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The results of the Scottish Parliament elections of 2007 produced a major surprise for the political parties, election commentators and the interested public. This was nothing to do with the performances of the parties or turnout in the elections – the normal stuff of post-election discussion and analysis – or even the Mixed Member Proportional or Additional Member (MMP/AMS) electoral system which was in use for the third time. Rather, it was the fact that many more ballots were rejected as invalid than had been the case hitherto.  Table 1 shows the incidence of rejected ballots in 2007 as compared with the equivalent elections in 1999 and 2003. As can be seen, both the number and proportion of ballots rejected increased very sharply in 2007. In the regional list voting it rose to 2.88 per cent of all ballots and in the constituency contests to 4.08 per cent.1 This, together with a number of other administrative problems – especially related to the electronic counting of votes – led to newspaper headlines such as ‘The worst poll debacle in the history of British democracy’ (Scotsman 5/5/07) and ‘Who is to blame when everyone involved says it’s not their fault?’ (The Herald 5/5/07).

Table 1 about here

Prompted by this sort of uproar, the Electoral Commission (EC) set up a special committee of enquiry into the elections chaired by Ron Gould, ‘an international expert in electoral administration’ (EC, 2007, 3).   In his report published in October 2007 (EC, 2007) Gould declared that in the planning and administration of the elections ‘the voter was treated as an afterthought’ (EC, 2007, 120). We might add that voters were also rather peripheral to the discussions which took place in the aftermath of the elections. In addition to the independent enquiry, journalists, commentators, academics and politicians of all colours have had their say on the matter but so far little is known about voters’ reactions to the problems that emerged in the election. We go some way to remedying that omission here, drawing on data from a series of surveys conducted under the auspices of the Scottish Election Study 2007 (SES).2 This was originally designed to comprise a two-wave (pre- and post-election) panel survey, administered via the internet by the polling firm YouGov. In the event, additional funding was made available to re-contact the panel in order to explore in more detail the question of spoiled ballots. This third wave of data was collected in December 2007 from a sample of 1,166 Scottish adults, and is the basis for much of the analyses reported here.
Given that for most people voting is not a hugely important activity, they are unlikely some seven months after the event to recall very accurately what they did and thought at the time of the election. This should be borne in mind when considering respondents’ answers to questions relating to their personal experience of voting. It could also be argued that the extensive post-election public discussion of administrative failures will have coloured voters’ perspectives on the various issues raised and that this creates problems for analysts. On the other hand, it is a misconception to suggest that voters have ‘true’ attitudes that can and should be elicited before any exposure to political or media messages on a topic. Rather, voters’ views are formed through that sort of public discourse and so a survey in December 2007, when debate was dying down following the publication of the Gould report, is actually well-timed to gauge the impact of the election problems on voters’ perceptions and attitudes.
One problem among many?

The unprecedented number of rejected ballots was not the only administrative problem that afflicted the 2007 elections. Electronic counting, introduced to facilitate the more complex STV counts for the simultaneous local council elections, was responsible for several of these. The counting machines could not cope with ballots that had been folded by mistake and some broke down altogether. A number of counts were abandoned overnight and so the outcome remained uncertain well into the day after polling (SPICe, 2007, 51) – something that is now very rare in British elections. Other problems could not be blamed on the authorities: bad weather delayed the collection of ballot boxes from outlying islands and in an Edinburgh polling station some ballot papers were damaged by a vandal wielding a golf club and had to be taped back together. Such incidents added to the general impression of an election descending into farce. Indeed, this impression may have formed before polling day, as there had already been complaints about the late delivery of postal voting forms. Some did not turn up at all; many arrived so late that recipients were effectively disenfranchised (EC, 2007, 64-7).

In the light of all this, it is worth considering whether survey respondents recognised that rejected ballots were a particular problem or simply dismissed the entire election as an organisational disaster. We asked whether they thought there had been problems with postal voting, the electronic counting machines, the number of rejected ballots and the new STV electoral system for council elections. The responses are reported in Table 2.

