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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS  
 
 
 

I.  PREAMBLE  
 
The international election observation mechanisms and method implemented by the OSCE, 
through the OSCE/ODIHR and the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, as well as by 
parliamentary assemblies associated with international election observation missions (the 
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, the European Parliament and NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly) are on the whole satisfactory and efficient.  
 
The methodology developed by the ODIHR was for that matter adopted by numerous 
international organisations, among which the European Union and the United Nations. 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) authorities also refer to it.  The methods and 
practices in force must nonetheless be consolidated, perfected or corrected in various areas 
concerning on the one hand OSCE Member States and on the other hand the aforementioned 
parliamentary assemblies or the ODIHR. In this respect we formulate various concrete 
proposals below. 
 
The positive and efficient collaboration between the OSCE PA and the OSCE ODIHR is 
essential.  Only the ODIHR has been able, to date, to organise the long-term observation of 
the electoral campaign, to cover the entire territory on Election Day by short-term observers 
and to subject their observations to a strict statistical analysis. 
 
The presence of parliamentary observers is just as essential.  Their political and electoral 
experience qualifies them more particularly to assess, in consultation with the ODIHR,  to 
what extent the inadequacies observed along the electoral process are likely to violate the 
commitments made in Copenhagen in 1990 (1990 Copenhagen Document of the OSCE 
Conference on the Human Dimension). In addition, the presence of parliamentarians gives 
more significance and visibility to the observation mission. 
 
Lately tension has flared between certain representatives of the parliamentary assemblies 
and the ODIHR during a number of international election observation missions (IEOM).  
These tensions should, however, have been eased by the scrupulous application of the 
Copenhagen agreement signed in 1997 between the OSCE PA and the ODIHR, literally and 
in spirit, by all parties involved. 
 
 

II.  RECOMMENDATIONS AIMED AT IMPROVING THE ELECTION 
OBSERVATION MECHANISMS  

 
 

1. Recruitment of non-parliamentary observers: ODIHR Head of EOM, Core 
team, long-term observers (LTOs) and short-term observers (STOs) 

 
• The appointment of the ODIHR Head of Election Observation Mission 

(EOM) must remain a prerogative of the ODIHR director. The list of 
candidates among whom the latter chooses the Head of the EOM should, 
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however, be communicated for information to the members of the OSCE’s 
Permanent Council each time it is updated.  

• The criteria that justified the choice of a head of ODIHR EOM as well as his 
qualifications must be accessible to members of the Permanent Council. 
These measures would reinforce the transparency of these choices. 

• The geographical origin of the Head of the EOM, recorded over the 
observations of one or two years must be sufficiently diversified. 

• The recruitment of members of the Core Team must also remain a 
prerogative of the ODIHR management. Once nominated, the criteria giving 
rise to their selection and their CVs must be accessible to the members of the 
Permanent Council. Sufficient diversity of their geographical origins must 
continue to be pursued. 

• The geographical diversity of STOs and LTOs must continue to be pursued. 
The Diversification Fund must be maintained and reinforced to this effect. 
Participating States that are systematically under-represented during election 
observation missions should be encouraged to use it, if their absence is due to 
budget reasons. They should provide their nationals who are likely to be 
LTOs or STOs, with useful information as to the options provided by this 
Fund. 

 
2. Preparation, briefings and code of conduct of observers 

 
• Non-parliamentary observers 

 
Non-parliamentary STOs must receive preliminary training upon departure at 
national or regional level. Certain Member States already do so; the practice 
is to be standardised. 
 
STO briefings could be enhanced by:  (1) Describing the statistical analysis 
method applied to forms to be completed by the STOs, in order for them to 
better understand their relevance and their importance for the objective 
evaluation of the relevant election process.  (2) Drawing the attention of 
STOs more systematically to the type of election fraud likely to be practiced 
during the elections in question, as well as to the signs likely to reveal it. 
  
Information and training of STOs in Montenegro during the May 2006 
referendum should set the example to be followed in this respect.  
 
The code of conduct to be respected by the STOs is adequate. 

 
• Parliamentary observers 

 
Parliamentary assemblies (PAs) that have decided to take part in an 
international election observation mission (IEOM) should send a limited 
delegation during the election campaign to the country subject to observation, 
for a period of two to three days, in order to familiarise themselves with the 
election legislation and become aware of the climate of the election 
campaign, in collaboration with the ODIHR mission.  The most appropriate 
time would be between the publication of the first and second ODIHR 
interim reports.  This would not only enable each PA to better prepare for the 
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observation of the elections, but also to evoke with the relevant political 
authorities any possible dysfunctions already recorded in the first ODIHR 
interim report. 
 
These delegations should logically be led by delegation heads appointed for 
short-term parliamentary observation. This implies notably that the 
Chairman-in-office would appoint the special coordinator sufficiently early 
within the OSCE PA. 
 
During the OSCE PA winter and summer meetings, the ODIHR should, in 
addition to these meetings, organise an information session on its election 
observation methodology targeted at Parliamentarians present who envisage 
taking part in an IEOM in subsequent months. 
 
During briefings for parliamentary STOs preceding Election Day, the 
ODIHR must include a presentation session on the statistical analysis 
methodology of the forms to be completed by the parliamentary and non-
parliamentary STOs. 
 
Parliamentarians registering for an IEOM must commit to arriving in situ 
before the beginning of the briefings organised for them and to attend them. 

 
3. The deployment of observers. 

 
• The deployment of non-parliamentary observers does not represent a single 

problem, their number allows to cover the entire territory. 
 

• The deployment of parliamentary observers should, however, be more 
balanced, between the capital and the rest of the country.  Parliamentarians 
wishing to take part in an observation mission should accept to be deployed, 
if necessary, in the provinces, depending on the needs of balanced 
parliamentary observation. 

 
4. The analysis method of the observers’ report forms 

 
• The method of statistical analysis of the ODIHR’s short-term observers’ 

report forms is relevant and must continue to be applied.  The contents of the 
forms are properly adjusted to the specificities of each election. 

 
• The ODIHR should convene a number of experts from parliamentary 

assemblies participating in the IEOM in order to collect their opinions on the 
contents of the forms used recently and notably during the elections observed 
in 2006. 

 
• It is essential to better explain the nature and scope of the forms to be 

completed on Election Day and their relevant statistical analysis method to 
parliamentary and non-parliamentary observers. 

 
• In its successive reports concerning a given election, the ODIHR is to very 

clearly distinguish observations implying significant breaches of the 1990 
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Copenhagen commitments, from those that involve legislative, technical or 
administrative gaps, to be corrected of course, but without significant effect 
on the compliance with said commitments. This would facilitate the dialogue 
between, on the one hand, parliamentary delegations and, on the other hand, 
the ODIHR, during consultation meetings on the drafting of the “Statement 
of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions” and of the press release distributed 
the day after the election by the special IEOM coordinator. 

 
• The number of the ODIHR interim reports (currently two) could be increased. 

 
 

5. Drafting and coordination of the post-election Statement 
 

• The procedures concerning the drafting of the “Statement of Preliminary 
Findings and Conclusions” provided in the 1997 Cooperation Agreement 
between the OSCE PA and the OSCE Chairman-in-Office are to be 
maintained and respected. The special coordinator or his representative must 
be associated with the drafting of aforesaid Statement. 

 
• It is important that the conclusions from the observations continue to be the 

result of close cooperation between non-parliamentary and parliamentary 
observers, with the latter having to play a major role in the assessment of the 
importance of the breaches observed in the electoral process compared to 
compliance with the Copenhagen commitments.  

 
• The text of the “Preliminary Statement” should be subjected to a consensus 

between parliamentary assemblies and the ODIHR. 
 

• The recommendations of the aforementioned 1997 Cooperation Agreement 
concerning the development and the time of the press conference on the day 
after the election are to be complied with. 

 
• The observers, as well as the members of the ODIHR’s Core Team, must 

abstain from making statements to the press and take part in political 
demonstrations or meetings before the end of the press conference chaired by 
the Special Coordinator. 

 
6. Relations between the various organisations in the field 

 
The Cooperation Agreement signed in Copenhagen on 2 September 1997 
between the OSCE Chairman-in-office and the OSCE PA President are to be 
fully applied.  This implies, among others: 
 
• That the special coordinator designated by the Chairman-in-office belongs to 

the OSCE PA, who delegates the greatest number of observers in the field. 
They must be tactful with other parliamentary delegation heads and the 
ODIHR in order to reach a consensus on the “Preliminary Statement” the day 
after the election. 
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• That the PA systematically appoints a representative to the “needs 
assessment missions” (NAM) of the ODIHR. The latter is to ensure that the 
OSCE PA is informed sufficiently in advance of the scheduled dates for the 
NAM, so as to enable it to assign a parliamentary or non-parliamentary 
representative. 

