristics of electoral 

manipulation as serious obstacles for assessing election quality: covertness, intentionality, 

legality, and subtlety. To understand why electoral manipulation may be difficult to assess, 

I discuss each of these features in more detail. 

Covertness. Several authors emphasize the covert nature of electoral manipulation, 

suggesting that the perpetrators have incentives to hide their actions (Birch 2009; Lehoucq 

2003; Schedler 2013). This means that manipulation is rarely publicly acknowledged and 

successful instances of fraud likely remain undetected (Birch 2013, 4–5). As Schedler 

                                                 
16 See Schedler (2013, 87–101), Schedler (2002), Birch (2011), Hyde (2008) for detailed discussions 

of a variety of commonly occurring electoral violations. 
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argues, “the hidden realm of authoritarian electioneering constitutes an impenetrable black 

box we can (almost) never whiten in its entirety” (2013, 125). Frequently cited examples 

of covert manipulation include ballot-box stuffing, falsification of results, alteration of 

voter lists, and vote buying.17 The covert nature of electoral manipulation leads to 

uncertainty about the scope of violations and their effect on election results (Lehoucq 2003; 

Schedler 2006b). 

Intentionality. It is often difficult to distinguish between intentional cheating and 

electoral violations that result from administrative incompetence, error, or insufficient 

resources and training (Birch 2011, 35). Previous research suggests that international 

monitoring organizations are less likely to denounce manipulation if it can be attributed to 

lack of administrative capacity or experience (Beaulieu and Hyde 2009; Kelley 2012). One 

prominent example is maintenance of accurate voter registration lists, which requires 

significant resources. Failures in this area may stem from either intentional cheating or 

unintentional administrative oversight. Uncertainty about intent may lead to 

underestimation of the extent of manipulation.18 

Legality. Electoral manipulation may be defined as acts that violate electoral laws 

and procedures of a given country (Lehoucq 2003). However, electoral laws themselves 

may be manipulated to facilitate and justify other forms of manipulation (Birch 2011; 

Schedler 2006b; Simpser and Donno 2012). Moreover, laws may be implemented in an 

inconsistent and unfair way to disadvantage some competitors, which may not necessarily 

be apparent to observers (Elklit and Reynolds 2005). Thus, manipulation may be disguised 

                                                 
17 Scholars do not always agree on what qualifies as covert or overt manipulation. For examples, 

see Schedler (2013, 125), Birch (2011, 42–43), Lehoucq (2003, 233), Kelley (2012, chap. 5). 
18 For further discussion of intentionality and examples, see Kelley (2012, chap. 5), Hyde (2008), 

Vickery and Shein (2012). 
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and justified using legal tools, making it difficult to distinguish between acceptable and 

illegitimate use of law. For example, it may not be entirely clear whether denial of 

candidate or party registration on technical grounds is justified or politically motivated. 

Subtlety. Irregularities whose intent is uncertain or which can be justified on legal 

grounds are subtle tools of manipulation in the sense that they are less likely to provoke a 

critical response from international observers or domestic political actors (Beaulieu and 

Hyde 2009; Kelley 2012; Simpser and Donno 2012). Examples of subtle manipulation 

include administrative irregularities, manipulation of legal framework, abuse of media and 

campaign resources, and selective application of law.19 In contrast, crude instruments of 

manipulation such as vote fraud, even though often concealed, are more likely to be 

unequivocally condemned by observers. More subtle forms of manipulation concentrate in 

the pre-election period, while blatant cheating often occurs on election-day (Hartlyn and 

McCoy 2006; Simpser and Donno 2012). The difficulties of assessing subtle manipulation 

are often compounded by observers’ disproportional focus on election-day activities 

(Kelley 2010). 

The complexity of electoral manipulation and the qualities that make it difficult to 

detect and identify present the following challenges for assessing the overall election 

fairness: the problem of evaluating the scope of violations based on incomplete and 

ambiguous evidence, and the problem of judging the importance of different types of 

violations for the final assessment. Experts have yet to develop common standards for 

weighing and aggregating different types of manipulation into a summary assessment of 

                                                 
19 For further discussion of subtle, or strategic manipulation, see Birch (2011), Beaulieu and Hyde 

(2009), and Kelley (2012). 
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unfairness.20 In addition, the process by which international monitors make summary 

judgments is not explicit and is subject to multiple biases (Kelley 2012). Thus, the 

complexity and ambiguity of electoral manipulation leave ample room for different 

interpretations of the overall quality of elections. 

Procedural Unfairness: Direct Experience of Electoral Violations 

If assessing election unfairness is difficult for expert observers, it is even more 

difficult for ordinary citizens. How citizens evaluate election quality likely depends on the 

cognitive shortcuts they use to simplify the assessment of electoral manipulation. Theories 

of procedural justice suggest that people’s assessments of the overall fairness of elections 

focus on the electoral process (Tyler and Lind 2001). Important procedural concerns 

include perceptions of authority neutrality, such as whether the authorities are thought to 

maintain a “level playing field” by following “impartial rules and making factual, objective 

decisions” (Tyler 2000, 122). Furthermore, the fairness heuristic theory suggests that 

people use impressions of the process as a cognitive shortcut to overall assessments of 

fairness because the fairness of outcomes is often more ambiguous21 (Lind et al. 1993; 

Tyler and Lind 2001; Tyler et al. 1997). 

However, as Doherty and Wolak (2012) show on the basis of experimental data, 

while people assess procedural fairness accurately when procedures are clearly fair or 

unfair, they rely on prior preferences to assess ambiguous political processes. This means 

                                                 
20 For discussions of weighing schemes for summary assessments of election unfairness, see Elklit 

and Reynolds (2005) and Svensson and Elklit (1997). 
21 In particular, Tyler et al. (1997, 100) argue that “in a trial, for example, jurors typically lack any 

completely clear evidence of guilt or innocence…Absent objective indicators of the correctness of a decision, 

the best guarantee of a high-quality decision is the use of good – i.e., fair – procedures.” 
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that those aspects of the electoral process that can be judged as clearly unfair are more 

likely to act as a shortcut to summary unfairness assessments. According to scholars of 

motivated reasoning, to counteract biased reasoning based on priors, people need to 

confront salient, credible and strong evidence (Lodge and Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, and 

Glathar 2001; Kaufmann 1994). Research in psychology suggests that people perceive 

information based on personal experience as more salient and important than reports of the 

same events (Kaufmann 1994, 563). One example of direct experience of procedural 

unfairness in the context of elections is undue pressure to vote for a particular party from 

authorities or employers. Such pressure should be relatively easy to interpret as unfair and 

more difficult to ignore. Thus, people may use direct experience of pressure as a heuristic 

to make summary judgments of election unfairness.22 

Hypothesis 1: Citizens who reported having experienced pressure to vote for a 

particular party will be more likely to perceive elections as unfair. 

Knowledge of Critical International Observer Assessments  

Citizens may also rely on international election monitor assessments to make 

judgments about the overall election quality. After all, the purpose of international 

monitoring is to provide accurate information about the election process (Kelley 2012). 

Recent research suggests that the exposure of election flaws by observer missions not only 

affects international audiences, but also reduces citizens’ confidence in elections. The risk 

of exposure is thought to be so serious as to induce a strategic shift to manipulation which 

                                                 
22 It should be acknowledged, however, that prior preferences may also affect how people identify 

and interpret pressure, with election winners more likely to underreport pressure than losers. I return to this 

possibility in the discussion of motivated political reasoning below. 
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is less prone to criticism (Beaulieu and Hyde 2009; Simpser and Donno 2012; Simpser 

2008).23 This means that critical international observer statements may provide a shortcut 

for negative popular judgments of the election process. 

Hypothesis 2: Citizens who know about critical election assessments by 

international monitors will be more likely to perceive elections as unfair. 

Substantive Unfairness: Decisiveness of Violations for Election Outcomes 

Another cognitive shortcut that people may use to facilitate the summary 

assessment of election fairness is perceived fairness of election outcomes, or substantive 

fairness. One meaning of substantive fairness in the context of elections is that a party or 

candidate with most popular support ought to win (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011, 131–

133; Rose and Mishler 2009). Importantly, perceptions of substantive fairness based on 

winner popularity may be partly a product of structural manipulation of the law, media, 

and resources.24 In particular, electoral authoritarian regimes aim to control the supply of 

political alternatives, thereby potentially inducing support for incumbents (Schedler 2002, 

2013). The ambiguity of structural manipulation and the lack of clarity about its effects on 

electoral outcomes (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006) may reinforce perceptions of substantive 

fairness. 

Perceptions of election winners as popular, and election outcomes as fair, may 

guide both citizens’ evaluations of election procedures and their summary assessments of 

elections. If so, people who think that electoral violations had a negligible effect on the 

                                                 
23 See, however, Kelley (2012) for a critical evaluation of the “strategic shift” argument. 
24 See, for example, the discussion of “perceptions of invincibility” of incumbents in Silitski (2005) 

and Magaloni (2006). 
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final results (because of perceived popularity of winners or lack of support for losers) 

should be more likely to view elections as generally fair. On the other hand, as Hartlyn and 

McCoy (2006) point out, the condemnation of elections may be more likely if procedural 

violations are perceived as decisive for election results.25 

Hypothesis 3: Citizens will be more likely to perceive elections as unfair if they 

think that procedural violations decisively affected election results. 

Motivated Political Reasoning and Winner-Loser Gap 

According to theories of motivated political reasoning, citizens are guided by prior 

preferences in making summary judgments about political issues and events (Lodge and 

Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, and Glathar 2001; Doherty and Wolak 2012). This means that 

citizens will be selective in how they acquire, interpret and integrate new information to 

arrive at conclusions that are consistent with prior attitudes.26 In particular, people will pay 

less attention to, devalue and counterargue incongruent information, while uncritically 

accepting supporting evidence (Taber and Lodge 2006; Redlawsk 2002; Kunda 1990). In 

the context of elections, voting for winners or losers indicates citizens’ prior preferences 

regarding election results. Previous research shows that losers view elections as less fair 

than winners (Anderson et al. 2005). Losers are also more likely to attribute an opposing 

candidate’s victory to voters’ error than to the candidate’s competence (Craig et al. 2006). 

                                                 
25 Other scholars, including Elklit and Reynolds (2005) and Lehoucq (2003) have also pointed to 

the decisiveness of fraud for final results as an important criterion for summary assessments of election 

fairness. 
26 Theories of motivated reasoning are related to theories of cognitive dissonance, which posit that 

people are motivated to maintain cognitive consistency in their beliefs and behaviors in order to avoid an 

unpleasant state of dissonance (Kunda 1990; Taber, Lodge, and Glathar 2001; Festinger 1962). 
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As Lodge and Taber argue (2000, 185), motivated political reasoning is prevalent 

when prior beliefs are threatened, the judgment is complex, the evidence is ambiguous, and 

information is one-sided or lacking. The previous discussion of electoral manipulation 

suggests that all these conditions are present when citizens assess electoral unfairness, 

potentially promoting selective information processing. Even if citizens acknowledge the 

same facts, however, prior preferences may influence their perceived significance. For 

example, Gaines and colleagues (2007) show that partisans assess the same number of war 

casualties differently (as small, moderate, or severe), since there are no common criteria 

for this evaluation. Similarly, there is no established threshold for the amount of electoral 

violations deemed unacceptable. 

In summary, the ambiguity and complexity of electoral manipulation, as well as 

skewed media coverage, should promote biased reasoning among winners and losers in 

electoral authoritarian regimes. Thus, winners will likely avoid, devalue, and rationalize 

evidence of election fraud to make it consistent with their vote choice. In contrast, losers 

will be more likely to uncritically accept and attribute more weight to information about 

election fraud. Since a major reason for not voting in Russia is distrust towards current 

politicians, I expect nonvoters’ attitudes to be similar to those of losers (Table 2-1 

summarizes the reasons for not voting presented in the XIX New Russia Barometer). 

Table 2-1. Why did you not take part in the election?  

(Several responses permitted. Percent of non-voters) 

Don’t trust any of the current politicians 27 

I couldn’t get to the polling station: ill, away on a trip, etc. 19 

Results did not depend on me voting 17 

No party represents my interests 12 

Don’t understand, no interest in politics 10 

Tired of politics and leadership struggles 9 

Elections would not be honest and results would be falsified 8 

I never take part in elections 8 
Source: New Russia Barometer XIX, CSPP, University of Strathclyde (Rose 2012). 

Note: Other responses with frequency of less than 5% not reported. 
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In descriptive terms, if partisan reasoning regarding electoral manipulation takes 

place, we should observe a smaller proportion of winners who report pressure, know about 

critical observer assessments, or think that electoral violations were decisive. Furthermore, 

winners should be more likely to perceive elections as unfair. Last, specific indicators of 

election unfairness (such as reported pressure) should be less likely to influence summary 

perceptions of unfairness among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 

Hypothesis 4a: Winners will be less likely to perceive elections as unfair, 

compared to losers and nonvoters. 

Hypothesis 4b: The effects of reported pressure, knowledge of critical observer 

assessments and perceived decisiveness of violations on the likelihood of 

perceptions of elections as unfair will be smaller among winners, compared to 

losers and nonvoters. 

Alternative Explanations 

Alternative accounts of evaluations of election unfairness focus on general sources 

of political support (Birch 2008).27 For example, how citizens assess elections may be a 

product of their evaluations of government performance (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011; 

Rose and Mishler 2009). In particular, satisfaction with a country’s economic performance 

may prompt citizens to assess elections favorably. On the other hand, perceptions that 

officials are generally corrupt may undermine citizens’ confidence in elections (McAllister 

                                                 
27 For an overview of sources of political support see Easton (1965), Rose, Mishler, and Munro 

(2011), Booth and Seligson (2009), Gilley (2009), Norris (1999), Mishler and Rose (2005). 
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and White 2011). To control for performance-centered explanations, I use measures of 

perceived corruption and economic assessments at the macro- and micro-levels. 

Citizens may also evaluate elections based on their preference for democracy or 

whether the existing regime falls short of their democratic aspirations, assuming that 

citizens consider fair elections as important for democracy (Schedler 2009b; Norris 2011). 

To check for the influence of democratic values, I control for reported democratic ideals 

and perceived democratic deficit. In addition, citizens who hold democratic values may 

more readily translate their evaluations of pressure, decisiveness of procedural violations, 

and critical observer assessments into a summary judgment of unfairness. To check for the 

conditional effects of specific indicators of election unfairness, I interact them with 

democratic values. 

Last, I control for measures of socio-economic status that are commonly included 

in models of support: education, income, and age (Birch 2008). For example, more 

education and income may enable citizens to assess elections more critically by providing 

necessary skills and resources (Magaloni 2006; McAllister and White 2011; Norris 2014). 

Living in Moscow may also indicate a higher level of resources and, therefore, greater 

skepticism towards elections.28 In contrast, older citizens, who may use “the conduct of 

Soviet elections as a benchmark for assessing fairness,” should evaluate elections more 

favorably (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011, 138). 

                                                 
28 Controlling for Moscow residence is also important because the biggest protests against election 

fraud in 2011 took place in the capital. The protests may have provided additional information about election 

unfairness. Alternatively, electoral violations may have been most visible and/or most publicized in Moscow, 

because of the concentration of civil society organizations and the media. 
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Election Observers’ Assessments of the 2011 State Duma Election 

Seven registered parties participated in the December 2011 parliamentary contest. 

According to official results, the governing party, United Russia, won 49.3% of the vote 

and gained the majority of the seats (238 out of 450) in the State Duma (see Table 2-2 for 

full results). This was a considerably lower result for the ruling party who lost 15% of the 

popular vote since the last election. The other seats were allocated among the parties 

represented in the previous parliament: the Communist Party of the Russian Federation 

(92), Fair Russia (64), and the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (56). Three non-

parliamentary parties, the Russian United Democratic Party “Yabloko,” the Patriots of 

Russia, and the Right Cause did not overcome the very high 7% threshold for the allocation 

of mandates. 

 

Table 2-2. Official Russian State Duma Election Results 

 2011 2007 

Political party Vote, % Seats Vote, % Seats 

United Russia 49.32 238 64.30 315 

Communist Party of the Russian Federation  19.19 92 11.57 57 

Fair Russia 13.24 64 7.74 38 

Liberal Democratic Party of Russia 11.67 56 8.14 40 

Russian United Democratic Party 

“Yabloko” 

3.43 0 1.59 0 

Patriots of Russia 0.97 0 0.89 0 

Right Cause 0.60 0 n/a 0 

Agrarian Party n/a n/a 2.30 0 

Civic Strength n/a n/a 1.05 0 

Union of Right Forces n/a n/a 0.96 0 

Party of Social Fairness n/a n/a 0.22 0 

Democratic Party of Russia n/a n/a 0.13 0 

Source: Russia Votes, CSPP and the Levada Center, www.russiavotes.org (November 1, 2013), data from 

the Russian CEC protocol on the results of the election to the State Duma of the Federal Assembly. 

Note: The total number of seats in the State Duma is 450. Official turnout in the 2011 election was 60.21% 

of voters; and 63.71% in 2007. 

 

http://www.russiavotes.org/
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In their final report, international election monitors from the OSCE Office for 

Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR), the OSCE Parliamentary 

Assembly and the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe gave a critical 

assessment of the election: 

The elections were marked by the convergence of the state and the governing party. 

Although seven parties ran, the prior denial of registration to certain political parties 

narrowed political competition. The contest was also slanted in favour of the ruling 

party. This was evidenced by the lack of independence of the election 

administration, the partiality of most media, and the undue interference of state 

authorities at different levels. This did not provide the necessary conditions for fair 

electoral competition. (OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 1)29 

The domestic observation NGO Golos also issued a critical assessment, noting that 

“all phases of the election period were marked by a range of violations” (Golos 2012, 2). 

In addition to long-term observers, the international mission headed by the OSCE deployed 

325 observers who visited 1,500 polling stations on election day. Golos conducted election-

day monitoring with the help of 1,700 correspondents who visited around 4,000 polling 

stations. In addition to its long- and short-term monitoring efforts, Golos maintained a 

website called “The Map of Violations” (Karta 2011) for citizens to submit information 

regarding alleged electoral violations. According to the Golos final report (2012), the 

website listed more than seven thousand entries shortly after the election, with more than 

five thousand submitted before the election day. The alleged violations fell under several 

                                                 
29 Note that while the final report was issued in January 2012, a critically worded “Statement of 

Preliminary Findings and Conclusions” was issued on the day following the election, 5 December 2011 

(OSCE/ODIHR 2011b). 
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categories that included using administrative power to create advantages, pressure from 

employers, violations of the rules of outdoors and street campaigning, and vote buying 

(Karta 2011). 

Pre-election Environment and the Electoral Campaign 

According to the OSCE/ODIHR pre-election assessment report, party registration 

procedures were “overly stringent,” thus limiting the establishment of political parties. In 

the period since the last parliamentary election, the Ministry of Justice denied registration 

of the opposition People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS) and several others, citing procedural 

violations and other infractions. PARNAS leaders suggested that the denial was unjustified 

and politically motivated (OSCE/ODIHR 2011c, 7).30 According to Golos (2011a, 2012), 

despite attempts at registration, no new party was registered between 2005 and 2011 

(except the “Right Cause”) and a number of parties were dissolved. In addition, non-

parliamentary parties had to submit 150,000 support signatures to register candidate lists. 

Even though the procedures for collecting and verifying signatures were characterized as 

“overly bureaucratic” and an obstacle to participation, all registered parties’ lists were also 

registered (OSCE/ODIHR 2011c, 7). 

The international observer mission reported concerns with the extent of impartiality 

and independence of election commissions at all levels, noting that the majority of 

commissioners were nominated by state and local government institutions, affiliated with 

                                                 
30 Party registration required enlisting 45,000 members and satisfying regional membership 

requirements and was necessary to run in elections. The Ministry of Justice explanation for denial of 

registration to PARNAS was the listing of minors and deceased citizens as members and the lack of charter 

provisions on leadership rotation. Party members claimed that even with alleged infractions, the membership 

was sufficient and that the charter did contain rotation provisions. 
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the governing party (OSCE/ODIHR 2012). Furthermore, according to the OSCE/ODIHR 

final report (2012), the implementation of the legal framework during the election 

campaign was inconsistent and favored the ruling party, especially in the area of complaint 

adjudication. For example, the Central Electoral Commission reportedly classified most of 

the correspondence regarding alleged violations as “applications” and did not treat them as 

complaints. The international observer mission stated that the Central Electoral 

Commission “adjudicated only a small number of complaints related to the conduct of the 

State Duma elections” (OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 7).31 

Golos pointed out to the abuse of administrative resources, suggesting that local 

and regional officials took part in campaigning for the ruling party on a large scale, while 

attempting to hinder the campaigns of other parties and putting pressure on voters, media, 

and candidates (Golos 2011b, 2012). Golos report on the campaign describes instances of 

administrative pressure to campaign and vote for one party as well as direct benefits to 

voters for doing so (Golos 2011b). In addition, the international observers received 

“numerous credible allegations of attempts to unduly influence voters’ choices,” such as 

pressure to vote for the ruling party from local authorities and owners of big companies 

(OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 10). The OSCE monitors also noted obstacles in conducting events 

by the opposition parties and seizure of their campaign materials (OSCE/ODIHR 2011a, 5). 

Because most influential media outlets are owned or affiliated with the government, 

media independence was an area of major concern. The OSCE pre-election assessment 

report noted that alternative sources of information such as newspapers and radio channels 

have limited coverage or circulation (OSCE/ODIHR 2011c, 9). The results of media 

                                                 
31 Due to conflicting statements by officials, the mission was unable to establish the total number of 

complaints. 
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monitoring conducted by OSCE/ODIHR during the month preceding the election showed 

that reports on activities of the state officials dominated television news, with limited 

attention given to the election campaign. In addition, the ruling party received more 

extended and favorable coverage from the broadcast media, compared to all other parties 

(OSCE/ODIHR 2012). Golos also noted an imbalance in the television coverage of the 

campaign (Golos 2011b). 

Election Day Violations 

The international observers pointed out some voting procedures that had “the 

potential to undermine the integrity of the process if not implemented with sufficient 

safeguards” (OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 7). These included “mobile voting,” or voting at home, 

as well as voting with absentee voter certificates (AVCs).32 International monitors assessed 

opening procedures in 145 polling stations; the conduct of voting -- in about 1,500; and 

vote count -- in 137 stations (OSCE/ODIHR 2012). The opening and voting processes were 

generally assessed as positive. At the opening, some irregularities included failure to cancel 

unused AVCs (15% of the visits) and to announce the numbers of mobile ballots requested 

(60%) (OSCE/ODIHR 2011b, 11). During the voting process, there were concerns about 

group voting (14%), including instances of groups voting with AVCs and multiple voting 

(OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 18). 