Table 2 about here

It is striking that even seven months after the elections almost nine out of ten respondents thought that the number of rejected ballots had been a very or quite serious problem. Given the high-profile difficulties with the electronic counting machines mentioned above, it is not surprising that a large majority of respondents remembered this. Less clear is why so many respondents believed that there had been problems associated with the introduction of STV, since the local elections appeared to proceed relatively smoothly. Nonetheless, in the post-election debate various commentators and politicians suggested that it was simply confusing for the electors that both sets of elections were held on the same day, and this may underlie the perception that the new electoral system caused problems. Postal voting was perceived as the least troubled aspect of the election, yet even in that case almost half of respondents indicated that there had been serious problems.

The perceived scale of the rejected ballots problem

The large number rejected ballots was perceived by voters as the pre-eminent administrative problem in the 2007 elections and we turn now to their assessments of the scale of the problem. We asked respondents for their best guess as to the overall proportion of ballots that was rejected. This would be a difficult enough question for ordinary voters even immediately after the election; eight months after the event it is very difficult indeed. The difficulty is compounded by the fact that the percentages differed in the list and constituency contests. Nonetheless we were interested to see whether respondents had even the vaguest notion of the figures involved. Not many had. Comfortably the largest proportion of respondents (37 per cent) admitted to not knowing. Only 14 per cent of respondents were in the right area (a rejected ballot rate between 1 and 5 per cent). Most of those who had a stab exaggerated the extent of the problem with more than a quarter of respondents (26 per cent) thinking that more than 10 per cent of ballots were rejected.  This, no doubt, reflects the wide and occasionally near-hysterical publicity that the issue received.


Perhaps a more important indicator of the perceived scale of the problem comes from a different question asking respondents whether they thought that the relatively large number of rejected ballots may have affected the outcome of the election in their constituency, and in the country as a whole. Table 3 reports responses to these questions. It is worth noting that in this case there is no ‘right’ answer against which to gauge the accuracy of respondents’ perceptions. However, there are some pointers. There were 16 (of 73) constituency contests in which the number of rejected ballots was greater than the winning candidate’s majority (as compared with just two in 1999 and four in 2003). Of these, the SNP won nine, Labour five and the Liberal Democrats two. Moreover, the overall election result was on a knife-edge with the SNP winning just one more seat than Labour. In that context, it would not be surprising if many respondents suspected that rejected ballots had swung the outcome.

Table 3 about here

It is difficult to say anything about the figures for constituency contests other than that although 41 per cent of respondents thought it very or quite likely that their constituency result had been affected a much smaller proportion actually lived in constituencies where the winning candidate’s majority was smaller than the number of ballots rejected.  On the other hand, since the overall election outcome was extremely close it is not surprising that a majority (52 per cent) thought it very or quite likely to have been affected by rejected ballots, with only a quarter thinking that there was unlikely to have been any effect. Even if the doubts reflected in Table 3 are groundless or exaggerated, the figures nevertheless raise questions about the perceived legitimacy of the election, an issue to which we return below.
The cause of the problem: highlighting ballot design
In the initial confusion on election night, commentators speculated that the electronic reading and counting of ballots might have had something to do with the increase in the number of rejected ballots, a view later encouraged by pictures of bemused machine operators published in the national press. Others were quick to point to the simultaneous staging of the local elections under the new STV system as a source of confusion. On reflection, however, these explanations were largely discounted, and attention instead focused on the new design of the ballot paper used for the Scottish Parliament election.

In the two previous elections, voters were handed two differently coloured ballot papers by polling station staff – one for the constituency contest and one for the regional list voting. The printed instructions on each reminded them that they should vote for one candidate or party list. In 2007, however, there was a single ballot paper with the list contestants printed on the left hand side and constituency candidates on the right. The instructions indicated that the elector had two votes and (in most cases) there were arrows to indicate that one vote should be cast in the left-hand column and one in the right hand column. The main motive for the change in ballot paper layout was to dispel the notion that the list vote is a ‘second’ vote, which is somehow less valuable or important than the ‘first’ (constituency) vote (Scotland Office, 2006).

