AFTERWORD TO THE ARTICLE 
“TOWARDS THE ‘PASSED’ NATIONAL ASSEMBLY ELECTIONS”
May 12, 2007 became a final point for the many-month election campaign carried on for 131 seats at the RA Parliament. 

The Article “Towards the ‘Passed’ RA National Assembly Elections” has been written in October 2006, and in this connection, that would be reasonable to evaluate it against the actual results of the elections. 
In October 2006, the RA Parliament of 3rd convocation had not started yet to discuss as a whole new redaction of the Electoral Code. In the lobby of the Parliament and within the wide range of national public-political elite there were hot debates underway round the subject of disfranchisement of the majoritarians’ deputy mandates. 
As a result, everything fell back into place – What is God’s, give to God and what is Caesar’s give to the Caesar: 90 deputy seats at the National Assembly went to the party “individualists” united in political parties and 41 deputy seat mandates to the majoritarians. 
	Note:
	Amazement grows about the “naivety” of a number of statesmen that wished to deprive the local “authorities” of the right to inviolability with “one flourish of feather” or to break the family-clan connections, which provide the relatives with an “everlasting” tenure in the Parliament.


Along with a number of innovations regulating the rights and obligations of the election campaign figures, the second by importance issue was also solved, namely – “ho will be responsible for the completeness and actualization of the electoral register?” 
Resolution of this problem was entrusted the appropriate structures of the Republican Police. And the Police successfully managed this function. Armenia became one of the few countries, electoral register of which long before the elections was publicized in the web-page of the Central Electoral Commission, thus providing openness and transparency of the electoral register for the voters. 
On the elections day, there were fixed complaints from the voters about some inaccuracy in the electoral registers at the electoral districts. But, mainly those cases were determined by the absence of a call of civic duty among the definite part of the population, since the representatives of the mentioned part on the elections day only deigned to “look for” their names in the appropriate registers. 
The process of voting of the military personnel was regulated. This issue appeared to be the “Achilles' heel” of the past parliamentary elections. 
The representatives of the mass media were granted the right to fix the activities of the electoral districts and the electoral commissions at all phases of the elections. 
At the present elections of deputies to the RA National Assembly, next feature of no small importance was the wide participation of the “institute of independent public observers” at the election campaign. The central electoral commission accredited nearly 14 thousand local observers from 52 non-profits, as well as 768 observers from six international organizations. 
Yet, that is proper to mention that formation of the local independent observers fully responded to the principle – “wanted as better, turned to be as always”. A number of non-profits, representatives of which were included in the composition of the local independent observers, from the beginning were engaged by some political parties. In this case the term ‘independent’ loses its meaning. 
Summarizing the above-mentioned we can state that the new redaction of the Electoral Code in the legal proceedings aspect is step ahead in comparison with its predecessor. 
What do the Elections Results Tell?

According to the proportional lists the votes were allotted this way: 
Table № 1

	№
	Political Parties
	From the general number of voters in %

	1. 
	Social- Democratic Hnchak Party 
	0,071

	2. 
	Party of the Youth of Armenia 
	0,164

	3. 
	United National Liberal Party 
	0,196

	4. 
	Marksist Party of Armenia 
	0,190

	5. 
	Christian-Democratic Renaissance Party
	0,246

	6. 
	Democratic Party of Armenia
	0,264

	7. 
	National Agreement Party   
	0,301

	8. 
	Democratic Way Party 
	0,599

	9. 
	 National Democratic Party 
	0,614

	10. 
	Communist Party of Armenia 
	0,631

	11. 
	Impeachment Alliance 
	1,254

	12. 
	“Hanrapetutyun” Party 
	1,600

	13. 
	National Party of Armenia
	1,634

	14. 
	Dashink Party 
	2,365

	15. 
	People’s Party  
	2,659

	16. 
	New Times Party 
	3,378

	17. 
	National Unity Party 
	3,580

	18. 
	United Labour Party 
	4,255

	19. 
	Heritage Party 
	5,819

	20. 
	Party “Country of Legality”
	6,844

	21. 
	Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakcutyun
	12,773

	22. 
	Prosperous Armenia Party 
	14,681

	23. 
	Republic Party of Armenia 
	32,902

	* Percentage of invalid bullets

	2,728


	Note:
	In the RA National Assembly elections there took part 1 391 540 citizen, or the 59,98% of the total number of voters. 