The OSCE final report stated that the quality of the electoral process deteriorated 

during the vote count, noting “frequent procedural violations and instances of alleged 

manipulations, including several serious indications of ballot-box stuffing” 

                                                 
32 The mission states that about 4.3 million voters used “mobile voting” (over 6% of the number of 

voters who voted) and about 1.3 million voted with AVCs. In total, 1.8 million AVCs were issued. 
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(OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 17). Based on reports from 137 polling stations where the vote count 

was observed, the final report states: 

The vote count was assessed as bad or very bad in every third polling station 

observed. This was mainly due to a poor organization, lack of transparency and 

serious departures from the counting procedures outlined by the CEC. Signatures 

of voters who voted were not counted in 42 polling stations and in 38 polling 

stations, the number of ballots issued for “mobile voting” was not recorded. In 

almost half of the observed counts, marked ballots were not shown to those present. 

The number of voters who voted with AVCs was not recorded in 41 polling stations 

visited. Unused ballots were not counted in 28, and the number of unused AVCs 

was not recorded in 30 cases. In 17 cases, observers noted serious indications of 

ballot box stuffing. In 28 cases, the number of ballots found in mobile boxes 

exceeded the number of applications, but these ballots were not invalidated as 

required by the law. … Observers did not receive copies of result protocols in 21 

polling stations observed and in almost half of polling stations visited, signed 

protocols were not posted publicly. (OSCE/ODIHR 2012, 18) 

Among other concerns, Golos (2012, 5) reported frequent delays in recording the 

number of unused ballots and results in protocols. Finally, both international and domestic 

observers noted instances of obstruction of their activities (Golos 2012; OSCE/ODIHR 

2012). In addition to observer reports, information about alleged violations was published 

in some print and online media and appeared elsewhere on the internet.33 The authorities 

denied the validity of such allegations (Schwirtz 2011b). 

In summary, the OSCE-led monitors and some domestic media and observers 

suggested that the electoral process in the 2011 election lacked fairness.34 Concerns about 

electoral unfairness related to the existing legal framework and its implementation, the 

independence of electoral administration, the misuse of media and administrative 

resources, as well as election-day procedures. While these assessments were critical of the 

                                                 
33 For some examples, see (Kamyshev 2011; Zapiski 2011; Khozhdeniye 2011; Gerasimenko 2011; 

Ya uchastnik 2011; Schwirtz 2011a; Wesolowsky 2011; Schwirtz and Herszenhorn 2011). 
34 For some analyses of unfairness in the previous elections, see (White 2011; Myagkov, Ordeshook, 

and Shakin 2009; Sakwa 2005). 
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election process, a considerable number of Russians endorsed the election as fair. The next 

section describes the variation in the public opinion data regarding specific and overall 

assessments of unfairness in the State Duma election. 

Data and Measures 

I analyze data from the XIX New Russia Barometer survey (Rose 2012), conducted 

shortly after the December 2011 election, to understand which heuristics people employ to 

generate summary assessments of election unfairness. The nationwide survey of a random 

sample of 1,600 Russians aged 18 and older was conducted by the Levada Center and 

organized by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of Strathclyde. The 

following survey question measures the summary judgments of election unfairness: “In 

your opinion, was the election to the State Duma on the 4th of December 2011 conducted 

fairly or not?” The answers range from “absolutely fair” to “not at all fair” on a 5-point 

scale, with “hard to say” as a midpoint. Figure 2-1 reports the distribution of summary 

perceptions of election unfairness. While 46% of respondents thought that the 2011 State 

Duma election was “not very fair” or “not at all fair,” 35% perceived it as “mostly fair” or 

“absolutely fair.” In addition, 19% were uncertain whether the election was fair or unfair. 

The direct experience of procedural unfairness is measured by whether citizens 

reported having experienced undue pressure from employers or local authorities to vote for 

a particular party. To measure substantive unfairness, I coded a series of binary variables 

based on the following question: “In your opinion, were there violations in the counting of 

votes in the Duma election and if so, how substantial were they?” For instance, perceptions 

that violations decisively affected the election results, or perceptions that violations were 
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significant, but not decisive, are compared to thinking that there were no violations. 

Winning is measured by having voted for United Russia in the 2011 State Duma election. 

Appendix A reports the details of question wording and coding. 

Figure 2-1. Distribution of Summary Perceptions of 

Election Unfairness, % 

 

Note: ‘Hard to say’ not read in the original survey; it is used as a mid-

category for the purposes of the analysis. N=1,600. 

Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 

 

Figure 2-2 shows the distributions of the key independent variables. Twelve percent 

of respondents reported pressure from employers or local authorities to vote for a particular 

party; another 12% could not say whether they were pressured.35 Only 13% said they knew 

about critical OSCE assessments of the election, while 36% claimed they had heard 

something about them. Furthermore, only 14% thought that violations in the vote count 

substantially affected election results, while 20% thought that violations were significant, 

but not decisive. 

                                                 
35 It is possible that some of the twelve percent of the respondents who said they did not know if 

they experienced pressure feared to report it. In comparison, 3% said they did not know how to rate their 

economic situation. However, 12% of “don’t knows” is not high enough to claim underreporting due to fear. 
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Figure 2-2. Distribution of Specific Election Unfairness Assessments  

and Winning, % 

 

Note: ‘Hard to say’ not read in the original survey; placed as a mid-category of 

‘vote count violations’ by the author. ‘Other’ represents the following answers 

about voting: ‘do not remember/won’t say’ or ‘spoiled the ballot/took it away.’ 

Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). N=1,600. 

Figure 2-3 shows how summary perceptions of election unfairness are distributed 

across its specific indicators. For example, more than two thirds of those who reported 

pressure viewed the election as “not very fair” (39%) or “not at all fair” (30%). In contrast, 

about 40% of those who did not report pressure perceived the election as unfair. Similarly, 

about two thirds of those who knew about critical election observer assessments perceived 

the election as “not very fair” (33%) or “not at all fair” (32%), while 40% of those without 

such knowledge thought the same. 



45 

 

 

Figure 2-3. Distribution of Perceived Election Unfairness by Category of Election-

related Variables, % 

 
 

The worst evaluations of election fairness were closely associated with perceptions 

that vote count violations decisively affected election results. Of those who thought that 

electoral violations were decisive, 63% described the election as “not at all fair” and 30% 

said it was “not very fair.” Further, of those who thought that violations were significant, 

but not decisive, 63% described the election as “not very fair” and 20% gave it the worst 

rating. In contrast, 58% of those who thought that violations were insignificant viewed the 

election as fair. These cross-tabulations show that while all specific indicators of election 

unfairness are associated with negative evaluations of the 2011 State Duma election, 

perceived decisiveness of election fraud appears to be most closely related to overall 
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perceptions of election unfairness.36 The distribution of election unfairness judgments 

among winners and losers is discussed below. 

Thirty percent of the respondents reported not having voted.37 Among voters, 46% 

reported having voted for the ruling United Russia and the same percent voted for all the 

other parties combined (Table 2-3). Overall, the distribution of the votes in the nationwide 

survey resembles the distribution of official results shown in Table 2-2. In Moscow, 

however, only 26% reported having voted for United Russia (Levada Center 2012). This 

is in disagreement with official results, according to which United Russia received 46.6% 

of the Moscow vote (Oreshkin 2011). Furthermore, of the sample of the protesters at the 

Sakharov Avenue, interviewed by the Levada Center, only three voted for the winning 

party. 

Table 2-3. “Whom did you vote for at the elections on 4 December 

 or did you spoil your ballot?” 

Political party Nationwide 

vote, % 

Moscow 

vote, % 

Moscow 

protesters’ vote, % 

United Russia 46 26 0.4 

Communist Party of the Russian 

Federation 

17 21 22 

Fair Russia 12 15 13 

Liberal Democratic Party of Russia 12 13 8 

Russian United Democratic Party 

“Yabloko” 

3 10 43 

Patriots of Russia 1 3 2 

Right Cause 1 2 2 

Spoiled the ballot/took it away 2 2 7 

Don’t remember/won’t say 6 8 2 

Sources: New Russia Barometer XIX, CSPP, University of Strathclyde (Rose 2012). The Levada Center 

surveys of Muscovites and Moscow protesters at the Sakharov Avenue (Levada Center 2012). 

Note: Reported percent of voters. Respondents who reported not having voted constituted 30% of the 

nationwide sample; 30% of the sample of Muscovites; and 13% of the sample of protesters at the Sakharov 

Avenue. 

                                                 
36 A series of cross-tabulations in Appendix B show that election-centered independent variables are 

generally not highly correlated, which means that we can differentiate between different indicators of election 

unfairness as well as voter preferences. 
37 The official results suggest that 60% of Russians participated in the election. 
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The breakdown of overall perceptions of unfairness by winning, losing and not 

voting shows that it is losers and nonvoters who are more likely to regard the election as 

unfair (Figure 2-4). For example, only 19% of winners said the election was “not very fair” 

(16%) or “not at all fair” (3%) compared with 66% of losers and 51% of nonvoters. The 

majority of winners perceived the election as “mostly fair” (57%) or absolutely fair (11%). 

Likewise, only 2% of winners thought that violations in the vote count were decisive for 

election results, compared with 21% of losers and 18% of nonvoters. Nevertheless, a large 

percentage of losers and nonvoters thought that violations were at most “insignificant” (36 

and 25% respectively) or were undecided (16 and 34% respectively). 

Figure 2-4. Distribution of Summary and Specific Election Unfairness Assessments 

among Winners, Losers, and Nonvoters, % 

 

Note: ‘Hard to say’ not read in the original survey. Numbers represent percent of winners, losers, and 

nonvoters by category of unfairness assessments. Percentages for ‘spoiled/took away the ballot’ and ‘don’t 

remember/won’t say’ about voting not reported for presentation reasons. Recall that they constitute 5% of 

the sample. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX, CSPP, University of Strathclyde (Rose 2012). 
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The gap between winners and losers in their assessments of the fairness of the State 

Duma election points to selective search and processing of information about electoral 

manipulation among these groups. The drastic difference in evaluations of the decisiveness 

of vote count violations vividly demonstrates how citizens can use the interpretation of the 

scope and gravity of election fraud as a mechanism that allows them to reach preferred 

conclusions about election fairness based on their political preferences. In other words, 

winners can reason that any electoral irregularities were not substantial enough to affect 

the election outcome, thus maintaining an impression of a fair victory. In contrast, losers 

are likely to overemphasize the impact of fraud. This provides initial descriptive evidence 

of motivated political reasoning. 

The gap between winners and losers in levels of reported pressure and knowledge 

of critical observer assessments is consistent with theories of motivated political reasoning, 

although it is less pronounced. Seventeen percent of losers reported having experienced 

pressure to vote from authorities or employers, compared to ten percent of winners. 

Similarly, knowledge of critical observer assessments was reported by 19% of losers, 

compared to 10% of winners. The existing gap suggests that winners may be less likely 

than losers to identify pressure to vote for the dominant party. In particular, they may 

interpret such pressure as a normal part of the election campaign. In addition, winners and 

losers may engage in selective search for information, leading winners to be less exposed 

to criticisms from the international monitors. Nevertheless, this gap is not so significant as 

to suggest that winners are completely insensitive to pressure from authorities or much 

more ignorant about international observer reports. 
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Data Analysis 

I use ordered logit regression to examine the extent to which specific evaluations 

of electoral process and outcome unfairness as well as voters’ preferences contribute to 

summary assessments of elections. Because the dependent variable, overall perceptions of 

election unfairness, is measured on a five-point scale, ordered logit regression is an 

appropriate strategy of hypothesis testing. The models in Table 2-4 test the effects of the 

main independent variables: knowledge of observer assessments (Model 1), pressure to 

vote, decisiveness of vote count violations and winning (Model 2). In order to facilitate the 

substantive interpretation of these effects, these two models do not include interaction 

terms.38 In addition, since the variable measuring knowledge of observer assessments uses 

a split sample of 800 respondents, it is omitted from the second model in order to use the 

statistical power of the whole sample. The models that include interactions between 

variables measuring election unfairness and winning as well as interactions between 

election unfairness and democratic values are reported in Table 2-6 and Appendix C. 

Again, knowledge of observer assessments is omitted from some of these models because 

of concerns about a limited sample. 

Hypothesis 1 posits that reported experience of pressure to vote should increase the 

likelihood of perceptions of election unfairness. The variable measuring pressure is not 

statistically significant in Model 1 that uses the split sample and controls for knowledge of 

observer assessments. However, it achieves statistical significance at the .05 level in the 

                                                 
38 Recall that the coefficients on variables that constitute interactions report the influence of these 

variables only when the conditioning variable is at its zero value, which may not be particularly informative. 

See Brambor et al. (2006) and Braumoeller (2004) for a detailed discussion. 
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model that uses the full sample.39 To examine the substantive meaning of this effect, I 

calculated the differences in predicted probability of perceiving the election as “not very 

fair” and “not at all fair” corresponding to the difference between reporting and not 

reporting pressure (Table 2-5 summarizes differences in predicted probabilities 

corresponding to meaningful changes in statistically significant independent variables). 

The results show that reported experience of pressure to vote for one party increases 

the probability of perceiving the election as “not very fair” by 7% (with the confidence 

interval ranging from 1% to 13%), holding all other variables at their mean.40 

Substantively, this is a rather modest effect. Moreover, pressure does not have a statistically 

significant influence on predicted probability of perceiving the election as “not at all fair.” 

Thus, there is mixed support for the hypothesis that reported experience of pressure to vote 

for one party from authorities and employers increases citizens’ propensity to judge an 

election as unfair. This means that while personal encounters with pressure from authorities 

may facilitate the interpretation of electoral manipulation, they may not be so striking as to 

decisively affect the overall judgment of election fairness. 

 

                                                 
39 Further analysis shows that the statistically significant effect of pressure is likely not a result of 

omitting the variable measuring knowledge, but is due to a larger sample. Both knowledge and pressure are 

statistically significant in Model 1, when omitting violations in the vote count. 
40 From here on the reader should assume that the control variables are held at their mean. 
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Table 2-4. Ordered Logit Estimates of Summary Perceptions of Election Unfairness 

 (1)  (2)  

 Observer 

assessments 

 Pressure; 

decisive 

violations; 

winner 

 

Pressure 0.27 (0.24) 0.34* (0.17) 

Decisive violations a 4.85*** (0.38) 4.98*** (0.26) 

Significant violations 3.70*** (0.32) 3.53*** (0.22) 

Undecided 1.69*** (0.29) 1.63*** (0.20) 

Insignificant violations 1.44*** (0.27) 1.47*** (0.19) 

Observer assessments 0.25* (0.11)   

Winner -1.15*** (0.17) -1.19*** (0.12) 

Democracy as ideal -0.12* (0.05) -0.15*** (0.04) 

Democratic deficit 0.17*** (0.04) 0.17*** (0.03) 

Household economy -0.25* (0.12) -0.10 (0.08) 

National economy -0.01** (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) 

Corruption 0.40*** (0.10) 0.32*** (0.07) 

Education -0.00 (0.04) -0.02 (0.03) 

Wealth 0.06 (0.09) 0.05 (0.07) 

Age 0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) 

Moscow -0.18 (0.28) -0.05 (0.19) 

Cut1 -1.70* (0.69) -2.60*** (0.47) 

Cut2 1.56* (0.70) 0.63 (0.47) 

Cut3 2.88*** (0.70) 1.96*** (0.47) 

Cut4 5.66*** (0.72) 4.72*** (0.49) 

Observations 800  1600  

Pseudo R2 0.27  0.26  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' 

omitted as a reference category. 'Observer assessments' omitted from model 2 in order to use the 

full sample. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
 



52 

 

 

Table 2-5. Change in Predicted Probability of Perceiving the 2011 State Duma 

Election as Unfair 

 Not very fair  Not at all fair 

 

 

Pressure 0.07 [0.01,0.13] 0.02 [-0.00,0.04] 

Observer assessments* 0.10 [0.02,0.18] 0.02 [0.00,0.05] 

Decisive violations a 0.41 [0.35,0.47] 0.44 [0.37,0.51] 

Significant violations 0.52 [0.47,0.56] 0.15 [0.12,0.19] 

Undecided 0.21 [0.16,0.25] 0.02 [0.01,0.03] 

Insignificant violations 0.18 [0.14,0.22] 0.02 [0.01,0.02] 

Winner -0.23 [-0.27,-0.19] -0.05 [-0.06,-0.04] 

Democracy as ideal -0.07 [-0.10,-0.03] -0.02 [-0.02,-0.01] 

Democratic deficit 0.10 [0.07,0.13] 0.02 [0.01,0.03] 

National economy -0.05 [-0.07,-0.03] -0.01 [-0.02,-0.01] 

Corruption 0.05 [0.03,0.07] 0.01 [0.01,0.02] 
 

Note: Change in predicted probability moving from 0 to 1 for binary variables, else a standard 

deviation change (based on Model 2 in Table 2-4, N=1600). 

*Change in predicted probability moving from minimum (1) to maximum (3) of 'observer 

assessments' (based on Model 1 in Table 2-4, N=800). For each variable, all other variables held at 

their mean. 95% confidence intervals in brackets. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category.  
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Hypothesis 2 suggests that knowledge of critical international observer assessments 

should increase the likelihood of perceptions of elections as unfair. The variable measuring 

knowledge of observer assessments is statistically significant at the .05 level in Model 1 

(recall that this model is based on a split sample). The substantive interpretation of this 

result is based on calculated changes in predicted probability of perceiving the election as 

unfair corresponding to the difference between knowing and not knowing about observer 

statements. In particular, knowledge of critical election observer conclusions increases the 

probability of perceiving the election as “not very fair” by 10% (with the confidence 

interval ranging from 2% to 18%). This is a relatively moderate increase in perceptions of 

election unfairness. However, knowing about observer assessments does not have a 

statistically significant effect on the propensity to assess the election as absolutely unfair. 

The results suggest that the information about electoral manipulation provided by 

international election monitors can potentially serve as a cognitive shortcut to citizens’ own 

summary assessments of elections. However, the evidence is mixed as well as inconclusive 

due to the possibility that such knowledge may be endogenous to perceived election 

unfairness, if citizens who are skeptical about the quality of elections are also more likely 

to actively search for international observers’ statements.41 

Hypothesis 3 posits that citizens should be more likely to perceive an election as 

unfair if they think that procedural violations decisively affected election results. This 

hypothesis suggests that citizens’ perceptions of election outcome fairness guide their 

                                                 
41 It must be acknowledged that international observer statements are not the only sources of second-

hand information about electoral manipulation. Further research should take into account a variety of sources 

of information about elections, including different types of media and domestic institutions. The distinction 

of international observer statements is that they are a potentially more credible third-party source of 

information that also provides a ready-made summary conclusion about election fairness or unfairness.  



54 

 

 

overall assessments of elections. More specifically, perceptions that incumbents are 

unpopular should lead to higher levels of significance attributed to election fraud, thereby 

increasing the likelihood of summary judgments of election unfairness. 

The results show that the variables measuring perceived decisiveness of election 

fraud achieve statistical significance. Again, I interpret the substantive meaning of these 

findings by calculating the changes in predicted probability of perceiving the election as 

unfair as perceived scope and significance of election fraud changes from zero to respective 

higher levels. For example, thinking that there were minor vote count violations, compared 

to thinking there were absolutely no violations, increases the probability of perceiving the 

2011 State Duma election as “not very fair” by 18%. Thinking that election fraud was 

significant, but did not substantially alter the election results, increases the propensity to 

assess the election as mostly unfair by 52%. Finally, perceptions that election fraud 

substantially altered the election results increases the probability of perceived election 

unfairness by 41%. Thus, both perceptions of a wide scope of election fraud and its 

significant impact on election outcomes have a big influence on moderate perceptions of 

unfairness. In other words, even if winners are perceived as popular, perceptions of 

widespread fraud contribute to evaluations of elections as “not very fair.” 

Nevertheless, when we examine the propensity to view the election as absolutely 

unfair, perceptions of decisive violations have the most substantial impact. More 

specifically, they increase the probability of the most negative assessment of elections by 

44%. In contrast, perceptions of significant, but not decisive violations increase the 

probability of the worst assessment of elections by a much smaller 15%. Furthermore, 

thinking that there were minor violations makes almost no difference (the likelihood of the 
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most negative assessment increases by only 2%). This means that perceived election 

outcome unfairness (as opposed to process unfairness) is likely to serve as a cognitive 

shortcut to viewing the election as absolutely unfair. In other words, if citizens perceive 

that incumbents are unpopular and, therefore, that fraud considerably altered the election 

results, they are more likely to unequivocally condemn an election as extremely unfair. 

These findings suggest, consistent with our hypothesis, that the significance attributed to 

procedural violations in relation to election outcomes plays an important role in how people 

construct summary judgments of election unfairness. 

Hypothesis 4a posits that winners should be more likely to perceive an election as 

unfair, compared to losers and nonvoters. According to theories of motivated political 

reasoning, the way voters deal with information about electoral manipulation will depend 

on whether it is congruent with their political preferences. In particular, winners should be 

more likely to ignore information about electoral violations, interpret it as less important, 

or doubt the credibility of its sources. On the other hand, election losers should actively 

pursue this information and accept it more readily. The results indicate that having voted 

for the dominant party decreases the probability of viewing the election as mostly unfair 

by 23%, which confirms the existence of a considerable gap between losers’ and winners’ 

assessments of elections (Anderson et al. 2005; Rose and Mishler 2009). Winning also 

reduces the likelihood of viewing the election as completely unfair by 5%, a less 

pronounced difference. In addition, the fact that only a small percentage of winners 

interpret election fraud as significant (9%) or decisive (2%) suggests that winning may 

decrease the likelihood of perceiving elections as unfair through promoting the 



56 

 

 

interpretation of election fraud as insignificant.42 Taken together, these findings lend 

support to the idea that voters’ preferences bias the process by which winners and losers 

generate summary assessments of election unfairness. 

Hypothesis 4b proposes a more direct test of the mechanism of partisan reasoning 

regarding electoral unfairness. If winners are less likely to translate the impressions of 

pressure to vote, election fraud and knowledge of observer assessments into negative 

evaluations of elections, we will have evidence that winners attribute less importance to 

these manifestations of electoral manipulation, compared to losers and nonvoters. We can 

test this hypothesis by examining the interactions between specific indicators of election 

unfairness and winning. For example, if the effect of reported pressure on predicted 

probability of perceiving the election as unfair is smaller among winners, compared to 

losers and nonvoters, the hypothesis concerning motivated political reasoning will receive 

further support. Table 2-6 reports statistically significant interactions between the 

indicators of election unfairness and winning (the rest of the interactions are reported in 

Appendix C).43 The interactions between pressure as well as perceived decisiveness of vote 

count violations and winning are statistically significant, while the interaction between 

knowledge of observer assessments and winning is not. 