The Gould committee had available to it greater details on rejected ballots than were published along with the election results. It found that 75 per cent of ballots which were rejected in either the constituency or list election had only one vote indicated rather than one on each side of the ballot paper, while about 15 per cent had two votes indicated on the list ballot and none on the constituency side (EC, 2007, 50; see also Appendix D of the report). The conclusion was unequivocal: ‘The main reason there were much higher rates of rejection in the 2007 Scottish parliamentary elections than in previous elections was a result of the combined ballot paper’ (2007, 52). 


It is worth examining whether such a clear statement of responsibility is reflected in voters’ own verdicts on the rejected ballot problem. We presented respondents with a list of possible causes and asking them to indicate which they thought were the two most important. The results are in Table 4.

Table 4 about here

Whether influenced or not by the report, more than half of respondents (55 per cent) regarded the combined ballot paper as either the most or the second most important cause of the increase in rejected ballots. However, alternative explanations also received support, the most popular being the fact that local council and Scottish Parliament elections were held on the same day. Gould concluded that there was ‘very little evidence to support the argument that the simultaneous local government election using STV contributed substantially to the higher rejection rates in the Scottish parliamentary election’ (EC, 2007, 52) while accepting that this ‘added complexity to the voting process’ (36). In this case, however, the aggregate evidence available to Gould is simply not up to throwing light on whether voters found it confusing to vote in two separate elections using two different electoral systems during a single visit to the polling station. The survey evidence, showing that 43 per cent of respondents thought that this contributed importantly to the large number of rejected ballots, suggests that the ‘coupling’ of the two elections may have contributed to mistakes being made on the Scottish Parliament ballot.


Significant proportions of respondents blamed the authorities in other ways, citing the use of electronic counting, the lack of public information prior to the election or the lack of instructions on the ballot papers.  Clearly the factors mentioned so far can operate in combination. The impact of having a single ballot sheet was exacerbated by the inadequate instructions on the sheet, which led to mistakes by less attentive voters. Holding contemporaneous local elections using a new electoral system tended to obscure the messages of public information campaigns.  This makes it difficult for respondents as well as analysts to disentangle the respective impacts of the various contributory factors. 

Finally, more than a fifth (24 per cent) of respondents thought that to some extent at least the large number of rejected ballots was the fault of the voters themselves, rather than the administrative arrangements for the elections. The underlying sentiment among these respondents appears to be that what voters were being asked to do was not particularly difficult and that anyone with a modicum of intelligence should have been able to handle it. 

How did ballot design cause problems?
The authors of the Gould report note that their analysis cannot tell us why so many voters did not vote correctly. It ‘reveals what they did but not why they did it’ (EC, 2007, 50). However, they suggest two possible reasons for incorrectly completed ballots. First, some voters may have deliberately abstained on one side of the ballot or the other. Half of all ballots that were rejected in either the constituency or list contests had a valid vote for the regional list but were blank on the constituency side. These constituted 76.8 per cent of the ballots rejected in constituency contests (EC, 2007, Appendix D, 3).  Second, voters may not have understood that they had two votes and in some cases this may have been because both ballots were read as one continuous list. This could be due to a lack of instructions, or simply a lack of motivation and perhaps even cognitive ability on the part of voters.  Analysis of the variation across constituencies in the proportion of ballots rejected can throw some light on these explanations. 
The sharp increase in rejected ballots between 2003 and 2007 occurred across the entire country. This reinforces the notion that the nationwide shift to a combined ballot sheet was responsible. In turn it perhaps explains why the Gould report pays relatively little attention to where rejected ballots occurred. Yet there were considerable variations across constituencies in the proportion of ballots rejected. Indeed, these differences were wider in 2007 than in previous elections. In Stirling, only 1.9 per cent of constituency votes were rejected, compared to 12.1 per cent in Glasgow Shettleston. At regional level, the proportions of rejected ballots were unusually large in Glasgow and Lothians (see Table 7). In line with the arguments above, there are three plausible explanations for these variations and each warrants some discussion.