 
• That the Presidents of assemblies taking part in the IOEM consult each other 

in order to decide on a common code of conduct for parliamentary observers.  
To this effect, they should notably rely on the existing code of conduct for 
OSCE/ODHIR STOs, on the revised guidelines on the observation of the 
elections of the Council of Europe PA, on the “Guidelines for European 
Parliament Election Observation Delegations” and on the UN Code of 
Conduct for international election observations.  The conference on the 
observation of elections organised by the Council of Europe PA in early 
2007 could form the framework for such an initiative. 

 
• That the parliamentary assemblies specify to what extent the parliamentary 

STOs’ freedom of expression is limited on the day after the elections. 
 

7. Various recommendations 
 

• In the future, long-term observation of the ODIHR should pay more attention 
to the financing of candidates and parties, as well as to the use of mobile 
telephony networks and Internet during the election campaign, from the point 
of view of the strict compliance with the spirit of the 1990 Copenhagen 
commitments. 

 
• The exclusive use of English as the official language of the IEOM represents 

a problem in some countries, where an exception to the rule should be 
envisaged. 

 
• During each IEOM interpreters are to follow minimum training in election 

terminology or at least systematically receive a glossary of election 
terminology. 

 
 

III.  RELATIONS WITH INSTITUTIONS OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF 
INDEPENDENT STATES (CIS) 

 
 

A worrying aspect of the problem of the observation of elections in the OSCE area 
involves the mistrust and criticisms by various Member States of the CIS vis-à-vis the 
IEOM, even though CIS Member States take part in it. 

 
This mistrust may notably have been increased by the unacceptable behaviour of a number 
of observers during some elections in the CIS area, as well as by imbalances observed on 
some occasions with respect to the geographical origin of the members of the ODIHR 
Core Team, of long or short-term observers, both parliamentary and non-parliamentary. 
Corrections have already been made and must continue to be made in this area. It is 
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important for the IEOM’s credibility in the OSCE area that the geographical origin of 
their members be balanced at all levels. 

  
This mistrust can, however, not be eliminated by merely making internal corrections to the 
election observation mechanisms implemented by the OSCE (OSCE PA and ODIHR) and 
by associated parliamentary assemblies. 

 
In our opinion two measures seem to be desirable in this respect: 

 
1. Increasing the number and quality of OSCE/ODIHR observation missions “West 

of Vienna” in order to meet certain criticisms by the CIS in terms of “double 
standards”.  

 
This measure will, however, have budgetary consequences for the ODIHR, the 
parliamentary assemblies and the Member States. 

 
2. Associating the CIS Interparliamentary Assembly to the OSCE missions (OSCE 

ODIHR and PA) as well as the other associated parliamentary assemblies (EP, 
PACE, NATO PA). 

 
Some will object that this could make the drafting of a consensual “Statement of 
Preliminary Findings and Conclusions” more difficult on the day following some elections. 
But such difficulties also crop up in the framework of the current composition of the 
IEOM (see Ukraine in March 2006). 

 
Coexistence, during certain elections, of two observation missions (OSCE and AIP/CIS) 
and the differences between the two resulting post-election statements, appear to present 
much more serious risks to us for the cohesion of the OSCE and the consolidation of 
democracy within it. 

 
To the contrary the invitation of the AIP/CIS to join the IEOM, on an equal footing with 
the other participating parliamentary assemblies, would allow for a dialogue to be 
launched between them on the development of common criteria for the evaluation of the 
compliance of an election with the 1990 Copenhagen commitments. If this approach were 
to eventually end up with the inclusion of the AIP/CIS in the IEOM, it would be an 
efficient way to progressively eliminate mutual mistrust in terms of election observation.  

 
In order to start this process we suggest, among others: 

 
1. that the Chairman-in-office sounds out the CIS authorities on the matter; 

 
2. further contact between the President of the OSCE PA and other IEOM-related 

assemblies with the AIP/CIS bodies; 
 

3. that the ODIHR management develops contacts with the “International Institute 
for Monitoring the Development of Democracy” set up by the AIP/CIS. 
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MECHANISMS FOR ELECTION OBSERVATION  

 
  
  
  

INTRODUCTION 
  
  

1. Antecedents 
  
The complexity of OSCE election observation missions is a source of the problems that the 
Organisation is now experiencing in this field.  This complexity can be explained historically 
and an understanding of its scope requires one to step back into the past for a moment. 
  
The fall of the Berlin Wall marked the end of the Cold War, the East-West split and the 
political and ideological divide setting two systems against each other.  The heads of state and 
government of the CSCE, meeting in Paris from 19th to 21st November 1990, optimistically 
proclaimed "a new era of democracy, peace and unity".  By affixing their signatures at the 
foot of the "Paris Charter", they undertook to implement all the commitments made under the 
Helsinki Final Act, which included the commitment to promote and encourage the effective 
exercise of civil and political rights and freedoms (point 7 of the Final Act).  With the victory 
of the democratic system of government, the time had come to remember, in Paris, that 
"democratic government is based on the will of the people, expressed regularly through free 
and fair elections". 
  
Drawing on the Copenhagen Document, which had been adopted a few months earlier (July 
1990) by the Second Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE, the heads of state 
and government undertook in the Paris Charter to cooperate in order to "strengthen 
democratic institutions and promote the application of the rule of law". 
  
In Copenhagen, all the OSCE countries had committed themselves to organising democratic 
elections, so this commitment was reinforced by the Paris Charter. The Copenhagen 
Document sets out the principles underlying democratic elections.  These principles remain 
the touchstone by which elections in the OSCE area are judged today.  Paragraph 8 of the 
Document underlines the role played by national and foreign observers in improving the 
course of the election process.  Observation of electoral processes therefore emerges as an 
important task in terms of supporting the democratic transition.  Paragraph 8 stipulates that 
"participating States therefore invite observers from any other CSCE participating States and 
any appropriate private institutions and organisations who may wish to do so to observe the 
course of their national election proceedings, to the extent permitted by law". 
  
In order to help States implement these decisions, the Paris Charter established the Office for 
Free Elections and based the headquarters of this institution in Warsaw. The Office began 
operating in May 1991, with a director and an administrator as its only staff.  Its mission 
consisted in facilitating contacts and exchange of information.  The first "observed" elections 
were the general elections in Albania in March 1992. In July 1992, the Helsinki Conference 
expanded the mandate of the OFE to the entire human dimension and set out its tasks. The 
OFE became the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) and was 
entrusted with a double mission in the electoral field: election support and the coordination of 
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international observers.  V.-Y. Ghebali]1] points out that the coordinating role of the ODIHR 
was not fully accepted. The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe considered that 
this role fell to it.  The Swiss researcher adds "the entrance of the OSCE Parliamentary 
Assembly – which was awarded a mandate to observe elections - seems to have complicated 
the situation further". 
  
The Paris Charter also expressed a wish to see the creation of an OSCE parliamentary 
assembly.  In April 1991, the parliaments of participating States met in Madrid and adopted a 
resolution establishing such an assembly.  The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe and the European Parliament also became involved in election observation. 
  
Referring to this period, Hrair Balian, head of the ODIHR Election Section, noted in 2001: "In 
earlier years, competition for visibility between these organisations prompted each to issue, at 
separate press conferences, their separate documents detailing findings and conclusions which 
frequently diverged, at times significantly".]2] 
 
In order to remedy this unfortunate trend, the President of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly 
and the OSCE Chairman-in-Office signed a cooperation agreement between the PA and the 
OSCE in Copenhagen in 1997.  The agreement sets out a series of procedures including, in 
particular, the coordination of the production and distribution of two essential documents:  the 
preliminary post-election statement and the final report.  This agreement will be examined in 
greater detail in section VI. 
  
      

2. OSCE Parliamentary Assembly and election observation in 2006 
  
The first OSCE Parliamentary Assembly formal meeting took place in Budapest in July 1992.  
The first elections observed were the Russian Federation State Duma elections of December 
1993.  The strengthening of democratic institutions in OSCE Participating States is one of the 
main objectives of the OSCE PA.  To pursue this objective the OSCE PA has an extensive 
Election Observation Programme.  In 2006, the PA deployed an observation mission in 
Belarus, Ukraine, Latvia, Bosnia-and-Herzegovina and twice in Montenegro (Referendum 
and parliamentary elections).  Due to the summer session held in Brussels from 3 to 7 July, 
the PA could not participate to the Election Observation Mission in FYR of Macedonia. 
 
