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Preface 
 

This reports presents the results of LINKS election observation for the 2 
November parliamentary elections and the 4 January presidential elections in 
Georgia.  LINKS has observed all elections in Georgia, both general and local, 
since 1995.  A wide variety of sources were used for the compilation of this 
report, including interviews with election contestants, civil society groups and 
electoral administration staff, official decrees and documentation, press coverage, 
social research and survey work, and the results of election day observation 
carried out by LINKS.  It should be emphasised that this report does not attempt to 
analyse all of the circumstances surrounding developments in Georgia over the 
past three months.  Our aim, rather, is to keep a tight focus on the electoral 
process itself, while also providing strategic analysis of the impact of the elections 
on the broader processes of democratisation and state building. LINKS hopes this 
report will be a useful tool for those in Georgia and in the international 
community in general, who are seeking to build in Georgia a genuinely 
democratic state. 
 
The authors are grateful for the invaluable support of Caucasus Links, Tbilisi, in 
the compilation of this report.  
 
 
 
30 January 2004 
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2. Executive Summary 
 
On 2 November 2003 the fourth round of parliamentary elections took place since 
independence in Georgia.  These elections were widely anticipated as a critical 
precursor to the presidential elections scheduled for 2005 and the replacement of 
President Eduard Shevardnadze.  They were the most keenly fought and pluralistic 
parliamentary elections in Georgia’s post-Soviet history, offering the electorate a 
genuine choice of parties and candidates.  They were also the most transparent 
elections to have been conducted in Georgia.  This was in part due to efforts by the 
electoral administration management to make its work more transparent, but mainly 
due to the active involvement of civil society institutions.  In addition to a large-scale 
domestic observation effort, civil society groups together with international agencies 
organized for the first time an exit poll and parallel vote tabulation.  At times, 
however, civil society initiatives themselves lacked transparency, compromising their 
credibility.    
 
In terms of their conduct, however, the November elections represented a continued 
deterioration in electoral standards across a range of parameters.  The Georgian 
authorities and political parties continued to disappoint the electorate by putting 
narrow political interests before the electoral process itself at all stages of the 
elections.  In particular the elections were characterised by failures to ensure a 
universal suffrage, to counter partisanship in the electoral administration, and to 
prevent falsification on a scale sufficient to significantly distort the overall final 
results.  Many of the problems seen in previous Georgian elections were evident in 
even more exaggerated form, in particular the systematic distortion of the proportional 
list component of the vote by regionalised fraud. 
 
A combination of widespread rejection of the official results, popular protest at the 
conduct of the elections and international pressure forced President Shevardnadze to 
resign some three weeks after the poll.  In accordance with the Georgian Constitution, 
pre-term presidential elections were called for 4 January 2004 to elect his 
replacement.  Sweeping cadre turnover, in both political and electoral administrative 
structures, characterized the interim period, as the former opposition consolidated its 
hold over executive power.  The results of the November proportional list vote 
(accounting for 150 of 235 mandates) were annulled by the Supreme Court and a new 
round of parliamentary elections was subsequently scheduled for 28 March 2004. 
 
Preparations for the presidential poll took place within a very limited timeframe, with 
the result that many problems evident in the prior poll could not be satisfactorily 
addressed.  The most significant of these was the issue of voter registration.  An 
important finding of this report is that the total number of voters registered for the 4 
January presidential election presents a significant underestimate of the total eligible 
electorate in Georgia.  This again raises concerns with regard to the universality of the 
4 January suffrage.  Aside from this important shortcoming, the electoral 
administration and interim political authorities on the whole demonstrated a 
commendable improvement in their organization of the elections. 
 
The result of the 4 January presidential poll was a foregone conclusion in favour of 
Mikheil Saakashvili, the leader of the former opposition who emerged as the key 
figure in the November protests.  None of the other five candidates ran visible or 
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credible campaigns; furthermore two important political parties boycotted the 
elections in protest at the annulment of the November suffrage.  As a result that the 
electorate was not offered a genuine choice between candidates or programmes.  
There was a substantial improvement in the conduct of polling, although there were 
significantly reduced numbers of domestic observers and some serious violations 
were still reported.      
 
The November elections represent a watershed in the involvement of civil society in 
the democratisation process.  Civil society institutions played a more active role in the 
electoral process than ever before, and were instrumental in the discrediting of the 
results.  A pluralistic and vibrant media provided extensive coverage of the elections.  
However, in some cases the close alliance of civil groups and parts of the media with 
opposition political parties compromised their neutrality.  The change of government 
now presents Georgian civil society with a new challenge of observing an appropriate 
distance from the political forces in whose passage to power it played such a central 
role.    
 
Neither round of elections took place in Abkhazia or South Ossetia, the territories 
which seceded from Georgia following violent conflict in the early 1990s.  The 
change of government in Georgia led to a period of heightened tension in the ongoing 
negotiation processes with these regions, which were temporarily suspended.  There 
was, however, no notable escalation in the low-level violence in the conflict zones.  
Some progress was made in promoting the active involvement of Georgia’s other 
national minorities by providing electoral materials in minority languages, although 
unfortunately this did not extend to ballot papers.  In both the November and January 
polls the cajoling of national minority electorates by local authorities in favour of 
incumbents further compromised these efforts.  The annulment of part of the 2 
November election results and the change of government in Tbilisi also led to a 
deterioration of centre-periphery relations with the Autonomous Republic of Adjara.   
 
The report ends with a number of recommendations aimed at avoiding the recurrence 
of the flaws marking the November and January elections.  The new Georgian 
authorities bear clear responsibilities in the fields of the timely implementation of 
existing electoral legislation, the establishment of an accurate and comprehensive 
voters’ register, the separation of political party and state interests from the electoral 
administration and its work, and the enforcement of a policy of zero tolerance towards 
electoral fraud.  The main challenge now facing the new Georgian Government is to 
ensure that these problems do not mar the forthcoming parliamentary elections on 28 
March.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 7 

2. The Political Setting 
 
Among the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union, Georgia has 
undergone one of the most turbulent paths to independent statehood.  Two successful 
bids for secession in 1990-1993 literally fragmented the state, resulting in the death 
over of 20,000 combatants and civilians and the forced displacement of some 250,000 
internal refugees.  At the Georgian centre, the republic’s first legally elected president 
was forcefully deposed in 1992, leading to the complete collapse of state institutions 
and civil peace.  Parallel to these developments the Georgian economy endured a 
near-total collapse, recovery from which has to date been limited.  Political practice in 
the post-Soviet Georgian state continues to be dominated by legacies from Soviet 
rule: venality, corruption and weak institutions of civil society, resulting in a 
pervasive public disillusionment with democratisation.  Georgia’s experience of 
integration into the world international system has been that of a rump state, subject to 
external influences and dependent on the goodwill of Western donors.   
 
These factors notwithstanding, since the low point of 1994 Georgia’s recovery has 
been impressive.  Rather than a ‘failed state’, Georgia has emerged as a ‘weak state’ 
displaying some of the formal attributes of a liberal democracy.  Civil peace has been 
restored to most of the republic, and a relatively lively civil society is developing, at 
least in the capital Tbilisi.  Following an earlier nationalist and internationally 
isolationist policy, the Georgian state now actively pursues international integration 
and a more inclusive vision of the republic’s political community. Significant 
challenges nevertheless continue to confront Georgia, above all feeble state capacity, 
the establishment of the rule of law and the building of an effective economic base, as 
well as continued stalemate in the resolution of secessionist conflicts. 
 
The Georgian parliamentary elections of 2 November were widely anticipated as 
decisive for the future not only of the democratisation process, but for Georgia’s 
policy orientations as a whole.  The incoming parliament would oversee the 
presidential elections scheduled for 2005.  Since the Georgian President may be 
elected only for two consecutive terms, the elections scheduled for 2005 signified the 
end of President Eduard Shevardnadze’s period in office and thus the critical question 
of his replacement.  The stakes were thus exceptionally high, particularly in view of 
the weighting of the Georgian political system towards the president.  The presidency 
is the most important political institution in Georgia.  Appointed for a five year term, 
the president determines domestic and foreign policy, issues decrees with normative 
legal status, appoints ministers (with the approval of parliament) and major officials 
within the executive branch, submits the budget to parliament and is responsible for 
state security.  The president must agree or veto laws passed by parliament, although 
parliament retains the right to override a presidential veto.  It may also initiate 
impeachment proceedings against the president.  
 
 
2.1 The Parliamentary and Presidential Elections of 1999-2000 
 
Following independent Georgia’s turbulent early history, the late 1990s were 
dominated by the widely accepted legitimacy of appeals to stability, embodied most 
obviously in the person of President Shevardnadze and his affiliated party, the 
Citizens Union of Georgia (hereafter, CUG).  In the 1999 parliamentary election, on 
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the basis of an overall turnout of 67.9%, the CUG won a clear majority of 41.6% with 
only two other parties, the Union of Democratic Revival (25.2%) and Industry Will 
Save Georgia (7.1%) securing representation.  This pattern was again reflected in the 
2000 presidential contest, a one-horse race in which Shevardnadze’s victory was 
never seriously in doubt.  On the basis of a (contested) 75.8% turnout, Shevardnadze 
was elected with 79.8% against the 16.7% achieved by his nearest rival, Jumber 
Patiashvili.   
 
While the parliamentary and presidential elections of 1995 were deemed by 
international observers to be broadly free and fair, the polls in 1999 and 2000 were 
more problematic.  Most observers opted for cautiously positive assessments of the 
1999 parliamentary election.1  However, the 2000 presidential election attracted more 
criticism in several areas, most importantly the active role played by local state 
authorities in supporting Shevardnadze’s campaign, partisan control of electoral 
institutions, deficient electoral legislation and inaccurate voters’ lists.2  However, 
although the 2000 presidential election provided clear evidence of the suborning of 
local authorities to the incumbent’s campaign and inadequate electoral legislation, 
there was little doubt that these serious infringements did not alter the final result.     
 
 
2.2 Recent political developments 2001-2003 
 
In the period since Shevardnadze’s re-election the most important trend in domestic 
Georgian politics has been the crumbling of the CUG’s legitimacy and the appearance 
of an increasingly diverse range of parties defined broadly as ‘the opposition’.  As a 
result of continued economic hardship and the entrenchment of corrupt patrons and 
their clients, the CUG was increasingly – and in the event fatally – perceived as 
overseeing the pervasive criminalization of a parasitic and ineffectual state.  The CUG 
was always a broad church, incorporating and co-opting a wide range of interest 
groups, small political parties and patronage networks.  The party’s fragmentation 
spawned a number of new political parties that successively reduced the CUG’s 
majority in parliament, thereby encouraging further defections.  June and November 
2001 saw the formation of the New Rightists and National Movement parties 
respectively, which, albeit with different nuances, defined themselves as ‘opposition’ 
parties to the government.  The subsequent struggle for control within the rump CUG, 
and the uncertain implications of the outcome of this struggle for the party’s 
relationship to the president, further incapacitated both the party and parliament, now 
sitting without a majority.  The fragmentation of the CUG continued in 2002, with the 
creation in November of a further new party, the United Democrats, under the 
leadership of former Parliament Speaker and erstwhile Shevardnadze ally, Zurab 
Zhvania.    
 
The CUG’s diminished profile culminated in its poor performance in the June 2002 
elections to local bodies of municipal self-government (councils, in Georgian 
sakrebulo).  Municipal councils are elected nationwide on the basis of a multi-
                                                 
1 See the LINKS report written by Richard Reeve, 1999 Parliamentary Elections in Georgia (London: 
LINKS, 2000). 
2 OSCE/ODIHR Election Observation Mission, Final Report on the Georgian Presidential Election 9 
April 2000; International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy, Preliminary Statement on 
monitoring results of Presidential Elections of Georgia April 9, 2000.   



 9 

mandate majoritarian system, while the Tbilisi City Council is elected on the basis of 
a proportional representation system of party lists with a minimum threshold of 4% 
for representation.  The New Rightists party was the nationwide winner of the local 
elections, while in Tbilisi the Labour Party (15 seats) and the National Movement (14 
seats) emerged as the clear winners.  By contrast the CUG failed to achieve 
representation in the Tbilisi City Council.  This pointed to an emergent pattern in 
Georgian politics of a more pluralist and competitive political environment in the 
capital, while incumbents retain party strongholds in certain key peripheral regions.  
The conduct of the 2002 local elections, which took place considerably later than the 
date stipulated in law, was widely criticized by domestic observers.  The most recent 
elections prior to the 2003 parliamentary contest were by-elections held in four 
districts (Saburtalo, Rustavi, Samtredia and Abasha) in November 2002.  Domestic 
observers pointed to several problems marring these elections that would recur in 
2003: severely inaccurate voters lists, artificially swollen turnouts and the partisan 
nature of electoral institutions.3 
 
 
2.3 The Georgian Multiparty System 
 
In contrast to the increasingly authoritarian and repressive political climate in some 
Central Asian states, Georgia exhibits a more individualist political culture in which 
criticism of the government is open and tolerated.  Nevertheless it is important to 
underline that while liberty may exist in Georgia, this does not translate into 
democracy.  The formal framework of the multi-party politics belies a profound 
personalisation of party politics in which notions of stable political constituencies are 
largely irrelevant.  Individuals, rather than collective interests, dominate Georgian 
politics, with the consequence that political parties rarely outlive their leaders.  This is 
in turn a reflection of the fact that differentiated social strata, possessing definable 
common interests and political orientations, have yet to emerge at sufficient levels to 
support political parties representing them.  This is a problem much more deep-rooted 
than the political immaturity of a nascent democracy.  Rather than a multi-party 
system where political parties occupy contrasting positions on an ideological 
spectrum, Georgian party politics is an inchoate and highly fluid admixture of 
competing patronage, regional and economic interest groups.  Thus although 
Georgian party politics is pluralistic, it is far from being either ideologically coherent 
or uniformly representative.   
 
Parliamentary representation is dependent on crossing a threshold of 7% of the 
national vote, which means that the vast majority of Georgian political parties (of 
which there are dozens) are not represented.4  The imposition of the threshold, 
designed to result in more consolidated political parties, has not had the desired effect.  
Rather, electoral blocs composed of groups often radically divergent in orientation 
form to contest elections and having served their purpose rapidly dissipate in the 
aftermath of elections.  Most of the leading rivals contending the 2003 elections were 

                                                 
3 In some precincts in Saburtalo, as many as 70% of voters had to do so by means of supplementary 
lists since they were not included on the official voters’ list.  See International Society for Fair 
Elections and Democracy, Report on Monitoring.  November 30th, 2002 Parliamentary Bi-Elections in 
the Saburtalo, Rustavi, Samtredia and Abasha Election Districts (Tbilisi, 2002). 
4 The threshold has risen from 4% in 1990 to 5% in 1995; the 7% threshold was first adopted for the 
1999 parliamentary election.     
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in the past allied with one another, while in other cases previously sworn enemies 
made for curious bedfellows in new political alliances.  These alliances are best 
understood in terms of the rising and falling political stars of key individuals, and the 
strategic benefits of alliance-making allowing smaller parties to secure representation.      
 
Party funding remains obscure.  In some cases, particularly for parties representing 
political incumbents, there is no distinction between party and the state since their 
ruling cadres are coextensive.  In other cases, business interests have funded party 
formation and activities.  Other more credible parties suffer from serious funding 
problems, since supporter subscription is an alien concept and quite unrealistic on a 
mass level in the current environment.   
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3. The 2 November 2003 Parliamentary Elections 
 

3.1 The Institutional Framework 
The institutional framework of the Georgian legislature remained unchanged in its 
basic structure.  The unicameral Georgian parliament consists of 235 seats, elected for 
a four-year term.  Of these, 150 members of parliament (MPs) are elected through a 
proportional system from party lists, from those parties passing a 7% threshold for 
representation (the threshold applies to the turnout rather than the total number of 
registered voters).  The remaining 85 MPs are elected from constituencies 
corresponding to Georgia’s districts (raionebi) on a first-past-the-post system.5  These 
so-called ‘majoritarian’ candidates must secure at least one third of the total votes 
cast; failing this, a second round of ‘run-off’ elections is stipulated.  Since elections 
were not held in the seceded territories, 10 majoritarian mandates remained reserved 
for MPs elected in Abkhazia in 1992. 
 
The framework of the election administration is also largely unchanged, being divided 
into a three-level system.  At the apex of the system with overall responsibility for the 
administration of the elections is a 15-member Central Electoral Commission (CEC).  
Accountable to the CEC are 75 District Electoral Commissions (DECs), which 
correspond broadly to Georgia’s administrative regions (raionebi).  Tbilisi is 
subdivided into 10 election districts, while the major cities of Poti, Rustavi, Batumi 
and Kutaisi all form their own election districts.  Accountable in turn to the relevant 
DEC are 2,864 Precinct Electoral Commissions (PECs).  The number of PECs in an 
election district varies according to population size. 

 

 
3.2 The Election Law and Recent Changes  
 
The legal framework for the elections was provided by the Unified Election Code 
(UEC), adopted in 2001 and amended in April 2002 and August 2003.6  This is an 
Organic Law subordinate to the Constitution, and may be clarified by CEC ordinances 
and decrees. 
 
Protracted confrontation over the composition and principles of appointment of the 
election administration was a dominant feature of the months preceding the elections.  
Finally in August 2003 a number of transitional measures were adopted to improve 
the election administration framework.  These measures established substantial 
amendments very late in the day given the election timeframe, even though these 
amendments were generally viewed as improvements.  This had the result that 
shifting deadlines were a recurrent feature of the election, right up to election day 
itself.   
 
                                                 
5 Provisions in the Georgian Constitution for a bicameral system with a Senate for representatives of 
federal units remain hypothetical pending the re-incorporation of the seceded territories in Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia.  
6 For a discussion of the content of the Unified Election Code and the issues surrounding the changes it 
introduced see the National Democratic Institute’s Commentary on the 2001 Republic of Georgia Draft 
Election Code and Alternative Draft Election Code, June 2001, available at 
http://www.accessdemocracy.org 
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The transitional measures were adopted with a strong input from the international 
community, most obviously in the visit of the former Secretary of State of the United 
States, James Baker, as a special envoy of President Bush.  Baker submitted a number 
of proposals, known as the ‘Baker Scorecard’, which addressed several issues.  Most 
importantly, in an attempt to resolve the imbroglio over the composition of the CEC, 
Baker offered an alternative formula allocating five appointees to the government and 
nine to oppositional political parties, while the chair would be selected by the OSCE.7  
At the end of August it was a slight – but important – variation on this formula that 
was ratified by parliament.  Of the nine nominations allocated to oppositional parties, 
parliament reserved five for those parties that secured representation in 1999, Revival 
and Industry Will Save Georgia.  This left the more genuinely oppositional parties 
(the Burjanadze-Democrats, Labour, the New Rightists and the National Movement) 
with only four seats on the CEC. 
 
The composition of the CEC was reduced from 17 to 15 members and the manner of 
their appointment changed.  In accordance with the transitional provisions, President 
Shevardnadze appointed the CEC Chair, the incumbent ombudsman (Public 
Defender) Nana Devdariani, from a shortlist of three nominations selected by the 
Special Representative of the Chairman in Office of the OSCE and the Special 
Representative of the Secretary General of the Council of Europe in Georgia.8  In 
addition the president appointed a further 5 members.  The remainder of the CEC 
were appointed by political parties reflecting their representation in the parliament in 
the following manner: Revival (3 members); Industry Will Save Georgia (2 
members); New Rightists, National Movement, Labour, Burjanadze-Democrats (1 
member apiece).  In practice, this arrangement proved highly controversial since it 
allowed for tactical alliances between the presidential contingent and those of the 
dominant parties to achieve a two-thirds majority, thereby excluding the other four 
parties and, potentially, the Chair.  As in the past, the system of constituting the 
electoral administration on the basis of party representatives continued to have an 
adverse effect, since in many instances commission members put partisan party 
interests before their responsibilities to the electoral process itself.9 
 
The appointment of DECs followed the same format.  The CEC Chair appointed DEC 
chairs, who in turn appointed the PEC chairs.  In contrast to the higher-level 
commissions, PECs could consist of fewer than 15 members but with a minimum of 9 
members.  The appointment of the DEC chairs was dominated by those groups 
forming a majority in the CEC (presidential appointees, Revival and Industry): of the 
75 DEC chairs appointed, 60 were nominated by these groups.  This left only 7 DEC 
chairs nominated by the other opposition parties.  This was especially significant 
since in the case of tied votes in the decision-making procedures of the electoral 
commissions, the chair held the deciding vote.  Furthermore, of the 7 opposition-
appointed DECs chairs several were subsequently replaced by the CEC.  This 
                                                 
7 See RFE/RL Newsline Vol.7, No.126, Part I, 7 July 2003; ‘U.S. Pressures Georgia to adopt election 
law amendments’, RFE/RL Caucasus Report, Vol.6, no.27, 1 August 2003. 
8 The other candidates were one of the founders of the Georgian Young Lawyers Association, Davit 
Usupashvili, and Vakhtang Khmaladze, constitutional lawyer, co-author of the Georgian Constitution 
and author of the UEC.  
9 At lower levels of the electoral administration not all parties had the capacity to provide their quota of 
commission members.  In some cases this could lead to a process of ‘horse-trading’ between the 
parties, whereby a party will ‘trade’ a place in a commission in exchange for an agreed share of the 
vote.  Authors’ interview with Nana Devdariani, former CEC Chair, 8 January 2003. 
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prejudiced the legitimacy of the election administration, which appeared to be 
constituted according to political interests.        
 
 
3.3 Voter Registration 
 
The compilation of the voters’ list was the single most significant flaw in the 2003 
parliamentary elections.  Despite a decade of experience in conducting elections the 
Georgian government, the body ultimately responsible for compiling and updating the 
voters’ register, was apparently incapable of fulfilling this duty.  This is a matter of 
serious concern, since in its basic principles the UEC provides an adequate framework 
for the compilation of a comprehensive and verifiable electoral register.   
 
The registration process for the 2 November poll was state-initiated and centralised, 
but placed a considerable onus on individual voter scrutiny.  The abandonment of the 
system of supplementary voters’ lists was welcome in view of the abuse of this 
mechanism in previous elections.  Work began on the compilation of the voters’ list in 
spring 2003.  The Ministry of Interior (MoI), the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), the 
Ministry of Refugees and Settlement (MoRS) as well as city and municipality bodies 
were responsible for the compiling of voter data.  The MoI, by drawing on a civilian 
database for the issuing of ID cards, was responsible for providing data relating to 
voters on Georgian territory and for determining which persons were of an age to vote 
on election day.  The MoRS provided data for Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), 
while the MoJ was responsible for collating details on deceased persons and on those 
under arrest or in custody.  Consulates registered voters overseas and delivered two 
copies to the CEC by 10 September 2003.   
 