As predicted, the Republic Party of Armenia received the domineering position in the Parliament (41 deputy seats). According to the quantity of deputy seats (18 mandates), the next is the Prosperous Armenia Party, results of which proved to be much less than the declared expectations. During the election campaign, the Prosperous Armenia Party time and again voiced the total number of its members, which amounted to 370 thousands people on the eve of the elections day. Yet, in practice 204 483 voters voted for the Prosperous Armenia Party. The third according to the deputy seats (16 mandates) became the ARF Dashnakcutyun. 
At first sight you can concede, that in accord with the elections results there formed a pro-governmental block and an opposition on behalf of the Country of Legality Party together with the Heritage Party, which according to the party lists received 8 and 7 deputy seats respectively. Yet, in practice everything is not that simple.  
Distribution of political powers in the National Assembly in many respects depends not on the quantity of the received deputy mandates, but to what extent the Republican Party of Armenia satisfies the ambitions of the leaders of other political powers, permitting their representatives into the process of formation of the branches of power. 
Within the Republic Party of Armenia itself, everything is not that plain; the difficulties arose in respect with the “shift of generations” of the political figures. 
We can deem that the again formed RA Government will be transitional and have to solve only one problem – the problem connected to the coming Presidential elections of the RA. 
However, let’s return to the analysis of the elections. 
During the pre-election campaign and after the elections, a number of political figures came out with exposure of their “political” opponents, blaming each other for use of “dirty technologies”. 
Undoubtedly, before the official start of the election campaign, and during the whole campaigning period, as well as the day of elections, the confronting groups fixed various types of violations with the use of the entire spectrum of the “dirty technologies”. Then, which factor was the domineering one? To answer this question, we need to define some “specific” parameters using the official statistics. Thus, for example, excluding the political parties, that passed the 5% barrier from the table, we can recognize the total percentage composition of the electorate that in practice did not yield to the influence of the “dirty technologies”. 
24.00 % of the voters that participated in the elections, giving their votes to the political parties, which did not pass the 5% barrier, practically voted for their “ideals”. This allows defining the coefficient of influence of the each of the political party on the formation of their own part of the “protesting” electorate. 
Coefficient of influence of the each of the political party on the formation of 

Their own part of the “protesting” electorate 

Table № 2

	№
	Political Party 
	Coefficient of influence (KF)

	1. 
	Social- Democratic Hnchak Party 
	0,0029

	2. 
	Party of the Youth of Armenia 
	0,0068

	3. 
	United National Liberal Party 
	0,0081

	4. 
	Marksist Party of Armenia 
	0,0079

	5. 
	Christian-Democratic Renaissance Party
	0,0102

	6. 
	Democratic Party of Armenia
	0,0111

	7. 
	National Agreement Party   
	0,0125

	8. 
	Democratic Way Party 
	0,0249

	9. 
	 National Democratic Party 
	0,0255

	10. 
	Communist Party of Armenia 
	0,0262

	11. 
	Impeachment Alliance 
	0,0522

	12. 
	“Hanrapetutyun” Party 
	0,0666

	13. 
	National Party of Armenia
	0,0680

	14. 
	Dashink Party 
	0,0985

	15. 
	People’s Party  
	0,1107

	16. 
	New Times Party 
	0,1491

	17. 
	National Unity Party 
	0,1491

	18. 
	United Labour Party 
	0,1772


The data in Table 2 confirm that you cannot state that any of the political parties that had not passed the 5% barrier, initially were not able to form a “protesting” electorate by themselves, which actually comprised the 24, 00% of the total number of voters that participated in the elections. 
	Finding:
	Personal ambitions of many oppositional political leaders prevailed over the public interests and as a consequence, their pre-election campaigns taken separately did not respond to the interests of the nation. 