Most of the time the OSCE PA, the PA of the Council of Europe and the European Parliament 
send a delegation of parliamentarians to observe an election when there is an ODIHR Election 
Observation Mission on the spot.  ODIHR provides not only the results of 4 or 5 weeks of 
long term observation through interim reports and briefings, but also the logistic support 
necessary to the deployment: deployment plan and timetable, LTO support, interpreters and 
transport.  The ODIHR core team experts agglomerate and process the data collected by the 
parliamentarians.  Parliamentarians are using an abbreviated observation form based on the 
ODIHR STOs form. 
The OSCE PA proposes and the Chairman in Office appoints a “Special Coordinator for 
leading the OSCE short-term observation mission” who is a senior member of the PA. 

                                                 
[1] V.-Y. GHEBALI, L’OSCE dans l’Europe post-communiste, 1990-1996. Vers une identité paneuropéenne de 
sécurité, E. Bruylant, Brussels, 1996, p. 480-490. 
  
[2] H.BALIAN, More effort needed for better elections, in Ten Years of ODIHR : Working for Human Rights 
and Democracy (1991-2001), OSCE/ODIHR, Warsaw, 2001, p. 24-39. 
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3. ODIHR and election observation in 2006 

  
The Director of the ODIHR is Ambassador Christian Strohal.  The head of the Election 
Department, Gerard Mitchell, is in charge of a team of 17 staff and manages a budget 
amounting to 5,770,000 € for 2006. 
 

• Objectives of election observation 
  
OSCE election observation missions have a dual objective: (1) to assess electoral processes on 
the basis of commitments made by the OSCE and (2) to make recommendations, where 
necessary, to ensure that these processes comply with the commitments. The aim is to help 
Participating States to improve their election procedures to the benefit of their citizens. 
  

• Which elections should be observed? 
  
With limited resources at its disposal, the ODIHR must make a choice from the thirty or so 
elections that are organised each year in the OSCE area.  It chooses to deploy an observation 
mission where this will result in the greatest added value – that is, in the Participating States 
“emerging from a non-democratic past”.  Nevertheless, the ODIHR is beginning to focus its 
attention on the electoral challenges arising in long-established democracies.  In these 
countries it will deploy, for a more limited period, an election assessment mission made up of 
a group of experts comparable to the Core Teams. 
  

• What does an election observation address? 
  
In the early years the ODIHR limited itself to observing polling day.  At the Budapest Summit 
(1994), the Participating States recognised the need for a less cursory observation and gave 
the ODIHR the responsibility of developing a methodology for "replacing the instant photo 
with a film".  It did this by publishing, in 1996, the Election Observation Handbook (5th 
edition in 2005).  From then on, observation was to address all aspects of the electoral process: 
  

- the analysis of the legal framework: mainly electoral law 
- the functioning of the electoral administration 
- the unfolding of the campaign 
- the media environment and fair media access 
- the complaints and appeal procedures 
- the ballot itself 
- the count and tabulation of results 
- the announcement of results 

  
• Types of election mission 

  
The dispatch of an election mission is always preceded by an invitation by the government 
concerned.  The Participating States are required to send this invitation (point 8 of the 
Copenhagen Document). 
  
The first phase then consists in ODIHR sending a needs assessment mission which, in 
dialogue with the authorities, will define the extent of any observation mission that might be 
dispatched. 
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The scope of observation missions is highly variable.  They may be complete (with short-term 
observers), limited (without short-term observers) or confine themselves to an assessment by 
a few experts of specific aspects of the electoral process. 
  
Assessment missions are sent to OSCE countries with "a long democratic tradition".  
Missions of this type were also sent by the OSCE, in 2005, to Palestine and Afghanistan. 
  

• Composition of a standard election observation mission 
  
The Director of the ODIHR is responsible for the general supervision of a mission.  The Head 
of the Election Department and the spokesperson assists him.  The Director appoints the head 
of the OSCE/ODIHR observation mission, who is chosen from a list of key individuals 
renowned for their political sense and competence in election matters. 
  
A standard mission is made up of: 
 

- A core team, which brings together – apart from the mission head and his deputy – 
election, political and media analysts, a legal expert, a long-term observer (LTO) 
coordinator, a logistics and security officer and a financial officer. 

  
- Long-term observers, deployed in regional centres six to eight weeks before 

polling day. 
  
- ODIHR short-term observers (STOs), who arrive three to four days before the 

elections and leave the country one or two days afterwards. 
  
- Parliamentarians, who join the mission two days before Election Day. 

 
- National support staff: administrative and logistics assistants, interpreters and 

drivers. 
 
A political figure designated by the Chairman-in-Office as a “Special Coordinator” leads the 
short-term OSCE observer mission.  This political figure should normally be the President of 
the OSCE PA or an OSCE PA senior official recommended by the OSCE PA in consultation 
with the Chairman-in-Office (Cooperation Agreement 1997).  He/She works in close 
coordination with the head of the ODIHR mission and the chairmen of the delegations from 
the other parliamentary assemblies. 
 
As an example, the short-term phase of the 2nd round of the presidential elections in the 
Ukraine (21st November 2004) was observed by an "International Election Observation 
Mission" headed by Mr. Bruce George, former president of the OSCE Parliamentary 
Assembly.  On that occasion the ODIHR deployed over 500 STOs.  There were 70 
parliamentarians, who came from the parliamentary assemblies of the OSCE, the Council of 
Europe, NATO and the European Parliament. 
 
The ODIHR core team arrived in Kiev on 1st September 2004, with the first round of elections 
being arranged for 31st October.  The LTOs were deployed on 14th September.  The ODIHR 
long-term mission remained in place until after the repeat of the 2nd round of elections (early 
January 2005). 
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4. Personal Envoys of the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE 

 
In his letters dated 14th March 2006, the Chairman in Office, Mr. Karel De Gucht, made Mr. 
François-Xavier de Donnea, Minister of State, Member of the House of Representatives of 
Belgium, Member of the OSCE PA, and Mr. Jan Petersen, former Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Norway, Member of the Norwegian Parliament, responsible for preparing a comparative 
and confidential report on the functioning of election observation mechanisms as they are 
implemented in practice, including by OSCE/ODIHR. 
 
Their terms of reference are attached to this report (Annex 1). 
 
This report is divided into sections corresponding to each of the subjects covered under point 
2 of the terms of reference, worded as follows: 
 
“The C-i-O’s Personal Envoys will start with the forthcoming elections in Belarus and 
Ukraine where they will follow, in particular, aspects of the short-term observation related to : 
 
a.  preparation, organization and content of short-term observers’ briefings; 
 
b.  criteria used for the recruitment and deployment of OSCE/ODIHR and non-OSCE/ODIHR 
observers and their geographical diversity; 
 
c.  method of analyzing reports from OSCE/ODIHR and non-OSCE/ODIHR observers; 
 
d.  drafting and coordination of post-election statements of the OSCE/ODIHR and other 
organizations; 
 
e.  the relations between these different organizations on the ground.” 
 
 
In this context, Personal Envoys de Donnea and Petersen followed, from March until October 
2006, the observation missions of the presidential elections in Belarus and the legislative 
elections in the Ukraine, the limited observation mission of the Italian elections, the 
referendum observation mission in Montenegro, the observation missions of the legislative 
elections in Macedonia and the legislative and presidential elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina.   
  
Mr. de Donnea and Mr. Petersen also held extensive consultations with the main institutions 
involved in election observation.  They went to Warsaw to meet the Director of the ODIHR 
and the members of his Election Department.  They met the President of the OSCE /PA in 
Stockholm and the Secretary General of the OSCE/PA and his staff in Copenhagen.  They 
met the Secretary General of the PA of the Council of Europe in Strasbourg, the Director of 
the Election Department of the European Parliament in Brussels.  They went to London to 
meet the former President of the OSCE/PA Mr. Bruce George.  
 
On 20th June Mr. de Donnea and Mr. Petersen went to Moscow where they held talks at the 
Russian Federation’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs with Mr. Bodrov, Deputy Director of the 
Department of European Cooperation, and Mr. Lukashek, Head of the OSCE desk. They also 
met Mr. Rushailo, Secretary General of the CIS, and Mr. Krotov, Secretary General of the 
Interparliamentary Assembly of the CIS.  They held consultations with members of the CIS 
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IPA : Mrs. Orlova and Messrs Dzasokhov, Litvin, Torshin and Chernyavskiy. They held talks 
with Mr. Veshnyakov, Chairman of the Russian Central Electoral Commission.  They paid a 
visit to the Russian Public Institute of Electoral Law and held talks with its Director and staff. 
 