The International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES) was originally contracted 
to computerize the lists for the regions, and it was duly supplied with lists from the 
MoI and other relevant ministries and began processing them on 21 July.  For reasons 
that remain unclear, IFES was not initially contracted to computerise voters’ lists in 
Tbilisi.  Originally, the outgoing CEC assumed responsibility for computerizing the 
Tbilisi list on the basis of MoI data, but the new CEC later delegated this task to IFES 
in August.  It supplied IFES with data for Tbilisi city in electronic – rather than the 
original hard copy – format.10  IFES completed computerisation of the lists for the 
regions and for Tbilisi in late September and early October respectively, operating 
from an American-financed computer centre staffed at its peak by 500 people.11   A 
preliminary list (comprising 2,726,460 entries) was available on the internet and 
displayed in PECs from 4 October for public scrutiny. It was immediately obvious 
that the list contained many anomalies, especially in the Tbilisi area. In response, the 
CEC requested that PECs verify the IFES data for their own particular catchment 
areas against local police records for passport control.   
                                                 
10 It was later claimed that the MoI had not retained either the originals or an electronic copy of the 
Tbilisi data submitted to the CEC, leading to a heated exchange between civil society groups and the 
MoI.  The Deputy Minister of the Interior, Davit Todua, later claimed that handwritten originals of the 
data were indeed held at the MoI, but that these did not feature the inaccuracies of the data held by the 
CEC.  In the view of lawyer Davit Usupashvili the Tbilisi data submitted to the CEC by the MoI had 
been substantially altered to add fictitious voters in some instances, and subtract real voters in others.  
He called upon the Procurator to investigate the discrepancies.  24 saati, 28 October 2003.   
11 Personal communication, HE Richard Miles, United States Ambassador to Georgia, 30 October 
2003.  
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Making the voters list available for inspection by the general public was an important 
step in transparency.   Its availability on the internet had limited effect, however, 
because so few people – especially outside Tbilisi – actually have access to the 
internet; furthermore, the CEC servers were unable to support the volume of traffic.  
Voters could also check by the alternative means of the standard directory enquiries 
telephone service – or by phoning their PEC. 
 
The final IFES list, comprising 2,762,437 entries, was received by the CEC on 8 
October 2003 and was subsequently distributed to DECs for verification and updating.  
However, many DECs did not return amendments to the CEC before the twentieth 
day prior to the election as stipulated by the UEC.12  Amendments and corrections of 
the data were not carried out effectively or in timely fashion; as a consequence the 
voters’ register remained highly inaccurate, and deadlines for the publication of the 
final corrected lists were extended by CEC decree.  Rather than the ten days prior to 
election day required by law,13 the final list appeared only on 28 October with a 
revised total of 3,178,593 registered voters.  Unregistered voters were only given the 
period up to 18.00 hrs on 31 October to begin procedures for amendment.  This was to 
be done through a court order and any change on the electoral register was to be 
handwritten.  This was an insufficient period of time for voters to be able to check 
their status on the list, or to initiate court proceedings for inclusion in good time for 
election day.  As a consequence courts were unable to handle voters’ appeals in the 
three days between the publication of the finalised list and election day itself. 
 
The Autonomous Republic of Adjara compiled its own voters’ list, but refused to 
submit it by the legal deadline on the grounds that the CEC had still not published its 
own list.  No data was actually received at the CEC from Adjara prior to election day; 
when the Adjarian results were submitted, however, these indicated a total electorate 
in Adjara of 292,248 voters. This was an unprecedented and implausible increase of 
over 20% in registered voters relative to the presidential poll in 2000.  In contrast to 
the improved transparency of the main compilation process, voters’ list compilation in 
Adjara was completely opaque, raising serious doubts as to the credibility of the 
voters’ list for this region. 

 
A comprehensive, accurate and transparently compiled voters’ register is an essential 
foundation for any election.  The manifest failure of the Georgian electoral 
administration and the ministries involved to supply one was a major blow to public 
confidence in the elections as a whole.  There are several reasons behind this failure.  
First, the late constitution of the CEC had knock on effects across a whole range of its 
activities, including the compilation of the voters’ list.  Second, the electoral 
administration was characterised by a lack of professionalism, particularly with 
regards to meeting the deadlines required by the UEC.  Problems with amending the 
data computerized by IFES (see below) ultimately led to the abandonment of a 
centralized voters’ register and the closure of the IFES computer centre on 26 October 
by CEC decree.  This led to a decentralization of the voters’ register and considerable 
ambiguity as to which list would be used.  To this day it is still unclear exactly which 
lists were used where on election day.  IFES blames problems arising from the 

                                                 
12 Unified Election Code of Georgia, Chapter II, Art 9.8 
13 Ibid, Chapter II, Art 9.11 
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absence of an integrated address system, and inaccuracies in obsolete data received 
from the ministries.  In the run-up and aftermath of the elections all bodies involved in 
compiling the voters’ list sought to shift the blame, and in doing so lost further 
credibility in the eyes of the electorate.   
 
Third, the process of compiling the voters’ register suffered from mismanagement and 
poorly defined areas of responsibility.  The out-sourcing of crucial stages of the 
electoral process to multiple international and domestic organisations led to a 
situation where the CEC was not in proper control.  This was exacerbated by severe 
time constraints and underestimation of the immensity of the task at hand by all 
involved.  For example the training of electoral administration staff, outsourced to the 
United Nations Development Programme, began too late to be of effective use, in 
most cases beginning only two weeks prior to the election.14 
 
Lastly, and more controversially, suspicions that the confusion over the voters’ lists 
was deliberately organised cannot be wholeheartedly refuted.  The CEC Chair, Nana 
Devdariani, suspects technical glitches in the software used and thinks that these may 
have been deliberate.15  She described how she spent four days and nights at the 
computer centre inputting corrections, only for the same mistakes to reappear.  
Furthermore, one of the two main programmers was suddenly and inexplicably 
unavailable at the crucial juncture of data amendment.16  The most common problems 
that arose leading up to the elections and on election day itself were duplicated and 
deceased entries and voters assigned to incorrect precincts.  In many instances voters 
that had been on the list one month previously found that they had been removed from 
the final corrected versions. Conversations between LINKS observers and numerous 
voters across the country on polling day revealed that utter confusion reigned in the 
voters’ list, with some members of the same household being included while others 
were omitted. 
 
 
3.4 Party and Candidate Registration 
 
A total of 39 parties were registered by the CEC to contest the elections; of these, 13 
stood alone, while the remainder was constituted into 9 blocs (See Appendix I).  
There were thus 22 contenders in all for the 150 proportional list mandates.  For the 
75 majoritarian mandates a total of 460 candidates were registered, with 100 
rejections or withdrawals.  While some irregularities appear to have accompanied the 
candidate registration process at DEC level, these appear to have been mainly 
procedural and not systematic.   
 
The real battleground in the election was for the proportional party list vote.  Several 
major parties did not field candidates in many of the majoritarian mandate 
constituencies, leaving them to be fought over by local ‘strongmen’.  The parties 
fielding the largest number of majoritarian candidates were the pro-government bloc 
(53 candidates), Labour (50 candidates) and Revival (49 candidates).  None of the 
other major parties fielded candidates for more than half of the majoritarian seats.  In 
a small number of majoritarian constituencies there was minimal or no choice 
                                                 
14 Authors’ interview with Nana Devdariani, former CEC chair, 8 January 2004. 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid. 



 16 

between candidates.  In Lentekhi and Chokhatauri districts only one candidate stood, 
both for the pro-governmental bloc, while in Gardabani, Ninotsminda and Tqibuli 
districts only two candidates ran.  In some cases this appears to have been the result of 
obstruction preventing opposition candidates from mounting effective campaigns 
against pro-governmental candidates.  On the whole, however, the vast majority of 
constituencies did enjoy a real choice between multiple candidates. 
 
 
3.5 The Campaign 
 
Due to the emergence of a new generation of well-organized oppositional forces in 
the country, Georgia’s long-standing incumbents faced their most significant 
challenge yet in this election.  This made the campaign especially heated and, at 
times, resulted in violence.  The campaign was dominated by two key trends.  The 
first was the determination of incumbents – those political forces in the orbit of 
President Shevardnadze, and at the regional level those collected around the leader of 
the Adjarian Autonomous Republic, Aslan Abashidze – to minimize the ceding of 
power to the groups collectively referred to as the ‘opposition’.17  The development of 
well-organized and articulate opposition parties should have led to rewards for the 
electorate in terms of campaigning standards.  However, incumbents manifestly failed 
to raise their game, relying instead on more insidious methods of securing victory.  
The second key trend was the jockeying of potential contenders and their affiliated 
groups for the presidential election scheduled for 2005.  To a considerable extent this 
explains the extreme disunity among different strands of the opposition, although 
major opposition groups also believed there were distinct electoral rewards to be 
gained by running on separate tickets and forming alliances later.   
 
In a broad sense the 2003 campaign was pluralistic, with a wide range of organized 
and generally unimpeded campaigns run by the contending parties.  The nature of the 
pluralism on offer needs qualification, however.  Rather than ideological choices 
based on clearly differentiated political platforms, the elections were dominated by 
intense competition between political personalities.  The intensity of this contest, at 
times trawling the depths of political character assassination, obscured an apparently 
broad consensus in terms of the electoral platforms offered by most of the major 
parties.  In terms of their proposed solutions to Georgia’s current political and socio-
economic problems, there was little to differentiate the major contenders in the 
election.  The same themes and solutions, with differences only of degree, recurred 
across the political ‘spectrum’: increases in social security guarantees, the necessity of 
the free market, activation of the economy through the encouragement of small-scale 
business and reform of Georgia’s Byzantine taxation regime, the rooting out of 
corruption, the restoration of territorial integrity, the safe-guarding of national security 
and identity, integration with European structures and a generally pro-Western geo-

                                                 
17 Opposition is a potentially misleading term in this context.  Particularly for those parties represented 
in the previous parliament ‘opposition’  - sometimes defined as ‘constructive’ or ‘moderate’ opposition 
– implied no more than an electoral gambit milking latent anti-Shevardnadze feeling.  Through their 
representatives in the electoral commissions these parties were often aligned with governmental forces 
in their influence over the electoral administration process.  Among the newer generation of parties and 
outsiders to the outgoing parliament, what amounted to a contest to claim the mantle of the ‘real’ 
opposition ensued.  This struggle notwithstanding, it needs to be stressed that outward opposition in 
Georgian politics often belies behind-the-scenes deal making and compromises.   
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strategic orientation.  This in turn reflects the fact that in Georgian society at large, a 
broad consensus does exist on these key policy issues.  This disjunction between 
commonality of purpose and intense rivalry between personalities was a salient 
feature of the campaign. 
 
Corruption was the principal issue bringing together the personal and the political.  It 
consistently loomed large particularly in the rhetoric of the opposition.  Rather than 
being addressed as a question of systemic failure, however, political capital was made 
through the personalization of the issue in accusations of corruption against leading 
incumbents.  The resulting allegations and counter-allegations contributed to a 
widespread disenchantment among the electorate towards all politicians.  The 
perennial issue of the restoration of Georgia’s territorial integrity remained peripheral 
to the campaign.  This reflects the fact that few viable strategies for resolving 
Georgia’s ethno-territorial conflicts are on offer from any of Georgia’s political 
forces.   
 
Countering the opposition’s adoption of a moral high ground in the campaign, 
incumbents deployed a number of other strategies involving the use of state – rather 
than party – resources, and control over the electoral process itself (see below).  
Through their control of the election administration, and in some areas outright 
manipulation of the results, incumbents had considerable resources at their disposal 
that no amount of effective campaigning by opposition groups could offset.  An ever-
widening discrepancy between campaigning effectiveness and its reflection in the 
final results were consequently an important feature of this election.  This disjunction, 
effectively a denial of the possibility of change through the ballot box, was a major 
source of outrage among the opposition and public disillusionment with the entire 
electoral process.  
 
 
3.6 Major Political Parties and Blocs 

 
For a New Georgia (akhali sakartvelostvis) 
The creation of For a New Georgia (FNG), a bloc uniting five political parties and a 
number of parliamentary factions, was announced by President Shevardnadze in April 
2003.  The bloc essentially represented a marriage of convenience between 
incumbents and a number of smaller parties unable to secure representation alone.  
The core of the bloc was comprised by the CUG, a spent force in Tbilisi but retaining 
a nationwide party structure; the Green Party, a small centre-right party originally 
formed in 1990 by former Shevardnadze ally Zurab Zhvania; the Christian 
Democratic Party, founded in 1989 and oriented towards the centre-right; the Socialist 
Party, founded in 1995 and previously in opposition to the government in the last 
parliamentary elections; and finally the National Democratic Party, a major 
opposition party coming second in the 1995 elections but now a fragmented and 
marginal player.   
 
FNG’s platform, entitled ‘From Stability to Development’, was focussed on offering 
stability through economic growth by means of continued reform, social security 
guarantees and the development of private business, digital technologies, and so on.  
Hypothetically, considerable differences of political orientation existed between the 
constituent parties of the bloc.  These were not emphasised, however, as the bloc’s 
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lacklustre campaign was based more on an appeal to stability through the continuation 
of the status quo, and character assassinations of other party leaders.  One of the 
bloc’s leading figures, Vakhtang Rcheulishvili (Chairman of the Socialist Party), 
conceded that opposition parties enjoyed greater popularity in the population at large, 
but pointed to a number of pillars of support upon whom FNG could rely: the national 
minority vote, the vote of all those in the public sector and – he admitted freely – a 
margin of fraud at 5-6%.18   FNG could, however, legitimately claim to take the most 
inclusive stance vis-à-vis national minorities, fielding the largest number of 
candidates drawn from other ethnic groups.   
 
 
Union of Democratic Revival (aghordzineba) 
The Union of Democratic Revival (hereafter Revival), under the leadership of the 
Adjarian Autonomous Republic’s chairman Aslan Abashidze, has proved to be one of 
the more enduring of Georgian political parties.  Formed in 1992 and initially aligned 
with Shevardnadze in the 1995 parliament, Revival emerged as the head of an 
oppositional bloc (the ‘Batumi Alliance’) in 1999 in association with various other 
disaffected elements.  Following its success in the 1999 election, the party’s faction in 
the outgoing parliament numbered 15 MPs.  Revival’s consistency has less to do with 
electoral success, however, than with its status as ‘democratic’ window dressing for 
the leadership of the Adjarian autonomy.  Revival is the chief beneficiary of opacity 
in all stages of the electoral process in Adjara (see below, ‘Regionalised Fraud’).  
Although Revival’s tactical opposition to Shevardnadze has in the past allowed it to 
extend its appeal beyond Adjara’s borders, control over an inflated Adjarian vote is 
the core of its electoral ‘strategy’.   
        
Revival’s political orientation combined ‘rightist and centrist orientations’; although 
the real locus of its power is in Adjara, it claimed some 170,000 members nationwide.  
The party mounted a well-funded campaign with lavish campaigning materials 
emphasising prosperity through stability (holding Adjara up as a model for the rest of 
Georgia), a return to Soviet-style social guarantees and rapprochement with Russia.  
Revival’s nationwide appeal remains compromised by Abashidze’s refusal to leave 
Adjara, leaving the party’s national campaign in the hands of less recognizable 
figures.  Revival officials complained of bias among both nationwide media, 
especially the Rustavi-2 TV channel, and international NGOs.19   At the regional level 
in Adjara, however, the obverse situation obtained, with Revival enjoying unrivalled 
control over local Adjarian media sources (national media are also available in 
Adjara).  Revival also held a campaigning monopoly in Adjara as other parties were 
prevented, sometimes violently, from mounting activities in the region (see below).  
 
 
Burjanadze-Democrats (burjanadze-demokratebi) 
The Burjanadze-Democrats bloc unites a number of the disaffected elements to have 
emerged from the imploding CUG.  Explicitly styling itself as an opposition force, the 
core of the bloc is the coalition between Zurab Zhvania, former speaker of parliament 
and leader of the United Democrats party formed in November 2002, and the 

                                                 
18 Authors’ interview with Vakhtang Rcheulishvili MP, 29 October 2003. 
19 Authors’ interview with Tsotne Bakuria, Director of the Revival Tbilisi Office, 27 October 2003. 
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parliament’s current speaker, Nino Burjanadze.20  Burjanadze was elected to the 1995 
and 1999 parliaments through the CUG party list and succeeded Zhvania as 
parliamentary speaker in November 2001.  The United Democrats formed the largest 
faction in the outgoing parliament, with 23 MPs.  The coalition was announced in 
August 2003 and also includes the Union of Georgian Traditionalists, headed by 
another ex-speaker of parliament, Akaki Asatiani. 
 
The bloc’s programme was centred on improving the business environment in 
Georgia by reducing bureaucratic influence, and on a wide-ranging platform for 
administrative reform, including a reduction in presidential powers, the abolition of 
the presidential appointment system for regional governors, the introduction of a two-
chamber parliament and a cabinet of ministers.  The bloc also advocated affirmative 
action programmes for the integration of national minorities, and was one of the very 
few parties to produce campaigning materials in minority languages.  The bloc’s main 
appeal resided in the political experience and prudence of its leaders, an appeal 
summed up in the statement “we are not radicals”.21  In its own estimation, the party 
appealed most strongly to the Georgian intelligentsia and the republic’s emergent but 
still tiny middle class.  As a result its support base is largely urban.  It ran an active 
and well-publicized campaign, with Burjanadze travelling to most regions of the 
country; the bloc nevertheless reported intimidation of its officials by pro-government 
forces.22 
 
 
National Movement (saakashvili – natsionaluri modzraoba) 
The National Movement comprised a bloc of three parties, the United National 
Movement, the Republican Party and United National Forces.  Mikheil Saakashvili, 
previously a member of the CUG and a former Justice Minister, formed the United 
National Movement in November 2001.  With a strong input from MPs elected in 
1999 through the CUG, the party styled itself as an opposition party, and subsequently 
came second in the local elections of 2002.  Saakashvili later became chairman of the 
Tbilisi City Council.  The Republican Party is a small party originally founded around 
a dissident core in 1978, and in the previous elections was aligned with the National 
Democratic Party.  In its essence, the National Movement’s electoral platform 
differed little from that of the Burjanadze-Democrats.  It proposed the creation of an 
improved business environment through simplification of the tax code and the 
reduction of bureaucratic interference, the creation of an anti-monopoly body, the 
reform of law enforcement agencies including the establishment of independence of 
the police and Prosecutor’s Office from the Chancellery and the establishment of an 
effective social security net for vulnerable populations.23  In style, however, the 
National Movement was much more combative than the Burjanadze-Democrats.  The 
party advocated a policy of restitution with regard to state assets it deemed to have 

                                                 
20 The creation of the United Democrats was preceded by a split in the CUG between rival factions 
supporting Zurab Zhvania and Levan Mamaladze, at that time Governor of Kvemo Kartli.  This led to 
two lists being presented by the CUG for the 2002 local elections.  The Supreme Court ruled in favour 
of Mamaladze, forcing Zhvania’s supporters to contest the elections through the Christian Conservative 
Party. 
21 Authors’ interview with Eduard Surmanidze MP, United Democrats, 27 October 2003. 
22 Ibid. 
23 See The Messenger, 6 October 2003. 
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been illegally acquired by incumbent officials.24  This gave rise to some confused 
debate over the National Movement’s intentions to ‘nationalise’ state assets. 
 
The National Movement mounted the most controversial and eventful campaign of 
the election under the slogan “Georgia without Shevardnadze, Adjara without 
Abashidze”.  A number of the party’s rallies organized in the regional strongholds of 
other parties ended in violence (see below).  Extensive coverage of these events, and 
the images generated by them, almost certainly worked in the National Movement’s 
favour, allowing them to secure the spotlight as the ‘major opposition party’ by the 
end of the campaign.  This explains the strong showing of the National Movement in 
the results, fraud notwithstanding.  The rhetoric and symbolism deployed by the party 
was strongly suffused with a sense of moral righteousness, tinged with nationalist 
imagery; for example, the party appropriated an instantly recognizable and resonant 
medieval flag as its symbol (following the change of government this flag has been 
made the official national of Georgia, replacing the tricolor associated with the 1918-
21 Georgian Social Democratic Republic).  Without claiming any political continuity 
with Georgia’s deposed first president, Zviad Gamsakhurdia, Saakashvili’s discourse, 
portraying the election as “a struggle between good and evil” certainly recalled 
Gamsakhurdia’s moralising fervour.25  This exposed the party to accusations of 
populism from pro-government forces, and accusations of impetuous radicalism from 
its allies in the opposition. 
 
 
Georgian Labour Party (sakartvelos leiboristuli partia) 
The Labour Party was formed in 1995 and while enjoying limited success at the 
national level has performed consistently well in local elections.  It exploded onto the 
Georgian political scene with impressive results in the 1998 local elections.  In 2000 it 
unsuccessfully contested its narrow failure to cross the 7% threshold (with 6.82% of 
the vote) at the European Court of Human Rights.  Its fortunes reversed in the 2002 
local elections, in which it came second nationwide and won overall in Tbilisi with 
25% of the vote.   
 
The Labour party occupies a similar position ideologically to the revived Communist 
parties in other CIS states, without relying on Communist symbolism.  Its platform 
emphasised social guarantees, including free public services and education, alongside 
increased state intervention to protect small businesses, although many of its promises 
were necessarily seen with some scepticism.  Much of the Labour party’s ostensible 
appeal resided in the fact that it is not an off-shoot of the CUG, thereby representing 
the ‘real’ opposition.  It ran an effective and visible campaign, fielding the largest 
number of majoritarian candidates of any opposition party.   
 
 
New Rightists (akhali memarjveneebi) 
The New Rightists bloc was composed of a union of the New Rightists party and the 
Georgian Liberal Party.  This was chronologically the first group to break away from 
the CUG.  The New Rightists party was formed in June 2001 by two influential 
                                                 
24 Party officials drew analogies between Georgian incumbents and Colombian drug barons in terms of 
their predation of state assets.  Authors’ interview with Petre Tsiskarishvili MP, National Movement, 
31 October 2003.   
25 See Saakashvili’s interview with 24 saati, 31 October 2003.  
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businessmen, Davit Gamqrelidze and Levan Gachechiladze, who hold business 
interests in the field of wine production and insurance.  Emulating the earlier success 
of the Industry Will Save Georgia party, the New Rightists’ formula is rooted in the 
technocratic expertise of proven businessmen transplanted to the field of politics.  Its 
status as an oppositional party is ambiguous: the New Rightists styled themselves as a 
‘constructive opposition’.  Nevertheless in the June 2002 elections the party reaped 
the rewards of being the first splinter group to dissociate itself from an unpopular 
government, achieving significant electoral success throughout Georgia.  In Tbilisi the 
party won 11% of the vote.  The Georgian Liberal Party is a small and recently 
formed party (March 2003); one of its founders is the author of the 2003 Unified 
Election Code, Vakhtang Khmaladze.  
 
The bloc’s programme, ‘900 Days’, was rooted in a three-pronged approach to the 
galvanizing of economic renewal, the provision of social guarantees and the 
strengthening of national security and identity.  Like other parties, the bloc advocated 
a pro-Western orientation, including NATO membership, and emphasised both the 
financial independence and prudence of its leaders.  The bloc mounted a slick 
campaign, organized by an American PR firm.  Its central appeal appeared to lie in 
the promise of political incorruptibility deriving from financial independence, and in 
its prudent approach to opposition.  In the words of one New Rightists official, “we 
are not radicals: we want evolution, not revolution”.26  The party did suffer somewhat 
from allegations of excessive interference from one of its sponsors, the Georgian 
magnate Badri Patarkatsishvili, a controversial figure, closely associated with Russian 
business circles and facing charges in Russia on a number of counts of financial 
impropriety. 
 