Studying the second part of the Table 1, we will detect that having an electorate of 72,96% from the full amount of voters participated in the elections, the political parties Legacy, Land of Legality,  Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakcutyun, Prosperous Armenia, and the Republic Party of Armenia have the following coefficient of influence in the process of formation of their own electorates, respectively: 0,0797; 0,0938; 0,175; 0,2012 and 0,4372.

Having the above-mentioned implication of KF for the political parties, that have passed the 5% barrier, we can identify the correlation of the given coefficient with the relevant coefficients of the leading political party – the Republic Party of Armenia. 
Table № 3

	Parties
	KF
	Correlation 

	1. 
	Legacy
	0,0797
	5,485

	2. 
	Country of Legality (CL)
	0,0938
	4,66

	3. 
	Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakcutyun
	0,175
	2,498

	4. 
	Prosperous Armenia (BA)
	0,2012
	2,173

	5. 
	Republic Party of Armenia (RPA)
	0,4372
	


Yet, rather an interesting “picture” is forming when studying the results of the elections (percent of the gathered votes and the KF) of the five leading political parties region-wise of the Republic. 
Table № 4

	Marzes (regions)
	Parties, having passed the 5% barrier

	
	RPA
	BA
	ARF “Dashnakcutyun”
	CL
	Legacy

	
	%
	KF
	%
	KF
	%
	KF
	%
	KF
	%
	KF

	1. Yerevan 
	28,125
	0,3845
	14,748
	0,2016
	9,023
	0,1233
	7,443
	0,1017
	13,789
	0,1885

	2. Aragatsotn
	33,36
	0,4353
	11,53
	0,1504
	20,61
	0,2689
	7,52
	0,0981
	3,63
	0,0473

	3. Ararat
	36,36
	0,4463
	13,73
	0,169
	24,81
	0,3054
	4,35
	0,0535
	2,08
	0,0256

	4. Armavir
	43,09
	0,5597
	12,014
	0,1576
	12,45
	0,1616
	5,26
	0,0683
	4,05
	0,0526

	5. Gegharkunik
	36,47
	0,4243
	13,72
	0,1596
	14,45
	0,1681
	5,64
	0,0656
	1,22
	0,0141

	6. Lori
	41,47
	0,5503
	8,45
	0,1121
	12,95
	0,1718
	8,6
	0,1141
	3,89
	0,0516

	7. Kotayk
	23,64
	0,3036
	36,8
	0,4726
	10,68
	0,1371
	3,65
	0,0468
	3,09
	0,0396

	8. Shirak
	29,87
	0,4244
	12,98
	0,1844
	11,18
	0,1588
	13,56
	0,1926
	2,78
	0,0395

	9. Syunik
	49,83
	0,6379
	9,22
	0,1180
	13,07
	0,1673
	3,97
	0,0508
	2,02
	0,0258

	10. Vayots Dsor
	41,76
	0,5187
	15,71
	0,1951
	13,98
	0,1736
	6,01
	0,0746
	3,04
	0,0377

	11. Tavush
	34,05
	0,4637
	11,4
	0,1552
	14,83
	0,2019
	10,83
	0,1475
	2,31
	0,0314


The same time, using the data of the Transparency International NGO, let’s study the financial donations into the election campaign of the each political party having passed the 5% barrier. We at once need to make a reservation that in the data of the Transparency International there did not find their reflection the means, directed to some political parties to carry out charity actions yet before the official start of the election campaign. 
Table № 5

