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Abstract

The invariance of Benford-Newcomb law under base changing is employed to test
whether or not some data follow such distribution. Taking into account the Brazilian
senate election in 1994, changes in the numerical base were able to evidence probable
fraud.
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Introduction

Simon Newcomb, a Canadian astronomer in the nineteenth century,
perspicaciously observed that the first pages of logarithmic tables (corresponding
to lower digits) were much faster than the last ones. He than concluded that his
colleagues were using numbers beginning with the digit 1 much more often than
other numbers. From empirical observation, the Canadian proposed a law for the
frequency of the first two digits for what he called “Natural Numbers.” His
observations and some heuristic calculations were published in 1881 [1].

About 50 years later an American physicist, Frank Benford, also observed the
difference in the dirtiness of the first pages and made some numerical experiments
using a different data set [2].

After them, we name the Benford-Newcomb Law, which predicts that for some
sets of numbers, the leading digit d occurs with probability

P (d) = log

(

1 +
1

d

)

.

This law generalizes for the following digits and also may be taken on different
bases. [3]

When large enough accounting data must follow Benford-Newcomb’s
distribution, such a law has been presented as a statistical indicator of fraud. It
has been used to detect fraud in several different sets – financial statement fraud,
tax evasion, among others [4, 5] and also, with some controversy, as a tool for
election monitoring [6].

In this article, we aim to show that Benford-Newcomb can be employed to point
out a possible electoral fraud, particularly when different number bases are
considered. To support our statement, we performed a case study of the 1994
Senator election in the State of Bahia, Brazil. On that occasion, there were
allegations of fraud but no evidence was found proving it. Nonetheless, no robust
statistical analysis was used in the investigation at that moment.
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Using Base Invariance

It is known that Benford’s law is invariant to scale[7], i.e., the distribution does
not change under multiplication by a constant, an interesting study also mentions
the convergence to NBL under some specific Markovian process[8]. Moreover, such
a distribution is base invariant, i.e., not affected by a change of base [9]. T. Hill
went even further showing that “Base invariance implies Benford’s Law” [10].

Although the results on base invariance are well known, so far as we are aware
no method in the literature employs such property to detect any kind of fraud.
Thus, we present in this paper alternative techniques capable of quantifying
deviations from expected Newcomb-Benford distribution by changing the
numerical base of data.

So we therefore invoke the Newcomb-Benford law for a number written in an
arbitrary base b. It verses on the probability of finding d as leading digit and can
be cast as

P (d) = logb

(

1 +
1

d

)

, (1)

or

ln
(

1 + 1

d

)

ln(b)
.

By using other bases, the possibility of studying the same set of data with more
parameters is open and therefore a more complete analysis is allowed. It is worthy
mentioning an interesting study about distributions in different bases presented by
Frank Benford (grandson) [11].

Benford and Elections

To obtain, in some way, quantitative data that indicates the level of fraud in a
given election, different statistical methods have been employed over time. Among
them, Benford’s first digits law has become very popular in recent years, being
used, for example, to discuss a possible fraud in the Iranian presidential elections
of 2009 [6]

Nevertheless, the use of Benford-Newcomb is far from fully established and not
even well accepted as an electoral system fraud analysis tool. According to
Deckert, Myagkov and Ordeshook [12] the lack of a clear political model and the
absence of well-defined patterns have been leading to misjudgments. They also
claim that the comparison of the rigged election with mathematical simulations of
fair and unfair elections was not sufficient to justify whether or not a fair election
should follow a Benford-Newcomb distribution analyzing the first and second digit
distribution. Here, fair or unfair elections mean, respectively, elections with the
absence or presence of notorious relevant fraud.

Certainly the question regarding if the votes in fair elections follow a
Benford-Newcomb distribution depends on several not very well-defined factors.
Nonetheless, a comparison between similar elections may settle down such a
problem. In that sense, the work regarding the analysis of the Iranian elections [6]
compared first-round presidential elections from different countries with geopolitics
and voting dynamics quite dissimilar to Iran. For example, voting is mandatory in
Brazil, while not in France, so any comparison between those would be
questionable but data form both countries election was used in the analysis.