Whenever they took part in an election observation, Mr. de Donnea and Mr. Petersen had 
discussions with the Special Coordinator appointed by the Chairman-in-Office, with the heads 
of the parliamentary delegations and with ODIHR officials.  
 
 
SECTION I :  RECRUITMENT OF OBSERVERS  
 
We analysed the recruitment of Core Team members and observers deployed by the ODIHR 
in Belarus, Ukraine, Italy, Montenegro (June 2006), Macedonia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. We 
shall describe the various functions of the members of a mission, the conditions and 
experience required to be recruited and the geographical balance of recruitment. 
 
 

1. Special Coordinators and ODIHR Heads of mission  
 
A distinction must be made in this respect between the election observation mission set up by 
the OSCE/ODIHR and what the Election Observation Handbook calls the "partnership" 
between the ODIHR and the other observation bodies – the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, 
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, the European Parliament and the 
NATO Parliamentary Assembly.  All these institutions cooperate with one another and with 
the ODIHR within the framework of an "International Election Observation Mission" (IEOM).  
The participation of two of its main institutions, the PA and the ODIHR, makes the OSCE as 
a whole the core of the IEOMs. 
 
The partnership functions on a pragmatic basis.  The only written agreement governing the 
collaboration between the ODIHR and the OSCE PA is the Cooperation Agreement (1997) 
mentioned in the introduction. Under the terms of this agreement, the OSCE Chairman-in-
Office nominates the President of the OSCE PA or a high ranking member of the PA, 
recommended by the Assembly in consultation with the Chairman-in-Office, as the "Special 
Coordinator responsible for leading the OSCE short-term observation mission".  The Special 
Coordinator appointed by the Chairman-in-Office Mr. De Gucht to coordinate the missions in 
Belarus and the Ukraine was Mr. Alcee Hastings, President of the OSCE PA.  At the 
referendum observation in Montenegro the Special Coordinator was Mr. Nevzat Yalcintas, 
Vice-President of the OSCE PA, in Bosnia-Herzegovina Mr. David Heath, a member of the 
PA. In Macedonia, the OSCE/PA could not deploy an observation mission because the 
elections and the PA summer session fell on the same first week of July. 
 
The Special Coordinators who have led past OSCE short-term observation missions are 
presidents or former presidents of the PA, vice-presidents, the PA representative in Vienna or, 
more rarely, members of the PA.  In 2005 and 2006, coordinators have been American, 
British, Finnish, Swiss, Swedish, Ukrainian, Italian, Danish and Turkish. 
 
The head of the ODIHR EOM, a mission that works both in the short-term and the long-term, 
is described as the ODIHR On-site Coordinator in the Cooperation Agreement.  Recruiting 
this person is the prerogative of the ODIHR director, who has a list of likely candidates to 
carry out this mission.  In order to prevent the choice of EOM head becoming bogged down in 
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tedious procedures, we do not feel it is appropriate to force the director to consult bodies 
outside the ODIHR in advance.  However, the ODIHR director ensures and must continue to 
ensure that over time the EOM heads come from sufficiently diverse geographical and 
professional backgrounds, and also that they have personal experience of the various aspects 
of an EOM and the nature of the work undertaken by the STOs, LTOs and members of the 
Core Team. 
 
The Chairman of the Russian Central Electoral Commission (CEC), Mr. Veshnyakov, is 
proposing however that the On-Site Coordinators are selected by the ODIHR Director from a 
list of candidates approved in advance by the OSCE Permanent Council. The ODIHR’s 
choice should then be approved on each occasion by the Chairman-in-Office. This proposal is 
inspired by the CIS practice whereby the Permanent Committee of the Representatives of 
Member States must approve the candidate for the head of the CIS election observation 
mission. 
 
However, it appears to us that this procedure does entail risks. In the event that the "consensus 
minus one" is not reached with regard to the list of candidates, the ODIHR choices risk being 
paralysed. Nor do we think it is appropriate for the CiO to approve the On-Site Coordinator, 
as this would make the procedure cumbersome and might politicise an appointment that must 
remain professional and functional.  In order to meet the demands for greater transparency in 
the nomination of the On-Site Coordinator, it is sufficient, in our view, for the list of potential 
candidates to be communicated by the ODIHR to the OSCE Permanent Council.    
 
Ex post transparency in respect of the choices of On-Site Coordinators made seems to us to 
provide an adequate guarantee of the objectivity of these choices. 
 
In 2006, the post of EOM head was held by ambassador Geert Ahrens (GE) in Minsk, by 
ambassador Lubomir Kopaj (SK) in Kiev and Sarajevo, by Mr. Peter Eicher (US) in Italy, by 
Mr. Jorgen Grunnet (DK) in Montenegro (May 2006) and by Mrs. Audrey Glover (UK) in 
Skopje.  
 
The head of the delegation from the PA of the Council of Europe is, as a rule, the chairman of 
the permanent delegation from the PA for the country concerned. This was the case in Minsk, 
Kiev and Podgorica. 
 
The head of the delegation from the European Parliament is, as a rule, the chairman of the 
permanent delegation from the EP for the country in question.  This was the case in Minsk, 
Kiev and Podgorica. 
 
The head of the delegation from the NATO PA in Kiev was the president of the PA. 
 
 

2. Core Team 
 
The members of the Core Team are recruited by the ODIHR director and the head of the 
Election Department using an electronic database holding the CVs of candidates for these 
roles. Most candidates send in their applications on an unsolicited basis. Their government  
does not delegate them unless this is at the request of the ODIHR.  They must have long 
experience in election matters and election observation. A number of them also have 
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experience with other international organisations that observe elections, such as the UN and 
EU. 
  
The electronic database is not accessible to individuals outside the ODIHR. Each Core Team 
candidate can access only his personal data. However, once a Core Team has been put 
together, the composition and qualifications of its members are available. 
  
The management of ODIHR must ensure that those recruited are not only qualified but also 
capable of working together and forming a united team. 
  
The Core Team members observed were of diverse geographical origins: 9 nationalities were 
represented in 12 members in Minsk, 14 nationalities in 16 members in Kiev, 8 nationalities 
in 9 members in Podgorica (Referendum), and 12 nationalities in 14 members in Sarajevo.  
The CIS was present with 1 Uzbek in Minsk and 1 Russian in Kiev.  It is important that 
recruitment is balanced and reflects the diversity of the member States and particularly the 
weight of the CIS.  The ODIHR says that it ensures that this is the case and uses the 
Diversification Fund at its disposal for this purpose.  
 
As for the professional profiles of the Core Team members, they are rich and varied. 
  
The deputy head of the mission in Belarus was Britain’s Paul O’Grady. In the Ukraine, the 
post of deputy was held by the Italian Riccardo Chelleri.  In Italy this post was held by 
Stephan Krause (GER), in Podgorica by Richard Chambers (UK), in Skopje once more by 
Stephan Krause and in Sarajevo by Beata Martin-Rozumilowicz (US).  The other members of 
the Core Team, election analyst, political analyst, legal analyst, media analyst, statistical 
analyst, LTO coordinator, logistics and security officer, financial officer, Parliamentary 
Assembly liaison officer, almost all present a profile that is as rich and varied, often linked 
more closely to their field of expertise.  Less experienced are the young people starting out as 
assistants alongside a more seasoned analyst.  
 
 

3. Long-term observers (LTOs) 
  
LTOs are financed and made available to the ODIHR by Participating States. The ODIHR 
does not have a priori control over the persons sent.  In order to promote a good geographical 
distribution of LTOs and STOs, the ODIHR can turn to the Diversification Fund, which was 
allocated a budget of 1,018,478 euros in 2004, 796,742 euros in 2005.  The LTOs financed by 
this fund are not necessarily nominated by their governments. In fact certain countries are 
very discreet about the existence of this fund! 
  
We noted that the geographical origin of the LTOs deployed in Belarus was well distributed, 
with 16 nationalities represented for 37 LTOs, and that the diversity in the Ukraine was not 
quite so high, with 16 nationalities for 52 LTOs.  In Montenegro the 20 LTOs came from 15 
different countries.  In Macedonia the 20 LTOs came from 14 different countries and in 
Bosnia-and-Herzegovina the 17 LTOs came from 12 different countries. 
  