 
Industry Will Save Georgia (mretsveloba gadaarchens sakartvelos) 
Industry Will Save Georgia (IWSG) was the original ‘party of business’, whose 
example was successfully emulated by the New Rightists.  Formed in 1999 by beer 
magnate Gogi Topadze, the party achieved a coup by coming third in the 
parliamentary elections of that year with 7.1% of the vote.  In 2003 IWSG continued 
its union with the smaller party ‘Sporting Georgia’, upholding a tradition of eccentric 
alliances with figures from popular culture.  As a party already represented in 
parliament (with 13 MPs), IWSG allied with Revival in the struggle over the CEC 
composition.  Characterized by a technocratic rather than political appeal, IWSG 
defined itself as neither pro-governmental nor oppositional.  Its electoral platform was 
focussed on the improvement of the business environment, with an emphasis on the 
creation of an effective middle class though vocational training and the provision of 
free secondary education.  Like the New Rightists, IWSG appealed to the fact that its 
financially independent leaders were not tainted by association with corruption.  
However, with its original niche in the political spectrum captured by the New 
Rightists, the party’s ambiguous political orientation left it in something of a political 
no-man’s land.  Although well-funded, the party’s campaign was lacklustre compared 
to 1999; its official platform presentation did not take place until 21 October.  Rather, 
it seems that the mainstay of the party in this campaign was name recognition.     
 
 

                                                 
26 Authors’ interview with Mamuka Katsitadze, New Rightists, 28 October 2003. 
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Jumber Patiashvili – Unity (patiashvili – ertoba) 
At best an outside contender, the Unity bloc combined the Political Union- Unity 
party and the Georgian Social-Democratic Party, the latter a small party trading 
mainly on its association with the Menshevik Social Democratic party of the early 
twentieth century.  The Unity party was formed in September 2001 under the 
leadership of Jumber Patiashvili, former First Secretary of the Georgian Communist 
Party 1985-1989 and candidate in the 2001 presidential election.  Discredited by his 
association with the massacre of 9 April 1989, in which Soviet Interior Ministry 
troops used force against a peaceful demonstration in Tbilisi, Patiashvili came second 
in the 2000 presidential contest with 16.7%, although the official results probably 
significantly underestimated his support.  He was the only candidate other than 
Shevardnadze to run a visible campaign and continues to enjoy support in former 
nomenklatura circles.  Beyond the reinvigoration of Georgia’s economy, the mainstay 
of the bloc’s campaign in this election was improvement of Georgia’s relations with 
Russia.  To this end the bloc’s relationship to the Russian party United Russia was 
emphasised as a means to remove the visa regime currently obtaining between the two 
countries and improve the situation of the many Georgians now working in Russia.  
The bloc also advocated a position of neutrality for Georgia in the international arena. 
 
 
3.7 Violence 
 
The 2 November election campaign was marred by occasional but nonetheless serious 
incidents of violence.  These mainly involved clashes between different party 
supporters, but also clashes between parties and state authorities.  The main bouts of 
violence accompanied the campaigning activities of the National Movement bloc in 
the regional strongholds of parties supporting incumbents.  On 26 September a 
National Movement rally in Bolnisi, in the governmental stronghold of Kvemo Kartli, 
ended in violent clashes between National Movement and For a New Georgia 
supporters.  More seriously, on 23 October National Movement supporters clashed 
with Revival supporters and Adjarian Interior Ministry forces during a rally in 
Batumi.  In the aftermath of these clashes, National Movement offices in Batumi and 
Kobuleti (Adjara) were ransacked and burnt and the party’s majoritarian candidate in 
Kobuleti, Koba Khabazi, was beaten up and required hospitalisation with serious head 
injuries.  On the following day, Davit Berdzenishvili, National Movement 
majoritarian candidate for Batumi and Chairman of the Republican Party, was hauled 
out of his car by unidentified men in the Adjarian village of Choloqi and seriously 
assaulted.  According to an eyewitness, Berdzenishvili’s assaulters wore black T-
shirts so as to be able to identify one another in the ensuing mêlée, while local police 
forces remained impassive.27  The incident was filmed and broadcast on national 
media, contributing enormously to the profile of the National Movement.   
 
Other incidents in the campaign involved the burning of campaigning offices and a 
number of shooting incidents involving New Rights and Revival candidates.  These 
incidents were undoubtedly lent greater significance by repeated statements and 
counter-accusations on all sides of attempts to ‘destabilize’ Georgia prior to election 
day.  Both the actual incidents of violence and the attempts by contenders from all 

                                                 
27 Interview with Pridon Saqvarelidze, Board Member, Republican Party, 27 October 2003.  
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sides to make political mileage out of them represent a deplorable departure from the 
otherwise peaceful conduct of the campaign.   
 
 
3.8 Use of State Administrative Resources 
 
Continuing a trend observed in previous elections there was no clear line dividing 
incumbents’ campaigns from state affairs or, notably, state resources.  There were 
many credible reports and survey results indicating the use of the human and financial 
resources of the state in favour of specific parties.  The pro-governmental For a New 
Georgia bloc was the major beneficiary of this trend, which took a number of forms. 
 

• In several districts campaign headquarters were established in local 
government offices.  In contravention of Georgian law, in a number of cases 
regional governors, who are appointed by the president, worked as campaign 
managers.   

 
• According to independent research, the pre-election period saw attempts on 

the part of the Georgian executive to use financial resources to influence the 
election results.28  This included increases in transfers from the central state 
budget to those majoritarian constituencies where FNG was fielding 
candidates, and the withholding of transfers from others, and increases in 
social security payments and the financing of basic amenities such as 
electricity and road maintenance, which was again skewed towards those 
regions where FNG was fielding candidates.   

 
• The mass mobilization of police personnel to vote in close-run majoritarian 

constituencies rather than their constituencies of residence.  This was observed 
by LINKS in Gldani and Krtsanisi. 

 
 
 
3.9 Regionalized fraud 
 
The phenomenon of what might be termed ‘regionalized fraud’, characteristic of 
previous Georgian elections, assumed particularly egregious proportions in the 2003 
parliamentary elections.  While violations and problems in the electoral process have 
characterized the whole of Georgia, they have come to assume especially serious 
proportions in the regional strongholds of parties representing incumbents.  In these 
regions incumbents exercise near-complete control over the electoral process, 
allowing them to substantially augment their national representation in the 
proportional list vote (accounting for 150 of the 235 mandates overall).  The regions 
in question are the autonomous republic of Adjara and the regions of Samtskhe-
Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli.  Adjara and Kvemo Kartli in particular have been 
consistently singled out by both domestic and international observers as the locations 
of the most serious fraud in successive elections.29 
                                                 
28 Gia Tevzadze, “sakartveloshi khelisuplebis mier administratsiuli resursebis gamoqeneba 
tsinasaarchevno periodshi” (Tbilisi: Ilia Chavchavadze University of Language and Culture, 2003).  
29 This has also been evident in successive election results.  In the 1998 local elections, all of Adjara’s 
36 local councils (sakrebulo) were elected exclusively from Revival party members.  See adgilobrivi 
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In the case of Adjara control over the electoral process at all levels comprises a major 
resource for the Revival party to bolster its overall performance nationwide.  Soviet-
era practices remain dominant in elections in Adjara: political competition is not 
tolerated, the turnouts on which Adjarian results are based invariably reach 90% and 
above (significantly exceeding national averages), and the Revival party invariably 
secures upwards of 90% of the vote (see below, ‘The Centre-Periphery Relationship’).  
As noted above, for the 2003 election no voters’ lists were submitted to the CEC by 
the Adjarian authorities, while numerous commentators observed an improbable 
increase in the size of Adjara’s electorate compared to 1999.  When these factors are 
combined with opacity in the results collation process in Adjara, it is clear that control 
over electoral results in its regional stronghold affords the Revival party a nationwide 
influence significantly in excess of its actual popularity.  This is not to suggest that 
even without fraud the Revival party would not win elections in Adjara, but that the 
inflation of the party list vote in particular upgrades its national influence.   
 
In Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javakheti the issue is more complicated, since these 
regions are home to compact populations of Georgia’s largest national minorities, 
Azerbaijanis and Armenians.  Both areas suffer from an absence of empirical 
Georgian statehood; though now the largest of Georgia’s minorities, the Azerbaijanis 
are among the least integrated and politically mobilized.  It is nevertheless the case 
that political support in these regions for Shevardnadze, as a non-nationalist president 
espousing recognizably ‘internationalist’ values, was higher than for any other 
political force.30  Building on this albeit passive support base, Samtskhe-Javakheti 
and Kvemo Kartli have been repeatedly identified as areas of serious fraud 
augmenting the pro-governmental vote nationwide.  Similarly high turnouts to Adjara, 
along with above-average incidences of violations, were reported in Kvemo Kartli in 
both the parliamentary and presidential contests of 1999 and 2000.31  These trends 
were repeated in these elections (see below, Results and Reactions).  Once again, the 
incidence of fraud does not alter the overall likelihood of majorities for pro-
governmental forces in these regions, yet it is beyond doubt that it plays an important 
role in exaggerating their overall contribution to the pro-governmental vote 
nationwide.     
 

                                                                                                                                            
tsarmomadgenlobiti organoebis – sakrebuloebis 1998 tslis 15 noembris archevnebi (statistikuri 
masalebi), ed. J. Lominadze (Tbilisi: Georgian Central Electoral Commission, 1999), 450-469.  A 
similar situation applied in parts of Kvemo Kartli in favour of the Citizens’ Union of Georgia.  In the 
1999 parliamentary elections 54% of Adjarian PECs were characterized by the OSCE-ODIHR as ‘bad’ 
or ‘very bad’, compared to 21% nationwide.  LINKS observation in Batumi in 1999 came to a similar 
conclusion; see Reeve, 1999 Parliamentary Elections in Georgia, 34-38.   
30 Regional voting patterns in areas of compact minority settlement over the late and post-Soviet 
periods suggest consistent support for parties advocating ‘internationalist’ values.  Those regions 
showing a high degree of support for the Communist party in 1990-1991 became areas of core support 
for non-nationalist post-Soviet parties. While the nationalist Round Table party won overwhelming 
support in Tbilisi in 1990, the Communist party drew greater support in Adjara, Samtskhe-Javaxeti and 
Kvemo Kartli.  Communist support was also notably stronger in more rural areas.  In the local elections 
of 1998 and parliamentary elections of 1999, it was the CUG that inherited this support for 
internationalism, enjoyed overwhelming support in Armenian, Azeri and Greek-populated districts in 
Georgia’s southern periphery.   
31 In the 2000 presidential poll Marneuli district in Kvemo Kartli recorded a 98% turnout, of which 
99% voted for Shevardnadze.    
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Regionalized fraud, then, was an important additional resource for incumbents to 
manipulate the election results in their favour.  In regional strongholds the fusion 
between the interests of incumbents and the local arms of the state responsible for 
conducting elections – autonomous institutions in Adjara and presidential appointees 
in the local executive in Georgia’s southern tier – was especially profound.  
Manipulation of the vote in these regions essentially comprises a system of 
institutionalised fraud, upholding a Soviet model of minimal political participation 
among both local populations and oppositional forces.  It also constitutes a major field 
of negotiation between incumbents in Adjara and Tbilisi, in which election results are 
“brokered” as periodic negotiating tools in the centre-periphery relationship. 
 
 
3.10 Election Day 
 
In addition to the proportional list and majoritarian votes for the elections, a 
referendum on the downsizing of parliament also took place on 2 November.  The 
question asked in the latter was “Are you for or against the reduction in the number of 
Georgian MPs to no more than 150 deputies?”  This was not perceived as a 
controversial issue, since there was broad agreement on the expediency of reducing 
the size of parliament. 
 
 
Voting32 
Problems surrounding the voters’ list resulted in widespread confusion on election 
day.  Significant numbers of voters, including many whose names had appeared on 
the voters’ list in the preceding days and months, were turned away without having 
voted.  While precise figures are impossible to arrive at, it is estimated that at least a 
tenth of the population was prevented from voting.33  As a result considerable voter 
bewilderment and frustration over errors in the voters’ list was observed in all regions 
observed by LINKS; in some cases this led to crowds of angry voters accumulating 
outside the entrances to PECs and a generally chaotic atmosphere.   
 
Our monitoring teams observed carousel voting in some areas, which was carried out 
with the collusion of local authorities.  In many polling stations the practice of 
keeping an election day Record Book was not respected, and domestic observers 
reported that when they wanted to register a complaint therein, PEC members actively 
prevented them from doing so.  Other serious violations were reported across Georgia.  
Such cases included numerous instances of stolen ballot boxes, ballot boxes being 
attacked, multiple voting and ballot stuffing.  These abuses were perpetrated mainly, 
although by no means exclusively, by the pro-government bloc.  Overall, electoral 
commission members generally failed to put their commitment to the electoral 
process above their particular party allegiance, leading to inefficient and polarized 
                                                 
32 LINKS observation on 2 November was carried out in Saburtalo (PECs 7, 17, 18, 22, 38, 40, 49), 
Gldani (PECs 9, 11, 21, 34, 37, 39); Mtskheta (3, 4, 6, 9, 19) and Bolnisi (1, 3, 4, 31, 32).  
33 This may be a conservative estimate.  According to a survey carried out by Givi Tevzadze of the Ilia 
Chavchavadze University of Language and Culture on 9-13 November, 13% of respondents in Tbilisi, 
14% of respondents in Kutaisi and 12% of respondents in Rustavi were prevented from voting on 2 
November because their names were not in the list.  A further 4% of respondents did not turn out to 
vote because they knew beforehand that they were not in the list.  This survey was based on 3,000 
telephone interviews.  archevnebis shemdgomi politikuri kvlevis shedegebi (press release), 14 
November 2003. 
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decision-making.  As in previous elections unauthorized or unknown persons were at 
times present in polling stations and at times attempting to influence the electoral 
process.  
 
Measures introduced to preclude fraud had a limited impact and resulted in the voting 
process becoming cumbersome and time-consuming.  The checks and counter checks 
need to be revisited, as they may actually be counterproductive; excessive handling of 
ballots between voting and insertion into the ballot box by PEC staff (and sometimes 
others not authorized to do so) compromised the basic principle of the secret ballot.  
Whether the process of marking with indelible ink actually curbed fraud is 
questionable and had only a limited effect.  Marking applied mainly to urban areas – 
in many rural areas it was not implemented due to the assumption that multiple voting 
would be immediately obvious in small communities.  A small number of voters also 
refused to be marked on religious grounds despite the issuing of a statement 
condoning marking by the Georgian Patriarch.  More attention should have been paid 
to cultural and religious sensitivities before introducing such a measure. 
 
Many problems could have been easily avoided on election day had there been better 
planning and discipline.  Many PECs were poorly laid out and organized, and situated 
either in local government buildings or in localities unsuitable for processing large 
numbers of people.  In many districts election materials were received too late for 
voting to begin on time at 8 am; some polling stations were forced to stay closed well 
beyond this time pending delivery.  On a positive note, many individuals among PEC 
staff worked extremely hard to overcome organizational and procedural problems not 
of their own making.        
 
 
CEC decisions 
The CEC took a number of decisions during the day, principally to extend voting 
times in Tbilisi, Rustavi and Kutaisi to 21.00, 22.00 and 24.00 hours respectively.  
The extension of the deadline was a means of counteracting the late openings and 
logistical problems experienced during the day in many of the polling stations in these 
localities.  In doing so, the CEC was acting within its right as prescribed by the 
Unified Electoral Code whereby the CEC, through decree, can “determine a new 
timetable for election activities in an election district”.34  This was an informed 
decision born from common sense, aimed at preventing many voters being turned 
away at the closing time of 20.00 hrs without having cast their ballot.  The CEC acted 
less decisively with regards to the sanctioning of supplementary lists at 11.00 hrs, 
then cancelling them at 15.00 hrs.  This contributed to increasing confusion and 
allowed for carousel voting.  Many PECs were not informed of this decision in a 
timely fashion, particularly in remote areas.  On the whole, there was much room for 
improvement with regards to communication between the different levels of the 
electoral administration. 

 
 

The Exit Poll 
For the first time in Georgia, an exit poll was conducted in approximately 500 polling 
stations.  The television company Rustavi-2 acted as contractor to the US firm Global 

                                                 
34 Unified Electoral Code, Chapter II. Art 29.1.c 
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Strategy Group with financial support from the Eurasia Foundation, the British 
Council, and the Open Society Georgia Foundation.  A second organization, Niccolo 
M & Sora, was contracted by State TV.  A total of 20,000 voters were interviewed for 
the poll.  The exit poll results were published late on election day and had a critical 
impact on the acceptance of subsequent official results (see below).   
   
 
Domestic observers 
These elections saw the deployment of a large number of domestic observers, 
including both party representatives and civil society groups.  These varied in terms of 
their training and preparation for the their role and their adherence to the principle of 
non-interference.  Party observers often helped to single out and help solve 
shortcomings in electoral practices by bringing the rules and regulations to the 
attention of PEC staff.  They were also useful in identifying more important instances 
of fraud and reporting them to international observers.   
 
The International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy (ISFED) and the 
Georgian Young Lawyers Association (GYLA) fielded a very large number of static 
observers (see below, ‘Civil Society and the Media’).  ISFED deployed in the region 
of 2,500 observers across Georgia and also conducted a Parallel Vote Tabulation 
(PVT).  The objective of this exercise was to monitor turn out figures and to prevent 
the manipulation of vote counts for the proportional lists in protocols.   Count figures 
were immediately relayed by telephone from approximately 600 designated PECs; 
PECS that experienced serious violations were discounted.   
 
The domestic NGO observers varied in quality and professionalism.  While in some 
instances NGO observers were well prepared and informed, in others they 
overstepped their remit by actively participating in voting procedures, including the 
handling of ballots, or by expressing inappropriate political opinions.  In some areas, 
particularly Adjara, NGO and party observers were obstructed in their work and 
subjected to intimidation.  In Adjara one GYLA observer was arrested on charges of 
impeding the electoral process and detained for one month.  
 
The presence of a large number of party and domestic NGO observers is a positive 
step.  However, many PECs were situated in localities that were inappropriate for 
supporting large numbers of observers, leading to overcrowding and adding to 
confusion in polling stations. 
 
 
International Observers 
The International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) conducted by OSCE/ODIHR 
in a joint undertaking with the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe and the European Parliament had a remit to 
observe the proportional and majoritarian elections but not the referendum.  The 
IEOM fielded 450 short-term observers from 43 participating states, adding to the 34 
experts and long-term observers deployed in Tbilisi and in six regional centres.  The 
IEOM observed polling in over 1200 precincts. 
 
The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) conducted an alternative election 
observation mission featuring approximately 90 short-term observers featuring 
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predominantly Russian nationals but also drawing citizens from a few other member 
states.  Finally a number of international NGOs, including the National Democratic 
Institute and LINKS, conducted their own observation of the elections. 
 
 
3.11 Results and Reactions 
 
The manner in which successive and conflicting results to the 2 November poll were 
made public over the three weeks following election day contributed to spiralling 
tension in the political climate.  Unofficial exit poll and parallel vote tabulation results 
were issued first very late on election day and on 3 November, suggesting that the 
National Movement had emerged as the winner.  These results, together with highly 
critical assessments of the Georgian authorities by domestic and international 
observers, added to a deepening sense of disillusionment.  By the time the official 
CEC figures indicating victory for pro-governmental parties were issued nearly three 
weeks later, public confidence in the results was already shattered and the country in 
ferment.  The stand-off that followed led to the storming of the Georgian Parliament, 
constitutional crisis, and the annulment of the proportional list results by the Supreme 
Court on 25 November.  This section will focus on the chronological progress of 
events, paying attention to how the unofficial and official results affected popular 
reactions.   
 
  
Turnout 
Official data recorded turnout at 1,909,215 participants.  The turnout figure was made 
available early by the CEC and showed a high rate of participation with 60% of those 
registered nationwide voting. Turnout in Kvemo Kartli and Adjara was predictably 
significantly higher, at 74.3%, and 96.6% respectively, according to the CEC’s final 
figures. 
 
 
The Exit poll and Parallel Vote Tabulation Results 
The exit poll results were the first to be made public and were broadcast on Rustavi-2 
very late on election day itself.  According to the exit poll, the National Movement 
came first, followed by the government bloc FNG and the Labour Party in third place 
with a small margin of difference.  Revival scraped past the 7% threshold, with the 
New Rights and Industry Will Save Georgia failing to do so:   
 
1. National Movement 20.7% 
2. For a New Georgia 14.2% 
3. Labour Party 14.1% 
4. Burjanadze Democrats 8.1% 
5. Democratic Union Revival Party 7.3% 
6. New Rightists 6.0% 
7. Industry Will Save Georgia 3.4% 
 
In an already tense political atmosphere the exit poll and its early release contributed 
significantly to public mistrust in the official results that followed.  Unfortunately, 
problems with the exit poll method and the caution with which exit polls should be 
treated were not made clear in the information campaign surrounding the exit poll.  
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Furthermore, there is significant variance in the number of voters registered at 
individual polling stations.  The effectiveness of extrapolating larger trends from 
small polling stations is of course questionable, but this sort of cautionary note was 
not sounded in the reporting of the poll. 
 
Shortly after the release of the exit poll results in the early hours of 3 November the 
representative of the American company conducting the exit poll appeared on 
Rustavi-2 and questioned the results of the poll, suggesting that there were too many 
variables involved.  This point was taken up about an hour later by Zurab Zhvania, 
clearly disappointed with his party the Burjanadze-Democrats’ showing in the poll.  
He too questioned the results and referred back to the earlier comments of the Global 
Strategy Group representative.  These two interviews were never played again by 
Rustavi-2 and were conveniently forgotten in the events that followed.   
 
ISFED presented their PVT results in a press conference at 11 am on 3 November.  
The general statement attacked the government’s ‘criminal conduct’ in failing to 
properly administer the election and singled out numerous instances of serious 
violations.  The PVT results were as follows: 
 
1. National Movement 26.6% 
2. For a New Georgia 18.92% 
3. Labour Party 17.36% 
4. Burjanadze Democrats 10.15% 
5. Democratic Union Revival Party 8.13% 
6. New Rightists 7.95% 
7. Industry Will Save Georgia 5.2% 
 
The PVT thus replicated the exact order of the exit poll, but with widely differing 
margins.  It suggested a much greater margin of victory for the National Movement, 
with FNG and Labour again in close contest for second and third place.  ISFED 
declined to explain to the CEC how their statistical software functions or to present 
the list of polling stations monitored in the PVT.35  Once again, it needs to be 
underlined that sampling methods have a critical effect on a parallel tabulation of this 
kind; it is therefore unfortunate that the PVT methodology was not entirely 
transparent.   
 