Therefore we shall compute empirically among a set of similar elections the
maximum acceptable deviation from the Benford-Newcomb distribution to have a
parameter to declare a possible fraud. Evidently, a safety distance from the
average may be in order, and a gray interval for “not conclusive” may be defined,
although the example in this paper does not need these – the distance from the
average ends up being large enough that a simple inspection suffices.

We thus proceed this way to analyze some Brazilian majority elections from
1994 to 2018. We were particularly interested in the senate elections in the seven
states with more municipalities, respectively, Minas Gerais, São Paulo, Rio Grande
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do Sul, Bahia, Paraná, and Goiás. These were chosen due to some previously
suspected fraud in Bahia Elections in 1994.

Bahia Senate Elections

In the election in 1994, Brazilian voters were to choose among several candidates
to represent their states in the Senate. Each Brazilian state elected its two most
voted candidates.

At that time one of the candidates, Antonio Carlos Magalhães (ACM),
dominated Bahia politics and therefore was the favorite to be the most voted. The
race for the second place, however, was quite fierce between Waldeck Ornellas and
Waldyr Pires – the first being an ally of ACM. After all, Ornellas beat Pires by a
difference of 0, 06%.

Not surprisingly, unusual results were noticed in some electoral sections – for
instance, the absence of invalid votes in some urns, which were common in
elections at the time, since votes were written down on paper ballots and
dissatisfied voters would take the opportunity to express their anger directly on
the ballot. Among other reports at that time, Janio de Freitas, a journalist at
Folha de São Paulo wrote (in Portuguese)“(...)The polling maps in Bahia revealed
an electoral phenomenon: in more than 1,400 ballot boxes, the candidate for
senator Waldeck Ornelas has many more votes than his political godfather Antônio
Carlos Magalhães, who sponsored him only to complete the necessary pair of
candidates, headed by himself (...)” [13]. Pires turned to the Regional Electoral
Court1 and claimed fraud, but his petition was denied [14]. The case was also
analyzed by higher courts but despite several signs of electoral fraud, the alleged
lack of evidence prevented any kind of recall procedure [15, 16, 17].

In this section, we review that election using data extracted from Brazil’s
National Electoral Court2 [18], and compare it to senator elections in other
Brazilian states with approximately as many cities as the state of Bahia.

The sample considered for this study consisted of the votes for the first three
candidates grouped by cities in the states of Bahia (BA), Paraná (PR), São Paulo
(SP), Minas Gerais (MG), Goiás (GO), Rio Grande do Sul (RS) and Santa
Catarina (SC) from 1994 to 2018. These states were chosen because Bahia is the
4th state in the number of municipalities and these are the first seven, in
decreasing order: MG, SP, RS, BA, PR, SC, GO.

One of the main challenges dwells in the search for parameters that measure
how close to Benford-Newcomb should the vote distribution be considered an
unsuspected election. There is no unmitigated answer for that, nevertheless, we
may argue that a set of similar elections can settle up the standards. A comparison
of the seven selected states above mentioned should give, at least, outliers.

Methods and Results

In order to analyze the data obtained from the Brazilian elections, different
approaches are used to somehow quantify the possibility of electoral fraud by
considering that the distribution of votes per section follows the First Digit
Benford-Newcomb Distribution.

Some of the numerical results were obtained using R with some additional
packages[19]

Method 1 - Digit Ratio

Let us first define a function R(d1, d2) that computes the ratio between the
probability of finding d1 as a leading digit and the probability of finding d2 as a

1Regional courts are responsible for the control of the whole electoral process in their jurisdiction (in this
particular case, the state of Bahia).
2“TSE” in Portuguese
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leading digit, i.e.,

R(d1, d2) =
P (d1)

P (d2)
.