The ODIHR provides States that request it with an assessment of their LTOs.  Sweden 
requests this on a systematic basis.  This practice should be adopted by all participating States.  
Furthermore, the ODIHR has just developed a form to be used by STOs when assessing the 
performance of LTOs. 
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4. Short-term observers (STOs) 

  
STOs are also financed and made available to the ODIHR by participating States.  The 
ODIHR also draws on the Diversification Fund to ensure that the geographical origin of STOs 
is balanced. 
  
No State may nominate more than 10% of the total number of observers. 
  
A good geographical distribution of STOs is essential to ensure the credibility of an election 
observation mission. The CIS representatives that we met are also very insistent about this 
point. 
  
The need to carry out prior training of STOs (and LTOs, etc) on either a national or regional 
basis before they set off on their first mission has been emphasised by several of the people 
spoken to. Their ex post assessment must also be systematised and generalised by the Core 
Team members and LTOs. Their governments must be duly informed of these assessments 
and take them into account when making subsequent STO nominations. 
  
The interpreters for the STOs must also receive training to introduce them to election 
terminology. In Belarus, Ukraine, Macedonia and Bosnia-Herzegovina they were provided 
with a glossary of election terminology.  This practice must be recommended. 
  
The geographical origin of the ODIHR STOs deployed in Belarus was well distributed, with 
35 nationalities represented for 422 observers.  In Ukraine, the ODIHR STOs were 570 
coming from 37 different countries.  In Montenegro the situation was even better with 321 
STOs from 37 nationalities.  If one takes into account the parliamentarians the nationalities 
represented to observe the referendum in Montenegro amounted to 45. 
 
It is only since the last elections in Azerbaijan (November 2005), that Russia has started 
sending STOs within the framework of the OSCE/ODIHR mission. An observation mission 
from the CIS Secretariat was also present in Belarus, however, and there was a CIS PA 
mission in the Ukraine.  
  
This means there were observers from the CIS in these two countries on two different 
observation missions: the one from the OSCE/ODIHR and PA and the one from the CIS. 
Differences became apparent between the conclusions of these two missions with regard to 
complying with the Copenhagen commitments (1990) during the aforementioned elections. 
Such a situation inevitably generates tensions and a political divide between two groups of 
member States of the OSCE: the CIS members and the others. 
  
Therefore it would be appropriate to invite, after having consulted the PACE, the European 
Parliament and the NATO Assembly, the CIS Interparliamentary Assembly to join the 
International Election Observation Mission on the same footing as the PACE, the European 
Parliament and the NATO Assembly. 
  
Such an invitation would have the merit of triggering a dialogue between the aforementioned 
Assemblies on the method of election observation and the criteria that must be met by 
elections in order to satisfy the 1990 Copenhagen commitments.  This dialogue should lead to 
criteria that are common to all the assemblies, including the CIS IPA. 
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5. Parliamentary observers  

  
The geographical origin of the parliamentarians deployed by the OSCE/PA in Belarus was 
distributed over 23 nationalities with a total of observers of 105.  
 
In Ukraine, the OSCE/PA deployed 101 parliamentarians from 28 different nationalities.  The 
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe sent 43 parliamentarians from 24 
nationalities.  The European Parliament sent 11 observers from 7 nationalities.  The NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly 26 parliamentarians from 14 nationalities. 
  
  

6. Recommendations with regard to recruitment 
  

• The choice of the ODIHR Head of mission must remain the prerogative of the 
director of the ODIHR. However, the list of candidates from which he chooses 
the Head of Mission should be sent for information to the Members of the 
Permanent Council each time that it is updated.  

• The criteria that justified the choice of ODIHR Head of mission, together with 
his qualifications, must be accessible to the permanent representatives of 
participating States. 

• Their geographical origin, noted at observations over one or two years, must be 
sufficiently diverse. 

• The recruitment of members of the Core Team must also remain the prerogative 
of the ODIHR management. Once they have been appointed, the criteria giving 
rise to their selection must be accessible to the permanent representatives of 
participating States. It is essential to keep trying to ensure that their geographical 
origins have sufficient diversity.  

• It is essential to keep trying to ensure that there is geographical diversity among 
LTOs. The Diversification Fund must be maintained and built up for this 
purpose. The participating States that are systematically under-represented 
should be encouraged to turn to the fund if their absence is due to budgetary 
reasons. They should give the necessary publicity to the opportunities offered by 
this fund and do this in environments that are likely to produce LTOs and STOs. 

• STOs must receive training prior to their departure on a regional or national 
basis. 

• The assessment of the LTOs and STOs must be systematised and taken into 
account by member States.  

• Interpreters must receive minimum training in election terminology. The 
distribution of a glossary of election terminology, as was done in Sarajevo, must 
become the rule.  

• It is important to avoid two different delegations of observers from the CIS, one 
within the delegation from the OSCE/PA or the OSCE/ODIHR and the other 
outside it, as was the case in Kiev and Minsk. To this end, it seems to us to be 
desirable to invite the CIS Interparliamentary Assembly to join the international 
election observation mission conducted by the OSCE. 
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SECTION II : PREPARATION AND BRIEFING OF OBSERVERS  
 
 

1. Preparation and briefing of ODIHR STOs 
  

A. We attended STO briefings in Minsk and Kiev.  We felt that these briefings were, on 
the whole, well planned and well attended by the STOs, who were present in large 
numbers in both Minsk and Kiev.  A lot of emphasis is placed upon the presentation 
by all the ODIHR mission’s Core Team members of the results of the long-term 
observation they carried out with the LTOs. 

 
B. Some of the people spoken to in Moscow considered, however, that certain reports 

are too imbued with subjectivity, or even political prejudices, when given by certain 
speakers (LTOs and/or Core Team members).  It is obvious that these speakers must 
stick to the facts and take care to avoid formulating any value judgements. 

   
C. In Montenegro the written documentation given to STOs was more complete than in 

Minsk or Kiev.  The block of blank questionnaires provided to each STO was 
preceded by 12 pages of detailed explanations on the questions that STOs needed to 
ask in polling stations (55 questions per polling station). This significantly reduces 
the risk that the meaning of the questions will be interpreted in different ways. 

  
In addition, a "Short-Term Observer Handbook" was particularly well thought out 
and complete. 

  
The programme featured a regional briefing of STOs by LTOs on Thursday evening 
and another one on Friday. 

  
Finally, the STO programme for the Saturday prior to the election was better 
clarified and fleshed out: recognition and familiarisation with the area allocated to 
each STO team, observation of "campaign silence" and a meeting with the LTOs on 
reporting. 

  
D. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

D.1. The briefings could, however, be enhanced by: 
  

- systematically drawing the attention of the STOs to the type of electoral 
frauds that are likely to be practised at the elections in question, and also to the 
likely signs of these frauds; 

  
- planning a presentation of the method of statistical analysis applied to the 
forms to be filled in by the STOs, so that they have a better understanding of 
their relevance and importance in terms of the objective assessment of the 
electoral process. 

  
D.2. The text of the code of conduct to be followed by STOs (see Annex 2) seems to 

us to be appropriate. 
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D.3. The information and supervision given to STOs in Montenegro should be the 
model to follow in future on this subject. 

 
  
 

2. Preparation and briefing of parliamentary observers 
 

A. We attended parliamentary STO briefings in Minsk and Kiev. The agenda for the 
briefings in Minsk is set out in the Annex 3. They were spread over Friday 
afternoon and Saturday morning. On the Friday the ODIHR Core Team members 
came to display the results of the long-term observation. On the Saturday morning 
a lot of time was devoted to listening to the representatives of political parties, the 
Chairman of the Central Electoral Commission, representatives of the press and 
NGOs observing the electoral process.  On the whole these briefings were well 
planned and interesting, even if they were sometimes a bit long. 

  
B. The briefings in Minsk and Kiev were characterised by quite significant 

parliamentary absenteeism, although this was less marked on Saturday morning 
than on Friday afternoon. In Minsk, for example, out of 400 parliamentary 
observers, an average of around fifty attended the Friday afternoon briefing. The 
proportion was of the same order in Kiev.  There were approximately twice as 
many people in attendance on Saturday morning, but this was still too low as a 
proportion. Some parliamentarians did not arrive until Saturday afternoon, or even 
Sunday morning! 