The first, relates to the performance of significant minor parties.  The Green party typically performs relatively well in Edinburgh (which dominates the Lothians region), and the radical left (Scottish Socialists, Socialist Labour, and Solidarity) are traditionally strongest in urban areas, especially Glasgow. These parties competed on all regional lists but had few constituency candidates or none.3  It is conceivable that those who voted for these parties on the lists deliberately spoiled their constituency ballot because they had no candidate to vote for.  If this occurred to a significant extent we would expect the percentage of rejected ballots in the constituency contests to be positively associated with the difference in the level of support for these parties in the list voting and constituency contests.  Table 5 shows the relevant correlation coefficients for groups and parties that contested all lists but, at best, only a few constituencies in 2007. 
Table 5 about here

The expected relationships are very strong in the cases of the radical left parties and for the BNP. Yet the coefficient for the Green Party is very weak (0.103) and not significant. For the Scottish Christian Party and UKIP the relationships are in the ‘wrong’ direction. This mixed picture tends to contradict any simplistic notion that rejected ballots result from deliberate abstention by supporters of minor parties. The strong relationships for the left parties may, then, be at least partly spurious; that is, there may be some other reason why rejected ballot rates were highest in the strongholds of the radical left.


One such reason might be the socioeconomic make-up of constituencies. Studies have routinely found that rejected ballot rates are higher in more deprived areas (e.g. Knack and Kropf 2003; Sinclair and Alvarez 2004).  Indicators of social deprivation in this case are probably proxies for the general level of political interest and awareness – and the general cognitive abilities – that help voters to cast a ballot accurately reflecting their preferences. To investigate the role of deprivation in 2007, Table 6 reports correlation coefficients measuring the association between various social and economic indicators for constituencies and the proportions of rejected constituency and list votes. 

Table 6 about here

There were clear relationships between the social composition of constituencies and rejected ballot rates. The proportion of rejected ballots in both list and constituency contests was higher in more deprived areas (households without a car), where there are more social renters (homes rented from the council or a housing association), in heavily urban areas (persons per hectare) and in areas with more ethnic minority residents. On the other hand, rejected ballots were less frequent in constituencies with larger proportions of owner-occupiers, professional and managerial workers and people with a degree-level qualification, and in rural areas. 


The fact that there are strong relationships between the social characteristics of constituencies and the proportion of rejected ballots in 2007 is something of a new departure in Scottish elections. In 2003 only two of the above variables were significantly correlated with rejected ballots in constituency contests – households with no car (0.276) and proportion professional and managerial (-0.350) – while for the list voting there were no significant correlations in the expected direction. The clear implication of this is that the change in ballot design for 2007, by making the task of voting more complex, had a disproportionate impact on those least well equipped for that task (Carman et al., 2008).  

Beyond level of support for minor parties and the socioeconomic composition of constituencies, there is a third explanation for the abundance of rejected ballots in Glasgow and Lothians. There was a limit to the size of ballot papers that the electronic counting machines used were able to process. This was important in Glasgow and Lothians because in both regions there was an unusually large number of contestants (23) on the regional lists. A last-minute decision was taken that the only way to meet the size limit was to abbreviate the instructions section at the top of the ballot paper. Hence, in those regions, the arrows intended to guide the voter were omitted.5 
Having required both list and constituency votes to be registered on the same ballot paper, the removal of the visual prompts indicating where to register these votes created a recipe for confusion and error.