To interpret the interaction between pressure and winning, I calculated first 

differences in predicted probability measuring the effects of pressure on perceiving the 

                                                 
42 It should be noted, however, that more than one third of election losers also perceived election 

fraud as insignificant (28%) or nonexistent (8%), which means that perceptions of incumbent popularity can 

also promote acceptance of the election process among losers. 
43 The interactions are included in separate models because of concerns about multicollinearity. The 

motivated political reasoning theory predicts that winning will reduce the effect of pressure, perceived 

election fraud, and knowledge of observer assessments on summary judgments of election unfairness. Since 

we are interested in variable-specific interaction effects, as opposed to compression effects inherent in the 

logit models, I examine explicit interaction terms. For further discussion of interactions in logit models, see 

Kam and Franzese (2007, chap. 5), Berry et al. (2010, 261). 
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2011 State Duma election as “not very fair” among winners and losers/nonvoters. As 

shown in Figure 2-5, the effect of pressure is not statistically significant among losers and 

nonvoters, but is large and statistically significant among winners, which is in contradiction 

with our expectations of partisan reasoning. More specifically, the predicted probability of 

perceiving the election as “not very fair” is 20% higher for those winners who report 

pressure, compared to those who do not. This means that first-hand encounters with pre-

electoral manipulation may counteract motivated reasoning regarding election unfairness 

among winners. On the other hand, pressure may not add much to losers’ negative 

interpretation of elections.44 

Figure 2-5. First Difference Measuring the Effect of Pressure on 

the Probability of Perceiving the Election as “Not Very 

Fair” among Winners and Losers/Nonvoters 

 
Note: The spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. Results are generated 

using spost commands in STATA 10 based on Model 1 in Table 2-6. All first 

differences assume that all independent variables except for pressure and 

winning are held at their mean. 

                                                 
44 The difference in predicted probability of perceiving the election as “not very fair” between winners and 

losers who report pressure is only -6%; this difference is -25% when pressure is absent. Note, however, the 

possibility that some winners may underreport pressure, while some losers may exaggerate it. In our sample, 

10% of winners reported pressure, compared to 17% of losers. Thus, motivated reasoning may occur at the 

stage where citizens identify pressure. 
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Table 2-6 Ordered Logit Models of Summary Perceptions of Election Unfairness Including Interactions (continued on next page) 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

Pressure 0.06 (0.19) 0.33* (0.17) 0.29 (0.24) 0.29 (0.25) 

Decisive violations a 5.01*** (0.26) 4.34*** (0.32) 4.88*** (0.38) 4.83*** (0.38) 

Significant violations 3.54*** (0.22) 2.94*** (0.30) 3.72*** (0.32) 3.71*** (0.32) 

Undecided 1.63*** (0.20) 1.00*** (0.28) 1.70*** (0.29) 1.68*** (0.29) 

Insignificant violations 1.47*** (0.19) 0.93** (0.29) 1.45*** (0.27) 1.44*** (0.27) 

Observer assessments     -0.62 (0.35) -0.03 (0.14) 

Winner -1.29*** (0.13) -2.14*** (0.33) -1.14*** (0.17) -1.15*** (0.17) 

Democracy as ideal -0.15*** (0.04) -0.15*** (0.04) -0.32*** (0.09) -0.12* (0.05) 

Democratic deficit 0.18*** (0.03) 0.18*** (0.03) 0.17*** (0.04) -0.02 (0.07) 

Household economy -0.10 (0.08) -0.11 (0.08) -0.26* (0.12) -0.26* (0.12) 

National economy -0.01*** (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) -0.01** (0.00) -0.01** (0.00) 

Corruption 0.32*** (0.07) 0.31*** (0.07) 0.40*** (0.10) 0.40*** (0.10) 

Education -0.02 (0.03) -0.01 (0.03) -0.01 (0.04) -0.00 (0.04) 

Wealth 0.05 (0.07) 0.06 (0.07) 0.06 (0.09) 0.06 (0.09) 

Age -0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

Moscow -0.04 (0.19) -0.05 (0.19) -0.24 (0.28) -0.17 (0.28) 

Interactions         

Pressure x winner 0.96** (0.35)       

Decisive violations x winner   2.57** (0.82)     

Significant violations x winner   1.09* (0.45)     

Undecided x winner   1.21** (0.39)     

Insignificant violations x winner   0.85* (0.37)     

Observer assessments x dem. ideal     0.12* (0.05)   

Observer assessments x dem. deficit       0.12** (0.04) 

Observations 1600  1600  800  800  

Pseudo R2 0.26  0.26  0.27  0.27  
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Table 2-6. Ordered Logit Models of Summary Perceptions of Election Unfairness Including Interactions  

(continued from previous page) 

Cut1 -2.63*** (0.47) -3.30*** (0.52) -3.21*** (0.91) -2.23** (0.71) 

Cut2 0.62 (0.47) 0.05 (0.51) 0.07 (0.91) 1.05 (0.71) 

Cut3 1.96*** (0.47) 1.37** (0.51) 1.39 (0.91) 2.38*** (0.72) 

Cut4 4.72*** (0.49) 4.12*** (0.52) 4.18*** (0.92) 5.18*** (0.74) 

Observations 1600  1600  800  800  

Pseudo R2 0.26  0.26  0.27  0.27  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. 'Observer assessments' 

omitted from model 1 and model 2 in order to use the full sample. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Figure 2-6. First Difference Measuring the Effect of Perceived 

Decisiveness of Vote Count Violations on the 

Probability of Perceiving the Election as “Not Very 

Fair” among Winners and Losers/Nonvoters 

 
Note: The spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. “No violations” is a 

reference category. Results are generated using spost commands in STATA 

10 based on Model 2 in Table 2-6. All first differences assume that all 

independent variables except for perceived decisiveness of violations and 

winning are held at their mean. 

 

Hypothesis 4b predicts that the effect of perceived decisiveness of vote count 

violations on the likelihood of summary judgments of election unfairness will be smaller 

among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. Figure 2-6 reports first differences in 

predicted probability of perceiving the election as “not very fair” corresponding to changes 

in perceived decisiveness of election fraud among winners and losers. The results 

contradict the motivated political reasoning hypothesis. For example, perceptions that vote 

count violations were decisive for election results (compared to thinking there were no 

violations) increase the predicted probability of viewing the election as “not very fair” by 

25% among losers and by 31% among winners. Thus, the effect of perceptions of decisive 

violations is slightly larger among winners. Similarly, perceptions that violations were 
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significant, but not decisive, increase summary judgments of unfairness by 43% among 

losers and by 49% among winners. In contrast, the effect of insignificant violations on 

summary judgments of unfairness is slightly smaller among winners (10%), compared to 

losers and nonvoters (16%). 

In summary, we find no convincing evidence that judgments about the decisiveness 

of vote fraud (and, by extension, perceived incumbent popularity) matter less for winners’ 

overall perceptions of election fairness. Nevertheless, remember that very few winners 

perceived the vote count violations as decisive (2%) or significant (9%). This suggests that 

motivated reasoning may mostly take place at the stage where citizens interpret the scope 

of election fraud and its impact on election outcomes. This interpretation should gravitate 

towards citizens’ pre-existing preferences for parties or candidates. Once this interpretation 

is formed, however, perceptions of substantive unfairness based on incumbent popularity 

may even have a greater effect on the likelihood of perceiving an election as unfair among 

winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 

The interaction between knowledge of observer assessments and winning is not 

statistically significant (Table C - 1 in Appendix C). However, the estimated first 

differences in predicted probability of perceiving the election as “not very fair” measuring 

the effect of knowledge of observer assessments show that such knowledge increases the 

likelihood of perceiving the election as unfair by 13% among losers and nonvoters (Figure 

2-7). At the same time, the effect of this knowledge is not statistically significant among 

winners. This is consistent with the hypothesis regarding motivated political reasoning 

(Hypothesis 4b). More specifically, this suggests that voters are likely to interpret second-

hand reports of electoral manipulation in accordance with pre-existing political 
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preferences. Perhaps, winners consider critical international observer assessments that are 

incongruent with their political preferences as less trustworthy. In contrast, losers and 

nonvoters may more readily accept these election observer judgments as credible. 

Figure 2-7. First Difference Measuring the Effect of Knowledge of 

Observer Assessments on the Probability of Perceiving 

the Election as “Not Very Fair” among Winners and 

Losers/Nonvoters 

 

Note: The spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. Results are generated 

using spost commands in STATA 10 based on Model 1 in Table C - 1 in 

Appendix C. All first differences assume that all independent variables except 

for knowledge of observer assessments and winning are held at their mean. 

  

Model 4 in Table 2-6 indicates that the effect of knowledge of observer assessments 

on the summary judgments of election unfairness also depends on the degree of perceived 

democratic deficit. This interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 2-8, which reports the 

effect of knowledge of observer assessments on the probability of perceiving the election 

as “not very fair” across all the values of democratic deficit. As shown in this figure, the 

effect of observer assessments on summary judgments of election unfairness is statistically 

significant at values of democratic deficit ranging from -9 to -4 and from +3 to +7 (recall 
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that the values of democratic deficit represent the difference between democratic ideal and 

assessment of the current regime). 

Figure 2-8. First Difference Measuring the Effect of Knowledge of 

Observer Assessments on the Probability of Perceiving 

the Election as “Not Very Fair” at All Levels of 

Democratic Deficit 

 
Note: The spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. Results are generated 

using spost commands in STATA 10 based on Model 4 in Table 2-6. All first 

differences assume that all independent variables except for knowledge of 

observer assessments and democratic deficit are held at their mean. 

 

In particular, for those who prefer the regime to be considerably less democratic 

(the negative values on the democratic deficit scale), knowledge of international election 

observer assessments actually decreases the probability of perceiving the election as “not 

very fair,” with the maximum decline of -15%. This is true, however, for only 3% of the 

sample. In contrast, wanting the regime to be more democratic (positive values on the 

democratic deficit scale) enhances the effect of knowledge of observer assessments. In 

particular, the difference in predicted probability of summary judgments of election 

unfairness increases from 12% to 17% as perceived democratic deficit increases from 3 to 

6. This affects about 40% of the sample. Thus, critical reports by international election 



64 

 

 

monitors mostly influence perceptions of election unfairness among those citizens who 

already perceive a considerable gap between the democratic ideal and practice. 

This means that those who think that the regime falls short of their democratic 

aspirations may be both more likely to judge elections as unfair and pursue the validation 

of this judgment by foreign observers. It follows that the effect of knowledge of observer 

assessments may be endogenous to citizens’ dissatisfaction with the quality of elections. 

On the other hand, more democratically oriented citizens may be more likely to consider 

the international monitoring organizations such as the OSCE to be a credible source of 

information about the extent of electoral manipulation. In contrast, those who prefer a more 

dictatorial regime may interpret this source of information as untrustworthy and biased (an 

interpretation which may coincide with the regime’s own rhetoric). 

Model 3 in Table 2-6 reports a statistically significant interaction between 

knowledge of observer assessments and democratic ideal. However, as shown in Figure 

2-9, the effect of knowledge of observer assessments on the probability of perceiving the 

election as “not very fair” is not statistically significant across most of the values of 

democratic ideal. When citizens prefer a dictatorial regime (democratic ideal equals 1 and 

2), knowledge of observer assessments decreases the likelihood of perceiving the election 

as “not very fair” by 10%, which is consistent with a similar effect of negative democratic 

deficit. This implies that authoritarians reject critical Western observers’ reports as 

trustworthy sources of information. However, this is only true for 5% of the sample. Last, 

the interactions between pressure as well as perceived decisiveness of violations and 

democratic values are not statistically significant (Appendix C).45 

                                                 
45 Again, our theory predicts that democrats should care more about specific indications of electoral 

unfairness such as pressure or election fraud, leading them to be more likely to assess elections as unfair. 
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Figure 2-9. First Difference Measuring the Effect of Knowledge of 

Observer Assessments on the Probability of Perceiving 

the Election as “Not Very Fair” at All Levels of 

Democratic Ideal 

 
Note: The spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. Results are generated 

using spost commands in STATA 10 based on Model 3 in Table 2-6. All first 

differences assume that all independent variables except for knowledge of 

observer assessments and democratic ideal are held at their mean. 

 

The alternative explanations for why people perceive elections as fair or unfair 

focus on perceptions of government performance, citizens’ democratic values, and socio-

economic status. The performance-centered theories suggest that citizens’ evaluations of 

government economic and political performance may drive their assessments of election 

fairness. These theories receive some support in our analysis. The results show that more 

favorable evaluations of the national economy decrease the probability of negative 

assessments of elections. In particular, a standard deviation increase in satisfaction with 

how the economic system works produces a moderate decrease of 5% in the probability of 

                                                 
Thus, we are interested in variable-specific interactions, as opposed to compression effects inherent in logit 

models. However, the generated differences in predicted probability of perceiving the election as unfair show 

that the change in the effects of pressure is not significant across the range of values of democratic ideal and 

deficit. In addition, the estimated effects of decisive violations on predicted probability of perceiving the 

election as “not very fair” and “not at all fair” show opposing compression patterns. 
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perceiving the election as mostly unfair. However, macro-economic assessments have little 

impact on perceiving the election as completely unfair (the predicted probability of the 

outcome decreases by only 1%). Additionally, micro-economic evaluations do not achieve 

statistical significance in the full sample model. Thus, it is only macro-economic 

assessments that decrease critical attitudes towards elections. Overall, the economic criteria 

play a secondary role in the construction of summary judgments of election fairness. 

Likewise, government political performance, measured by perceived corruption, 

plays a moderate role in the construction of summary evaluations of election unfairness. 

More specifically, the probability of perceiving the election as mostly unfair increases by 

5% as perceptions of corruption increase by one standard deviation. Furthermore, the 

probability of perceiving the election as completely unfair increases by only 1%. Perhaps, 

one of the reasons that broader perceptions of corruption are not instrumental in explaining 

perceptions of electoral corruption is that bribe-taking and corrupt officials are considered 

commonplace by four fifths of the Russian citizens. Forty two percent of Russians think 

that most officials are corrupt and thirty eight percent think that almost all officials are 

engaged in corruption. 

The empirical results suggest that democratic values have a statistically significant 

influence on how citizens evaluate elections. Surprisingly, citizens’ reported preference for 

democracy reduces perceptions of election unfairness. In particular, a standard deviation 

increase in democratic ideal decreases the probability of perceiving the election as mostly 

unfair by 7%. This may indicate that citizens’ understanding of democracy may be 

influenced by the rulers’ narrative of “managed” democracy and may differ from that of 

foreign observers. In contrast, if citizens’ perceive that the regime falls short of their 
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democratic aspirations, they are more likely to assess elections critically. Substantively, 

perceptions of elections as mostly unfair increase by 10% as perceived democratic deficit 

increases by one standard deviation. Consistent with Schedler’s argument (2009b), this 

means that it is not solely preference for democracy, but the ability to judge the regime as 

deficient in democracy that leads to more critical evaluations of elections. However, neither 

reported democratic ideal nor democratic deficit contribute much to the probability of 

perceiving the election as completely unfair (the change in predicted probability of this 

outcome is only 2%). The mixed results concerning the influence of democratic values call 

for a more thorough investigation of the meaning that citizens attribute to democracy and 

its relationship to their understanding of fair elections. 

Last, none of the indicators of socio-economic status such as education, wealth, 

age, and living in Moscow achieve statistical significance.46 This means that socio-

economic status does not define the processes by which citizens evaluate elections. Thus, 

neither the skills imparted by education nor resources provided by wealth are sufficient 

conditions for evaluating elections critically. 

Conclusion 

The legitimizing potential of elections in part depends on whether people perceive 

them as fair or unfair. However, as the review of research on electoral manipulation shows, 

constructing a summary judgment of electoral unfairness is a complex undertaking (Birch 

2013; Schedler 2006b; Simpser and Donno 2012). The multiple components of electoral 

                                                 
46 Using alternative specifications of wealth and urbanization, such as income quartiles and town 

size produced the same results. 
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manipulation, along with features that make it difficult to identify – covertness, 

intentionality, legality, and subtlety – create conditions for different interpretations of the 

scope and significance of electoral violations. Under these conditions, the cognitive 

shortcuts people use to simplify the summary judgment of election quality may help 

explain when they are more or less likely to perceive elections as unfair. 

This study examined to what extent citizens use assessments of the process and 

outcome unfairness to generate summary judgments of elections; it further explored the 

effects of prior preferences on how winners and losers interpret and integrate specific 

aspects of election unfairness into a summary judgment. In particular, this analysis focused 

on several potential shortcuts to summary evaluations of elections: direct experience of 

procedural unfairness; knowledge of critical international election monitor assessments; 

perceived decisiveness of procedural violations for election results; and winning or losing. 

The empirical results indicate that having voted for winners considerably reduces 

perceptions of electoral unfairness, which confirms prior findings about winner-loser gap 

in attitudes towards elections (Anderson et al. 2005). This study extends this research by 

suggesting motivated construction of judgments about election fairness as an underlying 

mechanism of the winner-loser gap. We can divide the processes of partisan reasoning into 

several stages that include collecting information about electoral manipulation, interpreting 

it in terms of scope and impact on election results, and integrating these judgments into 

summary assessments of elections. The data from the 2011 New Russia Barometer show 

that losers are slightly more likely to report pressure and knowledge of critical observer 

assessments, which may signal motivated reasoning at the stage of data gathering. Further, 

having voted for winners is a nearly sufficient condition for interpreting the scope and 
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impact of election fraud as not significant, a tendency consistent with partisan reasoning. 

However, the hypothesis that winners are less likely to incorporate their procedural and 

substantive assessments of election unfairness into a summary judgment receives mixed 

support. The remaining discussion of the effects of specific indicators of electoral 

unfairness addresses their interaction with voters’ preferences. 

The findings suggest that the reported experience of pressure to vote for one party 

does not add much to losers’ already negative assessments of elections. However, pressure 

substantially increases perceptions of election unfairness among winners. This means that 

first-hand evidence of electoral manipulation may counteract motivated political reasoning 

among winners. In contrast, knowledge of critical international observer assessments 

increases overall perceptions of election unfairness only among losers and nonvoters and 

has no effect among winners. Perhaps, winners consider second-hand reports of electoral 

manipulation as less credible than first-hand information. In addition, knowledge of critical 

observer statements increases perceptions of election unfairness only among citizens who 

perceive the regime as significantly deficient in democracy. This suggests that election 

fairness skeptics may both pursue the judgments of Western observers and perceive them 

as more trustworthy. 

Finally, the results show that perceived unfairness of election outcomes has a 

powerful influence on the summary assessments of election quality. This means that overall 

perceptions of election unfairness are in large part determined by judgments about the 

scope and impact of election fraud and, by extension, incumbent popularity. Since winners 

are unlikely to consider electoral violations as significant, perceptions of incumbent 

popularity may determine the acceptance of election results by losers and nonvoters. This 
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study highlights the importance of substantive unfairness assessments, which to date 

received only limited attention (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006; Rose and Mishler 2009). 

Among non-electoral factors, macro-economic satisfaction, perceptions of 

corruption, and democratic values influence whether citizens consider elections as unfair. 

However, these factors appear to play a secondary role in comparison with more proximate 

judgments of election outcome unfairness and voters’ preferences. Overall, the results 

suggests the need to incorporate both evaluations of procedural and substantive unfairness, 

as well as their interaction with voters’ preferences, into the study of popular perceptions 

of elections. 

The following chapter turns to the question about the consequences of specific and 

overall evaluations of election unfairness for regime support. 
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Chapter 3. Unfair Elections and Support for the Regime 

The consequences of unfair elections for the stability of electoral authoritarian 

regimes have been debated in recent research.47 One way in which unfair elections may 

contribute to authoritarian stability is by demonstrating popular support. The show of 

electoral support should promote popular regime legitimacy and deter potential challenges 

emanating from elites (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009; Geddes 2005; Magaloni 2006; Hermet 

1978). However, some scholars argue that rigging elections carries considerable legitimacy 

costs due to the possibility of exposure of electoral manipulation (Birch 2011; Schedler 

2013). Declining regime legitimacy may be associated with weaker compliance with 

authorities and behavior that challenges the regime (Easton 1965; Norris 1999; Gilley 

2009). In order to better understand the destabilizing potential of unfair elections, we need 

to know when electoral manipulation promotes and when it undermines regime support. 

Previous research suggests that popular assessments of election unfairness 

influence various indicators of regime legitimacy and support. For example, overall 

perceptions of electoral unfairness in Russia reduce trust in institutions, regime support, 

and pride in country (Rose and Mishler 2009). Evaluations of electoral unfairness also 

affect perceived political efficacy and satisfaction with democracy (McAllister and White 

2011). Using cross-national data, Norris (2014) finds that assessments of the electoral 

process influence satisfaction with democracy and confidence in elected institutions. 

                                                 
47 For prominent examples see Gandhi and Lust-Okar (2009, 414–417), Geddes (2005), Magaloni 

(2006), Lindberg (2009), Schedler (2006b, 2013), Howard and Roessler (2006). For a recent comprehensive 

review of the contributions to the debate see Schedler (2013, chap. 5). 
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However, all of these studies show that citizens’ assessments of the extent to which 

elections are unfair tend to vary considerably.48 

This variation may be attributed to the complexity and ambiguity of electoral 

manipulation – underpinned by its features of covertness, intentionality, legality, and 

subtlety – which make it difficult to assess.49 Since the evaluation of electoral manipulation 

requires effortful processing, citizens likely rely on heuristics, or cognitive shortcuts, to 

assess the degree of election unfairness. Furthermore, the lens through which citizens 

interpret electoral manipulation should also influence their attitudes towards the regime. 

Hence the question: what election-related heuristics affect regime support? 

Psychological theories of justice and motivated reasoning suggest several 

competing electoral assessment foci that may affect regime support: electoral process 

unfairness, electoral outcome unfairness, and outcome favorability.50 Using this 

framework, this study first examines how judgments of electoral process and outcome 

unfairness as well as voters’ preferences affect regime support. Extant research has 

primarily focused on the consequences of summary and process-based evaluations of 

election unfairness (Rose and Mishler 2009; McAllister and White 2011; Norris 2014). 

This study contributes to this literature by testing specific substantive and procedural 

variables whose influence on support for the regime is less known: pre-electoral pressure 

to vote for one party; knowledge of critical international observer assessments; and 

perceived decisiveness of violations for election results. Second, this chapter examines 

                                                 
48 For distributions of perceptions of electoral integrity and malpractice across selected countries 

see Norris (2014, chap. 5) and Birch (2008). 
49 See Chapter 2 for a detailed review. 
50 See Sanders and Hamilton (2001b) for an overview of the psychology of justice; see Lodge and 

Taber (2000) and Kunda (1990) for an overview of motivated reasoning. 
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whether voters’ political preferences moderate, or bias, the influence of specific and 

summary electoral unfairness assessments on regime support. 