 
C. We noted that among various parliamentarians there was a lack of knowledge 

about the methodology of analysis applied to the forms to be filled in by them on 
Election Day and varying levels of scepticism about their use.  We do not share 
this scepticism, and consider that these forms are a useful data collection tool for 
observers, who cannot content themselves with "sniffing", in a more or less 
subjective manner, the atmosphere in polling stations and at the vote counting 
operations.  Methodical statistical analysis of thousands of forms completed by 
STOs makes it possible to objectify the significance and reasonably systematic 
nature of anomalies observed on Election Day inside polling stations and when the 
votes are being counted. 

 
However, this analysis is only one of the elements that must be taken into account 
when assessing compliance with the 1990 Copenhagen commitments during a 
given election. 

 
D. The presence of parliamentary STOs is essential.  The political and electoral 

experience of parliamentary STOs qualifies them more particularly to appreciate 
the greater or lesser importance of the various deficiencies observed during the 
campaign and on Election Day in terms of compliance with the 1990 Copenhagen 
commitments.  In addition, the presence of parliamentarians gives more visibility 
and political resonance to the election observation. The work of the ODIHR and 
that of the PA delegations are complementary.  

 
E. However, it would be inappropriate if only the parliamentarians were responsible 

for the political assessment of the compliance of the elections in relation to the 
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Copenhagen commitments and to international standards, while the ODIHR 
concentrated on detecting technical and administrative defects. The ODIHR, which 
carries out the long-term observation of the electoral process and election 
campaign and the short-term observation of Election Day, must also be closely 
involved in assessing the compliance of the electoral process with these standards.  

  
F. RECOMMENDATIONS: 

  
F.1.  The pursuit of effective cooperation between the ODIHR and the OSCE 

Parliamentary Assembly is fundamental (cf. OSCE PA Brussels Declaration 
of 7th July 2006). 
This requires full compliance with the letter and spirit of the agreement 
signed in Copenhagen in 1997 between the CiO and the President of the 
OSCE PA. 

  
F.2.  Following the example of the PA of the Council of Europe, the OSCE PA, 

the European Parliament and, if need be, the NATO PA should dispatch a 
small parliamentary delegation for two or three days during the election 
campaign so that they can familiarise themselves with the electoral 
legislation and appreciate the atmosphere of the election campaign, in 
collaboration with the ODIHR mission. The most appropriate time would be 
between the publication of the ODIHR’s first and second interim reports. 
This would not only allow each PA to prepare itself better for election 
observation, but would also allow it to pass on to the country's authorities the 
malfunctions that have already been recorded in the ODIHR's first interim 
report. 

  
This means, in particular, that the Chairman-in-Office must nominate the 
OSCE PA Special Coordinator sufficiently early. 

  
F.3.  During the winter and summer meetings of the OSCE PA, the ODIHR should 

organise – outside the meetings – an information session on its election 
observation methodology, aimed at the parliamentarians present who plan to 
take part in an election observation mission in the months that follow. 

 
F.4.  The ODIHR election observation mission should inform through its website, 

its briefings and in general all the used channels about the participation of the 
OSCE/PA to the observation mission. 

  
F.5.  At pre-election briefings for parliamentary STOs, the ODIHR must include a 

session presenting the methodology of statistical analysis concerning the 
forms to be filled in by the parliamentary and non-parliamentary STOs. 

  
F.6.  The parliamentarians joining an election observation mission must undertake 

to arrive on site before the start of the briefings organised for their benefit 
and to attend these briefings. 
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SECTION III : DEPLOYMENT OF OBSERVERS  
 
 

1. Deployment of LTOs and STOs 
 
In Belarus and the Ukraine 2006 elections, and also in Montenegro, Macedonia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina, the ODIHR LTOs and the ODIHR and parliamentarian STOs covered the entire 
territory.  We felt this deployment was more than satisfactory in these five countries, as 
shown in the following table. 
 
 

 BEL UKR MONT  FYROM  BiH 
Number of Pol. Stations 6586 34039 1130 2976 4221 
% Pol. Stations visited 36 % 12 % 86 % 57 % 38 % 
Number of counting reported 229 301 105 147 NK 
Number of 2nd level 
Election Commissions* 

165 225 21 84 142 

Number of 2nd level EC visited 
to observe tabulation 

104 55 21 81 61 

 
*The 2nd level Election Commissions are the Municipal Election Commissions (MECs), the 
Territorial Election Commissions (TECs) or the District Election Commissions (DECs) depending 
on the country. 

 
 

2. Institutional origin of the STOs 
 
International Election Observation Missions are a common undertaking of several institutions.  
OSCE/ODIHR’s role is central.  Parliamentary assemblies are adding a worthy contribution to 
the deployment of ODIHR short term observers, as shown in the following table. 
 

STOs BEL UKR MONT  FYROM  BiH 
ODIHR 439 900 267 364 299 
OSCE/PA 104 98 55 - 46 
PACE** - 46 *26 18 19 
EP*** - 16 12 - - 
NATO/PA - 25 - - - 
TOTAL 543 1085 366 382 364 

 
*The 26 STOs from PACE are to be divided in 18 from PACE as such and 14 from the Congress of 

Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe. 
**Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe 
***European Parliament. 
 
 
 

3. Deployment of parliamentary observers 
 
Parliamentary STOs tend to concentrate in or around the capital. This tendency was 
particularly marked in Belarus, where only four parliamentarians came out of Minsk.  In the 
Ukraine out of 179 deployed parliamentarians, 113 (63%) stayed in Kiev, 36 (20%) observed 
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in the Kiev Region and 30 (17%) went to another region.  In Montenegro, out of 98 
parliamentarians, 36 observed the referendum in the capital Podgorica.  The other 62 were 
deployed in 11 of the 20 remaining municipalities.  
 
When they are concentrated in the capital region, the parliamentarians inevitably have a less 
complete view of the electoral process and vote counting operations than non-parliamentary 
STOs, regardless of the statistical analysis of the forms returned by one group and the other. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: the deployment of parliamentary observers must be systematically 
balanced between the capital and the rest of the country. Parliamentarians who wish to take 
part in an observation mission must agree to be deployed in the provinces, if necessary, in 
accordance with the needs of balanced parliamentary observation. 
  
  
SECTION IV : METHOD OF ANALYSIS OF OBSERVER REPORTS  
  
  

1. Reports from long-term observers (LTOs)  
  
Reports from LTOs are synthesised and analysed in two to three successive interim reports 
published during the period of observation prior to the election. 
  
They serve as the basis for the "Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions" that is 
published the day after the elections. 
  
This Statement will also contain the results of the short-term observation that are already 
known on Monday morning. It will have been the subject of an agreement between the 
parliamentary delegations and the ODIHR. 
  
Around six weeks after the elections, the ODIHR final report will incorporate all the results of 
the short-term and long-term observations, together with recommendations to the authorities 
of the country concerned for improving legislation and the administration of the electoral 
process required to comply with the letter and spirit of the Copenhagen commitments. 
  
Reports from LTOs are crucial for assessing, in particular: 
  

- the quality of the registration of electors and electoral lists; 
  
- the freedom enjoyed by political parties and candidates to conduct their election 

campaign; 
  
- the access to audiovisual and written media and to other means of expression (posters, 

Internet etc) enjoyed by candidates and their parties; 
  
- the quality of the administration of the electoral process; 
  
- the effectiveness and fairness of electoral legislation; 
  
- the handling and monitoring of complaints and appeals; 
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- the freedom enjoyed by domestic and international observers. 

  
These reports are fundamental to be able to measure the degree of transparency and fairness 
of the electoral process and its compliance with the 1990 Copenhagen commitments and with 
international standards (free and fair elections). However, they cannot form the sole basis of 
the Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions. Indeed, it may be that the electoral 
process is marred by fraud and/or malfunctions that discourage electors from voting on 
Election Day. Observations of the opening of the ballot boxes, the vote count and tabulation at 
elections must also be taken into account in the Statement of Preliminary Findings. 
  
While some parliamentarians encountered in Minsk and Kiev expressed doubts about certain 
aspects of the ODIHR methodology for processing data from STOs, they all emphasised the 
crucial importance and value of the long-term observation carried out by the ODIHR. 
  
Some of them would like interim reports to be published on a weekly basis. This would 
perhaps be too demanding a pattern, but the number of interim reports could be higher than it 
is at the moment. 
 
 

2. Reports from OSCE/ODIHR STOs 
 
The method of analysis for STO reports is described in detail in the work by Mr. Hans 
Schmeets (NL) entitled The 1997 Municipal Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina. An 
analysis of the observations published by Kluwer Academic Publishers in 1998. Mr. 
Schmeets was the statistical analyst in the ODIHR Core Team in Minsk, Kiev and Sarajevo. 
 