Assessing the relative and cumulative importance of deliberate spoiling by minor party supporters, the socioeconomic character of the constituencies and the special weakness in ballot design in Glasgow and Lothians requires multivariate analysis, which takes account of the fact that the variables concerned are intercorrelated. On the basis of such an analysis, Carman et al. (2008) show that both social deprivation and ballot design were strong predictors of rejected ballot rates in 2007. Specifically, constituencies with the abbreviated instructions had rejected ballot rates some 65 per cent higher than would be expected on the basis of their socioeconomic profile. In a separate analysis, we obtain similar results, and also show that list vote share for radical left parties has an independent impact (indicating that deliberate non-voting by supporters of these parties was responsible for a non-trivial proportion of rejected ballots).6

We would not expect voters to be preoccupied by the intricacies of why and how the combined ballot paper led to problems. However, it is worth checking whether respondents were aware of the pronounced regional differences in rejected ballot rates. We therefore asked respondents to note any regions that they thought had seen a particularly large proportion of rejected ballots (while encouraging them to say ‘don’t know’ if that applied). The proportions choosing each region – along with the actual rejected vote rates on both constituency and list votes – are shown in Table 7.  A surprisingly large proportion of respondents (32 per cent) remembered that Glasgow had serious problems with rejected ballots, but otherwise the distribution of responses appears to reflect guesswork.

Table 7 about here

Personal experience of the problems in 2007

The SES offers two ways of gauging whether respondents were affected personally by the ballot problems in 2007. First, in the survey carried out immediately after the Scottish Parliament election7 – which was planned, of course, before anyone realised that rejected ballots would become an issue – respondents who had voted were asked how difficult they had found it to fill in the ballot paper. Responses are shown in Table 8 together with the distribution of responses given to the same question in relation to the Parliament elections in 1999 and 2003. For a different comparison, in the final column of the table we report the responses to a parallel question about completing the STV ballot paper for the local elections in 2007.
There is no evidence here that the 2007 Parliamentary ballot caused greater difficulty than usual. Indeed, a larger proportion than previously (62 per cent) reported that they found no difficulty at all. Overall, the combined ballot paper was rated as slightly easier than the ballot papers in previous years. (It would be interesting to compare these figures with reactions to voting in a simple first-past-the-post election, such as a general election, but, as far as we aware, there are no relevant data.) There was very little evidence of specific socio-demographic groups finding voting particularly difficult.8 Interestingly, however, we did find a significant difference between voters in Glasgow and Lothians on the one hand and those living elsewhere on the other, the proportions finding voting very or fairly difficult being 15 per cent and 11 per cent respectively. Thus the survey results provide some direct evidence that the last-minute deletion of visual aids in the ballot instructions did indeed have an effect..

Table 8 about here


Our second approach to personal experience of the 2007 problems involves using a question in the December survey asking those who voted how confident they were that their vote was counted (as opposed to being rejected). We should bear in mind that the vast majority of those whose votes were rejected simply have no way of knowing this. Apart from a small minority who might have deliberately spoiled their ballots – and there is no sign of such voters among the survey respondents – rejected ballots were caused by errors of which voters would have been unaware. Equally, some of those who were very confident that their vote was not rejected might be in a state of blissful ignorance. These difficulties mean that the question is not likely to identify those whose ballots actually were rejected.  That is not its purpose, however; we are more interested in perceptions, and specifically in the proportion of respondents who fear that their voice went unheard in 2007.


The results show quite widespread doubts.   Only 46 per cent of respondents declared themselves ‘very confident’ that their vote had counted while 11 per cent were ‘not at all confident’ and a further 13 per cent ‘not very confident’.9 Plainly, given the actual rejected ballot rate, this pattern of responses reflects an undue pessimism (and it is quite possible that the preceding question about problems in the elections caused doubts to resurface that had long ceased to trouble respondents). Nonetheless, it is clear that the impact of the rejected ballot problems goes well beyond the relatively small number of voters whose votes went uncounted.