	Parties 
	Cost Articles

	
	Cultural events for masses
	Agitation activities
	Sum total 

	
	Sum total (Dram)
	%
	Sum total (Dram)
	%
	Sum total (Dram)
	%

	Legacy
	1520000
	1,41
	22535520
	10,78
	24055520
	7,6

	Land of Legality
	2960000
	2,75
	30169810
	14,42
	33129810
	10,46

	Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakcutyun
	8902800
	8,27
	41800120
	20,0
	50702920
	16,0

	Prosperous Armenia
	81156000
	75,4
	48533233
	23,2
	129689233
	40,94

	Republic Party of Armenia
	13084000
	12,16
	66044640
	31,58
	79128640
	24,99

	In total 
	107622800
	100
	209083323
	100
	316706123
	100


Comparison of the financial means of the each political party, having passed the 5% barrier and the financial means contributed in the election campaign of the leading political parties displays that in comparison with the Republic Party of Armenia the parties of Legacy, Land of Legality and Armenian Revolutionary Federation Dashnakcutyun contributed in the election campaign respectively for 3,2; 2,39 and 0,16 times less, and the Prosperous Armenia – for 1,64 times more of financial means. However, their coefficient of influence on the formation of their own electorate is incomparable with the analogue coefficient of the Republic Party of Armenia (see Table 3), i.e. 32,9 % of the votes were not received mainly owing to the financial means directed to the agitating activities and cultural-mass events.  
This same postulate is being proved when closely studying the results by marzes (see Table № 4).

	Finding: 
	Worked the principle “Do not have hundred drams but have hundred friends” 


 The authoritarian executive powers formed at places in accord with this principle and grown together with the business-clannish and criminal structures named in use “the administrative resources”, as a rule, in practice predetermine the results of the elections. 
The opposition (if that exists in our Motherland at all) knows about that “almighty lever” of the public-political life of the country, but yet, does nothing against it. Evidently, the system for formation of the mentioned resource, a priori, satisfied them for reaching their own mercantile interests in future. 
The system for formation of the “administrative resource” functions at present, when according to the results of the elections according to the party affiliation, the ministerial seats are distributed and the offices of governors as well. The result of this process will be the power, which in future will predestine the results of the upcoming Presidential elections (see Table #4). 
It only leaves for a hope that in future the opposition powers will strengthen in ethical, moral senses and in their ideology so that that will become possible to fully exclude legislatively the influence of all of the executive power branches from the elections process at all levels. 
The idea set up by several opposition powers that during the elections from the side of the parties forming the authorities, there were used 400000 passports, allowing to repeatedly participate in the elections, does not stand up to any criticism.
In the elections there participated 1 391 540 voters (data of the Central Electoral Commission from May 12, 2007). In view of the fact that one third of the Republic population lives in the rural communities, you can with little incorrectness assume that in the rural communities there also live the one third of the voters. The same time, one should take into consideration that in the villages in practice that is impossible to use two and more documents certifying one’s identity (in the village that does not make sense falsifying the results of the elections through that “subtle” method when in practice there are available simpler “dirty technologies). From all this comes out, that nearly 928 000 (in round figures) of voters potentially could use 400 000 new passports, i.e. almost every third voter must have had at least one additional passport. In this conditions there would be too much “witnesses” proving the truth of forgery.

With the abovementioned assertion the oppositional powers rather strongly damaged their reputation.
The same time, the fact shouldn’t be denied that during the elections the “dirty technologies” had their solid place used by a number of representatives of the electoral districts in contravention of the Electoral Code requirements. However, in the big picture, these violations do not influence the general picture of the elections and the appropriate structures take care for it (there even are officials condemned by the court, which happens in the national public-political practice for the first time).

In the upshot, that could be stated that the results of the elections on the whole were “beforehand programmed” owe to the use of the almighty “administrative resource” and the second violation of the Electoral Code by the political powers constituting the authorities. This is a violation of the constitutional rights of the RA citizens that were out of the country in the period of the election campaign and on the elections day. 
These are the main factors that predetermined the results of the elections of deputies to the National Assembly by party lists. 
Levon Nersisyan, 

Director of the A.D.Sakharov Armenian Human Rights Center
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