 
Reactions 
The reactions of international observers were polarised between the International 
Election Observation Mission (IEOM) and the Commonwealth of Independent States 
Observers’ Mission.  A few hours after the PVT results were announced, the IEOM 
issued a strong joint statement criticising the elections as unsatisfactory (see 
Appendix IV).  The vote in Adjara and Kvemo-Kartli were singled out as particularly 
problematic.  In an apparent blueprint for their election statements, the CIS mission 
contradicted the IEOM, describing the parliamentary elections as democratic with 

                                                 
35 Authors’ interview with Nana Devdariani, former Chair of the CEC, 8 January 2004.  LINKS 
publicly called upon ISFED to make public the results of the PVT polling station by polling station, or 
at least to indicate the polling stations on which the PVT was based, but they declined to do so. 



 30 

only sparse reference to any serious irregularities.  LINKS also issued a critical 
preliminary statement (see Appendix II). 
 
Against this backdrop of highly critical assessment by Western international 
observers, the National Movement and the Burjanadze Democrats declared the 
elections fraudulent and illegitimate.  The two parties finally came together and 
declared an alliance, the United Opposition, which further included the youth 
movement Kmara and the party Ertoba.  Demonstrations became a daily phenomenon 
in Tbilisi, Kutaisi and Rustavi as well as many other locations.  For the next three 
weeks the opposition conducted a campaign of mass disobedience, calling for the 
cancellation of the elections and the resignation of President Shevardnadze.  This was 
echoed by vocal and reiterated criticisms from ISFED and other civil society groups.  
 
The reactions emanating from other political parties underscored the entrenched 
polarization between the ‘constructive’ and ‘radical’ opposition.   Revival emerged as 
a staunch ally to pro-governmental forces, organising counter-opposition rallies in 
Tbilisi. These counter-rallies lacked the popular commitment of those organized by 
the United Opposition; in coverage broadcast by Rustavi-2, participants spoke of 
being threatened with dismissal from their jobs if they refused to participate.  Others 
manifested ignorance to why exactly they had been mobilised.  Labour and Industry 
Will Save Georgia adopted a middle ground, refraining from criticism of the 
elections.  The New Rightists also sat on the fence, refusing to join either the United 
Opposition or the loose alliance between Revival, Labour and IWSG that now 
proclaimed itself the ‘alternative opposition’.   
 
The population at large, particularly in urban areas, was disappointed by the conduct 
of the elections and many demonstrators flocked to the banner of the United 
Opposition on a daily basis to express their discontent.  Notably, there were instances 
where opposition protesters at times faced road blocks and other impediments to their 
freedom of movement, while pro-governmental protesters faced no obstructions in 
their movements.  Public meetings across the country remained commendably 
peaceful, mainly due to the absence of any direct police intervention to disperse 
crowds.  There were, however, isolated incidents of violence.  On 7 November 
shooting occurred during a National Movement protest rally in Zugdidi, to which the 
local police respond; one bystander was injured.  
 
On the 7-8 November Revival made a late surge in the continually updated CEC 
preliminary results following the submittal of the Adjaran results.  This put Revival in 
first place overall. 
 
The leaders of the opposition Mikheil Saakashvili, Nino Burjanadze and Zurab 
Zhvania held their first public meeting with Shevardnadze on 9 November.  
Saakashvili walked out of the meeting a few minutes before Zhvania and Burjanadze, 
declaring to the waiting media that Shevardnadze was unwilling to make 
compromises and appealing for renewed demonstrations.  The public protests took on 
a new aspect of round the clock remonstrations in front of the parliament building and 
the United Opposition vowed to boycott the new session.  Negotiations between the 
different political sides intensified, and President Shevardnadze visited Adjara on 10 
November.  These behind-the-scenes meetings between Georgia’s political leaders 
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further compounded public misgivings as to the legitimacy of the forthcoming official 
results.   
 
 
Official Results 
The CEC finally announced the official results on 20 November, the legal deadline for 
publication of the final results and only two days before the second round run-offs for 
majoritarian contests.  The CEC results were delayed for a number of reasons.  First, 
the counting process was in part drawn out because of the added complications of 
having to count three sets of ballots (including the referendum).  Second, 9 polling 
stations were declared void by the CEC, leading to new polls on 16 November.36  
Third, over 150 polling station results were contested in District Courts – mainly by 
opposition parties, but also by domestic NGO observer groups (GYLA and ISFED).  
Finally, the Adjarian results were received after a protracted delay, allowing for 
negotiation and political jockeying between the Tbilisi, Batumi and the CEC.  The 
official proportional list results were as follows: 
 
1. For a New Georgia 21.32% 
2. Democratic Union Revival Party 18.84% 
3. National Movement 18.8% 
4. Labour Party 12.04% 
5. Burjanadze Democrats 8.79% 
6. New Rightists 7.35% 
7. Industry Will Save Georgia 6.17% 
 
The official results made for significant discrepancies with the earlier exit poll and 
PVT results, showing the government bloc FNG in first place, with Revival just 
trumping the National Movement for second place.  The remaining parties were all 
pushed back a place, with Labour in fourth, the Burjanadze-Democrats in a 
disappointing fifth place and once again Industry failing to achieve the 7% threshold.  
The discrepancy between the overall results for FNG in the PVT, the exit poll and the 
final CEC count was in fact quite minimal (not exceeding 6% between the exit poll 
results and CEC figures).  The most glaring discrepancies were in the figures for the 
National Movement and Revival parties. 
 
The manner in which the 7% threshold was calculated further failed to inspire 
confidence.  In a move that was perceived as politically motivated and an added 
prevarication, the CEC ruled that invalidated ballots – numbering 65, 641 – should 
not figure in the overall turnout, thereby reducing the overall 7% threshold.  This 
decision was later overturned by the Supreme Court on the 17 November. 
 
ISFED immediately challenged the results received from Adjara, pointing out that 
according to data provided by their own observers turnout in Adjara did not exceed 
53%.  It was also noted that between data observed on protocols at the close of voting 
and the official data published by the CEC, turnout had risen from 80% to 95%.  By 
accepting these discrepancies, ISFED accused the CEC of complicity with breaking 

                                                 
36 These were for PECs #9,#13 in Mtatsminda;  #15, #16, #19, #28 in Samtredia;  #8, #10, #19 in 
Tsalenjikha.  Out of these, five failed to conduct the election re-run. 
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the law.37  It further announced its intention to press criminal charges against the 
CEC.  There is little doubt that the CEC accepted highly implausible protocols from 
regional DECs without question, but the real responsibility for fraudulent protocols 
lies at the PEC and above all DEC levels.  According to the UEC, it is DEC 
commissions that are empowered to adjudicate applications regarding complaints 
against the vote counting process.38  Their failure to question incoming PEC 
protocols, and in other cases their active manipulation of them, is an indication of the 
extent of the tolerance of fraud at all levels of the electoral administration. 
 
Results for 54 out of the 75 majoritiarian mandates were made available by the CEC 
on 16 November.  Through this part of the vote, FNG gained 18 seats in parliament, 
Revival 6, the National Movement 4, New Rights 3, IWSG 2 and only 1 seat for 
Labour.  Seventeen seats went to independent candidates.  The second round run-off 
was cancelled due to the precipitation of events on the ground and was postponed 
until the 4 January 2004, the same day as the presidential election. 
 
Protracted delays and the now firmly established conviction that the results were 
being ‘tailored’ compounded disillusionment with the electoral administration and 
rising frustration with the government forces claiming victory.  The United 
Opposition capitalized on this public dissatisfaction, launching a publicity campaign 
vilifying the CEC and renewing calls for demonstrations.   
 
 
The referendum 
The referendum received little public, political and media attention throughout the 
pre- and post-election period. The results provided by the CEC are misleading.  The 
CEC states that out of a total electorate of 3,178,593, the number of people who 
‘participated’ in the referendum was 2,031,057 people.  Out of this number 1,904,105 
people ‘took part in voting’ in the referendum.  The CEC does not make it clear why a 
discrepancy exists between those who ‘participated’ and ‘those who took part’.  This 
did not, however, affect the overall outcome since the minimum 50% turnout required 
to validate a referendum was clearly exceeded.  Even using the lower figure of those 
‘who took part in voting’ turnout was 59.9%39.  Out of those that ‘took part in voting’ 
1,590,309 (or 83.3%) voted ‘YES’, 184,209 (9.67%) voted ‘NO’ and 123,466 ballots 
were invalidated (6.48%). The result was thus an overwhelming endorsement in 
favour of reducing the size of parliament. 
 

 

                                                 
37 See Fair Elections’ statement with regard to the tabulation of results of November 2 parliamentary 
elections in Ajara Autonomous Republic, available at the ISFED website, www.fairelections.ge 
38 Unified Election Code of Georgia, Article 62.1.  A post-election interim report issued by the IEOM 
was highly critical of the counting procedure throughout the election administration.  It cites numerous 
instances of fraudulent counting, bargaining and negotiating results, and the failure to fill out or 
complete protocols in the manner required by law and in the presence of observers.  See OSCE/ODIHR 
Election Observation Mission, Post-Election Interim Report, 3-25 November 2003, available at 
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2003/11/1593_en.pdf 
39 Using the figure for those who ‘participated’ in this calculation, the higher figure of 63.9 % is 
obtained.  This difference, insignificant in this instance when there is a clear majority over the 
minimum 50% turn out required to validate a referendum, would be crucial if a more marginal figure 
for turnout exists. This grey area and law regarding referendums in general remains ambiguous.  
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The Storming of the Georgian Parliament 
The events that followed are well-known.  Following further statements expressing 
serious concerns over the legitimacy of the elections and the incoming parliament 
from the United States State Department on 20 November and Tedo Japaridze, the 
Secretary of the Security Council of Georgia, on 21 November, the attempt to make 
the election results stand looked increasingly weak.  On the evening of 22 November, 
as President Shevardnadze was in the process of inaugurating the new parliament, a 
crowd of protesters led by National Movement leader Mikheil Saakashvili burst into 
the chamber.  After a confused mêlée Shevardnadze was hurried out of the room by 
his bodyguards, and later declared a state of emergency.  As significant swathes of the 
Georgian security apparatus indicated their unwillingness to stand by his 
administration and international pressure on him mounted, however, Shevardnadze 
announced his resignation the following evening.  In accordance with the Constitution 
Nino Burjanadze, the outgoing speaker of parliament, became Acting President.  The 
next day, on 25 November, the Georgian Supreme Court annulled the proportional list 
vote (150 mandates) of the 2 November poll, while the results of 60 of the 
majoritarian constituencies were allowed to stand.40  The logic behind the annulment 
of only part of the election remains unclear and is an unfortunate reminder of the 
willingness of the Georgian political elite to act according to expediency rather than 
principle.  The decision to annul was contested by CEC Chair Nana Devdariani, who 
sent the CEC legal representative Elza Guliashvili to the Supreme Court to argue the 
case.41  Guliashvili evidently did not do so, however, and later became one of the 
Interim Administration’s appointees on the new CEC after the change of government.  
Pending a new parliamentary proportional list vote (later scheduled for 28 March 
2004), the former 1999-2003 parliament was reconvened and in accordance with the 
Constitution, early presidential elections were called for 4 January 2004.   

 
Following the change of government polarization between the political parties 
sharpened.  The parties forming the United Opposition, the National Movement and 
Burjanadze-Democrats, consolidated their new hold of the executive branch.  Zurab 
Zhvania was appointed State Minister and eight out of nine regional governors were 
replaced.  Their replacements were drawn entirely from the National Movement and 
Burjanadze-Democrats parties.  Mikheil Saakashvili’s leading role in the November 
events confirmed his position as the most popular and charismatic of the United 
Opposition leaders, and he was nominated as the alliance’s single presidential 
candidate.  The FNG bloc by contrast collapsed, while Labour and Revival announced 
boycotts of the forthcoming presidential poll.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
40 Resolution of the Georgian Supreme Court No. 1136-54-03, 25 November 2003.  Among the 
evidence cited by the Resolution are the acceptance of tampered with protocols for inclusion in the 
final results (in contravention of the UEC, Article 51.3) and inflation of the total numbers of voters 
claimed to have participated relative to the number of signatures presented. 
41 Interview with Nana Devdariani, former CEC Chair, 8 January 2004.   
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4. The 4 January 2004 Presidential Elections 
 

Due to the limited timeframe available, very little time was available to rectify the 
many problems evident in the November poll in time for the pre-term presidential 
elections.  Preparations for the presidential elections took place at breakneck speed, 
and the whole process was coloured by the euphoric and indeed somewhat surreal 
mood in the country after the November events.      

 

 
4.1. Changes in the CEC and in the Electoral Code  
 
The CEC underwent a number of personnel changes following the change of 
government.  Nana Devdariani resigned as chair on 28 November, along with five 
other members.  These were replaced by members nominated by Acting President 
Burjanadze, while Zurab Chiaberishvili, the director of ISFED, was nominated to 
replace Devdariani as chair.  As a result ten of the fifteen CEC members were 
representatives of the Interim Government, and by implication either the National 
Movement or the Burjanadze-Democrats.  Thus although the Baker formula was 
technically observed, its aim of providing a politically balanced CEC no longer 
applied.  Chiaberishvili’s appointment was compromised by the reconvened 
parliament’s failure to gather a quorum to ratify his nomination; coverage of 
parliamentary deputies stuffing multiple voting cards in order to secure a quorum was 
broadcast by independent TV station Rustavi-2.   
 
There was significant change in personnel at the lower levels of the electoral 
administration.  Forty-nine DEC chairs resigned, although none did so in Adjara.  In 
some cases newly appointed local authorities pressurized DEC chairs to resign against 
their will.  A further 331 DEC members were dismissed nationwide, the vast majority 
of whom were presidential appointees.  Similar changes favouring the National 
Movement and Burjanadze-Democrats took place at the PEC level, although many 
commissions were forced to work without a quorum.    
 
Due to the limited period available for the organization of the elections, many of the 
timeframes envisaged in the electoral code were extended.  Some general and 
transitional amendments to the electoral code were also introduced.  Marking with 
indelible ink to prevent multiple voting was extended to cover the whole country 
rather than just urban areas.  As a consequence of the decision to implement a new 
voter registration process, the proscription on election day registration was also lifted 
as a transitional measure (see below).  While this was a pragmatic response to the 
unusual circumstances, this easily abused system should not be retained in the future.   
 
 
4.2 Voter Registration 
 
The new CEC was faced with the dilemma of either rectifying and using the existing 
lists from the parliamentary poll or beginning the registration process anew.  On the 
grounds that insufficient public confidence existed with regard to the voters’ list used 
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in November the CEC opted for the latter.42  Responsibility for registration was 
devolved to PECs and DECs, while the real onus was placed on individual voters to 
‘use their feet’ and register at their local PEC.  Few voters actually presented 
themselves for registration, so PEC staff distributed registration slips on a door-to-
door basis.  Voters could also register on election day itself with the appropriate ID 
documents.  This was an improvised response to the rushed circumstances under 
which the CEC was working, and may be seen as the best decision at that time.  
Nevertheless although not referred to by the CEC as supplementary lists, on-the-day 
registration in effect represented a return to that mechanism, discredited in previous 
elections.  No pre-election registration took place in Adjara, whose participation in the 
poll was not confirmed until 29 December.   
 
The impact of the revised registration process on the statistical tabulation of turnout 
and results was the most serious concern in the January poll.  The principal concern 
was that at no time was a reliable or consensual figure arrived at for the total number 
of eligible voters in Georgia.  This made it impossible to arrive at reliable turnout and 
support data relative to the total eligible voting population of Georgia, as opposed to 
the total number of voters registered.  The total number of registered voters for the 
November election (3,178,593) was rejected by the CEC on the grounds that this 
figure was inflated.43  However, it is also evident from the significant number of 
people who were not on the voters’ register on 2 November that many citizens of 
voting age were not included in this figure.  In short, no reliable figure existed for the 
total eligible electorate.  For the presidential poll, as noted above, voters were 
registered either prior to the elections or on election day itself.  The total number of 
registered voters prior to the election was 1,739,324.  Even taking into consideration 
the fact that no pre-election registration took place in Adjara and the ambiguities 
surrounding the 2 November total registration figure, it is clear that this figure 
represents a significant underestimate for the total eligible electorate in Georgia.   

 
Statistical information on the total population of Georgia is at best indicative only of 
broad trends.  Nevertheless according to the Georgian census of 2002 (the only census 
to have been carried out since independence), the total population of Georgia in that 
year was 4,371,535.  Within this figure preliminary data from the census allows an 
approximate calculation of the population aged 18 and over to be the region of 3.17 
million.44  The total number of registered voters prior to the January poll thus bears 
little relation to the total eligible electorate in Georgia.  This was offset by the fact 
that voters could register on polling day.  As noted below, however, even including 
these voters (391,035), the total registered (as opposed to actual) electorate of 
2,130,359 remained suspiciously low.45  This would clearly facilitate the crossing of 
the 50% threshold of turnout for the elections to be considered legitimate.  This 
dubious methodology was echoed in statements made by CEC Chair Zurab 
Chiaberishvili, to the effect that the total number of voters in Adjara, where no pre-

                                                 
42 Authors’ interview with Givi Ordenidze, Head of the CEC Press Office, 2 January 2004. 
43 This figure included in the region of 320,000 duplicates and 380,000 entries for persons deceased.  
Ibid.   
44 Georgian State Statistical Department (duplicates). 
45 There are discrepancies between preliminary and final figures given by the CEC for the total number 
of registered voters.  According to preliminary data this figure was 2,130,359; in the final CEC 
statement the figure is 2,231,986.  The difference of 101,627 may be due to the later receipt of data for 
same-day registrations from PECs located abroad. 
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election registration took place, would be determined according to the number of 
participants on election day.46  In other words, turnout would define the electorate.  
This confusion between turnout and registered electorate constituted a significant 
abrogation of the electoral administration’s responsibility to ensure reliable data for 
arriving at turnout and results data.  Even given the hurried circumstances and 
shortfalls in the data inherited from the previous elections, the CEC’s registration and 
statistical strategies vis-à-vis electorate totals and turnout had a direct bearing on any 
results that could be derived from the January poll. 
 
This major shortcoming apart, the CEC worked long and hard to reduce the problems 
associated with the voters’ list and should be commended for its efforts and 
information campaign to encourage voters to register in their precincts.  The voter 
registration process was more transparent and provides a solid basis for improvement 
in the future.     
 
 
4.3 Candidate Registration and Campaigning 
 
Very little campaigning activity accompanied the 2004 presidential election, for a 
number of reasons.  Firstly due to the extraordinary nature of the elections, there was 
very little time available for parties and individuals to organize candidacies.  Only one 
candidate, Mikheil Saakashvili, enjoyed the backing of a significant political party 
with a nationwide network of offices and personnel.  Second, the elections took place 
in the aftermath of the November events, in which the political forces supporting the 
former government were demoralised and disorganised.  By contrast, Saakashvili was 
able to capitalise on the euphoric mood in the country following Shevardnadze’s 
resignation, and on the universal assumption that his victory was a foregone 
conclusion.  Third, two significant political parties, Revival and Labour, declared a 
boycott of the elections and did not put forward any candidates.  By taking a critical 
stance towards the November events both of these parties found themselves politically 
isolated and their support bases diminished.  For the elections, however, their boycott 
had the impact of furthering narrowing the choices available to the electorate.   
 
Of an original fifteen candidates who submitted applications to the CEC, only six 
were able to satisfy the pre-requisite condition of 50,000 signatures in support of their 
candidacy.  Of these only Mikheil Saakashvili and Temur Shashiashvili ran visible 
campaigns.  The only contribution of the remaining candidates was complaints about 
the timing of their televised political broadcasts and criticism of Saakashvili’s 
campaign conduct.47  Zurab Kelekhsashvili withdrew his candidacy on the day before 
the elections; however, not all PECs or voters were aware of this on election day 
itself, with the result that he received some (negligible) votes.    
 

                                                 
46 Prime News, 28 December 2003. 
47 The remaining candidates were Kartlos Gharibashvili, chairman of the Georgian Lawyers’ 
Association; Zurab Kelekhsashvili, a leader of the Mdzleveli party; Zaza Sikharulidze, President of the 
NGO Coalition for the Disabled; and leader of the Davit Aghmashenebeli party, Roin Liparteliani.  
Liparteliani and Gharibashvili have regularly featured in previous presidential elections dating back to 
1991, but have never secured more than token support.  The perennial threat of participation by Igor 
Giorgadze, the former Interior Minister wanted by Interpol in connection with the assassination attempt 
on Shevardnadze in 1998, was averted by disallowing him on residency grounds. 
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Saakashvili, as noted above, was able to make use of the nationwide and now 
experienced networks of his party, the United National Movement.  His public 
addresses over the campaign period touched on most policy areas, including the 
restoration of Georgia’s territorial integrity, the rooting out and persecution of corrupt 
officials, the acceleration of economic, social and institutional reforms, and 
accelerated integration into Europe combined with improvements in Georgia’s 
relations with Russia.  Figures associated with the interim administration also 
emphasised reform in the local government system, pledging that the mayors of major 
cities would be elected and that the presidential appointee system would be 
abolished.48  At times during the campaign Saakashvili’s conduct exceeded the 
boundaries of appropriate behaviour for a presidential candidate not holding any 
official position.  His attendance of a meeting of the Military Council at the Ministry 
of Defence, without having any right to do so, and his use of the Ministry as a 
platform for a press conference were clearly inappropriate for a presidential candidate.   
 
The only other candidate running a visible campaign was Temur Shashiashvili, former 
governor of Imereti province.  Under the somewhat forlorn slogan, “The struggle is 
always worth it” Shashiashvili ran a low-key campaign completely overshadowed by 
his rival.  He published his programme only 4 days before election day, on 31 
December; the coincidence with New Year festivities further diminished opportunities 
for his message to come across.  Shashiashvili’s programme emphasised the 
decentralization of power in Georgia, advancing the causes of regional autonomy and 
federalism; this appeared to be the main distinguishing feature of his programme.49  
Otherwise there was little to differentiate his proposals for the creation of a 
professional army, the encouragement of small businesses and the creation of full 
employment from those of his rival.  His appeal to the electorate was limited to 
accusing Saakashvili of making empty promises and to giving some expression to 
accusations of political persecution emanating from disaffected political forces.    
 
The range of political debate during the campaign period, and consequently the 
choices available to the electorate, were extremely limited.  Opposition to the interim 
administration and to Saakashvili’s candidacy was disorganized and fragmented, amid 
sweeping cadre turnover.  Criminal proceedings were instigated against a number of 
high-profile public officials (mainly on charges of embezzlement), as members of the 
former governmental bloc made allegations of ‘Bolshevism’ and ‘political terror’ 
against the Interim Administration.   
 
 
4.4 Election Day  
 
Voters received a single ballot on election day for the five presidential candidates.  A 
further ballot was received for majoritarian run-offs in thirteen election districts.50  
Significant improvements were notable in the lay out of precincts, and the required 

                                                 
48 Gigi Tsereteli, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 18 December 2003. 
49 Caucasus Press, 31 December 2003.   
50 These were in Samgori, Chugureti, Mtatsminda, Gldani, Saburtalo, Kutaisi, Poti, Chiatura, Tianeti, 
Akhaltsikhe, Khoni, Aspindza and Lanchkuti.  Voting for majoritarians went ahead in five PECs in 
Kutaisi district.  
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materials were received in a timely fashion for the successful conduct of polling.51  
However, due to complexities arising over voter registration, many polling stations 
received unequal numbers of ballot papers for the majoritarian and presidential 
contest.  This was sometimes in excess of three times the number of registered voters 
on the general list.   
 