From Eq.1 we have

R(d1, d2) =
ln(1 + 1

d1
)

❍
❍❍

ln(b)

❍
❍❍

ln(b)

ln(1 + 1

d2
)
, (2)

which then shows that R(d1, d2) does not depend on base b > max{d1, d2}.
So first we shall plot Base ×R(d1, d2) for the group of states previously chosen.

If the data set followed perfectly BND a horizontal straight line would be plotted.
Therefore, moving away from the horizontal line might somehow give us an
indication of fraud. However, as repeatedly mentioned above, we need to compare
all the measured distances for each election to search for outliers.

From the data of the elections above-defined we thus compute the function
R(1, 2), given by Eq.2, for different bases (in this case, from 6 to 70) and plotted
the results at Fig. 1 - the choice for the digits 1 and 2 will be explained later. It is
easy to notice, by simple visual inspection, that the election corresponding to the
red-line, Bahia Senate-1994, is an outlier. So, we have the first indication of fraud
in that voting.
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Figure 1. Error Function for the ratio 1/2. We calculate, for each base, f(d1, d2) − f(d2, d1). The red Line
represents Bahia 1994 Senate elections, Green Lines represent other years Bahia senate elections and Blue
Lines are the Senate Elections for the other considered states.

The figure also helps one see why using only a single basis wouldn’t be enough –
for a number of bases, the distribution happened to seem to be within the
expected, including base ten.

Method 2 - Kullback Leibler

We also compute the Kullback–Leibler divergence to compare the first digit
distribution of a sample to the expected first digit proportion in a
Benford-Newcomb distribution for different bases. Actually, we use the so-called
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Intrinsic Discrepancy Loss, given by the following equation [20],

KLDb = min

{

b−1
∑

d=1

PB(d) log

(

QS(d)

PB(d)

)

,
b−1
∑

d=1

QS(d) log

(

PB(d)

QS(d)

)

}

, (3)

where QS(d) is the proportion of digit d in the sample written in base b and PB(d)
is the probability of finding leading digit d in the Benford-Necomb distribution
written in b, Eq.1.

Results are presented in Fig.2. Again, the red line represents the Bahia-94
senate election and once more it is clearly an outlier, so we have another indication
of fraud.
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Figure 2. Kullback-Leibler Symmetric distance for each base. The red line represents Bahia-1994 election,
Green Lines Bahia elections after 1994 and the blue ones are all the other considered senate elections.

It is worth noting the complementarity of such methods. Shortly, for a fixed
base b we are mainly interested in studying the KL divergence for the leading digit
frequency when comparing it with the Benford-Newcomb distribution and we are
also interested in the ratio of the probabilities R(d1, d2). For the KL divergence, we
already take into account the frequencies of all b− 1 possible symbols for the first
digit. However, we would have (b− 1)(b− 2)/2 possible combinations of symbols to
analyze in order to study all the possible entries of the function R(d1, d2).

Since we will vary b from 6 to 70, it is not reasonable to analyze all the possible
combinations for those ratios for every base we chose. Therefore, we must select
which digits d1 and d2 are the most relevant to be studied for the leading digit. We
chose d1 = 1 and d2 = 2 and point out three reasons to do so.

The first one is obvious since we must choose digits that exist in every base we
are considering. The second one is because the frequencies of the leading digit
being equal to 1 or 2 are good markers to the Benford-Newcomb Law since the
theoretical probability of the event the first digit equals to 1 or 2 is significantly
heavy independently of the chosen base. Indeed, the probability of this event is
given by the following function:

M(b) =
ln(2)

ln(b)
+

ln(3/2)

ln(b)
(4)

where b is an integer greater than 3. This function for b in the range we are
interested in is bounded below by 0.25, which justifies our claim to analyze that
event as a marker. The third reason is that the probabilities between the first two
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digits are large enough that it is statistically easier to distinguish between them, as
opposed to digits farther ahead.