Confidence in the electoral process and future participation
In a recent cross-national study of popular confidence in electoral processes Sarah Birch (2008) comments that ‘when citizens lack full confidence that elections in their countries are free and fair, the result can be a decline in levels of voter participation...confidence in electoral processes is arguably a precondition for popular support for the other institutions of representative systems’ (p. 305). We consider finally, therefore, Scottish voters’ perceptions of the legitimacy of the 2007 election and the extent to which these have affected their willingness to participate in future elections. 
To address the first question, respondents were asked how fair they thought the 2007 election had been and (separately) how fair they thought Westminster elections and Scottish Parliament elections in general were. Table 9 reports the results. While it is impossible to know what respondents had in mind when assessing fairness, the figures describing reactions to the 2007 Scottish Parliament elections are strikingly out of line with those for Westminster elections or Scottish Parliament elections in general. Moreover, additional evidence makes clear that rejected ballots were a major cause of damaged public confidence in the 2007 contest. Among those respondents – a large majority – who had identified ‘very serious problems’ with rejected ballots (see Table 2), fewer than half (47 per cent) described the 2007 election as very or quite fair. Among the remaining respondents, the corresponding figure was 68 per cent.

Table 9 about here


There are two approaches to the question of participation in future elections.  One simple strategy is to ask respondents directly whether, all things considered, the problems that arose in 2007 have made them less likely to vote in future (or made no difference). In Table 10 we present the responses to this question, first for all respondents and then divided according to whether the respondents voted in 2007.

At first glance the figures for all respondents are rather worrying – only 4 in 5 say that the events of 2007 made no difference to the likelihood of their voting with 14 per cent saying that the likelihood had been reduced. Looking at the other two columns, however, it is apparent that it is mainly non-voters who are likely to say that 2007 has made them (even) less likely to vote. Only 3 per cent of those who voted say that they are now much less likely to vote and one would expect that even this would decline as memories of 2007 fade. Judging by these data, the negative effect of the 2007 problems on turnout in future Scottish Parliament elections seems likely to be minimal. Nonetheless, since turnout is already quite low and policymakers are concerned with tempting non-voters back into participation, the figures in the right-hand column should not be dismissed as irrelevant.  The failures in 2007 may well have reinforced a conviction amongst some people that abstention is a sensible course of action. 

Table 10 about here

There are reasons to doubt the validity of the kind of self-reports presented in Table 10, however.  Having answered a series of questions about major administrative problems in 2007, some respondents may have felt it almost perverse to report themselves unaffected. Others who were in fact affected may still have insisted otherwise, looking to present themselves as a rather more stalwart voter than is truly the case.  The second approach to the question of future participation offers a way round these problems.  At the very outset of the December survey – that is, before any indication that the questionnaire was about the 2007 election and its problems – respondents were asked how likely they would be to vote in a hypothetical Scottish Parliament election held ‘tomorrow’. The question was asked using a 0-10 scale, but to simplify the presentation we collapse this into a two-category variable: likely to vote (those choosing ‘10’) and not likely to vote (all other respondents).10  For this analysis we focus only on those who voted in 2007, and explore whether their willingness to continue to turn out has been affected by their evaluations of the 2007 election.  Table 11 shows the relationship between willingness to vote and three such evaluations: perceived fairness, confidence that their ballots counted, and view of whether rejected ballots affected the overall outcome.

Table 11 about here

Those who regarded the 2007 election as unfair were discernibly (and statistically significantly) less inclined to say that they would vote in the hypothetical election than those who were more critical in this respect.  The same is true of those who seriously doubted whether their vote had counted compared to those with few doubts. In contrast, those who suspect that the outcome was affected by the number of rejected ballots do not appear to have been significantly dissuaded from participating in future.  Overall, though, there is evidence here – also borne out by more advanced analyses of these and other data from the surveys (Carman and Johns, 2008) – that negative evaluations of the electoral process in 2007 have reduced some respondents’ willingness to participate in a future election.  Two caveats need to be registered, however. First, these effects are not very large and, second, we have no means of knowing their durability.  Certainly we are in no position to make predictions about the effects of 2007 on turnout in the next Scottish election, in 2011.