 
Voting 
Voting was brisk and conducted in good spirits without much of the confusion 
witnessed during the November parliamentary poll.  In the regions observed by 
LINKS there was however no sense that more people were voting than on 2 
November; this was significant in view of the much greater turnout recorded for 4 
January (88%) by the final CEC figures compared to the earlier poll (60%).  Voting in 
the Kodori gorge, the only region in Abkhazia where voting took place, was delayed 
by bad weather; voting was postponed until 12 January for the 1,500 voters registered 
there.  Voting for both presidential and majoritarian candidates did not proceed in 
PEC #30 in Plevi, Kashuri district, where the incumbent FNG majoritarian MP 
allegedly blocked access to the precinct by amassing a crowd of supporters.  The CEC 
also annulled polls in three PECs in Marneuli, Kvemo Kartli, due to irregularities. 
 
The re-introduction of supplementary lists for same-day registration may have 
facilitated fraud.  In some PECs the number of voters registered on the day exceeded 
50% of those in the main, pre-registered voters’ list.  While LINKS witnessed voters 
being turned away for not having the correct documentation or for being in the 
incorrect precinct, there were numerous instances where voters turned up with 
registration slips and were then added to the additional list.  In one polling station, an 
additional list had been ‘pre-prepared’, calling into question the credibility of CEC’s 
pre-electoral registration process. 
 
Many irregularities seen in prior polls were evident, but in significantly reduced form.  
Campaign materials, consisting of New Year cards featuring the National Movement 
flag and a greeting from Mikheil Saakashvili, were found on registration desks and in 
polling booths in PECs in Mtatsminda, Saburtalo and Gldani.  In other instances, 
roses or newspapers portraying the November events and Mikheil Saakashvili in a 
positive light were also found in polling booths.52  Significant proxy voting also took 
place.  People with several registration slips were observed being allowed to vote 
multiple times.  The marking of voters with indelible ink was erratic: in many PECs 
voters were either not checked on entry to the precinct, or were not marked after 
voting.  In other instances, voters refused to be marked and were nonetheless allowed 
to vote.  In many instances unauthorised persons, usually National Movement 
activists and police, were found inside polling stations.  These individuals were 
sometimes directing the work of PEC members or in control of parts of the voting 
procedure.   

                                                 
51 LINKS observation on 4 January was carried out in Gori (PECs 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 14, 16, 19, 20, 21, 25, 
26), Gldani (PECs 21, 37, 39), Mtatsminda (PECs 1, 6, 8, 9, 13, 14), Vera (PEC 19), Saburtalo (PECs 
1, 2, 17, 22, 24, 27, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41) and Bolnisi (PECs 1, 3, 4, 31, 32). 
52 The November events are popularly referred to the ‘Rose Revolution’ in Georgia, a reference to the 
roses held by the protestors storming the Georgian Parliament on 23 November.  This was another 
example of Mikheil Saakashvili’s adept use of symbolism, here intended to underline the non-violent 
nature of the ‘revolution’. 
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The voting process continues to be long and cumbersome.  Some of the checks and 
counterchecks need to be revisited, as they are counterproductive.  The process of 
stamping envelopes and inserting the ballot once voters have marked their choice is 
particularly problematic, and at times compromises the principle of the secret ballot. 
 
 
The Exit Poll 
The Global Strategy Group again conducted an exit poll with the Institute for Polling 
and Marketing, the Business Consulting Group-Research, the Sociological Centre and 
the Ilia Chavchavadze University of Language and Culture as Georgian partners.53  In 
all 21,037 voters in 226 PECs were interviewed by some 700 interviewers and results 
were compiled using statistical software.54 
 
  
Domestic NGO and Party Observers  
While approximately 30 domestic organisations observed the presidential elections, 
significantly fewer domestic NGO and party observers were present in polling 
stations.  This reduced overcrowding but also contributed to a more imbalanced 
domestic observation process as many observers showed affinities to the new 
authorities.  ISFED deployed observers to more than 2,250 precincts in all regions of 
Georgia and again conducted a parallel vote tabulation.  Akhali taoba or “New 
Generation- New Initiative” was a new NGO observing in these elections, fielding 
500 observers with USAID and the International Republican Institute funding. 
 
Many PECs monitored by LINKS were understaffed due to the boycott by Labour, 
Revival and Industry Will Save Georgia PEC members.  While PECs worked hard to 
overcome the absence of a quorum, in some instances local observers assumed the 
functions of commission members, usually carrying out tasks such as marking voters, 
monitoring ballot boxes or stamping envelopes.  The recent appointment of many 
PEC members and lack of prior training contributed to this regrettably blurred 
distinction between commission members and observers.   
  
 
International Observers 
The International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) was again conducted by the 
OSCE/ODIHR in a joint undertaking with the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, the 
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe and the European Parliament.  
Thirty-eight long-term observers and experts were deployed in the capital and in ten 
regional centres.  A further 450 short-term observers from 38 participating states were 
fielded.  A total of 1,500 PECs were monitored by the IEOM and counting was 
observed in 130 polling stations; a urther 40 DECs were monitored during the 
tabulation of results.  The Commonwealth of Independent States also fielded an 
observation mission featuring over 80 experts and observers covering 62 electoral 
districts and 370 polling stations. 
 
                                                 
53 Sponsorship was provided by the Open Society Georgia Foundation, the Eurasia Foundation, 
USAID, the Swiss Development Agency, Rustavi-2, the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Foundation and the 
British Council. 
54 Figures obtained from the Global Strategy Group Press Release, 5 January 2004. 



 40 

 
The Count 
Counting was generally conducted in an appropriately calm and orderly fashion.  
However, we witnessed the presence of unauthorised individuals and representatives 
of unknown ‘NGOs’ coming and going during the count.  More generally, problems 
with protocol reconciliation and other violations were reported in a number of 
regions, indicating that there is still considerable room for improvement.   
  
 
4.5 Results and Reactions  

 
 

The Exit poll and Parallel Vote Tabulation Results 
The results of the exit poll and parallel vote tabulation were as follows:55 
 
 Exit Poll PVT 
Turnout 86.2% 85.5% 
 
Mikheil Saakashvili 97.7% 96.41% 
Teimuraz Shashiashvili 1.0% 1.93% 
Kartlos Garibashvili 0.4% 0.16% 
Roin Liparteliani 0.2% 0.24% 
Zaza Sikharulidze 0.1% 0.22% 
Zurab Keleksashvili  0.1% 0.07% 
Against all candidates 0.5% 0.32% 
 
ISFED did not explain how they obtained their turnout figure, nor did they make 
available their PVT results precinct by precinct.56  The credibility of these measures 
would benefit if the methodology behind them were made completely transparent.  In 
Adjara the Global Strategy Group pointed to difficulties in obtaining exit interviews 
due to voters’ reluctance. 
 
 
Official Results  
According to the official results published by the CEC, a total of 1,963,556 voters 
turned out to vote on election day.  This represents 87.9% of the total number of 
registered voters.   A total of 391,035 voters registered on the day.  The results were 
as follows: 
 
1. Mikheil Saakashvili 96.27% 
2. Teimuraz Shashiashvili 1.85% 
3. Roin Liparteliani 0.26% 
4. Zaza Sikharulidze 0.24% 
5. Kartlos Garibashvili 0.21% 
6. Zurab Keleksashvili 0.10% 

                                                 
55 Global Strategy Group and Fair Elections Press Release issued through the Elections Media Centre, 
5th January 2004.   
56 In the Preliminary Statement they simply state that they omitted results for Adjara.  See Fair 
Elections Statement on Presidential Elections of January 4, 2004. 
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Majoritarian run-offs 
In the majoritarian second round run-offs, the National Movement won 5 seats, the 
Burjanadze Democrats 4, the Labour Party 1 and two seats went to independent 
candidates.  Acting President Burjanadze was one of the victors in Kutaisi district.  
Two further run-offs were scheduled for 25 January: in Aspindza, where no candidate 
managed to achieve the required threshold of one third of all votes, and in Bolnisi due 
to postponement. 
 
 
Reactions 
The International Observer Mission struck a resoundingly positive note in the press 
conference on the 5 January, noting that the elections brought “Georgia closer to 
meeting international standards”. 57  With the exceptions of Kvemo Kartli and Adjara 
significant improvements were noted throughout Georgia; attention was however also 
drawn to some continuing problems and a few instances of violations (see Appendix 
V).  Given the tone of the statement by the CIS observers’ mission following the 2003 
parliamentary poll, it is not surprising that the CIS observers’ mission noted only 
insignificant irregularities in the 2004 presidential poll.  Yuri Yarov, the head of the 
CIS observers’ effort, drew attention to a lack of instructions to voters in PECs.  
Internationally, the conduct of the elections was generally hailed as an improvement, 
even if the margin of victory put many in mind of those of the Soviet era.  
Regrettably, the sense conveyed by the international community in its monitoring of 
the 4 January elections was that it was much less interested and concerned.  This lent 
credence to an underlying feeling among a small but not insignificant section of 
Georgian society that the international community was in fact pursuing its own 
agenda in its engagement with the Georgian electoral process.  
 
ISFED praised the government and election administration for showing the political 
will to ensure free and fair elections, and noted only minor or non-systematic 
violations on election day that would not impact on the overall outcome.   
 
Immediately following the election, Saakashvili announced that the Burjanadze 
Democrats and National Movement were to form one bloc for forthcoming 
parliamentary elections and that they would present one single party list, probably to 
be headed by Nino Burjanadze.  Saakashvili also announced his intention to create the 
position of prime minister, to be filled by Zurab Zhvania.  Shalva Natelashvili, 
Chairman of the Labour party, strongly criticised the election.  He later flew to Paris 
and Brussels to investigate possibilities of contesting the decision to hold new 
elections only for the 150 proportional mandates at the European Court of Human 
Rights.  Akaki Asatiani of the Traditionalists Union (in the Burjanadze Democrats 
bloc) also claimed that turnout was artificially inflated.  Criticisms of the election 
were, however, fragmented and isolated against the resounding endorsements of both 
international observers and domestic civil society.   
  

 

                                                 
57 International Election Observation Mission, Presidential Election, Georgia – 4 January 2004, 
Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions. See Appendix V. 
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5. Civil Society and the Media 
 
5.1 Civil Society 
 
Georgian civil society emerged as a major player in the discrediting of the November 
poll and the events that followed.  The activities of domestic observer organizations 
and the media made a critical contribution to enhancing the transparency of the 
elections, and later to the organization of protest.  Civil society activity in the run-up 
and during the 4 January presidential poll was in comparison less evident. 
 
Conditions for NGO development are on the whole more favourable in Georgia than 
in its eastern neighbours, a reflection of the fact that the Shevardnadze administration 
understood the importance of ‘democratic appearances’.  Civil society institutions 
have consequently flourished in Georgia in recent years, although they remain heavily 
concentrated in Tbilisi and highly dependent on foreign donors.  The domestic 
observation effort mounted In November and January would certainly not have been 
possible but for the funding provided by the National Democratic Institute for 
International Affairs, the U.S. Agency for International Development, the European 
Union and others. 
 
Since the last round of elections in Georgia relations between the government and 
prominent critics in civil society have worsened, particularly with the independent 
media (see below).  The period preceding the November poll saw a number of 
attempts on the part of the government to curtail the activities of NGOs.  These 
included an attempt by the Ministry of Finance to introduce first a government review 
process of foreign funding for NGOs in summer 2002, and second government 
supervision of banks accounts belonging to independent groups in September that 
year.  In February 2003 a draft bill proposed by the Ministry of Security on the 
suspension of ‘foreign-managed militant and other organizations’.58  Under an anti-
terrorism and anti-evangelicals rubric, the latter bill envisaged the suspension of an 
organization’s activities in case of financial support from or cooperation with 
international organizations.  All of these measures were either not implemented or 
quickly withdrawn in the face of fierce criticism by civic groups.  However, they 
contributed to an increasingly antagonistic relationship between state and civic 
society, and pushed the latter increasingly towards an informal alliance with 
opposition political parties. 

 
Georgian civil society was very well prepared for the 2 November elections.  The 
largest domestic independent observer organization, the International Society for Fair 
Elections and Democracy (ISFED), mounted a nationwide observation operation in 
coordination with the Georgian Young Lawyers Association (GYLA).  ISFED had 
participated in the Baker dialogue in the period preceding the elections, and reported 
that it had faced no direct obstruction to its observation activities prior to 2 
November.59  For the first time ISFED was able to deploy both a long-term and short-
term observers in Adjara, although this was thought to have reflect more inertia on the 

                                                 
58 See Zaza Baazov, ‘Gruziya: Vlast’ i nepravitel’stvennye organizatsii nakanune parlamentskikh 
vyborov’, Tsentral’naya Aziya i Kavkaz 4, n.28 (2003): 56-62; Zaza Baazov and Oksana Baachi, 
“Tbilisi to tighten screws on NGOs”, IWPR Caucasus Reporting Service, No.169, 7 March 2003. 
59 Authors’ interview with Nugzar Kupreishvili, Legal Adviser, ISFED, 1 November 2003. 
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part of the local authorities there than political change.60  On the day before the 
elections ISFED volunteers mounted a televised mock demonstration on Rustaveli 
Avenue in Tbilisi as a reminder of every citizen’s right to non-violent protest.  On 
election day ISFED deployed observers in more than 2,300 PECs nationwide; it also 
conducted for the first time the parallel vote tabulation in 20% of Georgia’s PECs, 
designed to prevent tampering with PEC protocol totals at higher levels of the 
electoral administration.  Although the methodology behind this parallel vote 
tabulation was not completely transparent (in particular, the locations of the PECs 
counted), its early publicising on the day after the election was critical in discrediting 
the later official results.  ISFED reported that on election day its observers “were 
intimidated, threatened with guns, and physically assaulted”.61  In the aftermath of the 
elections, as well as announcing the PVT results and issuing its own assessment of the 
elections, ISFED was the principal plaintiff of the legal process to annul parts of the 2 
November results and filed complaints against DECs in Mtatsminda, Bolnisi, Tqibuli 
and Marneuli.   
 
Outside of the election monitoring process, the youth movement Kmara (Kmara!, 
‘Enough!’) was another high-profile civic group.  Formed in April 2003 on the basis 
of an earlier student organization, Kmara was actively modelled on the Serbian youth 
movement Otpor, which played an important role in the toppling of Slobodan 
Milosevic.  This involved the active exchange of expertise in methods of non-violent 
protest: Kmara leaders visited Serbia, and over the summer of 2003 Otpor trainers 
came to Georgia to run summer schools for some 700 activists.62  Prior to the 
November elections Kmara claims to have had a membership of between 2,000 and 
3,000.  Kmara’s activities included graffiti and poster campaigns, TV clips and street 
demonstrations, aimed at using elements of both shock and humour to engage a 
cynical electorate.  When Kmara activists were arrested, ‘rapid reaction plans’ 
organized instant demonstrations demanding their release.  By its own admission, 
Kmara is far from a politically neutral organization, being closely associated with the 
National Movement and the Burjanadze-Democrats.  It formed part of the United 
Opposition in the wake of the 2 November poll, and since then has extended its 
activities to Adjara (see below).  Some of Kmara’s actions, notably its TV clips 
vilifying CEC members after 2 November, invited fierce controversy and were 
dropped from Rustavi-2 after the channel was fined $128,000 by the courts.  
 
The new political order following the November events and Saakashvili’s victory 
places Georgian civil society in a novel position.  While these elections have 
demonstrated that civil society in Georgia is a force to be reckoned with, its 
legitimacy is nonetheless still fragile.  In the wake of the November events numerous 
criticisms were voiced against some civil society groups as lacking autonomy from 
their foreign funders.  Having played a critical role in Saakashvili’s passage to power, 
and to a debatable extent compromised their moral authority in doing so, Georgian 
civil society must now observe a distance from his regime appropriate to its role.  
Moreover, it is optimistic to believe that the dynamic of mistrust between state and 
civil society of the past decade will be easily transformed into one of mutual 
regulation according to the law. 
 
                                                 
60 Ibid. 
61 Fair Elections’ Preliminary Statement on Parliamentary Elections of November 2, 2003. 
62 Authors’ interview with Giorgi Kandelaki, Activist and Website Editor, Kmara, 31 December 2003. 
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5.2 The Media 
 
Georgia is served by a wide range of media outlets in all formats.  As well as state 
outlets an increasingly diverse range of independent outlets is accessible to most of 
the population, although the situation deteriorates with distance from Tbilisi.  With 
the localised exception of Adjara there is no systematic attempt by the state to control 
the media.  However, attacks on the independent television have been a regular, if 
infrequent, feature of the Georgian political landscape.  This trend unfortunately 
intensified in the period since the previous general elections in 1999-2000. 
 
The state-controlled first channel is the only one offering universal coverage; the 
second channel, also state-controlled, covers 60% of Georgia.  These provided 
coverage of the elections that favoured the pro-governmental bloc FNG and President 
Shevardnadze.  The director of Georgian State Television, Zaza Shengelia, resigned 
after the November poll following criticism of the organization’s work from President 
Shevardnadze.  Shengelia’s subsequent interviews further discredited perceptions of 
the neutrality of the state-run channels.   
 
Rustavi-2 is the main independent channel (see below), joined by more recently 
established (April 2003) Imedi.  These channels are freely available to most of the 
population.  While Russtavi-2’s coverage was strongly anti-governmental, Imedi 
provided more balanced coverage.  Two other independent channels, Mze and 
Channel 9, broadcast mainly in the Tbilisi area.  In Adjara, the channel Adjara TV is 
controlled by the local authorities and did not diverge from its characteristically 
dutiful coverage of Abashidze and the Revival party to the exclusion of all other 
political forces.  It can also be received outside of the region.  Other channels can be 
received in Adjara, so there is not an information monopoly in the region.  There are 
three state-run radio stations and a number of independents. 
 
With regard to newspapers, there is a varied picture.  Few newspapers have 
circulation figures allowing them to be seen as properly national newspapers.  The 
state-controlled newspaper sakartvelos respublika (and its Russian version, 
Svobodnaya Gruziya) offers loyal coverage of the government’s activities and 
publication of official legislation, but is not widely read.  A wide range of 
independent newspapers, which vary considerably in quality, is also available, 
although again this is overwhelmingly concentrated in Tbilisi.  Some of these, notably 
24 saati, strongly supported the National Movement and the Burjanadze-Democrats.   
 
For the November poll there were no limits imposed on the amount of spending on 
political advertising, which gave the better-funded parties a significant advantage.  
The standard of political advertising varied considerably, with some parties 
prioritising catchiness and name recognition over substantive policy issues.  In the 
printed media there was a tendency not to differentiate between news reporting and 
editorial commentary.  The reporting of the January presidential poll was subdued by 
comparison, due largely to the absence of campaigning activity.   
 
 
 
 
 



 45 

5.3 Rustavi-2 
 

The independent TV channel Rustavi-2 played a seminal role in the discrediting of the 
2 November poll and in the events that followed.  Surveys carried out prior to the 
electoral period indicate that it was the most popular TV channel, and its daily 
evening news broadcast kurieri is a major source of information for the public.  
Established in 1995 (and closed twice in its first year), Rustavi-2 has expanded to 
become the main private competitor to state television.  Its expansion has come, 
however, at the cost of confrontation with the political authorities.  In November 2001 
its offices were raided by police intent on imposing a seemingly politically motivated 
tax inspection.  Subsequent public outrage and demonstrations forced several high-
ranking ministers to resign.  Earlier that year Giorgi Sanaia, a popular Rustavi-2 
anchorman, was murdered, the first case of a murdered journalist in Georgia.  In 2002 
Rustavi-2’s offices were again attacked at least twice.   
 
On the basis of these developments, a decision was made by the channel’s 
management to actively support the ousting of a government that it perceived as a 
threat to Rustavi-2’s continued existence.  Rustavi-2’s coverage of the elections was 
consequently strongly weighted against the government and its bloc, FNG, and 
favourable towards the National Movement and Burjanadze-Democrats.  This was 
recognized after the change of government by Rustavi-2’s director Erosi 
Kitsmarishvili, in an interview with Itar-Tass on 2 December, when he admitted: “We 
have been providing one-sided coverage of developments in Georgia”.63  According 
to Kitsmarishvili the aim behind this coverage was to maximise popular mobilization 
against the government to achieve its non-violent removal.  He conceded that  
Rustavi-2’s strategy had resulted in a loss of viewer confidence in the channel, which 
he pledged to regain by actively criticizing the new government.  He further claimed 
that the pro-oppositional stance taken by the channel was not mediated by financial 
support from the opposition.  Rustavi-2 was also one of the organizers and funders of 
the exit poll on 2 November.   
 
On 24 October the channel reported that the State Minister, Avtandil Jorbenadze, had 
offered a licence for an additional frequency channel to Rustavi-2 (in some areas the 
channel can only be received through re-broadcasting on local frequency channels) in 
return for more favourable coverage of the government bloc.  This is an indication of 
continuing attempts by the state to use material and technical difficulties experienced 
by the independent media to curtail unfavourable coverage.  Rustavi-2 was 
subsequently awarded the licence by the new government in January 2004. 
 
Rustavi-2’s pro-oppositional stance exposed the channel to strong criticism from all 
other parties.  Following the November poll the Labour, Revival and Industry Will 
Save Georgia parties declared a boycott of Rustavi-2 for its inflammatory coverage of 
event in Tbilisi, and on 13 November the CEC revoked its accreditation.  Rustavi-2 
was not broadcast in Adjara from the beginning of December.  Furthermore, 
following the change of government the channel was the target of physical attack.  On 
29 December Rustavi-2’s Tbilisi office, from which the kurieri programme is 
broadcast, was the target of an attack with an anti-tank missile.  The missile hit a 
concrete outer wall and failed to explode.   

                                                 
63 Itar-Tass, reported in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 2 December 2003. 
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6. The role of the international community 
 
The international community was heavily involved at a number of levels in the 
November and January elections.  Firstly, the Special Representatives of the OSCE 
and Secretary General of the Council of Europe were involved in the selection process 
of the CEC chair, an innovation devised within the framework of the Baker principles.  
Secondly, the international community provided considerable funds and other 
resources for the conduct of all levels of the electoral process.  Thirdly, a large-scale 
international observation mission observed both the November and January polls.  
Finally, diplomatic missions in Georgia played an important role both in the 
promotion of dialogue prior to the November poll and in mediating between the sides 
contesting the election results.     
 