The empirical analysis uses data from the XIX New Russia Barometer survey 

conducted soon after the 2011 State Duma election (Rose 2012). The data suggest that 

despite considerable procedural violations in the conduct of this election documented by 

the OSCE and PACE (2012) observer mission, a sizeable sixty percent of Russians 

approved of the current regime in its immediate aftermath. In addition, previous research 

documented a steady rise in support for the regime since the early 2000s despite multiple 

controversies surrounding Russian elections (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011).51 To better 

understand the delegitimizing potential of unfair elections, the following sections address 

theories that underlie the consequences of perceived election unfairness for legitimacy and 

regime support. 

Theory 

Procedural Unfairness: Direct Experience of Electoral Violations 

Psychological theories of procedural justice suggest that citizens view authorities 

and institutions as more legitimate when they exercise their authority using fair procedures 

(Tyler 2006). In turn, legitimacy, or the sense that institutions are “right and proper,” 

should serve as a source of support for the political system (Easton 1965, chap. 17–18; 

Tyler 2006). Significant effects of procedural concerns have been shown in experiment-

based and survey studies of attitudes to legal and political authorities  (Tyler and Lind 

                                                 
51 For an overview of previous Russian elections and issues of electoral manipulation, see White 

(2011) and Myagkov et al. (2009). 
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2001; Tyler et al. 1997; Tyler 1990). Some scholars argue that the influence of procedural 

fairness assessments originates from their use as a cognitive shortcut meant to “conserve 

cognitive and social resources” and guide people’s reactions to authorities (Tyler and Lind 

2001, 77–78). According to this perspective, people focus on procedural fairness because 

outcome fairness is often ambiguous, which means that the legitimacy of outcomes that 

people get rests on the perceived quality of procedures (Tyler 2006, 384; Tyler et al. 1997, 

100; Lind et al. 1993).52 

However, as discussed in the previous chapter, the ambiguity and complexity of 

electoral manipulation make it difficult to assess the quality of elections. Thus, some 

scholars argue that legitimacy costs of different electoral manipulation strategies vary 

depending on their risk of exposure (Birch 2011; Schedler 2013).53 Moreover, theories of 

motivated political reasoning suggest that when evidence is complex, ambiguous, and one-

sided people are more likely to ignore or counterargue information that contradicts their 

prior preferences (Lodge and Taber 2000; Doherty and Wolak 2012). As Kaufmann (1994, 

563) summarizes, “change occurs when a particular experience is too salient to be ignored, 

too unambiguous to be discounted, and so squarely in conflict with the prior belief that it 

becomes cognitively cheaper to abandon the belief than to try to resolve or to tolerate the 

inconsistency.” 

This means that electoral manipulation should pose more risk for regime legitimacy 

when citizens confront evidence of procedural unfairness that is difficult to ignore or 

                                                 
52 As Lind and colleagues (1993) suggest, another reason for the primacy of procedural effects in 

evaluations of authorities is that information about procedures usually precedes the knowledge of outcomes. 

They further argue that early procedure-based evaluations of authorities should exert more influence on 

citizens’ final assessments. 
53 For example, Birch (2011) contends that manipulation of the law is less costly than blatant vote 

fraud. 
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rationalize. Direct experience of procedural unfairness should be particularly 

delegitimizing, because evidence based on personal experience is salient and influential 

(Kaufmann 1994). Under conditions of one-sided media coverage, direct experience also 

provides clear information about electoral manipulation that should be more difficult to 

discount. For example, the negative experience of pressure to vote for one party from 

authorities and employers clearly communicates the lack of authority neutrality and brings 

electoral manipulation directly into citizens’ lives. As a result, personal encounters with 

pressure may be more readily projected on evaluations of the regime as a whole. It must be 

acknowledged, however, that some citizens may not identify pre-electoral pressure if they 

consider it a normal part of the campaign or if it aligns with their vote choice.54 

Nevertheless, by providing a relatively salient and clear signal of manipulation and, 

consequently, reducing its ambiguity, pressure should reduce regime support. 

Hypothesis 1: Citizens who reported having experienced pressure to vote for a 

particular party will be less supportive of the regime. 

Knowledge of Critical International Observer Assessments 

Research on the effects of international election monitoring suggests that monitor 

assessments of election fairness play a dual role of legitimizing regimes on the international 

arena and among their own citizens (Kelley 2012; Beaulieu and Hyde 2009; Simpser and 

Donno 2012). Monitors may legitimize governments by providing “credible and 

                                                 
54 The propensity of citizens to identify pressure to vote likely varies depending on its subtlety. For 

example, subtle recommendations on how to vote during workplace meetings may be less salient and 

influential than threats to fire workers for voting “incorrectly.” Blatant pressure may be more easily 

acknowledged by election winners, while losers may be more sensitive to subtle pressure. Unfortunately, our 

survey measure is not so finegrained as to tell us which type of pressure citizens were exposed to; neither can 

we assess the degree of underreporting pressure. However, I include an interaction in order to test if pressure, 

once identified, is less consequential for regime support among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 
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nonpartisan information on election quality, thereby lessening informational problems that 

surround many potentially fraudulent elections” (Hyde and Marinov 2014, 2). Thus, 

international monitor statements may be used as a cognitive shortcut for both evaluating 

the quality of elections and regime legitimacy. 

The use of international observer assessments as a heuristic may be explained by 

citizens’ perceptions that monitors have superior resources and expertise for judging 

elections. For example, people may perceive evidence coming from observers at multiple 

polling stations as systematic and comprehensive (regardless of the extent to which it 

merits these descriptions). In addition, citizens may think that international monitors have 

access to a wider range of sources and can make accurate final judgments of election 

fairness. Observer assessments may also provide information on the meaning of election 

fairness in the broader political context by focusing on pre-electoral manipulation of laws 

and institutions. Therefore, negative assessments of election quality by international 

election monitors may reduce confidence in a wider range of institutions such as the media, 

parliament, and government administration, thereby reducing support for the regime. 

Hypothesis 2: Citizens who know about critical election assessments by 

international monitors will be less supportive of the regime. 

Substantive Unfairness: Decisiveness of Violations for Election Outcomes 

Perceived outcome fairness may be an alternative source of citizens’ assessments 

of election quality and the regime. One substantive fairness criterion is perceived 

popularity, or the idea that parties and candidates who enjoy most popular support deserve 
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to win (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011, 131–133; Rose and Mishler 2009).55 The 

ambiguity of structural manipulation and its effect of reducing credible political 

alternatives likely reinforce perceptions of incumbent popularity (Silitski 2005; Schedler 

2002). In turn, popularity-based perceptions of outcome fairness may influence election 

process assessments by suggesting that procedural violations were not decisive in shaping 

election outcomes. 

Hartlyn and McCoy (2006) argue that if procedural violations are viewed as not 

decisive, political actors are both less likely to condemn the electoral process and more 

likely to acquiesce to its results. Thus, perceived substantive fairness should strengthen 

support for the regime by suggesting that the authority of elected officials rests on popular 

consent, even if electoral procedures are flawed. On the other hand, if election winners are 

perceived as unpopular, and procedural violations as decisive, regime support should 

decline. This means that perceived decisiveness of procedural violations should condition 

the delegitimizing potential of electoral manipulation. 

Hypothesis 3: Citizens who think that procedural violations decisively affected 

election results will be less supportive of the regime. 

The previous discussion of procedural and substantive unfairness assessments 

suggests that they should influence citizens’ summary judgments of election quality. In 

turn, overall perceptions of election unfairness should reduce regime support.56 

                                                 
55 Another potential meaning of substantive fairness is that the “right” candidate ought to win, where 

“rightness” is defined by a criterion other than popular support (such as candidate competence or honesty). 

However, since it is difficult to measure this concept independent of vote choice (assuming that citizens vote 

for the best alternative), it is not explored here. 
56 However, it is possible that pre-electoral evaluations of the system of government may influence 

whether citizens perceive elections as unfair, in which case electoral unfairness evaluations would be 

endogenous to regime support. Since our data were collected at one point in time, we cannot control for prior 

evaluations of the regime. However, we control for vote choice, which may reflect a degree of prior attitudes 

towards the system of government (for example, those who vote for the ruling party may be more content 
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Hypothesis 4: If citizens perceive elections as unfair, they will be less supportive 

of the regime. 

Motivated Political Reasoning and Winner-Loser Gap 

So far we have discussed how election unfairness assessments may affect regime 

support. However, theories of motivated political reasoning suggest that prior preferences 

bias how people search for, interpret, and integrate new information about electoral 

unfairness into beliefs about the political system (Lodge and Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, 

and Glathar 2001). Extant research shows that election winners’ attitudes towards the 

political system are more favorable than those of losers (Anderson et al. 2005). In addition, 

winners tend to explain the victory of their candidate in more positive terms, which 

mediates the effect of winning on system support (Craig et al. 2006). 

Drawing on theories of motivated reasoning, this study suggests that winners will 

likely avoid, discount, and counterargue information about election fraud to defend their 

existing attitudes towards parties and candidates (Taber and Lodge 2006; Taber, Cann, and 

Kucsova 2009; Redlawsk 2002).57 In contrast, losers will be more likely to accept this 

information at face value. Furthermore, as Gaines and colleagues (2007) argue, even if 

citizens have the same factual information, partisan preferences will determine how they 

interpret facts in order to incorporate them into their political attitudes. This means that 

priors should affect regime support not only by determining the extent to which citizens 

                                                 
with the political regime in which it operates than the opposition). As temporal data regarding perceptions of 

electoral unfairness and regime support become available, the issue of endogeneity can be addressed more 

effectively. 
57 Note that Anderson and colleagues (2005, 27) describe cognitive dissonance as one of the 

mechanisms underlying winner-loser gap in system support. However, they focus on the negative experience 

of losing rather than negative information about election fraud and how winners and losers process and 

interpret it. 
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perceive elections as unfair, but also by conditioning the effects of similar specific and 

overall unfairness assessments. In other words, voters’ preferences should modify the 

importance that citizens attribute to election fraud. For example, the experience of pressure 

to vote for the dominant party should matter less for regime support among winners, 

compared to losers and nonvoters. Furthermore, the same summary perceptions of election 

unfairness should be less detrimental to regime support among winners, compared to losers 

and nonvoters. 

Hypothesis 5a: Winners will be more supportive of the regime, compared to losers 

and nonvoters. 

Hypothesis 5b: The effects of reported pressure, knowledge of critical observer 

assessments, perceived decisiveness of electoral violations, and summary 

perceptions of election unfairness on regime support will be smaller among 

winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 

Alternative Explanations 

This study examines public assessments of election fairness as sources of regime 

legitimation and support. Alternative explanations of regime support focus on regime 

performance in delivering desired political and economic outcomes, as opposed to whether 

regime procedures and institutions are “right and proper” (Easton 1965).58 For example, 

citizens may support the regime because they are satisfied with how the economy works, 

or with their personal economic situation; on the other hand, if citizens perceive widespread 

political corruption, they may withdraw their support from the regime (Rose, Mishler, and 

                                                 
58 For extensive reviews of sources of political legitimacy and support, see also Rose, Mishler, and 

Munro (2011), Booth and Seligson (2009), Gilley (2009), Norris (1999), Mishler and Rose (2001, 2005). 
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Munro 2011; Mishler and Rose 2005). I control for micro- and macro-economic 

performance assessments as well as perceived corruption. 

Another basis for regime support is the extent to which citizens endorse democratic 

values and whether they assess the regime as conforming to these values (Norris 2011). 

Furthermore, Schedler (2009b) suggests that the delegitimizing power of electoral 

manipulation depends on citizens’ commitment to democracy and their ability to recognize 

that the regime violates democratic principles. I control for whether citizens hold 

democratic ideals and the discrepancy between their ideals and assessments of the current 

regime. In addition, to examine if unfair elections are more detrimental to regime support 

among democratically-oriented citizens, I control for the interaction between democratic 

values and electoral fairness assessments. 

Last, but not the least, citizens’ socio-economic status may influence their support 

for the regime. For example, Magaloni (2006) suggests that wealth and urbanization should 

affect political support. More specifically, wealth should provide greater economic 

independence from the state, while urban areas should provide greater freedom from 

monitoring and sanctions, thereby increasing citizens’ ability to support the opposition. 

Likewise, more educated citizens should have more resources to assess the regime critically 

(McAllister and White 2011). In contrast, older citizens, who were socialized in the Soviet 

political system, should be more supportive of the regime. I control for reported levels of 

education, wealth, age, and residence in the capital, Moscow.59 

                                                 
59 Apart from providing greater resources and independence from the state, living in Moscow may 

have reduced citizens’ support for the regime due to exposure to mass post-electoral protests that concentrated 

in the capital. 
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Measuring Support for the Regime 

To test the consequences of perceived procedural and substantive election 

unfairness for regime support, I use data from the nationwide XIX New Russia Barometer 

survey, conducted shortly after the 4 December 2011 State Duma election (Rose 2012). A 

sample of 1,600 Russians aged 18 and older were interviewed between the 16th and 20th 

of December. The survey was organized by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy at the 

University of Strathclyde and conducted by the Levada Center. The following survey 

question measures support for the current regime: “Here is a scale ranking how well our 

system of government works. The top, plus 100, is the best and the bottom, minus 100, is 

the worst. Where on this scale would you put our current system of government?” 

According to Rose and colleagues (2011, 69–71), this measure has a number of 

advantages. First, it avoids describing the regime as democratic or undemocratic, a 

definition citizens may not agree with. Second, the wide range of the scale allows citizens 

to express the full extent of their attitudes towards the regime, including clearly neutral 

attitudes (zero on a 201-point scale). Third, the question asks citizens to assess the current 

system of government, prompting them to consider the whole set of durable political 

institutions. Thus, it does not confuse regime support with support for government 

performance, specific institutions, leaders, or democracy as ideal. 
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Figure 3-1. Regime Support Distribution, % 

 

Note: Low support = -100; high support = 100. “Hard to say” substituted for the mean 

(18.58). Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
 

According to the New Russia Barometer data, after the previous State Duma 

election in 2007, 77% held positive views about the regime, 16% evaluations were 

negative, with the mean rating of plus 27 points on the scale from -100 to 100 (Rose and 

Mishler 2009, 130). Overall, between 2003 and 2009, the majority of citizens held positive 

views about the Russian regime. However, while support for the regime peaked at 84% in 

2008, it dropped to 74% in 2009, in the aftermath of the global economic crisis, with a 

mean rating of plus 23 points (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011, 78).  

After the December 2011 State Duma election, the majority of Russians still 

expressed positive attitudes towards the regime, although the proportion of supportive 

citizens was substantially lower. Figure 3-1 shows the distribution of post-electoral 

attitudes towards the regime. In particular, 62% of Russians approved of the regime and 

19% opposed it, with the mean rating of plus 19 points (excluding “hard to say”). Thus, 
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compared with the 2007 post-electoral situation, the level of regime approval in 2011 

decreased by 15%. On the other hand, the percentage of those who thought that the 

parliamentary election was generally unfair increased from 20% in 200760 to 46% in 2011. 

 

Figure 3-2. Regime Support among Winners, Losers, and 

Nonvoters, % 

 

Note: “Oppose” represents negative values on the regime support scale [-100;0); 

“neutral” represents zero; “support” represents positive values (0; 100]. 

Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 

 

Figure 3-2 shows the post-electoral distribution of regime support among election 

winners, losers, and nonvoters in 2011. An overwhelming majority of winners expressed 

support for the regime (73%), while only 10% evaluated it negatively. In contrast, 55% of 

losers approved of the regime, while about 30% opposed it. Nonvoters’ attitudes towards 

the regime were also more negative: only 51% approved and almost 20% disapproved of 

                                                 
60 According to the 2007 New Russia Barometer post-election survey (Rose and Mishler 2009). 
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the regime. Thus, compared to almost three quarters of election winners, only a slim 

majority of losers and nonvoters were supportive of the Russian regime. This reflects the 

winner-loser gap in political system support, found in previous research (Anderson et al. 

2005). For a review of election-related independent variables with accompanying 

descriptive statistics, see Chapter 2. Appendix A describes variable wording and coding. 

Data Analysis 

To examine the influence of election unfairness assessments on regime support, I 

use OLS regression (recall that the dependent variable is measured on a 201-point scale). I 

first consider a model that includes the variable measuring knowledge of critical election 

observer assessments, which is based on a split sample of 800 respondents (see Model 1 in 

Table 3-1). This model tests Hypothesis 2 suggesting that regime support should decline 

as the knowledge of negative international monitor statements increases. Contrary to the 

hypothesis, the regression results show that knowledge of critical observer assessments 

does not have a statistically significant effect on regime support, holding all other variables 

constant. This means that critical information about electoral manipulation provided by 

international election monitors may not automatically lead to negative assessments of a 

broader set of political institutions. One possibility is that third-party information may not 

be perceived as salient and convincing enough to color citizens’ perceptions of the regime. 

In addition, knowledge of observer assessments may be narrow and not focused on pre-

electoral manipulation of political institutions. The remaining models omit knowledge of 

international observer assessments in order to use the statistical power of the full sample. 
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Table 3-1. OLS Regression Estimates of Regime Support 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

 Observer 

assessments 

 Pressure; 

decisive 

violations 

 Election 

unfair 

 Full model  

Election unfair     -7.23*** (1.12) -5.29*** (1.41) 

Pressure -6.04 (3.50) -5.85* (2.41)   -5.54* (2.40) 

Decisive violations 
a
 -12.66** (4.77) -11.35*** (3.27)   -4.69 (3.71) 

Significant violations -7.48 (4.10) -8.66** (2.94)   -4.20 (3.17) 

Undecided -3.82 (4.00) -4.45 (2.80)   -2.07 (2.86) 

Insignificant violations -4.94 (3.65) -2.33 (2.60)   -0.44 (2.64) 

Observer assessments 0.18 (1.61)       

Winner 3.55 (2.56) 3.17 (1.80)   1.44 (1.85) 

Democracy as ideal 0.73 (0.80) 1.17* (0.56) 1.10* (0.55) 0.97 (0.56) 

Democratic deficit -1.03 (0.59) -1.12** (0.43) -1.01* (0.43) -0.88* (0.43) 

Household economy -1.20 (1.76) 1.17 (1.24) 0.88 (1.24) 0.92 (1.24) 

National economy 0.59*** (0.03) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 

Corruption -4.45** (1.45) -2.45* (1.03) -2.23* (1.03) -2.00 (1.03) 

Education 0.19 (0.60) 0.19 (0.42) 0.13 (0.41) 0.16 (0.41) 

Wealth 0.66 (1.42) -0.17 (1.01) -0.08 (1.00) -0.08 (1.01) 

Age -0.00 (0.07) 0.01 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) 

Moscow 4.09 (4.26) 2.52 (3.04) 2.09 (3.01) 2.31 (3.03) 

Constant 26.85* (10.64) 15.54* (7.16) 30.68*** (7.26) 27.73*** (7.84) 

Observations 800  1600  1600  1600  

Adjusted R2 0.46  0.42  0.42  0.43  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. Source: New 

Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Recall that in Chapter 2 variables measuring reported pressure to vote for one party 

and perceived decisiveness of vote count violations were found to predict the probability 

of assessing an election as unfair. I estimate a series of regression models to check for the 

possibility that overall perceptions of election unfairness mediate the effects of specific 

unfairness indicators on regime support. Model 2 tests the influence of pressure and 

perceived decisiveness of electoral violations on regime support, while omitting summary 

perceptions of election unfairness. Model 3 shows the effect of summary unfairness 

perceptions, while omitting other election-related variables. The final full model includes 

both overall and specific indicators of electoral unfairness. If the effects of pressure and 

decisiveness of electoral violations are statistically significant in Model 2 and remain 

unchanged in the full model, we will find no evidence of mediation. If, however, overall 

perceptions of electoral unfairness are statistically significant in the full model, while the 

effects of other unfairness variables are reduced or disappear, there will be some evidence 

of mediation (Gerring 2012). 

Hypothesis 1 posits that citizens who reported having experienced pressure to vote 

for one party should be less supportive of the regime. The results in Model 2 indicate that, 

consistent with this hypothesis, first-hand reports of pressure have a statistically significant 

influence on regime support. More specifically, reported experience of pressure, compared 

to no pressure, reduces the level of support by about 6 points, all else being equal. 

Considering that our measure of regime support ranges from -100 (the most negative 

attitudes) to +100 (the most positive attitudes), the six-point decline in regime support is 

rather modest. Nevertheless, the effect of reported pressure remains largely the same in the 

full model that includes overall perceptions of electoral unfairness. This means that 
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pressure has a direct negative effect on attitudes towards the regime and, consistent with 

the fairness heuristic theory, may serve as a cognitive shortcut to regime evaluations (Lind 

et al. 1993). Combined with the prior finding about knowledge of observer assessments, 

this result suggests that negative first-hand information about electoral unfairness may be 

more readily projected onto the whole system of government than second-hand reports. 

This is consistent with the view that personal information is disproportionately influential 

(Kaufmann 1994). 

Hypothesis 3 posits that perceived decisiveness of procedural violations for 

electoral outcomes should reduce support for the regime. In Model 2, the variable 

measuring perceived decisiveness of violations is statistically significant and negatively 

signed, consistent with the hypothesized relationship. Compared to thinking there were no 

vote count violations, viewing vote count violations as decisive for election results reduces 

regime support by about 11 points. This would equate to a moderate decline from, for 

example, +60 to +49 regime approval on a scale from -100 to +100. In addition, viewing 

vote count violations as significant, but not decisive, compared to thinking there were no 

violations, reduces regime support by about 9 points. This suggests that substantive 

electoral unfairness, or impressions that election fraud substantially misrepresents popular 

preferences, contributes to regime delegitimation in a meaningful way. However, 

perceptions of significant fraud are potentially equally delegitimizing, even if citizens think 

that election results largely reflect the extent of incumbent popularity. 

Hypothesis 4 suggests that overall perceptions of election unfairness should reduce 

support for the regime. Model 3 estimates the effect of summary electoral unfairness 

judgments, while omitting other election-related variables. This effect is statistically 



88 

 

 

significant and in the predicted direction. A one unit increase on a 4-point scale of 

perceived election unfairness (for example, a change from perceiving the election as “not 

very fair” to “not at all fair”) leads to a 7-point decline in regime support. This is a moderate 

decline in support for the system of government. In the full model, a one unit increase in 

overall perceptions of electoral unfairness leads to a slightly smaller (5-point) decline in 

regime support. At the same time, the effects of perceptions of decisive and significant vote 

count violations cease to be statistically significant. This means that the perceived 

decisiveness of procedural violations may affect regime support indirectly, by increasing 

the level of overall perceptions of election unfairness. On the other hand, perceptions of 

decisive and significant violations are highly correlated with overall perceptions of election 

unfairness.61 Furthermore, the full model accounts for only one additional percent of the 

variance in regime support, compared to the model that omits overall perceptions of 

unfairness (43% and 42% respectively). Taken together, these observations suggest that 

perceptions of the scope and impact of vote fraud on election results may potentially drive 

the influence of overall judgments of electoral unfairness on regime support. 

