
ElEctionsWatch  |  Volume 2 Issue 15 | 14 May 2013

caucasus
ElEctionsWatch
a weekly review of elections related processes in the caucasus Region

Volume 2 Issue 15 | 14 May 2013

Georgia Presidential Election 2013

Georgia prepares to choose 
“the man on the white horse”. 

Or is it just his horse? 
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the race is on for the office of President of Georgia 
after the governing Georgian Dream coalition led by 
Bidhzina ivanishvili announced that it will nominate 
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Education, 
Giorgi Margvelashvili to the post. Given the massive 
victory that Georgian Dream registered in last 
october’s parliamentary elections and its continued 
popularity in recent opinion polls, Margvelashvili starts 
the race as the favourite to win.

the office of President of Georgia will be divested from most of 
its powers after the October elections following constitutional 
amendments that the previous government of Mikhail 
Saakashvili’s United National Movement (UNM) pushed 
through before its election defeat. Executive power will now be 
vested in the Prime Minister and his cabinet. the UNM still has 
to nominate its candidate for the elections, and has announced 
that it will do primaries to select its candidate. a number of 
other Georgian personalities are considering contesting as 
independent candidates.
Georgians have traditionally looked for “a man on the white 
horse” to lead them.  Georgian history is full of imagery of 
Georgian leaders, usually men, and on one or two occasions also 
women, riding into battle on horseback, often slaying a dragon. 
this time round the situation is rather confusing since the first 
person in the country will not be the one with the effective 
power.
President Saakashvili was quick to pick up on this, commenting 
on Margvelashvili’s nomination as Ivanishvili’s personal choice, 
and saying that “it was tantamount to caligula appointing his 
horse to the senate”. In his original speech he got his classics 
confused and referred to Nero rather than caligula, only to 
correct it on his facebook page later. this notwithstanding, 
everybody got the point. 
It is very clear that Georgians will have a difficult time getting 
used to the idea that the President is not all powerful. In this 
scenario going for an elder statesman would have been the 

optimum choice for the Georgian 
Dream. Instead by going for a 
43 year old active politician they 
may have confused the issue 
unnecessarily. Margvelashvili 
however has many positive 
attributes, which Prime Minister 
Ivanishvili referred to when 
announcing his nomination.

“he is very creative and he is unique in crisis situations; he is 
experienced in management; he is experienced in politics too; 
he is a good analyst, good expert; I don’t know what else to list,” 
Ivanishvili said, adding that Margvelashvili “is also a good team-
player”.
“Whenever I come across difficulties I always call Giorgi and ask 
him [for advice]; I have two or three such persons with whom 
I can sit down and talk about any issues and any problem,” he 
added.  “I am happy that I know such a person and I think that 
especially at this stage, when our democracy is still fragile... and 
our team has an ambition to establish a genuine democracy, 
such a president would be very much acceptable,” Ivanishvili 
said. “We should prove to the entire world in the shortest 
period of time that Georgians are Europeans and we deserve 
to become EU member state as soon as possible... and such 
persons like [Margvelashvili] and such president give us reason 
to have such an ambition.”
Margvelashvili may have convinced Ivanishvili, but between 
now and October he has to convince the Georgian people that 
he is the right choice. the election is likely to be hardly fought, 
for the Georgians take their politics seriously and in many ways 
politics has become the national sport, even if the prize at the 
end is now less attractive than before.
the election will offer the first big test of the Georgian 
Dream’s democratic credentials and will therefore attract also 
considerable international attention.”   
Source cEW Staff team



ElEctionsWatch  |  Volume 2 Issue 15 | 14 May 2013

caucasus Elections Watch is a 
specialised weekly publication 
focusing on elections related 
processes in the caucasus, with 
news and analysis compiled by 
experts with long experience of 
the region.

caucasus Elections Watch is 
also distributed electronically. 
For more in depth articles you 
may also visit our website www.
electionswatch.org or join our 
facebook page.

Published by 

LINKS analysis, 
7-10 adam house, 
adam Street, 
London Wc2N 6aa

t +44 2075209308 
F + 44 2075209309 
E analysis @links-dar.org 
W www.links-dar.org

LINKS was established in London 
in July 1997 as an independent, 
not-for-profit, think tank, 
working on areas of conflict and 
conflict prevention, governance, 
global security and international 
relations. Over 15 years it has 
implemented a wide range of 
activities in support of its basic 
aims:  the peaceful resolution 
of conflicts and the promotion 
of democracy in societies in 
transition, working most of the 
time through innovative, ground 
breaking projects. around 500 
events in more than 30 countries 
were organised.