The involvement of the OSCE and Council of Europe in the appointment of the CEC 
chair was a questionable development.  The putative benefit in terms of impartiality 
needs to be offset against the loss in establishing an appropriate framework for this 
critical appointment to be negotiated among the relevant Georgian authorities.  It is 
not desirable for either the Georgian electoral process or the international community 
that this crucial responsibility be externally delegated.  International involvement in 
this process also invited criticism in some Georgian elite circles as external 
interference in Georgia’s affairs.64 
 
The November-January experience shows that supporting democratization is 
extremely costly.  Overall, the United States provided $3 million in election support 
for the November elections, with the international community (both international 
agencies and individual states) providing a further $1 million.  These donations 
covered virtually all aspects of the electoral process from voter education, equipment 
and staff for the computerization of voters’ lists, training of domestic NGOs, payment 
of electoral staff’s salaries, financing of equipment and ballot papers and international 
observation.  These donations were given against a backdrop of huge international 
contributions to Georgia in recent years.  According to report by the Christian Science 
Monitor on 26 November 2003 the United States alone has invested up to $1.3 billion 
into Georgia over the past decade.65  The international community is to be 
commended for its quick response in assuring funds for the January elections.  For the 
January poll and forthcoming parliamentary re-run, OSCE member states have 
committed more than 5 million euros, and the European Union 2 million euros.66  It is 
an unfortunate paradox, however, that this prompt outlay of significant funds appears 
to marginalize any link between funding decisions and electoral quality. 
 
While external funding has played a critical role supporting elections, there appears to 
be inadequate consideration of cost-effectiveness in this process.  As an example, 

                                                 
64 On 7 August an open letter protesting US ‘interference’ was sent to the US Ambassador to Georgia 
by representatives of the Georgian intelligentsia.  RFE/RL Newsline, Vol.7, No.151, Part I, 11 August 
2003. 
65 Christian Science Monitor, 26 November 2003. 
66 Within these frameworks Britain pledged £500,000, Germany 750,000 euros, Norway 4 million 
krone, and Belgium 200,000 euros.  This is not an exhaustive list.  Black Sea Press, 3 December 2003; 
Caucasus Press, 3 December 2003; Press Release, British Embassy, 3 December 2003; Sakinform, 2-3 
December 2003. 
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despite the fact that considerable funds were donated for the organization of the 2 
November poll, lack of funding was a major obstacle to the work of the CEC.  
Although parts of the electoral procedure were funded directly by foreign agencies, 
the CEC remained entirely dependent on funds from the national budget distributed 
through the Ministry of Finance.67  The outsourcing of various stages of the process 
also resulted in a loss of control for the CEC.  Again this effectively produced a 
situation where the work of a number of Western-funded agencies was acting as a 
substitute for a process that more properly is the responsibility of the Georgian 
authorities.   
 
Furthermore, the close alignment of many of the civil society institutions funded from 
abroad to the political opposition has diminished the perception of international 
assistance as politically neutral.  Following the 2 November poll, criticism was voiced 
by several figures associated with the government that international funding agencies 
had overstepped their remit.68  Beyond the problem of the lack of transparency in the 
agendas pursued by external agencies, this also raises the problem of the long-term 
sustainability of foreign-funded civil society institutions. 
 
The international observer missions to Georgia (and indeed other post-Soviet states) 
have grown into major operations deploying hundreds of long-term and short-term 
observers.  All sides to the elections interviewed for this report affirmed their 
approval of the presence of an international observation mission.  International 
observation in Georgia has in the past, however, been criticized domestically for its 
failure to condemn flagrant violations.69  In this sense observers representing 
international organizations are caught between the prerogatives of promoting stability 
and actively challenging election results.  Furthermore, statements issued by 
international observer missions are typically used, sometimes dishonestly, by 
contesting sides to support their particular interpretation of ‘what happened’.70  The 
IEOM’s relatively strong criticism of the 2 November poll played an important, if not 
critical, role in the discrediting of the elections.  What singles the November poll out 
from previous polls was the force and diversity of domestic criticism, from domestic 
observers to civil society institutions to, crucially, figures in the state security 
apparatus.  In this context it may be useful to reconsider the exponential growth in the 
international observation effort.  The first parliamentary and presidential elections 

                                                 
67 Authors’ interview with Nana Devdariani, former CEC Chair, 8 January 2003. 
68 This was a consistent theme reported on the state-run Channel 1’s news programme moambe.  
George Soros in particular was targeted by leading government figures.  For example President 
Shevardnadze commented that “Foreign forces must not interfere in the affairs of the country.  It is not 
George Soros’s business to defend the opposition…”.  Reported by moambe, 7 January 2003.  Temur 
Shashiashvili, still at that time Shevardnadze’s appointed governor in Imereti region, also levelled 
accusations against the international involvement in the constitution of the CEC.  Reported by 
Interpress, 11 November 2003. 
69 Political scientist and Republican party leader Ivlian Khaindrava, for example, writes: “To sum up 
my observations on the work of international observers during elections in our countries [i.e. the South 
Caucasus], I have to conclude, with regret, that on the whole the observers, willingly or otherwise, only 
facilitated the acceptance by local and international communities of elections that had been shamelessly 
falsified by the authorities”.  Ivlian Khaindrava, “Eyes Wide Shut.  Elections in the South Caucasus 
and International Observers”, Pomegranate, April 2003, 12.  
70 This is noted in the OSCE/ODIHR’s Post-Election Interim Report, where it is noted that the state-run 
Channel 1 “misrepresented the IEOM’s findings and conclusions…presenting a much more positive 
picture that that delivered by the speakers and text of the preliminary statement”.  OSCE/ODIHR 
Election Observation Mission, Post-Election Interim Report 3-25 November 2003, 8. 
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held in Georgia (while it was still part of the Soviet Union) in 1990-91 were not 
subject to international observation.  Yet these elections were pluralistic, conducted 
with at least no more violence than that seen in the November elections, and were 
considered by both those who contested and participated in them to have been 
legitimate.  This suggests that it is political will, rather than the deterrent or incentives 
presented by international observation, that is critical in securing legitimately 
conducted elections.  It may therefore be time to review whether there is a noticeable 
‘democratic dividend’ deriving from the currently huge scale of election observation 
efforts. 
 
The international community was finally also actively involved through diplomatic 
missions in Georgia.  In the period prior to the elections an Ambassadorial Working 
Group (AWG) was formed, which engaged in dialogue with both leading ministers 
and the President on the one hand, and opposition leaders on the other.  The AWG is 
to commended for playing an important role in persuading the Georgian authorities to 
adopt the Unified Election Code and establishing a forum for constructive dialogue 
throughout the electoral process.   
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7. Conflict Regions and National Minorities  
 

Among the many challenges to Georgian state building is that of ethnic diversity.  The 
November and January polls, and the broader context of Shevardnadze’s removal, 
raised several questions related to this issue.  How would the change of government 
impact on the fragile negotiation processes ongoing with the seceded regions of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia?  Internally, how would it affect the traditional ‘delivery’ 
of the minority vote by regional governors in favour of incumbents in Georgia’s 
southern tier?  In the longer term, how will it affect the equally fragile integration 
process among Georgia’s remaining minorities, many of whom associated 
Shevardnadze with minority-friendly ‘internationalist’ values?  Will the removal of 
Shevardnadze lead to more active political mobilization amongst otherwise excluded 
minority groups? 
 
 
7.1 Conflict Regions: Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
 
The constitutional crisis and the change of government in Tbilisi resulted in a period 
of heightened tension surrounding Georgia’s unresolved conflicts in the seceded 
territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia.  A number of other irritants, including a 10-
year celebration in September 2003 of the Abkhaz victory in the 1992-3 war and the 
participation of these regions in the Russian Duma elections in December, contributed 
to a flurry of exchanges between Tbilisi and the regimes in Sukhumi and Tskhinvali 
(referred to as Sukhum and Tskhinval by Abkhazians and South Ossetians).  Although 
many of these suggested a hardening of positions, there was no notable escalation in 
violence.  However, developments in December did furnish evidence of the extent to 
which these conflicts have been internationalised.  This conflicts with raised 
expectations of progress in the resolution of the conflict following from statements 
made by Mikheil Saakashvili during his campaign. 
 
Following the November events, meetings of the Joint Control Committee in South 
Ossetia, and the Georgian-Abkhaz peace process in Geneva were suspended.  The 
security forces of both de facto republics were put on a state of heightened alert.  At 
the same time the motives behind quickly arranged meetings between representatives 
of South Ossetia, Abkhazia and Adjara and the Russian authorities in Moscow 
aroused concern among Georgia’s new leaders.  In addition, on 28 November 
Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party proposed a draft resolution in the 
Russian Duma on the entry of Abkhazia and South Ossetia into the Russian 
Federation.71  The motion was heavily defeated.  Seemingly as a result of the Moscow 
meetings, however, different Russian authorities implemented a number of measures 
that contradicted statements by Russian officials in support of Georgian territorial 
integrity and harmonious relations with Georgia’s new leadership.  First, residents of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia in possession of Russian or extended Soviet passports 
were granted the right to participate in the Russian Duma elections of 7 December.72  
Second, following Aslan Abashidze’s visit to Moscow, a relaxed visa regime was 

                                                 
71 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 28 November 2003. 
72 While actual numbers remain unclear, the South Ossetian de facto president Eduard Kokoiti claimed 
that 90% of South Ossetia’s population were Russian citizens.  BBC  Summary of World Broadcasts, 
28 December 2003.   
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declared between Adjara and Russia, beginning on 14 December.73  These moves 
were perceived in Georgia as provocative interventions from Russia undermining its 
useful contribution to the resolution of the Georgian constitutional crisis in 
November.  Against this backdrop, leaders of the Interim Administration and 
presidential candidate Mikheil Saakashvili made a number of statements promising 
the re-integration of the two regions.  The Abkhaz and South Ossetian leaderships 
responded with affirmations of their refusal to be part of the Georgian state and 
assertions of their desire to join Russia.74   
 
The security situation in the seceded territories remained largely stable, apart from an 
explosion in Abkhazia on 11 December and isolated shooting incidents in Gali region 
with 2 fatalities.  The November events and change of government in Georgia did, 
however, inject new urgency into the question of the Abkhazian succession.  
Abkhazia’s de facto president, Vladislav Ardzinba, has faced increasing domestic 
speculation regarding his capacity for office in connection with an undisclosed illness 
and has made increasingly few public appearances in recent years.  In early December 
the public movement Amtsakhara reiterated its earlier concerns regarding Ardzinba’s 
capacity for office and demanded his pre-term resignation.  This was ostensibly 
because of the changed political situation, in which Abkhazia faced “a real danger of 
military aggression [i.e. from the new Georgian leadership]”.75  Amtsakhara’s 
demands were supported by a number of other public organizations and the Abkhaz 
Council of Elders.76                        
 
On the eve of the presidential elections Mikheil Saakashvili achieved a publicity coup 
by visiting Tskhinvali, the capital of the self-declared South Ossetian Republic.77  
During his visit, which was not agreed beforehand with the South Ossetian 
authorities, he met with the local population in Tskhinvali and Georgians living in the 
Liakhvi gorge, making assurances to the latter that these would be the last Georgian 
elections without the participation of the seceded regions.  Saakashvili’s visit was 
condemned by de facto President Eduard Kokoyty, who attempted to diminish the 
significance of this embarrassing event.78 
 
As in previous elections, polling did take place in those parts of the seceded territories 
still under Georgian control.  Some 20 polling stations were opened in the Liakhvi 
gorge in South Ossetia in November, which was condemned by the Tskhinvali 
authorities.  It was also reported in the Georgian press that Russian peacekeepers 
obstructed residents of Gali region, the main region in Abkhazia still under Georgian 
control, from participating in the November vote.79  In January polling stations were 
again opened in Liakhvi, while it was reported that most Gali residents were not able 
to vote due to restricted access across the Enguri river to Georgian-controlled 

                                                 
73 BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 14 December 2003.  Russia instituted a visa regime for 
Georgian citizens in 2002; this did not extend to Abkhazia or South Ossetia. 
74 See Eduard Kokoyty’s statements reported by Prime News, 28 December 2003, and Abkhazian 
Prime Minister Raul Khajimba’s rejection of federalism, Interpress, 29 November 2003.  
75 Black Sea Press, 2 November 2003. 
76 Interpress, 20 December 2003. 
77 Interpress, 3 January 2004. 
78 Reported by Civil Georgia, www.civil.ge, 4 January 2004. 
79 Black Sea Press, 2 November 2003. 

http://www.civil.ge/
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Zugdidi.80  Voting in the Kodori gorge in Abkhazia was postponed until 12 January 
due to adverse weather conditions. 
 
 
7.2 National Minorities 
 
Much of the non-Georgian population in Georgia is characterised by low levels of 
political mobilization, low infrastructural integration with the state and consequently 
very low degrees of cultural integration.  As a result minorities often have little 
perception that developments in Georgian politics matter for them; at election time 
this means that representatives of minorities within the electoral administration often 
have incomplete knowledge of electoral procedures published only in Georgian.   
Over the past decade the Georgian government, through both the lack of will and 
means, has done little to change this situation.  National minority policy under 
Shevardnadze consisted largely of the overt affirmation of ‘multicultural’ values and 
the co-opting of minority leaderships, while ignoring practical issues of either civic 
integration or minority rights.  Nevertheless for minorities Shevardnadze’s presidency 
was identified with stability and a return to the minority-friendly ‘internationalist’ 
values of the Soviet era after the aggressive nationalism of the Gamsakhurdia period.  
Active political participation, in the true sense of the term, among areas of compact 
minority settlement has nevertheless remained low.  Previous elections especially in 
Samtskhe-Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli have been characterised, as noted above, by a 
lack of pluralism, cajoling of the electorate (sometimes by official representatives of 
Armenia and Azerbaijan in Georgia), implausibly high turnouts and artificially 
inflated support for pro-government forces.  These distortions are largely based on the 
passivity and political exclusion of minority voters.   
 
This pattern remained largely in place in the November election.  Very few parties, 
only the Burjanadze-Democrats and For a New Georgia, produced campaigning 
material in minority languages.  In terms of commitments to minority rights, the 
Burjanadze-Democrats went furthest, advocating affirmative action programmes for 
Armenians and Azerbaijanis to accelerate integration.81  There were also credible 
reports of the establishment of activities linked to the Kvemo Kartli governor’s office 
aimed at cajoling Armenian voters to support the governmental FNG bloc.82  These 
were allegedly supported by diaspora funders based in Moscow.  On election day 
Georgia’s southern tier was again marked by a high degree of violations.  In particular 
Kvemo Kartli, under the control of governor and close Shevardnadze associate Levan 
Mamaladze, was noted by international observers as one of the worst areas for 
violations.  The Kvemo Kartli results were also amongst the last to be received by the 
CEC, a strategic response to inflated support anticipated for the Revival party in 
Adjara.83  Turnout and pro-governmental support were similar to those of previous 
elections.   
 
Shevardnadze’s resignation and the change of government resulted in a distinct 
increase in minority activity.  National minority community leaders spoke out against 
the rigging of the November elections and underlined the importance of minority 
                                                 
80 Caucasus Press, 2 January 2004. 
81 Authors’ interview Eduard Surmanidze MP, 27 October 2004. 
82 Droeba, Imedi TV, 26 October 2003. 
83 Authors’ interview with Nana Devdariani, 8 January 2004. 
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participation in the forthcoming presidential elections.84  This was coupled, however, 
with a sense of unease about first the portrayal of the role of the minority vote in the 
November poll and the intentions of Georgia’s likely new leaders.  Some of the 
rhetoric surrounding vote fraud made explicit links to the ‘Armenian vote’ and the 
‘Azerbaijani vote’, creating a sense of polarization between national minorities and 
the new leadership.  This was attenuated by statements to the effect that the new 
administration sought good relations with national minorities, yet sought also to end 
the current cul-de-sac in integration processes.85   The decision to broadcast news 
programmes in Armenian and Azerbaijani languages on state television was also 
welcomed by minorities.86  At the same time some controversial statements were 
made by both Armenian nationalists in Armenia and Virk, a radical organization 
considered to be positioned on the fringes on the Armenian community in Georgia but 
not without ties to influential patrons in Yerevan.  A spokesman for the party, which 
is not legally registered in Georgia, declared that “Javakheti’s status – autonomy, 
federative or confederative relations – must become the topic for negotiations with the 
Georgian government”.87  Warnings of destabilization in the region, seeking to defuse 
the impact of Virk’s statement, followed 2 days later from the opposition in Yerevan.  
 
The involvement of the Armenian and Azerbaijani minorities in the presidential poll 
of 4 January was again conditioned by obeisance to the centre’s – albeit new – 
appointees.  The Interim Administration acted quickly to change the regional 
governors in these areas, replacing Shevardnadze’s appointees with its own 
representatives.  Some effort was made to incorporate minorities in the electoral 
process, with the CEC issuing voter registration forms in minority languages; for 
election day, however, ballot papers in minority areas were only produced in Russian.  
Turnout in Samtskhe-Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli was generally reported as high on 
election day; the uniformity of the results in favour of Saakashvili indicate, however, 
that little change in the conduct of the process had taken place.  As in previous 
elections local electoral commissions delivered the required result to the new 
leadership; in Kvemo Kartli this involved serious violations, including ballot stuffing.  
LINKS observers in Bolnisi region further noted that many PEC chairs had not 
changed since the previous election, indicating stability – and in the context of the 
results, subordination to the new political order – in the election administration staff.   
 
High turnout and support for Saakashvili in the official results belies a continuing, 
profound structural disengagement between Georgian state politics and national 
minorities in outlying regions.  An active and informed role for minorities in Georgian 
politics is contingent on broader issues of integration that reach well beyond 
participation in elections.  One of the challenges confronting Georgia’s new leaders is 
to move beyond the previous exploitation of minority exclusion, towards creating 
conditions for the active engagement between minorities and the state of which they a 
part.      

                                                 
84 “Baku: Situation of minorities in Georgia changes?”, Groong, 2 January 2004. 
85 Caucasus Press, 3 December 2003. 
86 The state TV channel’s news programme moambe on the state TV channel was first broadcast in 
Azerbaijani on 20 December, from a regional transmitter to Bolnisi, Gardabani, Marneuli and Dmanisi 
districts.  The broadcast covered events in Georgia, but may in future carry items on Azerbaijan too.  
BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 22 December 2003. 
87 Caucasus Press, 9 December 2003.  For nationalist rhetoric on the Javakheti issue emanating from 
the Armenian Aryan Union in Armenia, see BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 17 November 2003. 
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8. Centre-Periphery Relations: the Tbilisi-Adjara Relationship 
 
General elections in Georgia have increasingly brought into focus the complex 
relationship between the central government and the only one of Soviet Georgia’s 
former autonomies nominally under its control, the Autonomous Republic of 
Adjara.88  There are many aspects to this relationship, of which the most relevant for 
the democratisation process is the contrasting models of political authority that the 
Georgian centre and the Adjarian periphery represent.  However imperfectly this is 
realized in practice, it is clear that the Georgian state is oriented overall towards a 
liberal democratic model of political authority: opposition is open and tolerated, civil 
society has flourished and power is legitimated through regular and on the whole 
competitive (if not wholly fair) elections.  By contrast Adjara represents an alternative 
model of political authority rooted in characteristically Soviet forms: party and state 
are co-extensive, opposition is not tolerated, civil society and particularly the media 
are harnessed to the regime, and power is legitimated through a ‘paternalist’ 
relationship of state to society rather than free and fair elections.  As noted above, 
elections in Adjara typically feature turnouts and approval ratings for the incumbent 
regime in excess of 90%, and the region has been consistently singled out by both 
domestic and international observers as a black spot for electoral fraud.  Within 
Adjara power is concentrated in the person of the autonomous republic’s chairman 
(now president), Aslan Abashidze, and his party machine, Revival. 
 
In the early 1990s the local authorities in Adjara benefited from the collapse of central 
government and the opening of the Georgian-Turkish border.  Control of this border 
provided the Adjarian leadership with a vital resource limiting the need to negotiate a 
relationship with either the weakened Georgian centre or local society.  The presence 
of a Russian military base, and ties to patrons in Moscow, provided further levers of 
pressure on Tbilisi.  These factors, and nervousness over a further potential source of 
separatism, moderated the centre’s generally non-confrontational policy towards 
Adjara.  In the late 1990s the Revival party styled itself as an opposition party, a 
stance allowing it to extend its support base beyond Adjara’s borders.  Abashidze’s 
oppositional stance was, however, always tactical – rather than ideological – in 
nature.  While confronting the centre on some issues, for example, refusing to submit 
taxes to the central budget, he sought cooperation on others in return for specific 
rewards.  His withdrawal at the last minute from the 2000 presidential poll is a case in 
point.  In return for ‘ensuring’ a healthy mandate for Shevardnadze in Adjara by 
withdrawing his presidential candidacy, Adjara’s autonomous status was entrenched 
in law.89  Indeed, the Shevardnadze-Abashidze relationship was more one of patron 
and tactically recalcitrant client than real opposition.  
 

                                                 
88 Adjara was originally established as an autonomous republic in 1921 by the Soviet state.  This was 
purportedly (and anomalously from a Soviet point-of-view) on the grounds of its Muslim population, 
but in reality related to foreign policy objectives of securing friendly relations with Kemalist Turkey.  
Gamsakhurdia later threatened to abolish the autonomy, but backed down in the face of local 
resistance.  Since the secession of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the Adjarian leadership has 
successfully pursued a form of economic localism.  This also extends to the control of its own security 
forces (Adjarian conscripts serve only in Adjara) and what is in effect, a parallel state and not an 
autonomous region of a larger state.       
89 Shevardnadze secured comfortable results in Adjara in the April 2000 poll, whereas the CUG had 
secured no support whatsoever in the parliamentary poll six months earlier. 
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The emergence of a more genuine opposition in the period since the last general 
elections has made Abashidze’s and Revival’s stance vis-à-vis the centre increasingly 
ambiguous.  While Shevardnadze and the CUG proved to be flexible negotiators 
allowing Abashidze considerable leeway to pursue his own agendas, the prospect of 
their replacement by the ‘radical’ opposition presented a real threat to the continued 
existence of the Batumi regime.  Indeed, as noted above, prominent figures above all 
from the National Movement did no less than throw down the gauntlet by 
campaigning, inter alia, for an “Adjara without Abashidze”.  The violent response to 
the National Movement’s campaigning activity in Adjara in October indicates the 
seriousness with which this threat was perceived by the authorities in Batumi.  
Moreover, the working relationship between Shevardnadze and Abashidze was 
cemented in the bargaining over the results of the 2 November poll.  The extent of this 
bargaining became clear when the official CEC results were published, securing some 
19% of the vote and second place for Revival.90  Centre and periphery were now 
irrevocably committed to one another, bound by complicity in the tailoring of the 
results and the common threat of overthrow.  Hence Revival’s stalwart support of 
Shevardnadze in the aftermath of the poll.91 
 
Shevardnadze’s resignation, the annulment of the November proportional vote and the 
triumph of the United Opposition were the worst possible outcomes for Abashidze.  
Bereft of his chief patron in Tbilisi, he immediately sounded out other patrons in 
Moscow, apparently without success.  While Russia offered some ‘concessions’ to 
Adjara, notably the relaxation of the visa regime applicable to the rest of Georgia, this 
seemed to be intended more as an irritant and lever of pressure on the interim 
administration in Tbilisi than backing for Abashidze.  Furthermore, Abashidze’s 
sudden vulnerability opened up the Adjarian political scene to a number of new 
currents.  Students at Batumi University protested the threatened boycott of the 
January poll.  The youth movement Kmara! announced the extension of the 
organization’s activities to Adjara, organising a mass leaflet campaign in Batumi on 
New Year’s Eve.  On 22 December with the support of Davit Berdzenishvili, the 
National Movement majoritarian candidate for Batumi beaten up in Adjara in 
October, a new popular movement ‘Our Adjara’ was created.92  The movement was 
aimed at supporting Adjara’s participation in the January poll (at that time still 
uncertain), but also more generally towards the removal of Abashidze.  These 
developments presented the most serious challenge to the Batumi regime since 
Georgian independence.   
 