In addition to considerations of electoral unfairness, citizens’ electoral choices may 

guide their assessments of a country’s system of government. Hypothesis 5a predicts that 

those who voted for election winners will be more supportive of the regime, compared to 

election losers and nonvoters. 

                                                 
61 Figure B - 1 in Appendix B shows that 63% of those who perceived vote count violations as 

decisive for election results also gave the worst overall assessment of the election (“not at all fair”), while 

30% assessed it as “not very fair.” On the other hand, only 2% thought that the election was “mostly fair.” In 

addition, 63% of those who thought that violations were significant, but not decisive, thought that the election 

was “not very fair” and 20% thought it was “not at all fair,” while only 7% viewed the election as “mostly 

fair.” The distribution of summary judgments of election unfairness according to perceived decisiveness of 

vote fraud shows considerable correlation between the two variables. 
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Table 3-2. OLS Regression Estimates of the Effects of Winning and Election Unfairness on Regime Support 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

 Winning  Overall 

unfairness 

 Pressure  Decisive 

violations 

 

Winner 5.60** (1.73) 1.80 (1.84) 5.51** (1.72) 3.09 (1.80) 

Election unfair   -6.79*** (1.20)     

Pressure     -7.14** (2.38)   

Decisive violations 
a
       -12.18*** (3.25) 

Significant violations       -9.06** (2.94) 

Undecided       -4.16 (2.80) 

Insignificant violations       -2.45 (2.60) 

Democracy as ideal 1.52** (0.55) 1.07 (0.55) 1.41* (0.55) 1.25* (0.56) 

Democratic deficit -1.51*** (0.42) -0.99* (0.43) -1.39** (0.42) -1.21** (0.43) 

Household economy 1.38 (1.24) 0.84 (1.24) 1.57 (1.24) 1.02 (1.24) 

National economy 0.55*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.55*** (0.02) 0.55*** (0.02) 

Corruption -3.28** (1.02) -2.17* (1.03) -3.19** (1.02) -2.48* (1.03) 

Education 0.10 (0.42) 0.13 (0.41) 0.12 (0.42) 0.19 (0.42) 

Wealth -0.32 (1.01) -0.11 (1.00) -0.26 (1.01) -0.18 (1.02) 

Age 0.01 (0.05) 0.00 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) 

Moscow 2.16 (3.05) 2.27 (3.02) 1.93 (3.04) 2.79 (3.04) 

Constant 10.17 (6.64) 29.31*** (7.39) 10.80 (6.62) 14.88* (7.16) 

Adjusted R2 0.41  0.42  0.42  0.42  

Note: N=1600. Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. Source: New 

Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Contrary to our expectations, voters’ preferences fail to achieve conventional levels of 

statistical significance in any of the previously discussed models of regime support. 

Nevertheless, the empirical findings in Chapter 2 suggest that winning reduces overall 

perceptions of electoral unfairness. In order to check for the possibility that perceived 

election unfairness may mediate the effect of winning on regime support, I estimated a 

separate series of regression models. The basic model includes only voting for winners and 

control variables. Then, various indicators of electoral unfairness are added to the basic 

model, one at a time. If the effect of winning disappears or significantly declines with the 

addition of a new variable, we will have some evidence of mediation. The results are 

reported in Table 3-2. 

In the basic model, the effect of having voted for winners on regime support is 

statistically significant and positive, which is consistent with our hypothesis. Winning, 

compared to losing or nonparticipation, increases support for the regime by 6 points. This 

result indicates a modest divide between winners and losers/nonvoters, with projection of 

the experience of losing or winning onto the regime as a potential explanation (Anderson 

et al. 2005). The effect of winning remains largely unchanged when pressure to vote is 

added to the model (Model 3 in Table 3-2). However, the statistical significance of winning 

disappears when overall perceptions of election unfairness are controlled for (Model 2). 

Furthermore, the effect of winning disappears when we add a series of dummy variables 

indicating the decisiveness of vote count violations (Model 4). 

Figure B - 3 in Appendix B shows that only two percent of winners viewed election 

fraud as decisive for determining the election results and only nine percent viewed it as 

significant, although not decisive. Thus, having voted for election winners is a nearly 
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sufficient condition for attributing low levels of significance to vote fraud. Similarly, 

winning is associated with low levels of summary judgments of election unfairness (only 

3% of winners considered elections as “not at all fair” and 16% as “not very fair”). This 

means that winning may influence regime support indirectly, by reducing the extent to 

which winners view vote fraud as decisive and elections as unfair. Furthermore, this 

provides some support for the idea of motivated political reasoning in that different 

interpretations of election fraud among winners and losers/nonvoters may allow them to 

maintain their preferred attitudes towards the regime. 

In addition to contributing to the degree to which citizens view election fraud as 

decisive or elections as generally unfair, winning or losing may alter the extent to which 

the same assessments of electoral unfairness influence support for the regime. Due to pre-

existing political preferences, winners should attribute less importance to election 

unfairness, leading them to assess the regime more positively. This process of motivated 

political reasoning is reflected in Hypothesis 5b, which posits that the effects of election 

unfairness assessments on regime support should be smaller among winners, compared to 

losers and nonvoters. Table 3-3 reports models that test the interactions between different 

indicators of perceived election unfairness and winning. Because of concerns about 

multicollinearity, these interaction terms are included in separate models. In the context of 

ordinary least squares regression, statistical significance of an interaction term indicates 

whether the effect of an independent variable changes with a change in a different 

independent variable (Kam and Franzese 2007, 49). The results in Table 3-3 show that the 

interaction between overall perceptions of election unfairness and winning is not 

statistically significant. 
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Table 3-3. OLS Estimates of Regime Support for Models Including Interactions between Election Unfairness and Winning 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

Election unfair -5.39*** (1.63) -5.21*** (1.42) -5.04*** (1.42) -5.90** (1.99) 

Pressure -5.57* (2.41) -4.24 (2.81) -5.36* (2.40) -5.87 (3.48) 

Decisive violations
 a

 -4.68 (3.71) -4.83 (3.71) -0.06 (4.46) -5.23 (5.34) 

Significant violations -4.25 (3.19) -4.23 (3.17) 0.25 (4.15) -2.14 (4.44) 

Undecided -2.14 (2.92) -2.08 (2.86) 1.86 (4.05) -1.14 (4.09) 

Insignificant violations -0.50 (2.69) -0.42 (2.64) 5.56 (4.02) -2.85 (3.70) 

Observer assessments       -0.01 (1.89) 

Winner 0.69 (6.52) 1.98 (1.95) 8.77 (4.53) -1.62 (5.80) 

Democracy as ideal 0.97 (0.56) 0.97 (0.56) 1.01 (0.56) 0.52 (0.80) 

Democratic deficit -0.87* (0.43) -0.89* (0.43) -0.94* (0.43) -0.75 (0.60) 

Household economy 0.92 (1.24) 0.93 (1.24) 0.99 (1.24) -1.72 (1.76) 

National economy 0.54*** (0.02) 0.53*** (0.02) 0.53*** (0.02) 0.58*** (0.03) 

Corruption -2.00 (1.03) -2.00 (1.03) -2.02 (1.03) -3.73* (1.47) 

Education 0.16 (0.41) 0.17 (0.41) 0.17 (0.41) 0.17 (0.59) 

Wealth -0.08 (1.01) -0.09 (1.01) -0.15 (1.01) 0.71 (1.42) 

Age -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.07) 

Moscow 2.32 (3.03) 2.25 (3.03) 2.51 (3.03) 3.57 (4.25) 

Election unfair x winner 0.31 (2.60)       

Pressure x winner   -4.65 (5.26)     

Decisive violations x winner      -15.54 (10.74)   

Significant violations x winner     -7.67 (6.48)   

Undecided x winner     -5.41 (5.56)   

Insignificant violations x winner     -10.47* (5.24)   

Observer assessments x winner       2.19 (3.39) 

Constant 28.06*** (8.29) 27.45*** (7.84) 22.65** (8.33) 39.89*** (11.44) 

Observations 1600  1600  1600  800  

Adjusted R2 0.43  0.43  0.43  0.46  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. Source: New Russia 

Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Neither are interactions between winning and specific electoral unfairness assessments 

such as pressure, knowledge of critical observer assessments, and perceived decisiveness 

of vote count violations.62 Thus, we do not find evidence that electoral unfairness 

assessments have a weaker delegitimizing effect among winners, compared to losers and 

nonvoters. While winning alters the level of perceptions of electoral unfairness, it does not 

condition their influence on regime support, contrary to Hypothesis 5b concerning 

motivated political reasoning.63 

The results indicate that, after controlling for all election-related variables, 

assessments of the national economy and perceived democratic deficit are statistically 

significant alternative influences on regime support (Model 4 in Table 3-1). As predicted 

by theories of support focusing on economic performance, positive assessments of the 

macro-economy contribute to favorable attitudes towards the regime. More specifically, a 

ten point increase on a 201-point scale of macro-economic assessments increases regime 

support by five points. Considering that regime support is measured on a comparable 201-

scale, the effect of citizens’ economic evaluations is very influential. However, how people 

assess their household economic situation does not make a difference in evaluations of the 

regime. This means that perceptions that the national economy delivers good outcomes 

                                                 
62 In order to confirm these results, I calculated marginal effects of different indicators of electoral 

unfairness on regime support for winners and losers along with corresponding 95% confidence intervals, 

according to the recommendations of Brambor et al. (2006). Overall, the results suggest that there is no 

significant difference between the effects of electoral unfairness on regime support among winners and losers. 

For example, the marginal effect of summary perceptions of election unfairness on regime support is -5.39 

[-8.59;-2.18] for losers/nonvoters and -5.08 [-9.55;-.61] for winners. Further, the marginal effect of pressure 

on regime support for losers/nonvoters is not statistically significant (-4.24, [-9.76; .28]) and is -8.89 [-17.69;-

.09] for winners. The marginal effects of perceived decisiveness of vote count violations and knowledge of 

observer assessments for winners and losers are not statistically significant. 
63 Since relatively few winners perceive vote count violations as decisive or report pressure, a larger 

sample may be needed to examine if winning or losing condition the effect of electoral unfairness assessments 

on regime support. In addition, as discussed above, the effect of winning on regime support mediated by 

different interpretations of election fraud is consistent with the idea of motivated reasoning. 
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may offset some negative effects of the procedural failure to conduct “clean” elections or 

personal economic difficulties. 

Additional support for the major influence of economic performance comes from 

comparing the percent of variance accounted for by the standard and election-centered 

models. Table 3-4 shows that the standard model explains 41% of the variance in regime 

support and that the influence of national economy assessments is responsible for most of 

this variance.64 The amount of variance explained by the full election-centered model is 

only two percentage points higher, which suggests that macro-economic assessments 

remain the dominant driver of attitudes towards the current regime. This comports well 

with the analysis by Rose and Mishler (2009), who find that approval of the current 

economic system is the primary influence on endorsing the regime, compared to overall 

perceptions of election unfairness. 

Table 3-4. OLS Estimates for Standard Models of Regime Support 

 (1)  (2)  

Household economy   1.62 (1.25) 

National economy   0.57*** (0.02) 

Democracy as ideal 5.84*** (0.67) 1.70** (0.55) 

Democratic deficit -4.51*** (0.51) -1.69*** (0.42) 

Corruption -5.41*** (1.26) -3.74*** (1.01) 

Education 0.34 (0.52) 0.11 (0.42) 

Wealth 2.24 (1.22) -0.23 (1.02) 

Age -0.08 (0.06) 0.03 (0.05) 

Moscow -11.03** (3.79) 1.52 (3.05) 

Constant -0.25 (7.93) 10.72 (6.66) 

Observations 1600  1600  

Adjusted R2 0.07  0.41  
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Source: New 

Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 

 

                                                 
64 Note that the amount of variance explained by the standard regression models increases from 7% 

to 41% with the addition of economic variables. Evaluations of the household economy are not statistically 

significant, which means that macro-economic performance is responsible for the improvement in model fit. 
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Democratic values and government political performance, however, exert a weaker 

influence on regime support. In the full model, perceived democratic deficit is statistically 

significant and in the predicted direction. As the perceived democracy shortage increases 

by one point on a 19-point scale, regime support declines by about a point. This can be 

considered a moderate decline on a 201-point scale of support. Other variables including 

reported democratic ideal and corruption are not statistically significant, after controlling 

for all election-related factors. To check if perceptions of election unfairness lead to a 

greater decline in regime support among people who have high democratic aspirations or 

prefer a more democratic regime, I estimated models that include interaction terms between 

these variables. 

Figure 3-3. The Marginal Effect of Perceived Election Unfairness on 

Regime Support 

 

Note: The dashed lines represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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The results are presented in Table D - 1 and Table D - 2 in Appendix D. These 

interactions are not statistically significant. Further analysis indicates that summary 

perceptions of electoral unfairness have a stronger negative effect on regime support at 

higher values of democratic deficit.65 Figure 3-3 shows that the effect of perceived election 

unfairness on regime support is statistically significant at values of democratic deficit that 

range between 0 and 9, that is predominantly when citizens are either satisfied with the 

current regime or prefer a more democratic regime. Eighty five percent of the sample falls 

within this range.66 More specifically, when citizens see no discrepancy between their 

democratic ideal and the current regime, a unit increase in perceived election unfairness 

reduces regime support by about 4 points. As the perceived democratic deficit increases to 

its maximum (9), the negative effect of perceived electoral unfairness on regime support 

increases to about 8 points. This means that “stronger” democrats care slightly more about 

electoral unfairness when evaluating the regime. 

Finally, none of the socio-economic variables, including education, wealth, age, 

and living in Moscow achieve statistical significance.67 This means that support for the 

regime transcends the boundaries of social status, generations, and geography and, contrary 

to socio-economic theories of support, does not concentrate among citizens who have low 

levels of education, resources, or are older. This may indicate that the Russian regime 

                                                 
65 According to the recommendations of Brambor et al. (2006), I calculated marginal effects of 

different indicators of electoral unfairness on regime support across the range of values of reported 

democratic ideal and democratic deficit along with the corresponding 95% confidence intervals. The results 

suggest that there is no significant difference in the effects of pressure, perceived decisiveness of violations, 

and knowledge of observer assessments on regime support depending on the level of democratic ideal or 

deficit. 
66 Out of these respondents, 14% are satisfied with the current regime (deficit=0), and the rest 

perceive various levels of democratic deficit (democratic ideal-current regime, deficit>0). 
67 This includes alternative specifications of wealth and urbanization such as income quartiles and 

town size. 
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succeeded in building support among different groups of the population by, for example, 

effectively socializing the youth and distributing benefits to loyal citizens, thus raising their 

standard of living.68 

Conclusion 

The extent to which unfair elections contribute to strengthening authoritarian 

regimes has been subject to debate (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009). An important part of this 

debate is the gravity of risks that electoral manipulation poses for regime legitimacy and 

support (Birch 2011; Schedler 2013, chap. 8). The argument in this chapter is based on the 

premise that insofar as electoral manipulation is difficult to detect and identify, people will 

rely on cognitive shortcuts to assess the quality of elections. In turn, the cognitive shortcuts 

that people adopt to interpret electoral manipulation should condition when unfair elections 

promote or undermine regime support. 

Using a framework based on the psychology of justice and motivated reasoning, 

this chapter focused on assessments of process and outcome unfairness as well as winning 

as sources of judgments about election quality and the regime. In addition, it tested whether 

voters’ preferences bias how citizens integrate their assessments of electoral unfairness into 

regime attitudes. The empirical findings are consistent with the growing evidence that 

overall perceptions of election unfairness decrease political support (Rose and Mishler 

2009; McAllister and White 2011; Norris 2014). However, they also offer a more complex 

                                                 
68 Rose and Mishler (2009), for example, find that Russian citizens with higher socio-economic 

status are more trusting of political institutions and explain this by the politics of patronage. 
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account of the extent to which specific perceptions of electoral process and outcome 

unfairness contribute to the delegitimizing potential of electoral manipulation. 

When it comes to electoral process assessments, first-hand information about 

electoral manipulation matters more fore regime support than international election 

observer reports. The results suggest that reported pressure to vote for one party is directly 

projected on attitudes towards the regime. However, the negative influence of pre-electoral 

pressure is limited. On the other hand, knowledge of critical evaluations of elections by 

international election monitors does not affect regime support. This finding is at odds with 

the argument that information provided by international election monitors contributes to 

domestic regime legitimation (Hyde and Marinov 2014; Kelley 2012). One explanation for 

why reported experience of electoral unfairness matters for regime support and knowledge 

of observer assessments does not is that first-hand information may be perceived as more 

salient and credible than third-party reports (Kaufmann 1994). In addition, the knowledge 

of international observer statements may be superficial. This implies that if third-party 

reports are dismissed and electoral manipulation is hidden, unfair elections are more likely 

to promote regime stability by strengthening popular support. Yet, even a blunt and 

personal form of electoral manipulation, like pressure to vote, may not be particularly 

delegitimizing. 

Evaluations of the scope and impact of vote fraud are major sources of influence of 

perceptions of elections as unfair on regime support. More specifically, electoral 

manipulation is more likely to erode support for the regime when vote fraud is considered 

as decisive for election results or, at least, significant. This implies that perceptions of 

popular support for incumbents, perpetuated by the logic of electoral authoritarian regimes, 
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may lessen the delegitimizing effects of electoral violations. If most citizens are perceived 

as supportive of incumbents (and, by extension, alternatives are perceived as unpopular), 

unfair elections fulfill the legitimating function, even if they are flawed. Thus, as others 

have argued before (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006; Rose and Mishler 2009), it is necessary to 

include substantive electoral unfairness judgments in the study of the consequences of 

unfair elections. 

Voting for winners is another source of influence of perceived electoral unfairness 

on regime support. Besides strengthening regime support by increasing the extent to which 

elections are perceived as fair, winning is closely associated with viewing election fraud as 

insignificant for election results. How winners and losers interpret election fraud may be 

an adaptive mechanism that allows them to maintain consistent attitudes towards the 

regime, which comports well with theories of motivated political reasoning (Gaines et al. 

2007). This is an important extension of theories of support focused on voters’ political 

preferences (Anderson et al. 2005; Craig et al. 2006). Further, this implies that in order to 

overcome partisan reasoning regarding the system of government, evidence of election 

fraud needs to be clear and overwhelming. However, there is no evidence that the same 

evaluations of election unfairness are less important for regime support among winners, 

compared to losers and nonvoters. Thus, further research is needed to determine the 

pervasiveness of partisan reasoning in relation to regime support. 

Overall, these findings suggest that the delegitimizing potential of unfair elections 

is not only process-based, but also depends on impressions of electoral outcome unfairness 

and voters’ preferences. However, despite statistically significant influence of some 

election-related variables, it is macro-economic attitudes that are the primary force in 
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explaining the variance in regime support. This means that satisfaction with how the 

national economy works may compensate for inadequate electoral processes and outcomes. 

On the flip side, the potential of unfair elections to undermine regime support is likely to 

rise when economies are performing poorly. 

The following chapter examines the consequences of specific and overall 

judgments of election unfairness for electoral protest support. 
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Chapter 4. Unfair Elections and Electoral Protest Support 

Recent research focuses on “electoral authoritarian” regimes, those regimes that 

use elections to enhance legitimacy, yet manipulate them to maintain incumbent rule 

(Levitsky and Way 2010; Schedler 2006a).69 Scholars have significantly advanced the 

conceptualization and measurement of electoral manipulation (Birch 2011; Kelley and 

Kolev 2010; Norris 2014); yet the extent to which unfair elections contribute to the 

maintenance or break-down of electoral authoritarian regimes remains contested (Schedler 

2013, 143). On the one hand, formally competitive elections should serve to legitimate 

rulers and to strengthen the show of support for regime (Gandhi and Lust-Okar 2009). On 

the other hand, critical opposition campaigns and allegations of election fraud introduce 

the risk of popular discontent and instability (Howard and Roessler 2006; Lindberg 2009). 

The question persists: to what extent and under what conditions do unfair elections 

enhance or erode support for regime? More specifically, when do evaluations of election 

unfairness lead people to protest? Recent studies using evidence from Russia and other 

post-communist states show that perceived election unfairness has negative effects on 

support for the regime (Rose and Mishler 2009), feelings of political efficacy (McAllister 

and White 2011), and voter turnout (Birch 2010), but positive effects on support for protest 

                                                 
69 AUTHOR’S NOTE: A revised version of this chapter, co-authored with Richard Rose, is forthcoming in 

the book entitled Contentious Elections: From Ballots to Barricades, eds. Pippa Norris, Richard W. Frank, 

and Ferran Martinez i Coma. 2014. New York: Routledge (Sedziaka and Rose 2014). I thank William 

Mishler, Richard Rose, Eugene Huskey, Gary Goertz and the editors of Contentious Elections for their 

comments on various drafts of the chapter. The author acknowledges the Centre for the Study of Public 

Policy, University of Strathclyde, and the Levada Center, Moscow, as generous sources of data for this study. 

Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Midwest Political Science Association Annual 

Convention, April 11 -14, 2013, Chicago, IL and at the pre-APSA Workshop on Electoral Integrity, August 

28, 2013, Chicago, IL.  



102 

 

 

(Chaisty and Whitefield 2013). Moreover, some scholars have theorized that rigged 

elections provide a critical opportunity for mass protests and can serve as rallying points 

for opposition forces (Tucker 2007; Kuntz and Thompson 2009), and there is some cross-

national evidence supporting this claim (Norris 2014). 

Nevertheless, we have yet to fully comprehend the conditions under which election 

unfairness is more or less likely to motivate protest against election fraud. Drawing on 

psychological theories of justice (Tyler and Lind 2001) and motivated political reasoning 

(Lodge and Taber 2000), as well as recent research focusing on winner-loser gap in protest 

potential (Anderson and Mendes 2006), I examine a series of competing hypotheses 

regarding the conditions that may affect the likelihood of popular support for election 

protest. More specifically, theories of procedural justice suggest that perceptions of an 

election’s unfairness should contribute to protest support independent of the election’s 

outcomes (Tyler 2006). In contrast, theories of substantive fairness hold that citizens’ 

reactions to unfair elections will depend on the decisiveness of the violations for the 

election’s outcomes (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006). Finally, theories of motivated political 

reasoning suggest that voter’s political preferences should affect protest support by biasing 

the interpretation of election unfairness (Lodge and Taber 2000). 

To evaluate these propositions, I use the nationwide XIX New Russia Barometer 

survey (Rose 2012), conducted by the Levada Center shortly after the December 2011 

Russian State Duma election. These data are compared to a unique survey of Moscow 

protesters at the 24 December Sakharov Avenue rally against election fraud, in addition to 

a representative survey of all Muscovites (Levada Center 2012). 
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The 2011 State Duma election triggered unprecedented mass protests against 

election fraud in Russia (Volkov 2012). International observers concluded that this election 

did not meet “the necessary conditions for fair electoral competition” (OSCE/ODIHR 

2012, 1). Unlike Western commentators and observers, Russian society was deeply divided 

in its attitudes towards the election and immediate post-election protests (Rose 2012). 