Conclusion
The Scottish Parliament elections of 2007 thrust matters of election administration and, in particular, ballot design on to the public agenda. The fact that an unusually large proportion of ballots was rejected raised important questions, and the election data have been subject to much detailed analysis. It is now established that a new ballot design was the main cause of the upsurge in wasted votes, and that the problem was particularly acute in areas of low social status and where there was an unfortunate abridgement of the ballot paper instructions. All that, while undoubtedly important, tells us little about how voters reacted to the problems in 2007.  The data presented here yield important information about voters’ awareness and experience of the rejected ballots issue, their perceptions of what caused the problems, the impact of the issue on perceptions of fairness, and the potential impact that all this has on future participation.  
It is, however, worth emphasising that surveys cannot help us to identify those voters who failed to fill in their ballots properly. Precisely who failed to vote correctly, and the nature of their misunderstanding of what was required, thus remain something of a mystery.

The fact that respondents clearly perceived that there were major administrative problems in the 2007 Scottish elections emphasises to policymakers the importance of ensuring that there is no repeat. The newly-elected Scottish Parliament very quickly determined that local and Parliament elections would be ‘uncoupled’, thus removing one possible source of confusion. It also seems highly likely that there will be a return to separate ballot papers (Ghaleigh, 2008, 148). The Gould committee made a series of other recommendations for electoral administration and public information (EC, 2007, ch. 9).  With the voters in mind, the key is that such reforms must be highly visible and very well publicised.  While the major failures in 2007 received intense media coverage, mid-term changes to electoral rules are liable to pass unnoticed.  It is not simply a case of waiting for voters to forget about what happened last time; it is also a case of actively persuading them that it will not happen again.


Notes
1. 
The proportion of rejected ballot in Scotland in 2007 far exceeds those recorded in New Zealand and Germany, two countries which use a similar electoral system, but is smaller than occurs in London Assembly elections (Lundberg, 2008).
2. 
The study was financed by the ESRC (REF. 000-22-2256) and was directed by the present authors plus Professor James Mitchell and Professor Charles Pattie of the Universities of Strathclyde and Sheffield respectively. To obtain further details on all aspects of these surveys, to read the questionnaires, and to download the data, visit www.scottishelectionstudy.org.uk. 
3. 
The Scottish Green Party and the Scottish Socialist Party each contested only one constituency while Solidarity and the Socialist Labour Party contested none.

4. 
There was evidence that this occurred with respect to Green Party supporters in 2003: in that election the correlation between Green share of the list vote and percentage of ballots rejected at constituency level was +0.322, moderately positive (and statistically significant).

5.
Carman et al. (2008) discuss this in more detail, and provide images of the different ballot papers.

6. 
We also included the marginality of the constituency in these analyses, and it too had an impact. Rejected ballots were significantly rarer in closer-fought seats, probably indicating that more intense campaigning helped to focus voters’ minds and reduce error.

7. 
The second, post-election, wave of the SES was in the field between 4 May (the day after the election) and 10 May.

8.
There were no significant differences in reported difficulty on the basis of sex, age, education, housing tenure, or whether or not respondents were party identifiers. The only significant predictor was occupational class, with 16% of manual workers finding voting very or fairly difficult compared with 14% of professional and managerial workers and 9% of other non-manual workers.

9. 
Although some groups felt more confident about their votes than others – men, the better educated, the more politically interested and knowledgeable – this seems likely to be a function of general self-confidence about politics. Certainly we cannot tell whether it reflects real patterns in the distribution of ballots that were rejected.

10. 
The basis for this decision is the observation in previous studies that the proportion of respondents choosing the highest point on the scale tends to match actual turnout quite closely.
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Table 1: Rejected ballots in Scottish Parliament elections 1999-2007
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Table 2: Awareness of election problems (N=1,166)
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Note: In this and subsequent tables based on the SES surveys the data have been weighted to reflect the Scottish adult population.