An example of the observation of voting forms used by the ODIHR and parliamentary STOs 
in the countries where we observed elections within the framework of our mission are set out 
in the Annex 4. The "parliamentary" form is less technical and shorter than the others. The 
forms take account of the specific characteristics of the various types of election.  They cover 
the observation of the opening of polling stations, the operation of the voting process and the 
counting of ballots. Each observer is supposed to visit about ten polling stations. In practice 
the average number of polling stations visited is lower for parliamentary STOs than for the 
others. 
 
The ODIHR methodology for the statistical analysis of STO forms makes it possible to bring 
out the systematic and recurrent or otherwise nature of certain malfunctions or frauds in the 
polling stations or during the counting and the results. 
  
We feel that this work is essential to help objectify the results of the short-term observation.  
It offers an objective, systematic and general substrate for the fragmentary or even subjective 
observations made by each observer. 
 
The fact of having to fill in a form provides the STOs with a reference framework and data 
collection instrument. It ensures that they do not forget to note down important signs of fraud 
or malfunctioning in the polling stations or in the process of the counting and the results.  
 
The Preliminary Statement issued the day after the elections is based on just a proportion of 
the short-term observation forms. This proportion is obviously even lower when the vote 
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counting process took a long time and the press conference given by the OSCE Special 
Coordinator takes place early in the day. 
 
The ODIHR methodology has been taken up mutatis mutandis by the UN and EU, as well as 
by various NGOs active in the domestic or international observation of elections.  In Kiev we 
met the head of the ENEMO (European Network of Election Monitoring Organisations) 
mission in the Ukraine, Mr. Peter Novotny, and Mr. Igor Popov, chairman of the CVU 
(Committee of Voters of Ukraine) board, who both told us about their confidence in the 
ODIHR methodology.  They are very largely inspired by this methodology, even if they are 
unable to reproduce it in full due to budgetary reasons. 
 
This being said, the quantitative results of the short-term observation must be the subject of 
qualitative evaluations by the parliamentary delegation heads, the Core Team and the LTOs.  
They must all ask themselves whether or not any malfunctions or frauds seen could 
undermine compliance with the Copenhagen commitments and, if so, to what extent.  
 
Some of them consider, however, that the questionnaires to be filled in by the STOs present 
certain deficiencies. The ODIHR should ask the OSCE PA and other relevant PAs to 
formulate constructive criticism in this respect, should they wish to do so. 
 
 

3. Reports from CIS observers 
 
CIS missions (organised by the Secretariat General in Belarus and the CIS IPA in the Ukraine) 
base their work on the "Convention on Standards of Democratic Elections, Electoral Rights 
and Freedoms in the Member States of the CIS" (text in Annex 5). 
 
The code of conduct for CIS observers is set out in the document entitled "Regulations about 
CIS observation missions for Presidential and Parliamentary Elections, as well as Referenda 
in Member States in the CIS" (see Annex 6). 
 
The CIS Interparliamentary Assembly has been sending observers since March 1994 to all the 
presidential and legislative elections in the member States of the CIS. The parliaments of 
these States confirm the invitation to the CIS IPA on each occasion. The observer missions 
are made up of delegates from national parliaments. 
 
The CIS EOMs are on the spot during the election campaign and on Election Day. 
 
The CIS Assembly created the International Institute for Monitoring the Development of 
Democracy, Parliamentarianism and Suffrage Observance (IIMDD), which assists the election 
observation missions in terms of methodology. 
 
The representatives of the CIS IPA whom we met in Moscow on 20th June 2006 told us that 
they use the same methodology as the ODIHR for both long-term and short-term observation. 
  
The CIS observers, however, state that they set out essentially to verify the compliance of the 
electoral process with national legislation and the regularity of operations on Election Day. 
The CIS considers that the OSCE/ODIHR attaches too much importance to the political 
climate prevailing during the election campaign, to the detriment of short-term observation. 



 27 

They consider that the results of the short-term observation occupy too little space in the 
preliminary statement. 
  
The CIS is pleading in favour of adopting criteria that are shared with the OSCE PA for the 
observation of elections. 
  
In Belarus the CIS mission published two interim reports dated 20/2 and 13/3/2006, in 
addition to its post-election statement. 
  
  

4. Recommendations 
 

A. OSCE/ODIHR reports : 
  

• The method of statistical analysis used for the reports from ODIHR 
short-term observers must be safeguarded. 
 
• However, the content of the forms does not have to be immutable. The 
forms must be adapted to the specific characteristics of each election. The 
ODIHR should seek the views of the assemblies on the standard 
questionnaires currently in existence.  
  
• It is essential to give parliamentary and non-parliamentary observers a 
clear explanation of the nature and scope of the forms to be completed on 
Election Day and the method of statistical analysis to which they are 
subjected. 
  
• In its successive reports concerning a given election, the ODIHR must 
make a clear distinction between the observations pointing out breaches of 
the Copenhagen commitments and observations highlighting technical or 
administrative problems - i.e. ones that must be corrected but do not have 
any significant impact on compliance with these commitments. This would 
facilitate dialogue between the parliamentary delegations, the ODIHR 
management and the Core Team during consultation meetings on the 
Statement of Preliminary Findings and the press release.  The number of 
interim reports (currently two or three) could be increased. 
  
• It is important that the conclusions from observations continue to be the 
fruit of close collaboration and dialogue between non-parliamentary and 
parliamentary observers, though with the latter having to submit to a clear 
and restrictive code of conduct. 
  
• In future the long-term observation undertaken by the ODIHR should 
devote more attention to the financing methods for candidates and parties, 
and also to the use of mobile telephone networks and the Internet in the 
election campaign, from the point of view of strict compliance with the 1990 
Copenhagen commitments. 

  
B. OSCE/ODIHR-CIS consultation : 
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• The ODIHR and IIMDD of the CIS IPA should meet to compare their 
methodologies and practices in terms of election observation. It is desirable 
for them to develop common criteria for observing and assessing elections in 
relation to the Copenhagen commitments. 

  
• The leading figures in the OSCE PA and CIS IPA should engage in a 
dialogue from the same perspective, without prejudicing the contacts to be 
held with the other assemblies on this subject. 

 
• The "Joint Statement of the Council of the CIS Interparliamentary 
Assembly and the Bureau of the OSCE PA", signed on 16/6/98 in Saint 
Petersburg, provides a conventional framework for such a meeting (see 
Annex 7). 

 
  
 

SECTION V:  PRODUCTION AND COORDINATION OF THE POST -ELECTION 
STATEMENT  

 
 

1. Production of the Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions 
 
In Minsk and Kiev, on the Thursday and Friday prior to the election, the director of the 
ODIHR, the head of the ODIHR Election Department and the ODIHR head of EOM drew up 
a draft Statement on the basis of the interim reports and debriefing of the LTOs and Core 
Team members. This draft is completed on Monday morning with the initial conclusions from 
the STO reports and debriefing of parliamentarians, which takes place in the early hours on 
Monday and is chaired by the Special Coordinator. 
  
A first exchange of views on how the campaign was conducted took place on Friday 
afternoon between the Special Coordinator, other heads of PA delegations, ODIHR 
management and head of EOM. 
  
In both Minsk and Kiev, the ODIHR management insisted that the draft Statement was only 
distributed to the Special Coordinator and other heads of PA delegations on Saturday after 
18.00 hours. The purpose of this is to avoid media leaks the day before the election.  The 
behaviour of two parliamentarians, who lost their accreditation on the spot in Minsk, 
illustrates the fact that not all the parliamentary observers have the same conception of ethics 
and duty of confidentiality, particularly as far as the press is concerned, that is imposed upon 
them.  
  
The draft Statement was the subject of a first exchange of views with the parliamentary 
delegations on Saturday evening.  The same applied to the press release, the first draft of 
which is written by the ODIHR press officer, then completed by the press officers of the other 
institutions under the supervision of the Special Coordinator and the other heads of PA 
delegations. 
  
On Monday morning, after the debriefing of parliamentarians, the final consultation meeting 
is held under the chairmanship of the Special Coordinator in order to put the finishing touches 
to the press release and the Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions that will be 
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attached to it.  For practical reasons (translating and printing the texts), this latter consultation 
meeting must take place no later than three hours before the start of the press conference. 
  
In both Minsk and Kiev, the refusal of the ODIHR to communicate the text of the draft 
Statement before Saturday evening irritated the Special Coordinator and certain parliamentary 
delegation heads. 
  