While 46% of Russians viewed the election as unfair, many thought it was fair (35%) or 

were undecided about its fairness (19%). Furthermore, while 43% of Russians said they 

supported the post-election protests, a comparable number of citizens opposed them (42%). 

More citizens perceived the election as unfair than in previous elections (see 

McAllister and White 2011; Rose and Mishler 2009), yet many citizens remained 

convinced that the elections were fair and opposed the election protests. The wide variation 

in reactions to election unfairness and protest make Russia an excellent setting for testing 

the destabilizing effects of electoral manipulation. Next, I elaborate on the theoretical 

underpinnings of the conditions that may explain Russians’ diverging attitudes. 

Theory 

The idea of diffuse support suggests that citizens will consent to unfavorable 

political outcomes if they have sufficient attachment to the regime or to the procedures that 

produced the unfavorable outcomes (Easton 1965, 272). Beliefs that regime norms and 

structures are “right and proper” are thought to promote citizens’ voluntary compliance 

with authorities (Easton 1965; Tyler 2006). If procedures matter, fair elections should 

increase support for regimes, and fraudulent elections should increase support for election 

protest (Norris 2014). 
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However, electoral manipulation is often hidden from ordinary citizens and is 

difficult to observe even for trained experts and election monitors (Hartlyn and McCoy 

2006; Kelley 2012; Schedler 2009a). Assessments of election quality are complicated by 

uncertainties about the extent of manipulation and genuine popular preferences (Schedler 

2006b). Kelley (2010, 2012) shows that election observers produce diverging assessments 

of elections which are subject to multiple biases and limitations of resources and time. 

Moreover, electoral manipulation is not limited to blatant types of cheating such as 

ballot-box stuffing or miscounting of votes. It includes more subtle tools such as restricting 

opposing parties’ and candidates’ access to media and resources; selective application of 

law; and restrictive legal frameworks (Birch 2011; Ledeneva 2006; Levitsky and Way 

2010). Manipulation is often ambiguous and potentially justifiable on legal grounds 

(Schedler 2009a; Simpser and Donno 2012). The complexity and ambiguity of electoral 

manipulation leave ample room for disagreement on its extent and significance, both 

among experts and ordinary citizens. Thus, the destabilizing effects of electoral 

manipulation should not be taken for granted. The critical question is, to what extent and 

under what conditions does electoral manipulation affect support for election protest? 

Procedural Unfairness: Direct Experience of Electoral Violations 

Theories of procedural justice suggest that people’s reactions to authorities depend 

on the perceived fairness of procedures used to make decisions and policies (Tyler and 

Lind 2001). There is evidence that procedural fairness affects attitudes to and compliance 

with authorities and the law (Tyler 1990, 2006). Furthermore, the fairness heuristic theory 

posits that people may use assessments of procedural fairness as a cognitive shortcut to 
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guide them to acceptance or rejection of authorities’ decisions (Tyler and Lind 2001; Tyler 

et al. 1997, 100; Lind et al. 1993). However, as Doherty and Wolak (2012) argue, the 

fairness of political processes is often ambiguous, and when it is, people rely on prior 

preferences to evaluate procedures. This means that election winners may discount 

information about election unfairness, while losers may exaggerate the extent and 

significance of election fraud. 

Since people tend to attribute disproportional weight to salient information based 

on personal experience (Kaufmann 1994), procedural concerns will be more likely to 

motivate electoral protest support when people experience electoral violations directly. In 

the context of elections, pressure to vote for the governing party exerted by local authorities 

or employers imparts direct knowledge of violations. This evidence should be more 

difficult to discount than allegations or second-hand reports of violations, and easier to 

interpret than structural bias such as limited access to media and resources. Therefore, 

when citizens experience undue pressure from employers or authorities, the likelihood of 

protest support should increase. 

Hypothesis 1: Citizens who experienced direct pressure to vote for a particular 

party will be more likely to support electoral protest. 

Knowledge of Critical International Observer Assessments 

Due to the concealed nature of electoral manipulation, citizens may have little direct 

experience of procedural violations. Previous research shows that relatively few Russians 

report direct electoral pressure (McAllister and White 2011; Rose 2012). However, 

knowledge of international observers’ critical assessments may increase indirect 
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perceptions of procedural unfairness, thereby increasing protest support. The literature on 

election monitoring assumes that international observers’ assessments of violations affect 

government legitimacy (Kelley 2012; Beaulieu and Hyde 2009). Moreover, Hyde and 

Marinov (2014) suggest that by solving information problems and providing credible 

assessments of election quality, election monitors’ statements contribute to the likelihood 

of electoral protest. At the same time, some scholars argue that people may not understand 

the criteria that experts use to assess electoral violations (Birch 2011, 53). I test the 

proposition that knowledge of critical judgments by international election monitors 

increases protest support.70 

Hypothesis 2: Citizens who know about international observers’ critical 

assessments of elections will be more likely to support electoral protest. 

Substantive Unfairness: Decisiveness of Violations for Election Outcomes 

Instead of viewing procedural violations in absolute terms, citizens may consider 

their significance in relation to election outcomes. The focus on substantive outcome 

                                                 
70 In the XIX New Russia Barometer nationwide survey (Rose 2012), only 14% of Russians reported knowing 

about critical election monitor assessments, while 35% said they had heard something about them (for 

information on the wording and coding of the question see Appendix). To address the concern that election 

monitor evaluations are not the only way citizens may learn about election unfairness, I control for media 

exposure. I use the survey items that measure the reported frequency of watching news on TV, in addition to 

looking for information on current political issues on the Internet during the month preceding the survey. 

Since Russian Internet sources are considered as more critical towards the government than the mainstream 

media, I also control for whether the Internet is the respondents’ primary or secondary source of getting the 

news. These variables are not statistically significant and are not included in the final models. In addition, I 

control for education, wealth, and living in Moscow, to address the concern that the knowledge of critical 

monitor assessments may be concentrated among the generally more informed individuals. However, socio-

economic factors are not statistically significant. 

Finally, while the international observers’ statement of preliminary findings and conclusions regarding the 

2011 State Duma election was issued on December 5 (OSCE/ODIHR 2011b), the New Russia Barometer 

survey was conducted between December 16 and 20, 2011, allowing time for citizens to learn about this 

information. Related to this, because we examine support for post-election protest, we are interested in 

retrospective assessments of election unfairness, such as by the international observers. 
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fairness means that the party that enjoys the most popular support ought to win (Rose, 

Mishler, and Munro 2011, 131).71 Hartlyn and McCoy (2006, 50) argue that “even where 

significant irregularities have occurred, if they do not appear to have had an impact on the 

outcome, most of the actors are much more willing to accept the results, even if 

begrudgingly.” 

Perceived support for the winner may affect attitudes towards both the election 

process and protest by suggesting that the result would have been the same even in a fairer 

contest (Silitski 2005). Structural bias against the opposition (manifested in biased laws, 

media coverage, and access to resources) may help the public’s acquiescence to election 

results because the effects of such bias on the election outcome are difficult to measure; in 

addition, unlike blatant vote rigging, structural bias is also difficult to observe (Hartlyn and 

McCoy 2006). However, when citizens believe that electoral manipulation had a significant 

impact on an election’s outcome, they should be more supportive of electoral protest. 

Hypothesis 3: Citizens who think that procedural violations decisively affected 

election outcomes will be more likely to support electoral protest. 

Finally, the experience of electoral pressure, knowledge of critical international 

monitor assessments, and substantive unfairness should all increase the likelihood of 

overall judgments of election unfairness. In turn, summary perceptions of election 

unfairness should increase the likelihood of protest support. 

Hypothesis 4: Citizens who perceive elections as generally unfair will be more 

likely to support electoral protest. 

                                                 
71 Substantive fairness may also be conceptualized as the belief that the candidate or party who are “right” 

for the country ought to win, regardless of electoral violations. However, given the difficulty of disentangling 

this conceptualization from winning and losing, I do not explore it separately. 
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Motivated Political Reasoning and Winner-Loser Gap 

The influence of election unfairness on protest support may depend on the 

significance that citizens attribute to unfairness. Theories of motivated political reasoning 

predict that people will devalue and rationalize information that contradicts their prior 

preferences (Lodge and Taber 2000; Taber, Lodge, and Glathar 2001; Taber and Lodge 

2006). Furthermore, Gaines and colleagues (2007) show that even when people 

acknowledge the same facts, they interpret them differently in order to maintain partisan 

attitudes. Previous research found a winner-loser gap in attitudes towards both election 

fairness and protest (Anderson and Mendes 2006; Anderson et al. 2005). It follows that 

winners and losers should interpret election unfairness differently, which should result in 

different likelihood of protest support. 

More specifically, winners should devalue the importance of information about 

election fraud to make it consistent with their vote choice, while losers should attribute 

heightened significance to such information. This means that the same levels of perceived 

unfairness should result in lower probability of protest support among winners, compared 

to losers. To test the idea that winners and losers attribute different significance to election 

unfairness, I use interactions between various measures of unfairness and winning. Prior 

research suggests that nonvoters are more likely to perceive elections as unfair (Anderson 

et al. 2005; Rose and Mishler 2009). In addition, the XIX New Russia Barometer survey 

shows that almost 30% of Russian nonvoters don’t trust any of the current politicians (Rose 

2012). I expect that nonvoters’ attitudes towards protest will be similar to those of losers. 

Hypothesis 5a: Winners will be less likely to support electoral protest, compared 

to losers and nonvoters. 
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Hypothesis 5b: Assessments of electoral unfairness will be less likely to motivate 

protest support among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 

Alternative Explanations. I control for factors that previous research identified as 

important for election fairness assessments and political support (Norris 2011; Rose, 

Mishler, and Munro 2011; Chaisty and Whitefield 2013). The control variables include 

democratic ideals and deficit, assessments of political and economic performance, and 

measures of socio-economic status such as education, wealth, and age. For example, 

citizens’ commitment to democratic values may determine both their attitudes towards 

elections and electoral protest (Schedler 2009b). 

Alternatively, citizens’ support for elections and protest may be driven by 

dissatisfaction with corruption or government economic performance (Rose, Mishler, and 

Munro 2011). Socio-economic resources may also enable citizens to be more critical of 

elections and more supportive of protest (Magaloni 2006). Since the largest protest rallies 

took place in Moscow, I control for Moscow residence and its interaction with election 

unfairness. Last, I include interactions between measures of election unfairness and 

democratic values, to check if election quality may matter more among “strong” democrats. 

Measures and Descriptive Statistics 

To examine the impact of election unfairness assessments on support for electoral 

protest, I use data from the nationwide XIX New Russia Barometer survey (Rose 2012), 

complemented with surveys of Muscovites and Moscow protesters (Levada Center 2012). 

The nationwide survey was organized by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy at 

University of Strathclyde and conducted by the Levada Center soon after the 4 December 
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2011 State Duma election. A random sample of 1,600 Russians aged 18 and older were 

interviewed between the 16th and 20th of December. The Levada Center organized separate 

surveys of Muscovites and Moscow protesters. A random sample of 998 Muscovites were 

interviewed between the 8th and 16th of December. Finally, a sample of 791 Moscow 

protesters were interviewed at the Sakharov Avenue rally against election fraud on 

December 24, 2011. Using these data, we can trace some differences between the 

protesters, Muscovites, and Russians at large. The survey of Muscovites serves to check if 

any differences between the protesters and the general public are due to unique 

characteristics of the protesters, as opposed to all Muscovites. 

 

Figure 4-1. Support for Protest against Election Fraud, December 2011 

 

Sources: New Russia Barometer XIX, Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of 

Strathclyde (Rose 2012); Survey of Muscovites (Levada Center 2012). 
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Duma] election and falsification of the results?” The answers range from “entirely oppose” 

to “definitely support” on a five-point scale (see Appendix for question wording and 

coding).72 The advantage of this measure is that it is specific to the context of unfair 

elections, allowing us to examine their immediate mobilizing effect. The nationwide survey 

shows that while 43% of Russians supported protest against election fraud, 42% opposed 

it, and 15% were neutral. In Moscow, a narrow majority (56%) supported protest (see 

Figure 4-1 for details). 

According to the OSCE/ODIHR final report, “observers received numerous 

credible allegations of attempts to unduly influence voters’ choices. These included 

allegations of civil servants being requested to sign letters in support of ER [United Russia], 

owners of big companies putting pressure on employees to vote for the governing party, 

and school directors being instructed by local authorities to ensure that their employees 

vote for ER” (OSCE/ODIHR 2012). The nationwide survey measures pressure to vote for 

one party by asking, “During the election campaign this year, did you notice any attempt 

to pressure or push you to take part in the election and support a particular party or 

candidate? And if so, by whom?” (Levada-Tsentr 2011a). I code a binary variable that 

indicates the presence or absence of pressure from “local authorities” or “bosses at work.” 

Around 12% of Russians reported such pressure in the nationwide survey.73 

                                                 
72 “Hard to say” is coded as a middle category. 

73 A representative survey of 1,600 Russians, conducted by the Levada Center shortly before the election (25 

– 28 November  2011) contains two questions on pressure during the campaign that specify the parties meant 

to benefit from it (Levada-Tsentr 2011b). Nine percent of the respondents said that they were urged to vote 

for United Russia by direct superiors or management of their company or educational institution. Answering 

a separate question, 12% claimed that representatives of regional or city authorities urged them to vote for 

United Russia. The percentage of citizens naming other parties was negligible. 
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The following survey question reflects the perceived decisiveness of procedural 

violations for election results: “In your opinion, were there violations in the counting of 

votes in the Duma election and if so, how significant were they?” Two fifths of Russians 

thought that there were minor (30%) or no violations (12%); 20% thought that violations, 

although significant, hardly affected the results; and only 14% thought that the results were 

significantly altered, or substantively unfair. To separate substantive and procedural 

assessments, I code a set of dummy variables, omitting “no violations” as a reference 

category. 

To gauge the knowledge of Russians about election monitoring, the survey asked, 

“Are you aware of critical Western assessments such as by observers, the resolution of the 

OSCE, the statement of US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton about the Duma election?” 

A small minority of 13% said they knew about such assessments; another 36% claimed 

they had heard about them. These data show that the majority of Russians have little 

knowledge about election monitoring. Finally, the question on whether the State Duma 

election was conducted fairly measures the summary unfairness perceptions. 

While relatively few Russians thought that violations in the vote count substantially 

altered the results, many said they had voted for the losing parties. Winning in elections is 

measured by voting for the government-backed United Russia that officially received 49% 

of the vote.74 In the nationwide survey, 46% of the voters reported having voted for United 

Russia. The rest of the votes were distributed among the systemic opposition parties: 

Communist Party of the Russian Federation (17%), Fair Russia (12%), and Liberal 

Democratic Party of Russia (12%). Only a meager three percent of respondents said they 

                                                 
74 See www.RussiaVotes.org and Chapter 2 for the official election results. 
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had voted for the long-established opposition liberal-democratic party, “Yabloko.” United 

Russia had less support in Moscow: around one third of Muscovites recalled having voted 

for United Russia, and 12% -- for “Yabloko.” 

Moscow Protesters at the Sakharov Avenue, December 24, 2011 

The survey of Moscow protesters was conducted at a major rally against election 

fraud that took place around three weeks after the State Duma election, on December 24, 

2011. When asked about reasons for joining the protest, the largest numbers of protesters 

cited a “desire to express indignation with election fraud” (72%) and “accumulated 

dissatisfaction with the state of affairs in the country and with government policies” 

(73%).75 Consistent with the expressed dissatisfaction, the protesters were overwhelmingly 

opposed to the dominant party and the presidential candidacy of Vladimir Putin, and had 

voted accordingly. Out of 791 interviewed protesters, only three voted for United Russia 

in the 2011 State Duma election. The top two contenders among the protesters were the 

liberal-democratic “Yabloko” (48%) and the Communist Party (24%). Furthermore, only 

four out of 791 respondents said they would vote for Vladimir Putin in the presidential 

election in March 2012. The protesters self-identified most frequently as democrats (38%) 

and liberals (31%), followed by communists (13%). Only six percent self-identified as 

nationalists. 

The protesters’ political preferences are highly unrepresentative of Russia at large 

as well as Moscow. It is telling that support for the liberal-democratic “Yabloko” is sixteen 

                                                 
75 Other frequently cited answers included “the government does not care about what people like me think” 

(52%) and “disappointment with the promises of modernization politics, with Medvedev” (42%). See Volkov 

(2012) for a detailed discussion of the protesters and the general public. 
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times higher among the protesters than among Russians at large, and four times higher than 

among Muscovites. Moreover, the protesters are unrepresentative in terms of socio-

economic status. They are highly educated and well off by Russian and even by Moscow 

standards (see Figure 4-2). 

 

Figure 4-2. Comparative Socio-Economic Structure 

 

Sources: New Russia Barometer XIX, Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of 

Strathclyde (Rose 2012); Surveys of Muscovites and Moscow Protesters (Levada Center 

2012). 
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winners and losers on the likelihood of electoral protest support. This is an appropriate 

strategy, given that the dependent variable is measured on a five point scale (from “entirely 

oppose” to “definitely support” protest). The statistical analysis is based on the data from 

the nationwide XIX New Russia Barometer survey conducted shortly after the 2011 State 

Duma election. To facilitate the interpretation of individual variable effects, I first present 

the models that omit interaction terms; I then conduct a separate analysis of the interaction 

effects (see Table 4-1 for results).76 

The results provide considerable support for the hypotheses. Model 1 shows the 

effects of specific indicators of unfairness and winning, while omitting summary unfairness 

perceptions as a potential mediator between these variables and protest support. Model 2 

includes summary unfairness perceptions along with all the other variables. In Model 1, 

pressure, knowledge of critical international monitor assessments, decisive violations, and 

winning are statistically significant and in the predicted direction. These variables remain 

statistically significant, even after taking into account summary unfairness perceptions. 

Since the effects of specific measures of unfairness were not subsumed by the summary 

judgments, the substantive interpretation of the results will focus on Model 2. 

Hypothesis 1 concerning the impact of the reported experience of pressure to vote 

for a particular party is confirmed: electoral pressure does increase the likelihood of protest 

support. Table 4-2 summarizes the substantive meaning of the findings by reporting the 

change in predicted probability of mostly or definitely supporting protest corresponding to 

the change in independent variables of interest. 

                                                 
76 The exclusion of interaction terms from the models allows for a more meaningful interpretation of the 

direct effects of their constituent variables. For example, with the inclusion of the interaction X*Z in the 

model, the coefficient for X indicates only the effect of X when Z equals 0. If Z does not contain a natural 0, 

this interpretation is even less useful (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006; Braumoeller 2004). 
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Table 4-1. Ordered Logit Estimates of Electoral Protest Support 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

 Specific 

unfairness 

 Overall 

unfairness 

 Unfairness 

x winning 

 All 

interactions 

 

Election unfair   0.73*** (0.12) 0.89*** (0.14) 1.75*** (0.35) 

Pressure 0.89*** (0.22) 0.87*** (0.23) 0.93*** (0.23) 0.92*** (0.23) 

Observer assessments 0.34*** (0.10) 0.29** (0.10) 0.28** (0.10) 0.32** (0.10) 

Decisive violations a 1.99*** (0.31) 1.16*** (0.33) 1.16*** (0.33) 0.97** (0.34) 

Significant violations 1.12*** (0.26) 0.54* (0.27) 0.62* (0.28) 0.47 (0.28) 

Undecided 0.46 (0.25) 0.15 (0.25) 0.26 (0.26) 0.10 (0.26) 

Insignificant violations 0.58* (0.23) 0.34 (0.23) 0.45 (0.23) 0.34 (0.24) 

Winner -1.03*** (0.16) -0.85*** (0.16) 0.36 (0.57) 0.12 (0.58) 

Democracy as ideal 0.04 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.07 (0.05) 0.43*** (0.12) 

Democratic deficit 0.02 (0.04) -0.00 (0.04) -0.01 (0.04) -0.01 (0.04) 

Household economy -0.17 (0.11) -0.12 (0.11) -0.11 (0.11) -0.12 (0.11) 

National economy -0.01*** (0.00) -0.01** (0.00) -0.01** (0.00) -0.01** (0.00) 

Corruption 0.03 (0.09) -0.05 (0.09) -0.04 (0.09) -0.02 (0.09) 

Education -0.01 (0.04) -0.01 (0.04) -0.01 (0.04) -0.00 (0.04) 

Wealth 0.06 (0.09) 0.04 (0.09) 0.04 (0.09) 0.03 (0.09) 

Age 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

Moscow 0.44 (0.27) 0.50 (0.27) 0.49 (0.27) -3.72*** (1.00) 

Interactions         

Election unfair x winner     -0.51* (0.23) -0.43 (0.23) 

Election unfair x dem. ideal       -0.13** (0.04) 

Election unfair x Moscow       1.58*** (0.37) 

Pseudo R2 0.11  0.13  0.13  0.14  

Note: N=800. Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 “No violations” omitted as a reference category. 

Cutpoints omitted due to space considerations. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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For example, when all the other variables are set at their mean, reported pressure increases 

the likelihood of mostly supporting protest by .13 (the 95% confidence interval is [.08, 

.18]). This implies that personal experience of pressure to vote for the dominant party may 

increase the mobilizing potential of electoral manipulation. 

 

Table 4-2. Change in Predicted Probability of Mostly or Definitely Supporting 

Electoral Protest 

 Mostly  

support 

 Definitely 

support 

 

Pressure 0.13 [0.08, 0.18] 0.08 [0.03, 0.14] 

Decisive violations 0.18 [0.09, 0.27] 0.10 [0.04, 0.17] 

Significant violations 0.09 [0.00,0.18] 0.04 [0.00,0.07] 

Winner -0.14 [-0.20, -0.09] -0.06 [-0.08, -0.03] 

Election unfair 0.09 [0.06, 0.13] 0.04 [0.03, 0.06] 

National economy -0.04 [-0.07, -0.02] -0.02 [-0.03, -0.01] 

Observer assessments 0.10 [0.03, 0.16] 0.05 [0.01, 0.08] 
Note: Change in predicted probability, given change from 0 to 1 for pressure, decisive violations, winner;  

a standard deviation change for election unfair and national economy; moving from 1 to 3 for observer 

assessments.  

For each variable, all other variables are held at the mean. 95% confidence intervals in brackets. 

Differences in predicted probability are based on Model 2 in Table 4-1. 