Regional Partner

International centre on conflict 
and Negotiation (IccN)

Machabeli str. No 5;  
P.O. Box 38 tbilisi 0179  
Georgia 

t:  (995 32) 923 920        
F:  (995 32) 939 178 
W www.iccn.ge

subscription:

caucasus Election Watch is distributed free 
electronically. 

to subscribe please send empty email with the 
word subscribe in the subject to subscriptions@
links-dar.org. to unsubscribe please send an 
empty email with the word unsubscribe in the 
subject to subscriptions@links-dar.org

Printed copies of the report are available against 
payment. 

Price for 1 copy, including p+p:

UK £5, Other EU€7,   
Other countries €10 €

6 months (26 issues) 10% discount Bulk order : 
50 copies and more 10% discount.

oPinion

p2

A technical report 
with political 
consequences.
on 8 May, Europe’s leading Election 
watchdog, the office for democratic 
instiututions and Human Rights of the 
oscE published its final and full report 
on the Armenian presidential Elections 
held on 18 February. oDiHR had already 
issued a number of interim reports 
both before and after the elections, 
as well as a statement of preliminary 
findings the day after the poll itself. in 
many ways therefore the report simply 
re-confirmed what we knew already of 
oDiHR’s assessment of the elections.

For several years now ODIhR has been 
caught between a rock and a hard place. It 
has to perform its mandate to work with 
the member states of the OScE on their 
election related legislation and processes, 
and to monitor compliance with previously 
agreed standards and commitments. In doing 
so it has to satisfy the demand for a high 
level of compliance that comes from civil 
society across Europe, and usually mainly from 
opposition parties in the countries concerned. 
Increasingly ODIhR has had also to take into 
account criticism that it focuses too much on 
shortcomings “East of Vienna” and not much 
on what goes on in the other direction. the 
Russians were first to push this line but now it 
has a solid band of supporters that rally round 
whenever the Permanent council of the OScE 
in Vienna reviews the work of the organisation. 
Belarus, azerbaijan and some of the central 
asian states have now joined this bandwagon.

ODIhR reports have subsequently 
become increasingly technical; trying not 
to pass judgements but to report against 
technical specifications. there are ofcourse 
considerations based on values that are taken 
into account. One has however to dig into the 
text and in between the lines to find it. It is 
usually couched in ambiguous terms to mean 
different things to different audiences.

Yet these reports, 
despite their technical 
nature, have important 
consequences. they can 
determine a course of 
action that political forces 
and civil society may opt 
to take in situations where 
an election is marred by 

controversy, and there are often consequences 
to that country’s foreign relations. armenia 
is a case in point. the ODIhR reports about 
the 2012 Parliamentary and 2013 Presidential 
elections form the basis on which the 
European Union has decided to move forward 
with its association agreement with armenia, 
likely to be signed in Vilnius in November 
2013. We reproduce on pages 3 and 4 the text 
of the Executive Summary of the report about 
the recent Presidential Elections in armenia. 
Its sometimes contradictory findings can leave 
the reader more baffled than informed.

the ODIhR Election monitoring process is 
too important to be left to depend solely on 
the whims of the diplomats in the obscure 
surroundings of the OScE Permanent council 
in Vienna. It is quite deplorable that this 
process has been put under very little scrutiny 
by the international media, and the big 
human rights organisations such as amnesty 
International, human Rights Watch and others 
have also lost interest in it. ODIhR itself in 
nowadays much less NGO friendly than when 
it started.

the basis of the helsinki Final act, whose 
40th anniversary we will be celebrating 
shortly, is that freedom and liberty have no 
boundaries and are a common concern for all 
in the political space between Vancouver and 
Valdivostok. It is time to make this point again 
in the context of election observation.        
this opinion was contributed by the editorial team of caucasus 
Elections Watch

ODIHR Election reports may be construed as technical, 
but they have important political consequences.
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the office for Democratic institutions and Human 
Rights of the oscE has issued its final report following 
its observation of the 2013 Presidential Election held in 
Armenia on February 18th. the report makes six priority 
and twenty one other recommendations to Armenian 
stakeholders.

EXEcUtiVE sUMMARY oF tHE oDiHR REPoRt

We publish here the full text of the Executive summary of 
the oDiHR report. 

the report in full is available to read on the oDiHR website 
at http://www.osce.org/odihr/elections/101314. 