Method 3 - Standard Deviation

The third employed method allows us to somehow quantify the chance of fraud in
the analyzed elections. As we did in the first method, the function defined in Eq.2
is used. However, we now generate a sample for each election and compute for
these data the standard deviation.

Following that, we build another set with all the values of the standard
deviations obtained for each one of the 45 elections considered. Therefore we have
a new sample whose histogram is presented in Fig.1.

When one approaches the distribution by a normal function it is possible to
estimate how far is the value taken from Bahia-94. This distance is then measured
in SD units and it is always beyond 3SD (almost 4 in the presented example).
Therefore, from the usually expected distribution, we may argue that the chance of
being only a statistical fluctuation, i.e. not an intentional fraud, is less than 0.2%.
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Figure 3. Histogram of the Standard Deviation for each election computed as in Figure. 1. The distance from
1994-BA SD - small red bar - to the mean is about 3.96σsd. (σsd means the standard deviation of the above
data)

Benford × Uniform

We also present an additional result in which Kullback–Leibler divergence was
computed in order to compare the first-digit measured frequencies to
Benford-Newcomb Distribution (BND) and Uniform Distribution (UD) where the
frequencies are assumed to be equal. It is very clear from the behavior of KLD for
each distribution as presented in Figure 4 that Benford fits much better the first
digit data than Uniform Distribution.

This result indicates that Benford’s distribution must be important in verifying
the fairness of an election.

Conclusion

Our initial contribution is certainly the use of base invariance of Benford-Newcomb
Law. We show that it may help uncover patterns that are not perceptible when
applying the Benford-Newcomb Law in the usual way. Although only elections are
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Figure 4. Mean KL distance computed for all the considered elections to Uniform Distribution (red line) and
Benford-Newcomb Distribution (blue line).

studied, this method certainly can be employed to look for suspicious data in other
contexts.

Some authors have argued that BND is not a good tool when applied to
elections [12]. We believe we have shown that Benford-Newcomb can be useful as a
forensic tool for elections, although not as the single method to be used. We also
must point out that some caution must be taken – in particular, when trying to
detect ’outliers’ one has to compare similar elections. For instance, we should not
compare Iranian presidential elections with Brazilian ones.

Considering the particular analyzed event, although too far in the past, this
work sheds light on fraud evidence that, so far as we know, has never received a
similar (statistical) approach despite the complaints by Waldyr Pires party
members.

We may say finally that such a method could be useful in conjunction with
others, such as those described by Mebane and Hicken [21] for election forensics,
and perhaps also in other areas.
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[20] José M. Bernardo and Miguel A. Juarez , Intrinsic Estimation. Bayesian Statistics 7, pp. 465–476
J. M. Bernardo, M. J. Bayarri, J. O. Berger, A. P. Dawid,D. Heckerman, A. F. M. Smith and M.
West (Eds.) Oxford University Press, 2003

[21] Allen Hicken and Walter R. Mebane, Jr. A Guide to Elections Forensics. Research and Inno-
vation Grants Working Papers Series, Michigan University, 2017. Election Forensics Toolkit.
https://electionforensics.cps.isr.umich.edu/

8

https://doi.org/10.3390/stats4030034
https://www1.folha.uol.com.br/fsp/1994/10/14/brasil/11.html
https://tre-ba.jusbrasil.com.br/jurisprudencia/23174037/recurso-contra-apuracao-rcap-2619-ba-treba
http://www1.folha.uol.com.br/fsp/brasil/fc04049810.htm
https://www.conjur.com.br/1999-set-13/stf_decidir_pedido_recontagem_votos
https://portal.stf.jus.br/processos/detalhe.asp?incidente=1774073#peticoes
http://www.tse.jus.br/eleicoes/estatisticas/repositorio-de-dados-eleitorais
https://electionforensics.cps.isr.umich.edu/