 

Hypothesis 2 addressing the influence of the knowledge of critical international 

election monitor assessments receives support as well. Substantively, the probability of 

mostly supporting protest increases by .10 [.03, .16] when moving from “don’t know” to 

“know” about observer assessments. This means that along with the direct experience of 

procedural unfairness, indirect knowledge of critical observer judgments may also 

motivate protest. This knowledge is not a function of higher levels of education or wealth, 

since neither of these variables achieve statistical significance. Nonetheless, this finding 

should be treated with caution, because the effect of such knowledge may be endogenous 

to protest attitudes. In particular, citizens who are favorably oriented towards electoral 

protest may be especially likely to look for and learn about critical foreign observer 
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judgments. In addition, international monitor assessments are not the only potential source 

of information about procedural unfairness.77 Further research is needed to determine to 

what extent this and other sources of knowledge of electoral violations contribute to protest 

support. 

The results confirm Hypothesis 3 regarding the influence of substantive unfairness, 

or perceived decisiveness of violations for election outcomes, on the likelihood of protest 

support. In particular, compared to thinking that there were no violations, perceived 

decisiveness of vote count violations leads to an increase of .18 [.09, .27] in the likelihood 

of mostly supporting protest. This finding implies that the significance people attribute to 

procedural violations in relation to substantive election outcomes is an important condition 

for electoral protest support. Furthermore, this means that we need to take into account not 

only how citizens assess procedural violations, but also how they judge the extent of 

popular support for the incumbents. 

Hypothesis 4 addressing the impact of summary unfairness perceptions is supported 

as well. Model 2 in Table 4-1 shows that summary perceptions increase the likelihood of 

protest support, when controlling for specific indicators of unfairness. In particular, a 

standard deviation increase in perceptions that the election was unfair increases the 

predicted probability of mostly supporting protest by .09 [.06, .13].78 

                                                 
77 As robustness checks, I controlled for media exposure, including the frequency of watching news on TV 

and looking for information on current political issues on the Internet during the month preceding the survey. 

In addition, I controlled for Internet as a primary or secondary source of news. These variables are not 

statistically significant and are not included in the statistical models. Likewise, the interactions between 

knowledge of monitor assessments and media exposure are not statistically significant. Furthermore, the 

interaction between knowledge and democratic values is not statistically significant, suggesting that its 

effects are not prevalent among strong democrats. 

78 Note, however, that the interactions between different measures of unfairness are not statistically 

significant, when controlling for all other variables, providing no evidence that they may reinforce each other. 

However, this does not alter the substantive conclusions. 
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In contrast, winning reduces the likelihood of protest support (Hypothesis 5a), 

which confirms prior findings on the winner-loser gap in protest attitudes (Anderson and 

Mendes 2006). Substantively, the predicted probability of mostly supporting protest is -.14 

[-.20, -.09] lower for winners than for losers and nonvoters. The logic of motivated 

reasoning may partially explain this difference. As discussed earlier, theories of motivated 

political reasoning suggest that winners and losers may attribute different significance to 

information about election fraud in order to maintain prior political preferences. 

Hypothesis 5b addresses the influence of motivated reasoning on protest support by 

examining the interactions between different indicators of election unfairness and winning. 

More specifically, if winners interpret election unfairness differently, the effect of the same 

levels of unfairness on protest support should be smaller among winners, compared to 

losers and nonvoters. 

Hypothesis 5b on motivated political reasoning receives mixed support. 

Interactions between winning and specific indicators of unfairness (pressure, knowledge 

of international observer assessments, and decisive violations) do not achieve statistical 

significance when controlling for all other variables. Thus, the presentation focuses on the 

interaction between summary unfairness perceptions and winning. Model 3 in Table 4-1 

shows that this interaction is statistically significant (p<.027). Model 4 controls for other 

statistically significant interactions. Here, the interaction between summary unfairness 

perceptions and winning no longer achieves conventional levels of statistical significance 

(p<.065). However, when generating predicted probabilities of protest support based on 
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this model, we see statistically significant and consistent differences between winners and 

losers/nonvoters at various levels of perceived election unfairness.79 

 

Figure 4-3. Difference between Winners and Losers/Nonvoters in  

Predicted Probability of Definitely Supporting Protest  

over the Range of Perceived Election Unfairness 

 
The vertical spikes represent 95% confidence intervals. All other variables set 

at the mean. Differences in predicted probability based on Model 4 in Table 

4-1. Along the x axis: 1 = absolutely fair; 2 = mostly fair; 3 = not very fair; 4 = 

not at all fair. 

 

Figure 4-3 illustrates the difference between winners and losers/nonvoters in 

predicted probabilities of definitely supporting protest over the range of summary 

perceptions of unfairness. The figure shows that this difference increases with higher 

values of perceived unfairness. For example, when citizens view the election as absolutely 

fair, there is no statistically discernable difference between winners’ and losers’/nonvoters’ 

                                                 
79 In the fully specified model, the Brant test suggests that the interaction between perceived unfairness and 

winning violates the proportional odds assumption, which means that its effect is not uniform across outcome 

categories. I estimated a restricted generalized ordered logit model, where the coefficients for the interaction 

and its constituent terms were allowed to vary. As expected, the interaction is statistically significant for the 

likelihood of mostly or definitely supporting protest. However, it is not significant for lower outcomes 

(opposing protest or being undecided). This does not alter the substantive conclusions. 
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support for protest. However, when perceiving the election as “not very fair,” winners are 

less likely than losers/nonvoters to definitely support protest by -.08 [-.11, -.06]. When 

perceiving the election as “not at all fair,” this difference increases to -.19 [-.28, -.11]. 

These findings suggest that winners attribute less significance, compared to losers and 

nonvoters, to the same assessments of overall unfairness, which results in lower protest 

support. It follows that the strength of partisan bias in interpreting the information about 

electoral manipulation affects its mobilizing potential. 

I also calculated first differences in predicted probability of definitely supporting 

protest measuring the effect of moving from minimum (1) to maximum (4) of overall 

perceptions of election unfairness for winners and losers/nonvoters. The results suggest 

that perceived election unfairness increases the likelihood of definite support for protest by 

.24 [.16; .32] among losers/nonvoters; at the same time, the effect of perceived election 

unfairness on definite protest support is not statistically significant among winners (.05 

[.00; .11]). In addition, perceived election unfairness increases the likelihood of “mostly 

supporting” protest by .35 among losers/nonvoters and by a lower .21 among winners. This 

suggests that perceived election unfairness has a smaller effect on the probability of protest 

support among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. This also supports the idea that 

winners attribute less significance to electoral unfairness, which leads to lower support for 

protest among winners, compared to losers and nonvoters. 

Among the control variables, only the effect of national economy assessments is 

statistically significant (see Model 2 in Table 4-1). For a standard deviation increase in 

positive macroeconomic assessments, the likelihood of mostly supporting protest declines 

by -.04 [-.07, -02]. Thus, perceptions of positive macro-economic performance reduce the 
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power of unfair elections to mobilize protest. Other variables, including perceived 

corruption, household economy, democratic ideals and deficit, and measures of socio-

economic status (age, wealth, and Moscow residence) are not statistically significant.80 

However, as Model 4 in Table 4-1 shows, democratic ideals and Moscow residence interact 

with overall electoral unfairness perceptions in their effect on the likelihood of protest 

support. 

In particular, based on a standard deviation change, citizens with higher democratic 

aspirations are more likely to mostly support protest when they think the election was 

absolutely fair or mostly fair (the differences in predicted probability are .07 [.03, .12] and 

.06 [.02, .10] respectively). When citizens view the election as unfair, however, this 

difference is not statistically discernable. Thus, when elections are perceived as fair, higher 

democratic ideal may increase the likelihood of electoral protest support.81 In addition, 

living in Moscow increases the likelihood of definitely supporting protest at high levels of 

perceived electoral unfairness: when viewing the election as “not at all fair,” the difference 

between Muscovites and other Russians in predicted probability of definitely supporting 

protest is .56 [.32, .79]. This difference amounts to .12 [.02, .22] when citizens perceive 

                                                 
80 As robustness checks, I controlled for income quartiles and town size. These variables are not statistically 

significant. 

81 Counterintuitively, the generated first differences in predicted probability of mostly supporting protest 

measuring the effect of moving from minimum (1) to maximum (4) of perceived election unfairness decline 

as the values of democratic ideal increase from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard 

deviation above the mean. When democratic ideal assumes the value of 5 on the scale from 1 to 10, perceived 

election unfairness increases the likelihood of protest support by .42 [.35, .49]. When democratic ideal 

assumes the value of 10, perceived election unfairness increases the likelihood of protest support by .21 [.07, 

.35]. This means that, contrary to our expectations, higher levels of democratic ideal do not increase, but 

instead decrease the effect of perceived election unfairness on the likelihood of support for protest against 

election fraud. In other words, the effect of perceived electoral unfairness on protest support is smaller among 

self-professed democrats. 
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the election as “not very fair” and is not significant at low levels of perceived unfairness.82 

A higher proportion of educated and well off citizens in the capital may at least partly 

explain this finding. However, the explanation may also lie in greater knowledge of and 

solidarity with the capital-centered protests. Muscovites, however, constitute only 7% of 

our sample. 

Conclusion 

Leaders in electoral authoritarian regimes use multiple strategies of manipulation 

to disadvantage opponents and ensure reelection (Levitsky and Way 2010; Schedler 2002, 

2006a). Yet, we do not fully understand when electoral manipulation works to mobilize 

public support for regime, and when it leads citizens to support electoral protest. Theories 

of legitimacy suggest that institutions perceived as “right and proper” increase regime 

acceptance and compliance with authority (Easton 1965; Tyler 2006). Furthermore, recent 

research assumes that electoral manipulation carries significant costs for the regime 

(Birch 2011). Yet, this assumption cannot be taken for granted. Survey evidence collected 

soon after the 2011 Russian State Duma election that triggered protests against election 

fraud demonstrates that many citizens viewed the election as fair and opposed protest. 

Drawing on psychological theories of justice (Tyler and Lind 2001), motivated 

reasoning (Lodge and Taber 2000) and winner-loser gap (Anderson and Mendes 2006), I 

examined the following conditions that may explain how people react to unfair elections: 

                                                 
82 To illustrate this interaction effect further, I also generated the first differences in predicted probability of 

definitely supporting protest measuring the effect of perceived election unfairness depending on whether 

respondents reside in Moscow. Moving from minimum (1) to maximum (4) of perceived election unfairness 

increases the likelihood of definite protest support by .71 [.46, .95] among Muscovites and by only .13 [.07, 

.18] among citizens residing outside of the capital. The large difference between these effects suggests that 

perceived electoral unfairness is much more conducive to strong protest support among Muscovites. 
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the experience and knowledge of procedural unfairness; perceived substantive unfairness; 

and biased reasoning regarding unfairness among winners and losers. Overall, the results 

are consistent with the theoretical expectations and with the research on the consequences 

of perceived election unfairness (Norris 2014; McAllister and White 2011; Rose and 

Mishler 2009). 

The procedural considerations receive support: both pressure to vote for one party 

and knowledge of critical international monitor assessments increase the likelihood of 

electoral protest support. However, the latter finding is inconclusive due to concerns about 

endogeneity, as citizens supportive of protest may purposefully pursue the validation of 

foreign observers. On the other hand, the findings underscore the importance of substantive 

unfairness (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006; Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011), suggesting that 

when people perceive procedural violations as decisive for election results, they are more 

willing to support protest. 

Nevertheless, as the findings show, the influence of unfairness assessments on 

protest support may be counteracted by motivated reasoning among winners and losers, 

which extends prior findings about winner-loser gap in protest support (Anderson and 

Mendes 2006; Anderson et al. 2005). While there is no evidence that specific measures of 

unfairness interact with winning, the same overall unfairness perceptions are less likely to 

motivate protest support among winners than among losers and nonvoters, as predicted by 

theories of motivated political reasoning (Gaines et al. 2007; Lodge and Taber 2000). This 

finding implies that winners rationalize and attribute less significance to information about 

election fraud. In addition to election-related variables, assessments of national economy 
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perform well in the statistical models, suggesting that positive views of the economy reduce 

the destabilizing potential of unfair elections. 

The analysis of electoral protest support in Russia has important implications for 

the broader debate on legitimation of electoral authoritarian regimes. First, while the results 

show that experiencing pressure to vote during the election campaign increases support for 

electoral protest, only 12% of Russians reported encountering such pressure (Rose 2012). 

This means that the effects of direct experience of procedural unfairness may be limited 

insofar as electoral corruption remains concealed and takes on more sophisticated forms. 

The influence of international observer assessments on protest support has similar 

implications. According to the nationwide XIX New Russia Barometer survey, only 13% 

of citizens knew about international monitor judgments. Insofar as citizens in electoral 

authoritarian regimes have limited access to and interest in such information, it cannot 

contribute to widespread protest support. 

Importantly, the results indicate that protest support depends on whether citizens 

perceive election outcomes as unfair. When citizens perceive winners as popular, and vote 

rigging as not very significant for election results, protest appears less appealing. While 

experts recognize that electoral manipulation distorts vote choice well before the election 

day, the impact of structural bias on election outcomes is difficult to assess (Hartlyn and 

McCoy 2006). As a result, citizens in electoral authoritarian regimes may react to protest 

according to their perceptions of popular support for winners and losers rather than 

procedural violations. Insofar as such regimes succeed in reducing viable political 

alternatives, such perceptions may not favor the opposition (Schedler 2006b; Silitski 2009; 

Wilson 2005). 
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The results also suggest that attitudes towards electoral protest are at least partly 

driven by mechanisms of motivated political reasoning. Given potentially low exposure of 

citizens to procedural violations and obstacles to knowledge of election monitor 

assessments, substantive judgments about winners’ popularity and partisan biases may be 

instrumental in shaping public opinion about protest. Future research should further 

explore when and to what extent electoral manipulation achieves its purpose of mobilizing 

public support, and when it leads to support for protest against the very foundation of 

electoral authoritarian regimes. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

In the conclusion to the edited volume on Democratization by Elections, Lindberg 

(2009, 341) writes, “we strongly believe that the struggle over regime change and stability 

is going to be played out to a significant degree through electoral processes for the 

foreseeable future.” This dissertation has sought to contribute to the debate about the role 

of unfair elections in authoritarian regimes by investigating the causes and consequences 

of popular assessments of election unfairness. 

This project started with the premise that the scope and significance of electoral 

manipulation are difficult to assess. Chapter 2 reviewed the research on electoral 

manipulation and identified the characteristics that create obstacles for observing and 

interpreting this phenomenon, including such features as covertness, intentionality, 

legality, and subtlety. It further suggested that the complexity and ambiguity of electoral 

manipulation, coupled with imbalanced information environment in electoral authoritarian 

regimes, create conditions for diverging and biased popular assessments of election quality. 

Applying psychological theories of justice and motivated reasoning in the context 

of unfair elections, this dissertation began an investigation into the heuristics that may 

guide popular reactions to electoral manipulation. In particular, Chapters 2-4 examined the 

impact of process- and outcome-based assessments of election unfairness, and their 

interaction with voters’ preferences, on summary perceptions of election unfairness, 

regime support, and support for electoral protest. The purpose of this concluding chapter 

is to summarize the results of the analyses of the XIX New Russia Barometer survey data 

and point to some theoretical implications of the empirical findings. 
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Summary of Results 

Chapter 2 investigated how people generate summary judgments of election 

unfairness. It derived competing hypotheses about the influence of direct experience of 

electoral process unfairness, knowledge of critical international observer assessments, and 

perceived electoral outcome unfairness on summary judgments of election quality. It 

considered these factors as cognitive shortcuts that help citizens to address the uncertainties 

of electoral manipulation. It further suggested that voters’ preferences may bias the process 

by which citizens interpret and integrate specific electoral unfairness assessments into 

summary judgments. The results of the statistical analysis confirm that reported experience 

of pressure to vote for one party and knowledge of critical international monitor statements, 

as well as perceived decisiveness of violations for election results increase the likelihood 

of viewing an election as unfair (see Table 5-1 for a summary of the empirical findings). 

Among these variables, judgments about the decisiveness of election fraud (or election 

outcome unfairness) have the largest influence. 

However, having voted for winners reduces the probability of perceiving an 

election as unfair. Furthermore, winners are likely to interpret election fraud as not 

significant in terms of its scope and impact on election results; in addition, fewer winners 

report pressure from authorities or know about observer assessments. This means that the 

processes of partisan reasoning – such as ignoring and rationalizing information about 

electoral manipulation or accepting it at face value – are at play. Nevertheless, reported 

experience of pressure contributes to a statistically significant increase in the likelihood of 

perceptions of election unfairness only among winners, which suggests that it may 

counteract motivated reasoning. In contrast, the effect of knowledge of international 
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observer judgments is only statistically significant among losers/nonvoters, which suggests 

that these judgments may not be considered as credible among winners. In addition, this 

knowledge increases perceptions of election unfairness only among citizens who already 

consider the regime as rather deficient in democracy. This suggests that critical observer 

statements may only confirm what has already been suspected, as citizens seek the 

validation of international observers. 

Table 5-1. Summary of the Effects of Election-Related Independent Variables 

Selected independent 

variables 

 

Summary 

perceptions of 

election unfairness 

Support for the 

regime 

Support for 

electoral protest 

Pressure to vote for one 

party 

 

Yes Yes Yes 

Perceived decisiveness of 

vote count violations 

 

Yes Yes b Yes 

Knowledge of critical 

observer assessments 

 

Yes No Yes 

Summary perceptions of 

election unfairness 

 

___ Yes Yes 

Winner 

 

Yes Yes b Yes 

Interactions    

Winner x summary 

perceptions of election 

unfairness 

 

___ No Yes 

Winner x pressure to vote 

for one party 

 

Yes No No 

Winner x perceived 

decisiveness of vote 

count violations 

 

Yes No No 

Winner x knowledge of 

critical observer 

assessments 

No a No No 

Note: Yes = statistically significant variable. No = not statistically significant.  
a 

Effect on predicted probability statistically significant for losers/nonvoters, but not for winners.
  

b 
Effect mediated by summary perceptions of electoral unfairness. 
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Chapter 3 examined the extent to which process- and outcome-based assessments 

of election unfairness affect regime support. It further sought to determine whether winners 

attribute less weight to election unfairness in their regime evaluations, compared to losers 

and nonvoters. Confirming prior findings (Rose and Mishler 2009), the statistical analysis 

shows that overall perceptions of election unfairness reduce support for the regime. The 

analysis also extends prior research in several ways. The results suggest that judgments 

about the scope and impact of election fraud are a major source of the negative influence 

of overall perceptions of election unfairness on regime support. In addition, having voted 

for winners enhances regime support by promoting the interpretation of election fraud as 

not significant and increasing perceptions that elections are fair, which is consistent with 

theories of partisan reasoning. Nevertheless, we find no evidence that winners and losers 

attribute different importance to the same assessments of electoral unfairness, once these 

judgments are formed. 

Furthermore, pressure to vote for one party from authorities and employers has a 

direct and negative effect on regime support. This means that personal encounters with 

procedural unfairness act as a grievance that is readily projected on the whole system of 

government, which comports well with the fairness heuristics theory (Lind et al. 1993). In 

contrast, knowledge of critical international monitor assessments does not affect regime 

support, suggesting that first-hand information about procedural violations may be more 

consequential for regime legitimacy than third-party reports. However, the substantive 

influence of pre-electoral pressure on regime support is limited. Overall, it is not election-

related variables, but macro-economic assessments that account for most of the explained 
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variance in regime support, which suggests that good economic performance may offset 

the impact of flawed electoral procedures. 

Chapter 4 tested the consequences of election unfairness assessments and motivated 

political reasoning for electoral protest support. In addition to showing that overall 

perceptions of election unfairness increase the likelihood of protest support, the empirical 

findings demonstrate that electoral protest support depends on citizens’ reported 

experience of pressure to vote, knowledge of critical international observer assessments, 

and whether they think procedural violations were decisive for electoral results. 

Nevertheless, the extent to which overall perceptions of election unfairness 

influence support for electoral protest is conditioned on voters’ preferences. This means 

that the significance attributed to information about election fraud is smaller among 

winners, compared to losers and nonvoters, which leads to considerable difference in 

protest support between these groups. It must be acknowledged, however, that we do not 

find the same mechanism of partisan reasoning in relation to specific measures of election 

unfairness and electoral protest support. 

The findings regarding alternative explanations of reactions to unfair elections 

show a consistent influence of popular evaluations of the national economy. In particular, 

positive assessments of the national economy reduce the likelihood of perceiving an 

election as unfair. Furthermore, they enhance support for the regime and undermine 

support for electoral protest. There is also evidence that perceived democratic deficit 

increases the likelihood of evaluating an election as unfair and reduces regime support. 

Thus, assessments of government economic and political performance, used in standard 
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models of political support (Rose, Mishler, and Munro 2011), mold attitudes towards 

elections, the regime, and electoral protest alongside specific electoral concerns. 

In contrast, indicators of socio-economic status are not statistically significant in 

any of the models, when controlling for all other variables. While higher socio-economic 

status may be a necessary condition for protest mobilization, as the data on Moscow 

protesters’ show, it may not be sufficient for electoral protest support or even perceiving 

elections as unfair in the first place. Regimes’ efforts at socialization and providing benefits 

to supportive individuals may partly explain why variables measuring higher education and 

wealth perform poorly in all of our models. One exception is a much larger effect of 

perceived election unfairness on support for electoral protest in Moscow, which suggests 

that the concentration of socio-economic resources and protest activity in the capital may 

have contributed to heightened levels of solidarity with the Moscow protesters. The 

following section turns to a concluding discussion of the significance of our key 

independent variables. 

Discussion 

Taber and colleagues (2001, 199) argue that the persuasiveness of a political 

message partly depends on the cognitive and motivational mechanisms by which citizens 

process political information. Similarly, we can argue that the persuasiveness of electoral 

manipulation depends on the lens through which citizens interpret it. So what do our 

empirical findings tell us about how citizens in electoral authoritarian regimes react to 

electoral manipulation? 
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First, we find that reported experience of pressure to vote for one party from 

authorities and employers is a significant determinant of overall judgments of election 

unfairness, attitudes towards the regime and the electoral protest. The role of direct 

experience of electoral unfairness has been overlooked by previous research.83 Yet there 

are several reasons for why personal experience of pressure is important. To begin with, it 

provides clear information about electoral manipulation in the environment where such 

information may be hard to come by. Moreover, this experience makes electoral 

manipulation salient by bringing it directly into individuals’ lives. Finally, information 

based on personal experience is likely to be perceived as more credible and convincing 

than second-hand accounts of manipulation (Kaufmann 1994). 