Suggestions that developments in Adjara may end in the sort of violence seen in 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the early 1990s are surely overstated.  For one thing, 

                                                 
90 It is difficult to judge the real extent of Revival’s support nationwide.  The party undoubtedly enjoys 
the support of a large part of the Adjarian population, which would probably allow it to pass the 7% 
threshold, and very moderate support elsewhere.  A nationwide total of 19% is highly implausible 
given the party’s reduced profile since 1999.   
91 It is also possible that Abashidze sought to exploit Shevardnadze’s vulnerability to extract further 
concessions.  Shortly before the convening of the new parliament, representatives of the government 
bloc FNG travelled to Batumi for negotiations that may have seen Jemal Gogitidze, Adjarian Interior 
Minister and Revival majoritarian candidate for Batumi, appointed speaker of parliament but for the 
events of 23 November. 
92 Replicating the pattern of the perestroika-era ‘Interfronts’, another movement by the same name was 
later created on 20 January 2004 aimed at ‘preserving peace and stability’ in Adjara.  See RFE/RL 
Newsline, Vol.8, No.12, Part 1, 21 January 2004. 
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the ethnic context in Adjara differs radically.  Although a limited Islamic revival is 
ongoing in Adjara, particularly in highland areas, the vast majority of the region’s 
population self-identifies as Georgian.  It does not share the characteristically 
Russian-speaking orientation of Abkhazians and those Ossetians living in the former 
South Ossetian autonomy.  Ethnic separatism thus has little social basis in Adjara.  
Furthermore the Adjarian leadership does not rely on an ethnic or nationalist 
discourse to legitimate its power.  Rather, it is a Soviet-style paternalism, combined 
with strictly curtailed opportunities for political dissent, that underpins the current 
Batumi regime.93  Indeed the lavish propaganda issued by the regime omits any 
reference to the region’s Islamic past, emphasising instead the building and 
restoration of Batumi’s churches.  For these reasons the Tbilisi-Adjara relationship is 
more usefully seen in terms of a centre-periphery dynamic than an ethnic or 
‘minority’ situation. 
 
Yet it is clear that Saakashvili’s election will bring the antagonism between the two 
models of governance that centre and periphery represent into sharper focus.  Several 
indicators already point towards significant change both in the internal politics of 
Adjara and the rapidly evolving relationship with Tbilisi.  The results from 4 January 
show that somewhere in the region of a fifth of the population of Adjara supported 
Saakashvili.  Overall turnout in Adjara was 67,674 voters; against the (probably 
inflated) figure for the total number of voters in Adjara currently held by the CEC 
(292,248), this points to a turnout of 23.2%.  Virtually all of these votes were cast, 
however, for Saakashvili.  In the aftermath of the January poll new confrontations 
ensued between the authorities and local protestors.  On 7 January the Adjarian 
authorities re-imposed a state of emergency over the region and arrested five Kmara 
activists.  Opposition gatherings in mid-January were forcefully disbanded and 
journalists’ equipment damaged, amid allegations of physical violence.  Furthermore, 
on 18 January an Adjarian Interior Ministry official, Temur Inaishvili, was 
assassinated for reasons that are as yet unclear.94   
 
While cracking down on opposition at home, however, the Adjarian authorities have 
also shown signs of accommodation towards the new regime in Tbilisi.  On 7 January 
Adjara submitted 2.5 million lari in tax arrears to the central budget for the first time 
after a long period of non-compliance.  In an important symbolic gesture Saakashvili, 
accompanied by Abashidze, received the salute of the armed forces in Batumi for his 
inauguration as president on 25 January (Abashidze did not, however, attend the full 
inauguration ceremony in Tbilisi).  However, Abashidze’s compliance in agreeing to 
allow polling in Adjara on 4 January was almost certainly the result of bargaining 
with the interim administration.  What the content of this bargain was will become 
clearer from the Adjarian results of the parliamentary proportional list vote on 28 
March.   
 
New developments in the Batumi-Tbilisi relationship also have implications for the 
Georgian state building process as a whole.  Just as in Russia, where other republics 

                                                 
93 It is interesting to note that rather than myths of collective identity, the Batumi regime has actively 
sought to construct a myth of personal identity around its leader by emphasising Abashidze’s descent 
from one of Adjara’s historical dynastic houses.  This active embrace of a lineage myth, linked to a 
personalized, autocratic model of political authority, once again bears comparison with parts of Central 
Asia as an alternative to nationalism and liberal democracy.  
94 RFE/RL Newsline, Vol.8, No.11, 20 January 2004. 
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and regions keenly followed Tatarstan’s campaign for greater autonomy in the mid-
1990s, Adjara’s example has been closely watched in other regions of Georgia.  The 
entrenchment of Adjara’s autonomous status in 2000 was followed by claims for 
autonomy in Mingrelia and Javakheti.95  If the new Georgian leadership is successful 
in curbing Adjara’s privileged status this may signal the turn of the tide for the 
centrifugal tendency that has hitherto characterized post-Soviet Georgia.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
95 These were bolstered by claims that as these regions are more ethnically distinct than Adjara, they 
were more deserving of autonomy.  This is suggestive of the gulf between the Soviet-influenced notion 
that autonomy is an ‘ethnic prerogative’, and the notion of a comprehensive and representative system 
of local government.  
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9. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
9.1 Conclusions 
 
It is widely recognized that although elections are critical to the democratisation 
process, they are not synonymous with it.  Even free and fair elections regularly 
conducted do not signify the successful consolidation of a transition to democracy.  
For this to occur, a wider-ranging process of the institutionalisation of 
constitutionality and the process of law across disparate realms of political practice is 
implied.  The experience of the November-January elections provides a number of 
insights into the uneven nature of democratic development in Georgia.  A number of 
working conclusions may be drawn: 
 

• The regularity of competitive elections has been institutionalised as a founding 
principle of Georgian political life.  The belief that competitive elections are 
the only way to legitimately select national leaders is well entrenched among 
Georgian citizens and a majority of its politicians.  Significant in this respect is 
the fact that the declaration of electoral boycotts in the run-up to the 4 January 
poll led to the political isolation of their advocates.  This marginalisation of 
boycott proponents was an important boost to the credibility of the electoral 
process as the only ‘game in town’.   

 
• The extent of competition in the 2 November elections, and the intensity of the 

post-election confrontation over the validity of their results, are further 
evidence of the seriousness with which elections are taken in Georgia.  Within 
the limitations of a political environment in which defined social 
constituencies have yet to take shape, the Georgian multiparty system does 
offer the electorate a range of choices.  Political competition was sufficiently 
developed to create genuine uncertainty over the results of elections and the 
question of who would govern in their aftermath.      

 
• The entrenchment of a competitive electoral regime has yet, however, to fulfil 

its basic function of legitimating the reallocation of power.  Elections in which 
incumbents have been unambiguously defeated have yet to take place in 
Georgia.  Given the unusual circumstances under which it took place, the 4 
January poll does not satisfy this basic test of democratic consolidation.  The 
willingness of Georgian political leaders to resort to unconstitutional methods 
in protesting election results establishes a dangerous precedent for the future 
and a major challenge to the gains made for constitutional electoralism.   

 
• The November parliamentary elections in Georgia provide evidence of a 

consistent trend of declining electoral standards over successive elections 
since the founding elections of 1990-91.  Central in this regard has been the 
willingness of incumbents to deliberately manipulate the electoral process in 
order to preserve their hold on power.  Methods of electoral malpractice used 
by incumbents to influence the results of the November poll varied.  At the 
national level interference with the establishment of a comprehensive voters’ 
register (at times masquerading as the weak administrative capacity of the 
state), the use of state resources to influence results and the manipulation of 
the tabulation process were the main forms of electoral malpractice.  These 
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methods were exaggerated in the regional strongholds of incumbents and were 
at times combined with attempts to restrict competition through intimidation 
and violence.  By contrast attempts to restrict the eligibility for candidacy by 
altering electoral rules or disqualifying candidates were less important. 

 
• Electoral malpractice is not, however, the exclusive reserve of incumbents.  

Most opposition parties have also been willing to circumvent the electoral 
process by cutting deals with incumbents and using their influence to 
subordinate the electoral administration to their own party interests.  Those 
parties that came to power as a result of the November events used their new-
found power to influence the electoral process in similar ways to their 
predecessors.  Thus political actors from all sides continue to see control over 
the electoral process as a resource in itself for securing political rewards.   

 
• These developments furnish ample evidence that despite political 

liberalization, the syndromes associated with the legacies of authoritarianism 
and venality live on.  Incumbency thus continues to be abused to influence the 
administration of elections towards the preservation of a monopoly on power.  
This applies especially to a culture of impunity for electoral fraud.  These 
syndromes undermine the perception that elections can in fact result in the 
reallocation of power, and led to significant loss of public confidence in the 
electoral process.   

 
• Although the electoral administration was improved at a number of levels, 

including the quality of electoral legislation, overall transparency in its work 
and improved familiarity with electoral procedures, it continued to be tainted 
by inefficiency, especially in the timely implementation of its duties, and 
partisanship in its decision-making.  The failure to observe the timeframes laid 
down in electoral legislation can only in part be blamed on weak 
administrative capacity or inexperience.  More important was the failure to 
separate state and party interests from the institutions responsible for 
administrating the elections.  The significant improvements in the efficiency 
of the electoral administration were notable in the 4 January presidential 
election were at least in part due to the removal of internal conflict along party 
lines.  This was a reflection of the immediate political context, however, rather 
than improvements in the system itself.  A satisfactory institutional and 
attitudinal basis for an electoral administration that works along collegial 
rather than party lines has yet to be established.   

 
• The November-January experience also provides evidence of the continued 

development and flourishing of civil society institutions and the media in 
Georgia.  These played a central role in enhancing the transparency of the 
electoral process and provided platforms for a dissatisfied electorate to voice 
its opposition to the results of the November poll.  Both the close alignment of 
some civil society groups to opposition parties and the high dependence on 
external funding are, however, causes for concern.   
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9.2 Recommendations 
 
The new Georgian authorities rejected the recommendation by the OSCE for an 
April or May date for the re-run of the parliamentary elections, opting instead for 
28 March.  Unfortunately, this politically motivated decision once again restricts 
the time period available for the rectification of the problems salient in the 
November and January suffrages.  Nonetheless, ensuring that these problems do 
not recur in future elections is one of the most important challenges facing the 
Georgian Government.  To this end we conclude by offering a number of 
recommendations: 

 
1. A permanent Election Office should be established bearing responsibility for 

the continuous updating of electoral registers and other aspects of the electoral 
process.  Preparations should not and cannot feasibly be restricted to the 
periods immediately preceding elections.  Furthermore, a single and permanent 
body is needed to coordinate the collation of continuously updated voter data 
from the various state agencies holding this information. 

 
2. Efforts to create a central computerized voters’ register should be urgently 

renewed and finally completed.  The new registration process begun in the run-
up to the January election provides an improved, but still incomplete, basis for 
such a register.  Supplementary lists or same-day registration cannot be relied 
upon to augment a comprehensive central register and must be avoided. 

 
3. International involvement in supporting the electoral process should be made 

contingent on the observation by the Georgian authorities of a strict timetable.  
Moreover, the involvement of disparate international agencies must not detract 
from the proper control care of all stages of election administration by the 
CEC. 

 
4. The electoral administration  needs to de-politicised by decoupling it from 

party politics.  In both the November and January polls the legitimacy and 
capacity of the electoral administration was compromised by commission 
members putting party interests before the electoral process itself.  There is no 
overriding logic supporting the constitution of the electoral administration 
along party lines, and an alternative framework is urgently needed. 

 
5. Cases of electoral fraud should be investigated and prosecuted by the Georgian 

legal authorities.  This is vital if the current culture of impunity is to be 
redressed and public confidence in the conduct of elections secured. 

 
6. Efforts to facilitate the participation of national minorities should be increased 

and ballot papers, as well as other election materials, provided in minority 
languages in areas of compact minority settlement. 

 
7. If exit polls and parallel vote tabulations are to be conducted in the future, then 

the methodology behind them should be absolutely transparent.  Problems and 
reservations with these methods also need to be made clear in the information 
campaigns accompanying them. 
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8. It may be expedient for the Georgian legal authorities to reconsider the 45-day 
period stipulated by the Constitution (Article 76.c) for the holding of elections 
in case of the pre-term resignation or incapacitation of the president.  While 
this provides a rapid resolution to constitutional crisis, it imposes severe time 
restrictions on any subsequent electoral process. 
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11. Chronology 

 

2003  
5-6 July 
Special envoy of US President Bush James Baker visits Georgia and makes a number 
of proposals regarding the conduct of forthcoming parliamentary elections. 

5 August 
Georgian Parliament finally approves a modified formula for the composition of the 
CEC by 129 votes to 30 in favour of the proposal out forward by the pro-
governmental faction, Revival and Industry Will Save Georgia. 
 
14 August 
Parliament approves amendments to the election code. 
 
21 August 
A coalition between the United Democrats, led by Zurab Zhvania, and Nino 
Burjanadze, Speaker of Parliament, is announced; numerous personal allegations 
against Burjanadze ensue from pro-governmental figures. 
 
31 August  
Nana Devdariani, formerly Public Defender, is appointed to chair the CEC. 
 
3 September 
Presidential decree issued on holding a referendum on the downsizing of parliament 
concurrently with the 2 November elections. 
 
26 September 
A National Movement campaign visit to Bolnisi turns violent as clashes ensue with 
armed supporters of the governmental bloc, For a New Georgia; several people are 
injured.  On the same day National Movement supporters clash with police in Senaki. 
 
2 October 
Nine blocs and fifteen parties are registered for the 2 November poll; National 
Movement is warned by the Interior Minister not to break the law during its 
campaign. 
 
4 October 
Preliminary voters’ lists made public. 
 
8 October  
IFES submits final computerized list to CEC. 
 
19 October  
Deadline for finalization of voters’ lists extended to 26 October. 
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23 October 
National Movement campaign rally in Batumi is forcefully dispersed; Adjarian 
authorities later refer to the rally as a ‘coup attempt’.  National Movement offices in 
Adjara are later ransacked and burnt. 
 
24 November 
National Movement majoritarian candidate for Batumi, Davit Berdzenishvili, 
assaulted in Adjara; the attack is shown on national television. 
 
26 October 
CEC abandons the compilation of a central voters’ register; it announces 
postponement of the publication of final lists until 30 October.   
 
27 October 
National Accord party stages a road-block in western Georgia; several PEC chairs 
dismissed in Kutaisi. 
 
2 November 
Parliamentary elections held; voting extended in Tbilisi, Kutaisi and Rustavi; exit poll 
results released late in day suggesting National Movement victory. 
 
3 November 
Georgian NGO ISFED releases parallel vote tabulation, again suggesting a National 
Movement victory; the International Observer Mission releases a strongly critical 
assessment of the elections. 
 
4 November 
Saakashvili calls on Shevardnadze to recognize a National Movement victory; 3,000 
supporters of the Burjanadze-Democrats and Unity parties meet in Tbilisi’s main 
concert hall and march to join National Movement protestors on Freedom Square; 
together with youth movement Kmara, these parties form a new alliance, the United 
Opposition; ISFED calls on Adjarian authorities to release one of its observers from 
detention. 
 
5 November 
US Ambassador Richard Miles meets with President Shevardnadze; the US embassy 
also issues a statement criticising the conduct of the elections; the United Opposition 
calls for the annulment of the elections in Kvemo Kartli and Adjara; Labour party 
Chairman Shalva Natelashvili defends the elections. 
 
6 November 
As the 6pm deadline for the submittal of DEC protocols to the CEC is reached, Adjara 
submits protocols indicating over 96% support for Revival and leading to a surge in 
Revival’s rating; protests in Tbilisi grow. 
 
7 November 
Burjanadze-Democrats call for the annulment of the elections, Saakashvili for the 
resignation of President Shevardnadze; a shooting incident takes place at a National 
Movement demonstration in Zugdidi; the CEC postpones the release of the final 
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results; the Supreme Council of Adjara votes to change its leader Aslan Abashidze’s 
title to that of president and commander-in-chief of armed forces in Adjara.   
 
9 November 
Leaders of the United Opposition hold inconclusive talks with President 
Shevardnadze at his Krtsanisi residence, at which Saakashvili walks out early; 
demonstrations continue outside parliament; President Shevardnadze rules out his 
resignation. 
 
10 November 
President Shevardnadze travels to Batumi to meet with Aslan Abashidze; Labour, 
Revival and Industry Will Save Georgia parties declare a boycott of Rustavi-2. 
 
12 November 
Abashidze travels to Baku and Yerevan for talks with the Azerbaijani and Armenian 
governments; US Ambassador Ruchard Miles meets with President Shevardnadze. 
 
13 November  
Abashidze meets with Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov in Moscow; CEC 
changes the rules for calculating the total number of voters, thereby facilitating the 
crossing of the 7% threshold; Rustavi-2’s accreditation is revoked by the CEC. 
 
14 November 
After a rally in the capital, the United Opposition conclude their round-the-clock 
protest at the parliament; Saakashvili calls for widespread civil disobedience from 
both the population at large and public sector workers; demonstrations continue in 
many towns across Georgia.   
 
18 November 
Revival and other supporters of Shevardnadze hold counter-demonstration in front of 
parliament; the CEC’s decision on the tabulation method is overturned by the courts. 
 
19 November 
The chairman of State TV, Zaza Shengelia, resigns after criticism from President 
Shevardnadze. 
 
20 November 
CEC issues official results of the 2 November elections, awarding first and second 
place to the governmental bloc For a New Georgia and Revival respectively; the first 
parliamentary session is set for 22 November; Saakashvili declares a boycott of the 
results; US Department of State endorses the results of the parallel vote tabulation and 
expresses disappointment in the elections. 
 
21 November 
Secretary of the Georgian National Security Council Tedo Japaridze endorses 
American criticisms of the elections, stating that elections were marred by serious 
fraud. 
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22 November  
Thousands of opposition supporters surround the Chancellery; as President 
Shevardnadze attempts to convene the new parliament at 5pm, Saakashvili storms the 
chamber at the head of a large crowd and opposition supporters take control of the 
parliament building; Shevardnadze flees to his Krtsanisi residence and declares a state 
of emergency. 
 
23 November  
Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov conducts talks with both President 
Shevardnadze in Tbilisi and Aslan Abashidze in Batumi; in the evening Shevardnadze 
meets with Zurab Zhvania and Mikheil Saakashvili, after which he resigns; Nino 
Burjanadze assumes powers of Acting President. 
 
24 November 
Interior Minister Koba Narchemashvili resigns.   
 
25 November 
Abashidze again travels to Moscow for talks with the Russian authorities and de facto 
President of South Ossetia, Eduard Kokoyty; they are later joined by de facto Prime 
Minister of Abkhazia, Raul Khajimba; Abashidze declares a state of emergency in 
Adjara for one month, thereby violating the Georgian Constitution; the OSCE-
ODIHR issues a critical interim report on the 2 November elections, highlighting 
problems in the tabulation process; the Georgian Supreme Court annuls the 
proportional list component of the 2 November vote (150 mandates); pre-term 
presidential election set by re-convened 1999-2003 parliament for 4 January 2004; 
Georgia’s foreign and finance ministers, Irakli Menagharishvili and Mirian 
Gogiashvili, resign. 
 
27 November 
Parliament approves appointments of Zurab Zhvania to post of State Minister, Giorgi 
Baramidze to Interior Minister, Zurab Noghaideli to Finance Minister and Tedo 
Japaridze to Foreign Minister.    
 
28 November  
Nana Devdariani, CEC Chair, and five other CEC members resign; deadline for the 
registration of presidential candidates extended to 2 December.  
 
30 November 
Zurab Chiaberishvili appointed head of CEC; Acting President Burjanadze appoints 
another five members.   
 
1 December  
International community pledges financial assistance for forthcoming elections.  
 
2 December 
Shots fired into former governmental bloc spokeswoman Irina Sarishvili-Chanturia’s 
apartment. 
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3 December 
Abashidze announces boycott in Adjara of forthcoming presidential poll; Labour 
party chairman Shalva Natelashvili also announces a boycott; explosion at Georgian 
State TV. 
 
8 December 
Meeting in Batumi between Abashidze and Socialist and Labour party leaderships; 
Sarishvili-Chanturia calls for postponement of presidential and re-run parliamentary 
polls.   
 
9 December  
CEC decides to begin a new voter registration process; Russia announces relaxed visa 
regime with Adjara. 
 
10 December 
Acting President Burjanadze holds inconclusive talks with Abashidze regarding 
Adjara’s participation in the poll; Sarishvili-Chanturia announces creation of a new 
movement, New Force; Vakhtang Rcheulishvili resigns as head of the Socialist party. 
 
15 December 
Bomb blast at the home of presidential candidate Temur Shashiashvili, no one injured. 
 
17 December 
Six presidential candidates are registered at the CEC; US Ambassador Richard Miles 
holds talks with Abashidze in Batumi; Abashize continues to uphold Adjara’s boycott 
of the January poll. 
 
20 December  
Talks between Abashidze and State Minister Zurab Zhvania fail to reach agreement 
on Adjara’s election participation. 
 
22 December  
CEC extends deadline for voter registration to 27 December; opposition activist 
Levan Kacharava beaten up in Adjara. 
 
29 December 
Abashidze announces that polling will take place in Adjara; independent TV station 
Rustavi-2 target of rocket-propelled missile attack; special amendments to the 
electoral code approved.  
 
30 December 
CEC approves same-day registration for voters on election day.  
 
31 December 
Revival party declares a boycott of the forthcoming presidential poll. 
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2004  
 

2 January 
Local Labour party leadership in Adjara defies the nationwide Labour boycott by 
announcing participation in the presidential elections. 

3 January 
Presidential candidate Mikheil Saakashvili visits Tskhinvali and Liakhvi in the 
disputed territory of South Ossetia; the visit is condemned by South Ossetian 
authorities; Zurab Kelekhsashvili withdraws his candidacy. 

4 January  
Presidential elections held; exit polls indicate landslide victory for Mikheil 
Saakashvili; Abashidze participates, Labour and Union of Traditionalists boycott the 
elections; National Movement or Burjanadze-Democrat candidates win almost all 
concurrent eleven run-off parliamentary elections. 
 
5 January 
International Observation Mission positively assesses presidential poll. 
 
6 January 
Adjara makes first transfer to central budget in two years; two activists from youth 
movement Kmara are arrested in Batumi. 
 
7 January 
New state of emergency declared in Adjara, again violating the Georgian 
Constitution. 
 
9 January 
Re-run parliamentary elections set for 28 March. 
 
12 January 
Official results of the 4 January elections published, indicating victory for Mikheil 
Saakashvili with 96.3%. 
 