Table 3: Estimates of the likelihood that rejected ballots affected the election outcome: in the respondent’s constituency and in Scotland overall (N=1,166)
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Table 4: Perceived reasons for the increase in rejected ballots
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Table 5: Correlations between list support for minor parties and proportion of constituency ballots rejected (N = 73)
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* denotes coefficient significant at the p<0.05 level.




Table 6: Correlations between socioeconomic indicators for constituencies and proportion of (list and constituency) ballots rejected (N = 73)
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* denotes coefficient significant at the p<0.05 level
Table 7: Perceived and actual percentage of ballots rejected by region
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Table 8: Reported difficulty of completing ballot papers, 1999-2007
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Note: The results for 1999 and 2003 are from the Scottish Social Attitudes surveys conducted under the auspices of the National Centre for Social Research.
Table 9: Perceived fairness of the 2007 election and elections in general (N=1,166)
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Table 10: Reported impact of the 2007 problems on likelihood of voting
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Table 11: Evaluations of the 2007 election and likelihood of voting in a hypothetical election (2007 voters only)
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18





12





8





10











…in your 





constituency





…in Scotland 





overall





%





%





Very likely





14





26





Quite likely





27





36





Not very likely





30





20





Not at all likely





14





5





Don't know





15





13





How likely that rejected 





ballots affected the 





outcome...?





Most 





important





2nd most 





important





%





%





Putting both votes on same ballot paper





31





24





Electronic machines not reading votes properly





11





17





Council elections on the same day





20





23





Not enough public information for voters





9





12





Lack of instructions on the ballot papers





9





14





Many voters too dim to get it right





14





10





Don't know





7





2





7





N





1166





1082





Correlation 





coefficient





Socialist Labour Party





0.838*





Solidarity





0.760*





British National Party





0.615*





Scottish Socialist Party





0.542*





Christian Peoples Alliance





0.313*





Scottish Green Party





0.103





Scottish Senior Citizens' Party





-0.012





Scottish Christian Party





-0.221





UK Independence Party





-0.423*





 





List





Constituency





% households without car





0.644*





0.770*





% social renters





0.528*





0.653*





persons per hectare





0.391*





0.579*





% ethnic minority





0.394*





0.377*





% owner occupiers





-0.545*





-0.629*





% professional/managerial





-0.479*





-0.433*





% employed agriculture





-0.175





-0.385*





% with degree





-0.276*





-0.276*





Correlation coefficients





(with % of rejected ballots)





Choosing region





%





List





Constituency





Glasgow





32





4.2





7.9





Lothians





11





3.1





5.2





Central Scotland





17





3.0





3.7





Highlands & Islands





6





2.9





3.4





West of Scotland





12





2.9





3.4





South of Scotland





4





2.8





3.2





Mid Scotland & Fife





9





2.4





3.0





North East Scotland





7





2.1





3.4





N





1166





Actual % ballots rejected





1999





2003





2007





2007 local





Very difficult





1





2





1





2





Fairly difficult





9





12





11





12





Not very difficult





39





33





26





25





Not at all difficult





52





52





62





60





N





805





868





1181





1181





The 2007 





Scottish election





Scottish elections 





in general





UK elections 





in general





%





%





%





Very fair





12





22





23





Quite fair





39





48





47





Not very fair





27





16





17





Not at all fair





12





6





5





Don't know





11





8





8





All





Voted 





2007





Did not vote 





2007





%





%





%





Makes no difference





81





89





49





Slightly less likely to vote





10





5





27





Much less likely to vote





4





3





11





Don't know





5





3





13





N





1,019





808





211





Very/





Not very/





Very/





Not very/





Very/





Not very/





quite





not at all





quite





not at all





quite





not at all





%





%





%





%





%





%





Yes





85





77





83





76





81





83





No





15





23





17





24





19





17





N





442





324





625





143





519





216





How likely that overall 





result affected?





How fair do you 





think 2007 was?





How confident that 





your vote counted?





Likely to vote if an 





election tomorrow?
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