However, more needs to be done to clarify the implications of direct experience of 

electoral violations for popular reactions to unfair elections. Citizens’ reports of pressure 

from authorities and employers constitute only one of many possible indicators of direct 

experience. Other potential measures include witnessing various illicit acts such as vote-

tampering or voter intimidation.84 Like other information about electoral manipulation, 

however, these indicators may be susceptible to partisan bias. In particular, supporters of 

government-backed candidates may not be as likely as opponents to identify the same acts 

of authorities as procedurally unfair. In this study, fewer winners than losers reported 

having experienced pre-electoral pressure. Nevertheless, for reasons explained earlier, 

                                                 
83 However, see McAllister and White (2011) for a descriptive account of direct experience of 

electoral unfairness in Russia; and Norris (2014) for a theoretical reference to such direct experience. 
84 Of course, these illicit acts need to be readily identifiable. Structural manipulation such as media 

censorship may be personal in the sense that citizens are personally affected by it, but they may not be aware 

of this. 
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reports of personal experience of electoral violations may be less subject to partisan bias 

than second-hand accounts of the same violations. 

Second, there is some evidence that knowledge of critical international observer 

assessments affects reactions to unfair elections, including summary judgments of election 

unfairness and support for electoral protest. This extends prior studies that link the 

information provided by international election monitors to such events as electoral boycotts 

and protests at the macro-level (Beaulieu and Hyde 2009; Hyde and Marinov 2014). 

However, it should be noted that in this study the knowledge of international observer 

assessments among citizens is rather limited (13%). In addition, such knowledge increases 

the likelihood of perceptions of elections as unfair only among election losers and does not 

affect overall support for the regime. It is possible that the influence of international 

observer judgments results from citizens’ active pursuit of this information dependent on 

their dissatisfaction with elections and the regime. We do not hope to disentangle the 

process by which citizens learn about the conclusions of international observers here. But 

if international election monitors are to reach a wider audience, this question needs to be 

addressed. 

Third, this study provides empirical support for theoretical arguments focusing on 

election outcome unfairness, or the perceived significance of electoral process violations 

relative to election results (Hartlyn and McCoy 2006; Rose and Mishler 2009; Elklit and 

Reynolds 2005; Lehoucq 2003). The large positive effects of such judgments on overall 

perceptions of election unfairness and electoral protest support, as well as their role in 

undermining regime support, suggest the need to account for the perceived popularity of 

incumbents and its impact on citizens’ interpretations of various electoral transgressions. 
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Fourth, there is some evidence that voters’ political preferences influence how they 

gather, interpret and integrate information about electoral manipulation into their political 

attitudes, which lends some support to theories of motivated political reasoning (Taber, 

Lodge, and Glathar 2001; Taber and Lodge 2006). Most importantly, winners’ tendency to 

view election fraud as not significant (and losers’ view of it as more significant) means that 

interpretations of election outcome fairness may help voters maintain their preferred 

judgments about elections, the regime, and electoral protest. In addition, winners’ 

perceptions of elections as unfair are less likely to heighten their support for electoral 

protest, suggesting that they attribute less importance to electoral manipulation. This 

evidence warrants that inquiries into the effects of perceived election unfairness be 

complemented by the analysis of the degree to which partisan biases distort the processes 

of gathering and interpreting information about electoral manipulation. 

It is important to consider the substantive significance of the empirical findings 

presented here, in addition to their statistical significance. Recall that the percentage of 

respondents who reported having experienced pressure (12%), who knew about critical 

international monitor assessments (13%), and who perceived vote count violations as 

significant (20%) or decisive for election results (14%) was comparatively low. Even 

though a larger percentage of citizens thought that the 2011 State Duma election was unfair 

(46%), still, the public opinion on the issue was sharply divided. The statistically 

significant effects of our key independent variables indicating electoral fairness heuristics 

does not mean that citizens, overall, are well-informed or well-equipped to assess electoral 

manipulation. After all, as some scholars warrant, the use of heuristics can lead people to 

biased conclusions (Kuklinski and Quirk 2000; Tyler and Lind 2001). However, this 
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dissertations’ findings do suggest that unfair elections are more likely to undermine popular 

support when citizens experience pre-electoral pressure, know about critical observer 

assessments, and think that violations were decisive for election outcomes. Furthermore, 

reactions to unfair elections at least to some extent depend on voters’ political preferences 

and corresponding interpretations of electoral violations. These findings contribute to the 

growing research on the conditions that explain when electoral manipulation works and 

when it fails. 

Some Final Thoughts 

What does this study tell us about the broader implications of unfair elections for 

legitimacy and stability of electoral authoritarian regimes? When do they serve as tools of 

legitimation or delegitimation? Cross-national data on perceptions of electoral integrity 

suggest that domestic evaluations of election fairness may often diverge from Western 

observers’ judgments. According to the data reported by Pippa Norris (2014, chap. 5), the 

correlation between indices of public and expert opinion on electoral integrity is not 

particularly strong. For example, the correlation between the electoral integrity scale based 

on public perceptions of the electoral process from the 6th wave of the World Values Survey 

(2010-2014) and an expert NELDA electoral integrity scale by Susan Hyde and Nikolay 

Marinov is .56. The correlation between the WVS electoral malpractice scale and the 

NELDA scale is -.17. The respective correlations between the indices of electoral integrity 

and malpractice and the quality of elections scale (QED) by Judith Kelley are .63 and -.40. 

Furthermore, the data from the World Values Survey show that citizens often 

disagree about the fairness of the electoral process in countries that Western experts 

consider as electoral authoritarian. For example, 62% of respondents in Kazakhstan think 
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that votes are counted fairly and 47% say that election officials are fair. In Zimbabwe, 52% 

say that votes are counted fairly and 53% trust their election officials. In comparison, in 

the Netherlands 96% think that votes are counted fairly and 77% trust the election officials. 

In Poland, 85% say that votes are counted fairly and 89% think that election officials are 

fair. The considerable variation in how people assess the quality of what experts consider 

as unfair elections means that these elections are not uniformly delegitimizing, consistent 

with previous arguments by researchers like Andreas Schedler (2013). Thus, our findings 

about the cognitive and motivational processes that explain the variation in reactions to 

such elections are broadly applicable to a variety of electoral authoritarian regimes. 

So when is electoral manipulation likely to strengthen or undermine these regimes? 

Because first-hand information may help to cut through partisan biases in an unfree media 

environment, elections are more likely to be undermining when a large number of people 

become personal targets or witnesses of blunt electoral manipulation. However, if the 

prevailing purpose of electoral corruption is to deceive, as some scholars suggest (Birch 

2009; Schedler 2009a), then it is unlikely to personally affect citizens on a large scale. 

Otherwise, it may be a symptom of high levels of repression that may offset any negative 

reactions to elections. Elections are also more likely to provoke discontent when second-

hand information about electoral unfairness is clear, overwhelming, and widely available. 

If, however, this information is ambiguous and exists on the fringes of the media landscape, 

it may be easy to ignore and explain away as not credible or convincing. Overall, the 

influence of information about electoral misconduct should depend on the type of 

information and its availability. 
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However, it is not simply the availability of information that matters, but citizens’ 

interpretation of the significance of electoral violations in relation to the popularity of 

electoral contenders. This means that the consequences of elections may rest not so much 

on the quality of procedures before or even on election day, but on perceptions of popular 

support, which is consistent with the conclusions of earlier studies (Rose and Mishler 2009; 

Magaloni 2006). The interpretations of candidates’ popularity are also likely to be closely 

related to whether one is on the losing or winning side of elections. Ultimately, whether 

elections strengthen electoral authoritarian regimes should depend to a large extent on the 

ratio of election losers in relation to winners and their interpretation of popular support for 

incumbents. When actual and perceived support is plentiful, it should be easier to dismiss 

electoral process failures. This means that citizens may care more about whether elections 

are fair or not in times of crises than in ordinary times. 
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Appendix A. 

Coding of Variables 
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Variable Question Wording and Coding Mean Standard 

deviation 

Electoral protest support 

Electoral protest support Generally speaking, do you support street protests against violations in the organization and 

conduct of the election and falsification of its results?* 

5. Definitely support; 4. Mostly support; 3. Hard to say; 2. Mostly oppose; 1. Entirely 

oppose. 

2.99 1.30 

Regime support    

Evaluation of the current 

system of government 

Here is a scale ranking how well our system of government works. The top, plus 100, is the 

best and the bottom, minus 100, is the worst. Where on this scale would you put our current 

system of government? 

 

+100 Highest; -100 Lowest 

18.58 39.61 

Election unfairness 

Election unfair In your opinion, was the election to the State Duma on the 4th of December 2011 conducted 

fairly or not?* 

4. It was not at all fair; 3. Not very fair; 2. Mostly fair; 1. Absolutely fair. 

2.69 .76 

Pressure to vote for a party During the election campaign this year, did you notice any attempt to pressure or push you to 

take part in the election and support a particular party or candidate? And if so, by whom?* 

1. By the local authorities, by the bosses at work; 0. Have never noticed anything like that, 

hard to say, by people around me, workmates. 

0.12 0.32 
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 Appendix A. Coding of Variables (Continued) 

 

  

Variable Question Wording and Coding Mean Standard 

deviation 

Election unfairness    

Violations in vote count 

and their substantive effect 

In your opinion, were there violations in the counting of votes in the Duma election and if so, 

how substantial were they?* 

1. Significant violations that substantially affected the election results; 0. Otherwise 

1. Rather significant violations, but they hardly affected the election results; 0. Otherwise 

1. Insignificant violations; 0. Otherwise 

1. There were no violations; 0. Otherwise (omitted as a reference category) 

1. Hard to say; 0. Otherwise. 

 

 

.14 

.20 

.30 

.12 

.24 

 

 

.35 

.40 

.46 

.33 

.43 

Knowledge of critical 

observer assessments 

Do you know about critical Western assessments such as by observers, the resolution of the 

OSCE, the statement of US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton about the recent Duma 

election?* 

3. Know about such assessments; 2. Have heard something about them; 1. First time I have 

heard about them, hard to say. 

1.61 0.70 

Winning 

Voted for United Russia in 

2011 Duma election 

Whom did you vote for at the elections on 4 December or did you spoil your ballot paper? 

1. Voted for United Russia; 0. Voted for opposition party (Fair Russia, Liberal Democrats, 

Patriots of Russia, Communists, Yabloko, Right Cause), spoiled the ballot/took it away, 

don’t remember/won’t say, did not vote. 

0.32 0.47 
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Appendix A. Coding of Variables (Continued) 
 

Variable Question Wording and Coding Mean Standard 

deviation 

Democratic values 

 

 

Democracy as ideal 

Current level of democracy 

Here is a scale ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 10, in which 1 represents complete 

dictatorship and 10 represents complete democracy. 

Where would you like our political system to be? 

Where would you place our country at the present time? 

 

 

7.37 

5.02 

 

 

2.20 

1.88 

Democratic deficit Computed as Democracy as ideal minus Current level of democracy. 

9. Want more democracy; -9. Want less democracy. 

2.36 2.86 

Performance 

Corruption How widespread do you think bribe-taking and corruption are? 

4. Almost all public officials are corrupt; 3. Most public officials are engaged in it; 2. Fewer 

than half are corrupt; 1. Very few public officials are corrupt. 

3.21 0.77 

Household economic 

situation 

As for your own household, how would you rate its economic situation today? 

4. Very satisfactory; 3. Fairly satisfactory; 2. Not very satisfactory; 1. Very unsatisfactory. 

2.22 0.68 

Evaluation of the national 

economy 

Here is a scale ranking how well an economy works. The top, plus 100, is the best and the 

bottom, minus 100, is the worst. Where on this scale would you put our current economic 

system? 

+100 Highest; -100 Lowest 

11.06 42.30 
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Appendix A. Coding of Variables (Continued) 
 

Variable Question Wording and Coding Mean Standard 

deviation 

Socio-economic status 

Education Education level. 

8. Higher education; 7. Incomplete higher; 6. Professional education; 5. Technical college 

and secondary school; 4. Secondary school; 3. Technical college; 2. Incomplete secondary 

school; 1. Primary. 

5.29 1.90 

Income quartiles What was the income of your family last month from all sources? (Reported income). What 

is the income of your family on the following scale? (Asked of those who refused to answer 

the first question; 9-point scale). Merged into one 9-point scale variable, then coded into 

quartiles. 

4. Highest quartile; 1. Lowest quartile. 

2.31 1.06 

Town size 4. > 1 million; 3. 100,000 - 1 million; 2. 20,000 - 100,000; 1. < 20,000 2.29 1.17 

Wealth To what category of people would you say you belong? 

5. Can buy a car; not short of money; 4. Can buy some expensive things such as a TV but not 

a car; 3. Enough for food and clothes but buying expensive things like a TV is a problem; 2. 

Only enough for food but not clothes; 1. Don’t have enough money even for food. 

2.93 0.83 

Age Self-reported age in years. 44.10 16.48 

Moscow 1. Moscow resident; 0. Otherwise. 0.07 0.26 

Source: All variables are from the New Russia Barometer XIX, Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of 

Strathclyde (Rose 2012). 

Note:*indicates the author’s translation of Russian-worded survey items from the Levada Center questionnaires. Unless 

noted otherwise, “hard to say” is substituted for the mean. 
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Appendix B. 

Descriptive Statistics to Accompany Chapter 2 
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Figure B - 1. Distribution of Perceived Election Unfairness by Category of Election-related Variables, % 
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Figure B - 2. Distribution of Pressure by Category of Election-related Variables, % 
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Figure B - 3. Distribution of Perceived Vote Count Violations by Category of Election-related Variables, % 
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Figure B - 4. Distribution of Knowledge of Observer Assessments by Category of Election-related Variables, % 
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Appendix C. 

Tables of Ordered Logit Models  

to Accompany Chapter 2 
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Table C - 1. Ordered Logit Models Including Interactions with Indicators of Election Unfairness 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  

Pressure 0.28 (0.24) 0.39 (0.53) 0.35* (0.17) 

Decisive violations a 4.80*** (0.38) 4.98*** (0.26) 4.40*** (0.79) 

Significant violations 3.66*** (0.32) 3.53*** (0.22) 2.85*** (0.71) 

Undecided 1.68*** (0.29) 1.63*** (0.20) 1.00 (0.68) 

Insignificant violations 1.42*** (0.27) 1.47*** (0.19) 0.35 (0.68) 

Observer assessments 0.37** (0.13)     

Winner -0.59 (0.38) -1.19*** (0.12) -1.19*** (0.12) 

Democracy as ideal -0.12* (0.05) -0.15*** (0.04) -0.24** (0.08) 

Democratic deficit 0.17*** (0.04) 0.17*** (0.03) 0.17*** (0.03) 

Household economy -0.24* (0.12) -0.10 (0.08) -0.10 (0.08) 

National economy -0.01** (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) 

Corruption 0.39*** (0.10) 0.32*** (0.07) 0.32*** (0.07) 

Education 0.00 (0.04) -0.02 (0.03) -0.02 (0.03) 

Wealth 0.08 (0.09) 0.05 (0.07) 0.05 (0.07) 

Age 0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) 

Moscow -0.17 (0.28) -0.05 (0.19) -0.03 (0.19) 

Interactions       

Observer assessments x winner -0.36 (0.22)     

Pressure x dem. ideal   -0.01 (0.07)   

Decisive violations x dem. ideal     0.08 (0.10) 

Significant violations x dem. ideal     0.09 (0.09) 

Undecided x dem. ideal     0.08 (0.09) 

Insignificant violations x dem. ideal     0.15 (0.09) 

Cut1 -1.51* (0.70) -2.59*** (0.48) -3.35*** (0.73) 

Cut2 1.75* (0.71) 0.64 (0.47) -0.11 (0.72) 

Cut3 3.08*** (0.71) 1.97*** (0.48) 1.22 (0.72) 

Cut4 5.87*** (0.73) 4.73*** (0.49) 3.98*** (0.73) 

Observations 800  1600  1600  

Pseudo R2 0.27  0.26  0.26  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. 

'Observer assessments' omitted from model 2 and model 3 to use the full sample. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Table C - 2. Ordered Logit Models Including Interactions with Indicators of Election Unfairness 

 (1)  (2)  

Pressure 0.19 (0.22) 0.33* (0.17) 

Decisive violations a 4.97*** (0.26) 4.98*** (0.32) 

Significant violations 3.53*** (0.22) 3.78*** (0.27) 

Undecided 1.63*** (0.20) 1.87*** (0.24) 

Insignificant violations 1.47*** (0.19) 1.55*** (0.23) 

Winner -1.19*** (0.12) -1.19*** (0.12) 

Democracy as ideal -0.15*** (0.04) -0.15*** (0.04) 

Democratic deficit 0.17*** (0.03) 0.24*** (0.06) 

Household economy -0.10 (0.08) -0.09 (0.08) 

National economy -0.01*** (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00) 

Corruption 0.32*** (0.07) 0.31*** (0.07) 

Education -0.02 (0.03) -0.02 (0.03) 

Wealth 0.05 (0.07) 0.05 (0.07) 

Age -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) 

Moscow -0.05 (0.19) -0.04 (0.20) 

Interactions 

Pressure x dem. deficit 

 

0.06 

 

(0.05) 

  

Decisive violations x dem. deficit   -0.03 (0.08) 

Significant violations x dem. deficit   -0.11 (0.07) 

Undecided x dem. deficit   -0.12 (0.07) 

Insignificant violations x dem. deficit   -0.04 (0.07) 

Cut1 -2.61*** (0.47) -2.48*** (0.48) 

Cut2 0.62 (0.47) 0.77 (0.48) 

Cut3 1.95*** (0.47) 2.10*** (0.49) 

Cut4 4.71*** (0.49) 4.85*** (0.50) 

Observations 1600  1600  

Pseudo R2 0.26  0.26  

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
a
 'No violations' omitted as a 

reference category. 'Observer assessments' omitted to use the full sample. Source: New Russia Barometer XIX 

(Rose 2012). 
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Appendix D. 

Tables of OLS Models  

to Accompany Chapter 3 
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Table D - 1. OLS Estimates of Regime Support for Models Including Interactions between Election Unfairness and Democratic Ideal 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

Election unfair -2.71 (3.69) -5.29*** (1.41) -5.24*** (1.42) -5.99** (2.00) 

Pressure -5.48* (2.40) -8.99 (7.90) -5.73* (2.41) -5.86 (3.49) 

Decisive violations -4.68 (3.71) -4.75 (3.71) -6.51 (11.02) -5.41 (5.33) 

Significant violations -4.20 (3.17) -4.21 (3.17) 1.42 (10.19) -2.21 (4.45) 

Undecided -2.01 (2.86) -2.09 (2.86) -2.32 (9.96) -1.11 (4.09) 

Insignificant violations -0.33 (2.64) -0.44 (2.64) 7.52 (9.63) -2.84 (3.70) 

Observer assessments       -0.04 (5.24) 

Winner 1.42 (1.85) 1.47 (1.86) 1.40 (1.86) 1.71 (2.62) 

Democracy as ideal 1.88 (1.33) 0.91 (0.57) 1.42 (1.13) 0.38 (1.40) 

Democratic deficit -0.84 (0.43) -0.88* (0.43) -0.89* (0.43) -0.75 (0.60) 

Household economy 0.93 (1.24) 0.89 (1.24) 0.95 (1.24) -1.74 (1.77) 

National economy 0.53*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.53*** (0.02) 0.58*** (0.03) 

Corruption -2.02 (1.03) -2.00 (1.03) -1.97 (1.03) -3.77* (1.46) 

Education 0.17 (0.41) 0.16 (0.41) 0.18 (0.41) 0.19 (0.59) 

Wealth -0.11 (1.01) -0.06 (1.01) -0.08 (1.01) 0.78 (1.41) 

Age -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.07) 

Moscow 2.32 (3.03) 2.29 (3.03) 1.99 (3.04) 3.56 (4.27) 

Election unfair x dem. ideal -0.34 (0.45)       

Pressure x dem. ideal   0.46 (1.01)     

Decisive violations x dem. ideal     0.24 (1.36)   

Significant violations x dem. ideal     -0.75 (1.27)   

Undecided x dem. ideal     0.07 (1.27)   

Insignificant violations x dem. ideal     -1.07 (1.22)   

Observer assessments x dem. ideal       0.09 (0.68) 

Constant 20.82 (12.04) 28.20*** (7.90) 23.98* (11.07) 40.06** (14.65) 

Observations 1600  1600  1600  800  

Adjusted R2 0.43  0.43  0.43  0.46  
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. Source: New Russia Barometer 

XIX (Rose 2012). 
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Table D - 2. OLS Estimates of Regime Support for Models Including Interactions between Election Unfairness and  

Democratic Deficit 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

Election unfair -3.99* (1.70) -5.28*** (1.41) -5.25*** (1.42) -5.67** (2.00) 

Pressure -5.26* (2.41) -5.00 (3.23) -5.72* (2.42) -5.91 (3.48) 

Decisive violations -4.85 (3.71) -4.64 (3.71) -5.78 (4.47) -5.49 (5.32) 

Significant violations -4.71 (3.19) -4.20 (3.17) -4.59 (3.85) -2.48 (4.44) 

Undecided -2.55 (2.88) -2.06 (2.86) -2.67 (3.49) -1.21 (4.08) 

Insignificant violations -0.73 (2.64) -0.44 (2.64) 0.91 (3.15) -2.93 (3.69) 

Observer assessments       2.12 (2.03) 

Winner 1.47 (1.85) 1.44 (1.85) 1.29 (1.86) 1.83 (2.62) 

Democracy as ideal 0.97 (0.56) 0.97 (0.56) 0.97 (0.56) 0.54 (0.80) 

Democratic deficit 0.55 (1.12) -0.85 (0.44) -0.77 (0.86) 0.25 (1.02) 

Household economy 0.99 (1.24) 0.93 (1.24) 0.91 (1.25) -1.63 (1.76) 

National economy 0.53*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.54*** (0.02) 0.58*** (0.03) 

Corruption -2.04* (1.03) -1.99 (1.03) -1.97 (1.03) -3.74* (1.46) 

Education 0.17 (0.41) 0.16 (0.41) 0.17 (0.41) 0.18 (0.59) 

Wealth -0.16 (1.01) -0.08 (1.01) -0.01 (1.01) 0.80 (1.41) 

Age 0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05) -0.00 (0.07) 

Moscow 2.59 (3.03) 2.34 (3.03) 1.99 (3.05) 3.72 (4.25) 

Election unfair x democratic deficit -0.50 (0.36)       

Pressure x dem. deficit   -0.19 (0.75)     

Decisive violations x dem. deficit     0.25 (1.03)   

Significant violations x dem. deficit     0.06 (0.99)   

Undecided x dem. deficit     0.21 (0.99)   

Insignificant violations x dem. deficit     -0.72 (0.94)   

Observer assessments x dem. deficit       -0.60 (0.50) 

Constant 24.70** (8.14) 27.64*** (7.85) 27.25*** (7.97) 35.26** (11.68) 

Observations 1600  1600  1600  800  

Adjusted R2 0.43  0.43  0.43  0.46  
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 'No violations' omitted as a reference category. Source: New Russia Barometer 

XIX (Rose 2012). 
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