Even if it is true that a large part of the Statement is based on interim reports that are made 
public before their publication, it is still a delicate matter to take the risk of circulating all or 
part of the "final" conclusions of an election observation the day before the election.   Apart 
from the impact that this might have in the media and therefore on electors, it would reinforce 
the opinion of certain critics of the OSCE/ODIHR that the judgements given by the 
OSCE/ODIHR on certain elections are written in advance in accordance with geopolitical 
concerns or prejudices. 
  
This is not the case, though, seeing that the conclusions of the short-term observation and 
evaluation of the general conduct of the campaign and Election Day are only formulated on 
the Monday morning following the election. 
  
The CIS representatives consider that the Preliminary Statement must take account of the 
opinions of all observers, including those whose view does not tally with that held by the 
majority. It is indeed very important to seek a consensus that provides the maximum 
reflection of all points of view, but it is also essential to avoid, as far as is possible, including 
"minority notes" in the Preliminary Statement. 
  
It appears to us to be important to involve the Special Coordinator nominated by the 
Chairman-in-Office, or his representative, in the production of the draft Preliminary Statement, 
as was done, we might add, in Podgorica in May 2006.  This procedure greatly facilitates 
dialogue and trust between the ODIHR, OSCE PA and other parliamentary delegations 
present. 
  
It should be noted that putting the finishing touches to the text of the Preliminary Statement 
did not cause any problems in Podgorica (May 2006), Skopje or Sarajevo. 
  
 

2. Press conference 
  
The Copenhagen Cooperation Agreement dated 2nd September 1997 makes provision for the 
preliminary post-election statement to be made as a rule during the afternoon of the day 
following the election. 
  
The agreement stipulates that this represents a compromise between the time constraints on 
parliamentarians and the technical requirements of the ODIHR, which needs enough time to 
carry out a sufficiently detailed analysis of the results of the observation of Election Day and 
vote counting. 
  
In addition, it is desirable that the press conference does not take place too late in the 
afternoon to achieve maximum media impact.  
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In both Minsk and Kiev, the choice of time for holding the press conference gave rise to tense 
discussions between the Special Coordinator and the ODIHR management. 
  
In view of the fact that it took such a long time to open and count the votes in the Ukraine, the 
ODIHR was not short of arguments to plead for a later hour than the 13.00 hours that was 
finally set. 
  
In Minsk the press conference took place at 14.00 hours. 
  
Holding press conferences too early on the day following the election can damage the 
credibility of conclusions that certain people will claim were drawn even before it was 
possible to go through a significant number of STO reports and before having a sufficiently 
wide view of how the counting procedures were going. 
  
It is essential for the credibility of the OSCE/ODIHR mechanism for election observation that 
during the press conference the Special Coordinator can make a statement that is the subject 
of a consensus between all the PA’s and the ODIHR. This does not prevent the representative 
of each organisation from emphasising different - but complementary – aspects of the joint 
statement. 
  
This was not the case in Kiev. In his verbal comments, the representative from the PA of the 
Council of Europe made more critical statements than his colleagues with regard to the 
electoral process.  We think that this could have been avoided if the press conference had 
been held a little later so as to allow more time for consultation between the parties 
represented at the consultation meeting on Monday morning. 
  
It should be noted that the production of the text for the press conference did not cause any 
problems in Podgorica (May 2006), Skopje or Sarajevo. 
  
 

3. Recommendations 
  

A. The procedures concerning the production of the Statement of Preliminary 
Findings and Conclusions, set out in the 1997 Cooperation Agreement, must be 
maintained and respected; however, the Special Coordinator or his representative 
must be included in the production of the draft Statement. 

  
B. As far as possible, the text of the Preliminary Statement must be the subject of a 

consensus. It is essential to avoid contradictory statements outside this. 
  

C. It is vital to stick to the stipulations of the 1997 Cooperation Agreement 
concerning the procedures and timing for the post-election press conference. 

  
D. Observers – whether parliamentary or not – must formally undertake that they will 

not make statements to the press or take part in political meetings or 
demonstrations before the end of the press conference chaired by the Special 
Coordinator. 
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SECTION VI :  RELATIONS BETWEEN THE VARIOUS ORGANIS ATIONS ON 

THE GROUND 
  
  

1. Relations between OSCE PA and ODIHR: the 1997 Copenhagen Cooperation 
Agreement 

  
Relations between the OSCE PA and the ODIHR are governed by a cooperation 
agreement signed in Copenhagen on 2nd September 1997 (see Annex 8). 

  
It is essential that all parties comply with the letter and spirit of this agreement. 

  
This agreement covers, in particular, the following points: 

  
• Assessment Mission (NAM): the ODIHR initiates NAMs in consultation 

with the OSCE PA, which may assign a representative to them.   
  

RECOMMENDATION:  It would be helpful if the OSCE/PA systematically 
assigned a representative to the NAM.  The ODIHR must ensure that it 
informs the Assembly sufficiently early of the planned dates for NAMs so 
that it can delegate a representative (parliamentary or not) to them. 

   
• Exchange of information: the ODIHR secretariat and ODIHR On-Site 

Coordinator must provide the OSCE/PA with all useful information for the 
briefing files given out to parliamentarians before they leave. The ODIHR 
and the OSCE/PA must send each other the names and nationalities of their 
respective STOs. 

 
• Briefing of parliamentarians: the agreement stipulates: “Recognising that it is 

often difficult for parliamentarians to arrive in time for the OSCE/ODIHR 
general observer briefing, ODIHR will assist the OSCE/PA in providing a 
separate subsequent briefing for parliamentarians whenever necessary”.  
These separate briefings took place in Minsk, Kiev and other observed 
EOMs on the Friday afternoon prior to the election.  But a very large number 
of parliamentarians arrived well after the start of the briefings. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: In the code of conduct for parliamentary observers, 
make provision for them to undertake to arrive before the start of the 
briefings organised for their benefit and to attend these briefings. This 
provision is already set out in the directives of certain parliamentary 
assemblies. 

  
• Deployment: the objective is to draw up an integrated deployment plan for 

parliamentary and non-parliamentary STOs.  This objective is achieved for 
non-parliamentary STOs.  Parliamentary observers often tend to be 
concentrated in and around the capital. 

  
• The OSCE Special Coordinator must logically continue to belong to the 

OSCE PA which delegates the largest number of observers on the ground. 
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He must show tact in dealing with the other heads of parliamentary 
delegations and the ODIHR in order to reach a consensus on the joint 
statement the day after the elections.  

  
• Briefing and debriefing: This point sets out, in particular, that the Special 

Coordinator or another high level official from the OSCE PA must remain on 
the spot until after the STOs have been fully debriefed (within 24 to 48 
hours). 

  
• Preliminary Post-Election Statement: see comments and recommendations 

above. 
  

• Final report: the final reports issued by the ODIHR and OSCE/PA must 
avoid containing direct contradictions. It is desirable that they contain 
recommendations approved by both institutions. 

  
  

2. Relations with the other parliamentary assemblies 
  
The other parliamentary assemblies – essentially the European Parliament and the PA of the 
Council of Europe, and occasionally the NATO/PA – work under the coordination of the 
Special Coordinator nominated by the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE. 
  
The relations between assemblies are not explicitly governed by an agreement, but are 
implicitly governed by the 1997 Cooperation Agreement.  This sets out that: "This Special 
Co-ordinator … will deliver the preliminary post-election statement in conjunction with other 
appropriate officials". 
  
The delegation heads meet on various occasions (see above) to reach agreement on the 
statement that they will make to the press and on the Statement of Preliminary Findings and 
Conclusions. 
  
The purpose is to avoid conflicting voices being heard at or outside the post-election press 
conference.  
  
RECOMMENDATIONS :  contacts must be made with the Presidents of the aforementioned 
assemblies so as: 
  

• To encourage them to draw up a common code of conduct for parliamentary 
observers on the basis of the existing code of conduct for OSCE/ODIHR STOs, the 
revised election observation guidelines of the PA of the Council of Europe, the 
"Guidelines for EP Election Observation Delegations" and the UN Code of Conduct 
for international election observation. 

  
• It is desirable that the Presidents of the OSCE/PA, PA of the Council of Europe, 

European Parliament and NATO/PA reaffirm, in particular, the importance of 
ensuring that parliamentarians, in the interest of the credibility of their observation 
missions, comply with certain specific obligations (specific duties of confidentiality, 
attendance at briefings and debriefings, constraints to be accepted in terms of 
deployment etc). 
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• It is particularly important to specify the time until which the freedom of expression 

of parliamentary observers must be restricted. 
 
 
 

* 
 

*        * 
































