Following an invitation from the Prime Minister of the Republic 
of armenia, the OScE Office for Democratic Institutions and 
human Rights (OScE/ODIhR) on 10 January 2013 deployed 
an Election Observation Mission (EOM) for the 18 February 
2013 presidential election in armenia. the OScE/ODIhR 
EOM assessed compliance of the election process with OScE 
commitments and other international standards for democratic 
elections, as well as national legislation. For election day, the 
EOM joined forces with delegations of the Parliamentary 
assembly of the council of Europe and the European Parliament 
to form an International Election Observation Mission (IEOM). 

the Statement of Preliminary Findings and conclusions issued 
by the IEOM on 19 February 2013 concluded that the election 
“was generally well-administered and was characterized by a 
respect for fundamental freedoms. contestants were able to 
campaign freely. Media fulfilled their legal obligation to provide 
balanced coverage, and all contestants made use of their free 
airtime. at the same time, a lack of impartiality of the public 
administration, misuse of administrative resources, and cases of 
pressure on voters were of concern. While election day was calm 
and orderly, it was marked by undue interference in the process, 
mainly by proxies representing the incumbent, and some serious 
violations were observed.” 

the electoral legal framework is comprehensive and conducive 
overall to the conduct of democratic elections, if implemented 
properly. On several occasions, the state authorities declared 
their intention to hold elections in line with international 
standards and OScE and council of Europe commitments. 
at the same time, shortcomings in the electoral process were 
mostly caused by a lack of will to implement the provisions 
effectively and impartially. Public trust in the election process 
remains low. 

a working group composed of government and other state 
officials was established by presidential decree to explore the 
recommendations offered in the OScE/ODIhR final report on 
the 2012 parliamentary elections and by other organizations, 
and to put forward an action plan for their implementation. 

the results of the group’s work were presented to the 
OScE/ODIhR in October 2012, which recommended that 
fundamental aspects of the legal framework should not be 
amended so close to the upcoming election, in line with good 
electoral practice.

the election administration, headed by the central Election 
commission (cEc), administered the election in an overall 
professional manner and within legal deadlines. the cEc 
worked in an open and transparent manner, approving the 
main procedural rules, standard forms and instructions well 
in advance of election day, and making them available on its 
website. campaign-financing rules have been strengthened in 
the new Electoral code; the cEc, however, provided unsound 
interpretations of some campaign-financing regulations. the 
cEc accredited over 6,200 citizen observers from 26 non-
governmental organizations, in an inclusive process. 

the quality of the voter register and voter lists benefitted 
from various measures taken by the authorities, including 
a pilot project to provide for better information exchange 
between various government agencies. Despite serious efforts 
to technically improve the voter register, the authorities did 
not manage to diffuse the overall mistrust in the integrity of 
voter registration. Several presidential candidates voiced their 
concerns regarding the voter lists, alleging that the number 
of registered voters was highly inflated and could be used for 
impersonation of voters residing abroad on election day, yet 
they did not provide evidence to support their claims. 

candidate registration was inclusive, with all eight candidates 
who submitted complete documentation and paid the required 
deposit registered by the cEc (one candidate subsequently 
withdrew). however, the ten-year citizenship and residency 
requirements for candidate registration appear disproportionate. 

campaign activities were of limited scope, with the campaign 
of incumbent President Serzh Sargsyan being, in contrast, most 
visible. the campaign took place against the backdrop of several 
parliamentary parties deciding not to nominate or support any 
candidate and of several prominent personalities deciding not to 
stand. One candidate was shot and injured; despite this incident, 
the campaign remained peaceful. 

While fundamental freedoms were generally respected and all 
contestants could campaign without hindrance, the campaign 
regulations allowed for abuse of administrative resources. 
Instances of intimidation and pressure on voters were also 
observed by the OScE/ODIhR EOM. this did not create a 
level playing field among contestants nor conditions for voters 
to make an informed choice and cast their vote without fear 
of retribution, as required by paragraph 7.7 of the 1990 OScE 
copenhagen Document. 

ODIHR issues the final report of 
its observation of the Armenian 
Presidential Elections.
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a lack of impartiality of the public administration and abuse 
of administrative resources were observed by the OScE/
ODIhR EOM during the campaign. these included a high 
number of state and local officials campaigning, which blurred 
the line between state and political party as well as between 
the performance of official and campaign duties. In addition, 
several campaign offices were located in buildings occupied or 
owned by state or local government. Such occurrences were 
at odds with paragraph 5.4 of the 1990 OScE copenhagen 
Document, which calls for a separation of State and party. 

Public television and radio met their legal obligation to provide 
the candidates with free and paid airtime. all candidates used 
their free airtime. the media gave wide attention to political 
and election-related information, and the media outlets 
monitored by the OScE/ODIhR EOM regularly covered 
all candidates. however, most monitored broadcast media 
offered viewers formal news coverage, focusing predominantly 
on campaign events rather than providing analytical 
commentary of candidates’ campaign messages or addressing 
the performance of the incumbent in office. among the 
candidates, the incumbent and Raffi hovannisyan received 
the highest amounts of coverage, which reflected the fact that 
they conducted the most active campaigns. No debates were 
organized between the candidates, depriving voters of the 
opportunity to see meaningful dialogue that could address 
contestants’ platforms or the incumbent’s performance in 
office. 

the right to file election-related complaints is unduly 
restricted, and court decisions on electoral rights may not 
be appealed. the cEc and the courts received a limited 
number of complaints before election day, all of which 
were denied consideration or rejected. the adjudication of 
complaints by the cEc revealed a persistent application of 
an overly formalistic approach, whereby all complaints were 
either considered inadmissible or rejected. the adjudication 
of electoral disputes failed to provide for effective redress 
and to ensure legal integrity and thus fell short of meeting 
the requirements of paragraph 5.10 of the 1990 OScE 
copenhagen Document.

Election day was calm and peaceful overall. the voting process 
was well organized in the majority of polling stations visited 
by IEOM observers. however, it was assessed negatively 
in five per cent of observations, mainly reflecting undue 
interference in the process, most often by proxies representing 
the incumbent, tension or unrest, large groups outside and 
overcrowding inside stations, as well as a number of serious 
violations during voting hours. the ink for stamping voters’ 
passports, an extra safeguard against multiple voting, proved 
to be easily removable, despite prior testing by the cEc. 
the vote counts observed by IEOM observers were mostly 
conducted in line with procedures and assessed positively, 
although observers reported cases of procedural violations and 
irregularities and counts which lacked transparency. 

the tabulation of results by territorial Election commissions 
(tEcs) was assessed overall positively and described as 
effective and well-organized. however, IEOM observers noted 
cases of inappropriate tEc premises and overcrowding, as 
well as procedural errors. In some one third of tEcs, IEOM 
observers could not adequately observe the entry of election 
results into the computer system. an OScE/ODIhR EOM 
analysis of final results as published by the cEc shows a 
tendency of considerably better results for the incumbent 
in the majority of stations with above-average turnout. this 
indicates possible serious problems with voting and counting 
and raises concerns about the integrity of the electoral process. 

Following election day, Mr. hovannisyan disputed the 
preliminary election results, organized protest rallies in Yerevan 
and visited several cities outside the capital. he demanded that 
all election-related violations be prosecuted and that a second 
round of the presidential election be held, or, alternatively, 
the resignation of the government and holding of early 
parliamentary elections. the main broadcast media, including 
public h1, showed a selective approach in their coverage of 
post-election events, with a noticeable tendency to limit views 
critical of the conduct of the election. they often presented 
only general, and at times marginal, coverage of the protests. 

Requests to invalidate 120 polling station results, as well as 
20 recount requests, were filed after election day, almost all 
by proxies of Mr. hovannisyan. all recount requests filed by 
proxies were rejected by the election commissions, as they 
did not consider the applicants authorized to file them. all 
invalidation requests were either considered inadmissible 
because they had been filed past the legal deadline, or 
rejected as unsubstantiated. a complaint by Mr. hovannisyan 
requesting de-registration of the incumbent for allegedly 
exceeding the campaign spending ceiling was rejected by the 
cEc, and subsequently on appeal by the administrative court. 

the cEc announced the final results on 25 February, with 
Mr. Sargsyan winning the election. Mr. hovannisyan and 
another candidate, Mr. andrias Ghukasyan, applied to the 
constitutional court, requesting the invalidation of the 
election on the basis of alleged large scale violations. Mr. 
hovannisyan also requested that the court declare his victory 
in the election. On 14 March, the court confirmed the cEc 
decision to declare 
the re-election of 
incumbent, on the 
grounds that most of 
the evidence presented 
was unsubstantiated 
and not sufficient to 
influence the election 
results.        

all material contained in caucasus Elections Watch may be 
reproduced, as long as it is clearly attributed to the source. 

You may also visit us on line at www.electionswatch.org
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