25 January 
Inauguration of President Saakashvili. 
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12. Appendices 
 

Appendix I: List of all parties/blocs contesting the 2003 Parliamentary 
Elections 

 
(in alphabetical order) 
 
Blocs: 
 
1. akhali memarjveneebi New Rightists 
2. akhali sakartvelosatvis For a New Georgia 
3. burjanadze-demokratebi Burjanadze-Democrats 
4. erovnuli tankhmoba – iberiis gabrtsqineba National Accord: Shining Light of 

Iberia 
5. ertoba – jumber patiashvili Unity- Jumber Patiashvili (Contains Unity, Social 

Democrats) 
6. mretsveloba gadaarchens sakartvelos Industry Will Save Georgia (contains 

Sporting Georgia) 
7. mshvidobiani kavkazia Peaceful Caucasus (contains Kavkazia, Christian-

Socialist Union, Union for the Protection of Women, Mamuka Areshidze) 
8. saakashvili – natsionaluri modzraoba Saakashvili – National Movement 

(contains Republican Party, National Movement party and United National 
Forces party) 

9. samshoblo Homeland (contains Monarchists, Conservatives and Temur 
Zhorzholiani 

 
Parties: 
 
10. deda samshoblo Motherland  
11. demokratiuli aghordzinebis kavshiri Union of Democratic Revival  
12. ertiani sakartvelo United Georgia  
13. konstitutsiuri uplebata datsvis partia Party for the Protection of Constitutional 

Rights  
14. leiboristuli partia Georgian Labour Party 
15. mretsveloba da ekonomikis aghmavlobis partia Party for the Advancement of 

Industry and Economy 
16. sakartvelos erovnuli saxalxo pronti Georgian National People’s Front 
17. sakartvelos saxalxos kapitalizmis partia Party of Georgian Popular Capitalism  
18. sakartvelos erovnul-saxelimtsipoebrivi politikuri gaertianeba ‘mdzleveli’ 

Georgian National-State Political Union ‘Conqueror’ 
19. sakartvelos ertiani komunisturi partia United Georgian Communist Party 
20. sakartvelos advokatebi Georgia’s Lawyers  
21. sakartvelos intelektualta liga League of Georgian Intellectuals 
22. sruliad sakartvelos saxalxo aliansi All-Georgian Popular Alliance (Besarion 

Berdzenishvili) 
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Appendix II: LINKS Preliminary Report on the 2003 Parliamentary 
Elections in Georgia, 4 November 2003. 

 
The Georgian Government and Georgian political parties continue to disappoint 
the people of Georgia and the wider international community in their failure to 
create appropriate conditions for Georgian citizens to express themselves freely 
in democratic elections. The 2003 Parliamentary Elections present another lost 
opportunity to consolidate and extend the gains made in Georgia’s democratic 
process over the past decade. 
 
The failure of the different political forces to reach agreement in good time on 
the composition of the Central Election Commission was a major factor that led 
to serious flaws in the election. Subsequent confusion in the voters list, 
ambiguities in the electoral law and shortcomings in the technical preparations 
of the elections left room for fraud and abuse. These conditions were insufficient, 
however, to deflect Georgia’s democratic vocation, manifested in the 
determination of Georgian citizens to participate in the elections despite all 
adversity and in the activity of a vibrant Georgian media and civil society. These 
elections were another reflection of the contradictions that continue to exist in 
Georgian politics, sending mixed signals on the state of Georgian democracy and 
society. 
 

I. The Election Campaign 
 

(1) Political Parties and Aspects of the Election Campaign 
 
We welcome the continuing development of a pluralist multiparty system in Georgia.  
Political parties continue to lack solid or coherent political platforms, however, and 
fail to be transparent in their funding and decision-making processes.  Nevertheless, 
the spectrum of political parties offered Georgians citizens with a wide range of 
choices between different contenders.  With the exception of some regional pockets 
the pre-election campaign was pluralist, with political parties on the whole free to 
campaign in whichever way they chose.  However, the use of abusive and provocative 
language and attempts at character assassination continue to discredit Georgian 
politicians in front of their own society and the wider world.   
 
At times the relationship between parties and state authorities transgressed the 
boundaries of acceptable conduct in a democratic election campaign.  We deplore the 
occasional but nonetheless serious incidents of violence that marred the campaign, 
and call upon judicial authorities to bring those responsible to account. 
 
We are also seriously concerned that the progress made in the past few years towards 
a more inclusive stance on national identity may have been damaged by some of the 
campaigning witnessed in these elections.  In view of the country’s recent history, we 
urge state authorities and political party leaderships alike to show sensitivity in their 
portrayals of ethnic relations in Georgia.  We call upon the new Georgian parliament 
to act quickly to forestall any further deployment of this issue for political point 
scoring.      
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(2) Media and Civil Society 
 
A vibrant and pluralistic media covered the campaign from all angles.  Media outlets 
nonetheless remained subject to varying degrees of influence from both state 
authorities and political parties. As in previous elections, the media failed to establish 
clear boundaries between news, editorial comment and political advertising. No limits 
were imposed on spending on political advertising, leading to an unfair advantage for 
the better-funded parties. 
 
Particularly in the capital, civil society institutions played an active and welcome role 
in different aspects of the election campaign. This was at times compromised, 
however, by the overt sympathies expressed by NGOs for particular political forces.  
While this is perfectly acceptable, it may in the long-term damage the fragile 
legitimacy of the NGO sector in wider society. 
 
 
II. The Electoral Process 

 
(1) The Central Election Commission 

 
The failure of the political parties to agree in good time on the composition of the 
Central Election Commission (CEC) was a serious obstacle to providing an effective 
institutional framework for the implementation of the electoral process.  In addition to 
contributing to a high level of disorganization, this also created a major opening for 
abuses on election day itself.  Once constituted, the CEC, and in particular its 
Chairman Nana Devdariani, worked energetically to implement the electoral process 
in the limited time available. Ms Devdariani is to be commended for her efforts to 
make the election process as transparent as possible.  The involvement of the 
international community in the appointment of the Chairman of the CEC was a 
questionable development.   
 
Some serious lessons need to be learned from this experience. Whatever useful roles 
the international community, NGOs and others may have to play in the election 
process, final responsibility and sovereignty over this process lies with the Georgian 
government.  We call upon the Georgian government to take immediate steps to 
establish a permanent Election Office that will have responsibility for the continuous 
updating of the electoral lists and other preparations for future elections.  As these 
elections have again demonstrated, these are impossible to implement satisfactorily in 
short periods of time and should not be subject to political whims or stalemates. 
Whilst working under the direction of the CEC this office, and those who staff it, 
should be able to maintain its activity on a permanent basis. 

 
(2) The role of the international community 

 
The international community expended considerable efforts and resources to 
encourage and ensure free and fair parliamentary elections in Georgia. The efforts of 
the working group of Western and other Ambassadors in Georgia over the last year, 
and particularly their constant engagement with all key political forces, is to be 
commended. 
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The extent of international involvement did not forestall the experiencing of 
considerable technical problems in these elections.  Once more we would underline 
that the international community must never lose sight of the fact that final 
responsibility for the organization of the electoral process lies with the Government of 
Georgia.  Support rendered to non-governmental actors engaged in the process cannot 
– and should not – act as a substitute for the process itself.  We are concerned that a 
lack of transparency on the part of some international actors with regard to their own 
agendas may have further distorted an already opaque picture. 
 
Government and opposition, and practically all political forces in Georgia, are keen to 
maintain the involvement of the international community in the organization and 
monitoring of the electoral process. In future, however, the international community 
should condition this engagement on the implementation by all sides of a strictly 
timetabled programme ensuring that the same problems in the electoral process that 
have recurred in every single election in Georgia since 1995 will be dealt with once 
and for all. To this end we propose that the international community should set a 
number of benchmarks to be implemented by both government and opposition not 
later than the end of 2004, and that any engagement with the election process in the 
all important 2005 presidential election should be conditioned on those benchmarks 
being met. 

 
III. Election Day 

 
Many problems that occurred on election day could easily have been avoided with 
better planning and more discipline.  Different measures introduced over the years in 
an effort to preclude fraud have made the election day process cumbersome and time-
consuming. The different checks and counterchecks need to be revisited as in some 
cases they may now be counterproductive. Ambiguities in the law and guidelines to 
the Precinct Electoral Commissions (PECs) resulted in different procedures being 
adopted in different PECs.  Whilst we think that much of the confusion experienced 
on election day may have been genuine we are seriously concerned that at some 
points in the voting procedures, in particular the checking, stamping and insertion of 
ballot papers into envelopes, the basic principle of the secret ballot may have been 
compromised.  
 
Many PECs were poorly planned and organized, with some receiving election 
materials only at the last minute.  Different types of ballot box were used in different 
PECs.  More importantly, most PECs observed by LINKS saw considerable voter 
confusion and frustration over errors in the voters’ lists.  In some PECs significant 
numbers of voters were turned away without having voted, diminishing the legitimacy 
and validity of the elections for those concerned.  Members of Precinct Electoral 
Commissions again failed to understand fully the collective responsibility they have 
to the electoral process, and remained first and foremost representatives of the 
political forces that appointed them.  Party observers, above all in Tbilisi, played an 
important role in providing surveillance of the voting process, although their 
considerable numbers contributed to overcrowding and confusion in some PECs.   

 
It is questionable if the marking of voters helped to curb fraud. A small number of 
voters did not vote because they refused to be marked. More attention should have 
been paid to religious and cultural sensibilities before this measure was introduced. In 
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any case if this procedure is to be continued it must be extended to the whole 
electorate rather than only to those in communities where there is more than one 
polling station. 
 
We are concerned that despite all procedures we noticed examples of carousel voting 
in a number of areas. It is difficult to believe that this kind of abuse could have taken 
place without the collusion of the local authorities.   
 
A new feature in this election was the use of exit polls. We think this was a negative 
development and may have undermined the actual vote counting process.  If exit 
polling is to be retained in future elections an agreement should be reached between 
all political forces as to how this is to be regulated and used.   
 
 
The 2003 Parliamentary Elections in Georgia were once more seriously flawed, 
offering the Georgian electorate only a partial opportunity to express its political 
will.  Rather than engagement with the electorate, some political forces resorted 
to fraudulent and intolerant strategies to secure representation.  Nevertheless, all 
sides have also shown signs of serious commitment to democratic practice and 
the positive aspects of the election show that with goodwill and serious intent, 
Georgia’s democratic deficit can be addressed.  The 2003 Parliamentary 
Elections provide Georgia and the wider international community with much 
food for thought and lessons to be heeded if Georgian democracy is to be 
consolidated. 
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Appendix IV: LINKS Preliminary Statement on the 2004 Presidential 
Elections in Georgia, 5 January 2004 
 
 
The 2004 presidential elections in Georgia were unusual elections held in unusual 
circumstances.  The premature elections were held following the storming of the 
Georgian Parliament on 23 November, by demonstrators protesting 
shortcomings in the conduct of the parliamentary elections held earlier that 
month.  This subsequently led to the resignation of President Eduard 
Shevardnadze.   

 
Despite ambiguities in the process of the transfer of power the interim 
administration has on the whole sought to remain as close as possible to the 
constitutional order.  Presidential elections were consequently held within forty 
days of President Shevardnadze’s resignation as stipulated by the Constitution.  
This allowed very little time for either the organization of campaigns or the 
rectification of the many problems evident in the prior parliamentary poll.   
 
I. The Electoral Process 
 

(1) Voter Registration and Participation 
 

The pre-election period was dominated, from diverse angles, by the problem of 
whether and how sufficient participation would be secured for the elections to be 
considered legitimate.  Two issues in particular were outstanding: 

 
(a) The issue of voter registration was the most controversial issue in the conduct 

of the elections.  Due to flaws in the voters’ lists, which had played a critical 
role in the discrediting of the prior parliamentary poll, the Central Electoral 
Commission (CEC) introduced a new system of voter registration.  By 
requiring voters to actively register at their local precincts, the new system 
effectively transferred the onus for registration onto the voter rather than the 
CEC.  Very few voters actually went to register, and most voters were 
registered through the previous system by their local electoral commissions.  
By the end of the formal registration period only some 1,740,000 voters had 
been registered.  Even taking into account the fact that no pre-election 
registration took place in Adjara, this represents a significant underestimate 
for the Georgian electorate.  Since according to the latest available statistics 
the number of people of voting age in Georgia exceeds 3 million, this issue 
becomes one of serious concern.  Voters could also register on election day 
itself, an unwelcome return to the familiar mechanism of ‘supplementary lists’ 
discredited in previous elections.  This new system de facto reduced the 
electorate by nearly one third and made it much easier for the 50% threshold 
for the validation of the election to be reached.  The new CEC has thus 
continued a trend established by its two predecessors of taking controversial 
decisions that directly impact upon the election result.  

 
(b) A second critical issue was the participation of Adjara in the poll.  Following 

the November events in Tbilisi, the leadership of the Adjarian Autonomous 
Republic called the change of government an illegal coup and declared both a 
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state of emergency and a boycott of the election in Adjara.  A period of intense 
dialogue between the interim administration and the Adjarian leadership 
followed, which also involved the United States ambassador to Georgia, 
Richard Miles.  On 29 December it was announced that polling stations would 
open in Adjara; two days later, however, the dominant political force in 
Adjara, the Revival party, declared a boycott of the election.  LINKS 
nevertheless lauds the efforts exerted by all sides, particularly Acting 
President Nino Burjanadze, State Minister Zurab Zhvania and Chairman of the 
Adjarian Autonomous Republic, Aslan Abashidze, in resolving the issue of 
Adjara’s participation in the election and in the subsequent maintenance of the 
constitutional order. 

 
(2) The Central Electoral Commission 

 
Following the change of government there were a number of personnel changes in the 
CEC.  Although these changes observed the letter of the law, they largely favoured 
the interim administration.  The CEC was forced to work very rapidly due to the 
limited time period available, and inevitably an ad hoc, improvisatory approach was 
taken on several issues.  Nevertheless the CEC had a good communications strategy 
with the new Chair, Zurab Chiaberishvili, conducting regular press briefings.  The 
CEC also ran an effective and professional campaign encouraging participation in the 
election.  The CEC’s activities were also delayed by the failure of the re-convened 
Georgian Parliament to gather the necessary quorum for approving temporary changes 
to the electoral code.  This extended also to Mr Chiaberishvili’s election to the post of 
CEC Chair.  Coverage was broadcast on the independent TV station Rustavi-2 of 
several MPs illegally inserting multiple mandate cards in order to make up the 
necessary quorum to ensure Chiaberishvili’s election, adding to a continuing sense of 
public cynicism vis-à-vis the electoral process. 
 
II. Candidates and the Campaign 
 
Due to the limited time available very little campaigning took place.  With a few 
exceptions mentioned below, the pre-election period was calm.  While six candidates 
stood for election only two ran visible campaigns, Mikheil Saakashvili and Temur 
Shashiashvili (one candidate, Zurab Kelekhsashvili, withdrew his candidacy on the 
eve of election day, causing some confusion on election day).  Mikheil Saakashvili 
capitalised on the euphoria surrounding the resignation of the President 
Shevardnadze; he was also the only candidate to benefit from backing by a well-
established party and a nationwide network of offices and campaign staff.  Despite the 
fact that during the campaign he held no government position, he acted as the de facto 
leader of the country.  This included a visit to the Ministry of Defence, during which 
he made controversial political statements.  In addition to the Revival party, the 
Labour party also declared a boycott of the election.  This further narrowed an already 
very limited field of political debate.  Saakashvili’s opponents remained largely 
passive and demoralised through the campaign period.   The election thus failed to 
provide the Georgian electorate with a pluralist choice of candidates and programmes.      
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III. Media Coverage of the Elections 
 
The Georgian electronic and print media provided broad but subdued coverage of the 
elections.  Both independent and state media outlets demonstrated some bias in 
providing greater coverage of the activities of presidential candidate Mikheil 
Saakashvili and his party, the United National Movement.  However, this is also a 
reflection of the absence of campaigning activities among other candidates.  
Independent print media once again failed to clearly distinguish between news and 
editorial commentary in their presentation of the election.  Regional electronic media 
in Adjara did not diverge from its standard pattern of bias in favour of the Adjarian 
leadership.  Independent electronic and print media were nevertheless also available 
in Adjara.  
 
IV. Election Day        
 
Voting on election day was conducted in a calm and generally orderly fashion.  
Turnout during the day was brisk but not heavy.  There was a noticeable improvement 
in the general layout of polling stations, and precinct electoral commissions (PECs) 
generally received sufficient ballots and other materials in good time for polling.   
 
Many of the problems noted in previous elections persisted, however.  The issue of 
voter registration was highlighted by the fact that additional lists in some polling 
stations were as high as 50% of the original voters’ register.  We noted that in some 
stations additional voters’ lists had been prepared in advance, posing further questions 
about the credibility of the pre-election registration process conducted by the CEC.   
 
Compared to the November poll, there was relatively little domestic observation.  
Lower numbers of party-affiliated domestic observers resulted in less crowding, but in 
future a compromise must be found allowing for domestic observers to be present 
without over-crowding.  In a number of stations in Tbilisi persons entirely unaffiliated 
to the PECs were observed in control of vital parts of the voting procedure.  The 
marking of voters was very erratic. We observed incidents where voters were not 
being marked at all, others where voters refused to be marked and were nonetheless 
permitted to vote; in other cases voters were allowed entry into the PEC without being 
checked for marking.  In some isolated instances individuals refusing to be marked 
left without having voted. 
 
V. The role of the international community 
 
Having expended considerable resources to ensure free and fair parliamentary 
elections in November, the international community demonstrated its continued 
commitment by moving quickly to provide financial assistance to the interim 
administration for the organization of the presidential elections.  A wide range of 
international observers and agencies, including missions from the OSCE and the CIS, 
also observed the elections.  The efforts of the United States Embassy to Georgia to 
resolve the crisis over Adjara’s participation in the elections are to be commended.       
 
The outcome of the 2003 parliamentary poll and the November events in Tbilisi offer 
ample opportunity for the international community to ponder the implications of 
resourcing democratisation in Georgia.  It is uncertain whether beyond a certain level 
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the degree of assistance offered produces a ‘democratic dividend’.  The role of 
international resources in the democratisation process is being questioned at a number 
of levels in Georgian society, and for significant elements in the Georgian political 
spectrum international assistance is increasingly perceived as extending beyond its 
proper remit.     
 
VI. National Minorities 
 
The November events and change of government inaugurated a period of heightened 
tension in relations between Georgia and the seceded regions of Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia.  Negotiation processes for the resolution of conflicts were temporarily 
suspended.  Tensions were further raised by meetings between Abkhaz, Ossetian and 
Adjarian representatives and Russian authorities in Moscow and the participation of 
parts of the population of the self-declared republics of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in 
the Russian parliamentary elections on December 7.  Some of the statements 
addressing the issue of restoring Georgia’s territorial integrity made by leading 
figures in the interim administration and presidential candidate Mikheil Saakashvili 
further exacerbated the issue.  Some elements from other national minority 
communities in Georgia also sought to take advantage of the change of government to 
stake communal claims.   
 
Polling stations were opened in those parts of South Ossetia not under the self-
declared republic’s control.  Ballot papers were provided in Georgian and Russian in 
some areas of compact minority settlement; we recommend that in future Armenian 
and Azerbaijani-language ballot papers be provided.  We also welcome the recent 
decision to institute news broadcasts in the Armenian and Azerbaijani languages for 
areas of compact settlement, and recommend that this be extended to the whole of 
Georgia.      
 
VII. Violence 
 
Despite continuous claims by the interim administration of “counter-revolutionary 
activity”, the pre-election period was on the whole calm.  It was nevertheless marred 
by a number of isolated incidents of violence, including bomb blasts at the Labour 
Party headquarters, near the Georgian State TV station and outside the house of 
presidential candidate Temur Shashiashvili, shots fired into the apartment of Mrs Irina 
Sarishvili-Chanturia, an outspoken critic of the interim administration, as well as a 
missile attack on the independent TV station Rustavi-2.  We deplore these acts of 
violence and call upon the Georgian authorities to bring those responsible to account.     
 
VIII.  Conclusions 
 
The 2004 presidential elections open a new chapter in Georgian political history.  
Among the Georgian populace high hopes and expectations are tied to the 
change in leadership, especially among the younger generation.  These hopes 
may only be realised if democracy in Georgia is consolidated.   
 
Georgia now faces the urgent task of conducting parliamentary elections to 
provide the country with a legitimate legislature.  The new President of Georgia 
must work to ensure that the sort of ambiguities and inadequacies that 
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characterized both the November and January polls will not be tolerated.  
Georgia is more than capable of organizing legitimate and comprehensive 
elections.  It is inconceivable, however, that parliamentary elections can be held 
without resolving once and for all the serious issue of an accurate and universal 
voters’ register.  This should be the main issue on which both the CEC and the 
international community should focus forthwith.   
 
Every election process requires checks and balances.  For Georgia to reach the 
point where its democratic credentials are not questioned either by the 
international community or the Georgian body politic, zero tolerance of 
manipulations of the electoral process must be demonstrated.  Georgia’s civil 
society institutions should adapt to the challenges of the new political order by 
maintaining an appropriate distance from those forces in whose passage to 
power they played an important role.     
 
Having appealed to the democratic instincts of the population, it is incumbent 
upon the country’s new leaders to fulfil their responsibility to Georgia’s citizens 
by ensuring appropriate conditions for the expression of their democratic right 
within the constitutional order.  Ultimately Georgia may only be seriously 
considered a democracy if the alternation of power is determined by the 
Georgian people through the ballot box.  This is a test that Georgia has yet to 
pass. 
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Appendix V: Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions of the 
International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) to Georgia on the 2 
November Parliamentary Elections, 3 November 2003 

 
 

STATEMENT OF PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Tbilisi, 3 November 2003 - The International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) 
for the 2 November Georgian parliamentary elections is a joint undertaking of the 
OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR), the 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA), the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe (PACE), and the European Parliament (EP). 
 
This preliminary statement is issued prior to the tabulation and announcement of 
official election results and before election day complaints and appeals have been 
addressed. A complete and final analysis of the election process will be offered in the 
OSCE/ODIHR Final Report. 
 

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS 
 
The 2 November parliamentary elections in Georgia fell short of a number of OSCE 
commitments and other international standards for democratic elections. Inaccuracies 
in the voter list seriously challenged the fundamental guarantee of universal and equal 
suffrage, and lessened voters’ confidence in the State administration. 
 
Certain aspects of the election process, however, did demonstrate significant progress. 
The legal framework was certainly improved through the introduction of the Unified 
Election Code (UEC). The new Central Election Commission (CEC) has conducted 
itself with substantially greater transparency than in previous elections, largely due to 
the efforts of the CEC Chairperson. However, confidence in the election 
administration remains low due to the composition of election commissions at all 
levels, which still gives a distinct advantage to representatives of the pro-presidential 
“For New Georgia (FNG)” bloc. 
 
While the pluralistic nature of the election campaign provided voters with a real 
choice, the authorities did not provide equal conditions for all election contestants. 
The pre-election environment and media campaign, however, did provide all parties 
and candidates with the possibility to convey their message to the electorate. 
 
The election preparations were characterized by persistent delays, and were not 
conducive to an orderly polling process. This contributed to a climate of uncertainty 
and mistrust, and raises questions about the willingness and capacity of the Georgian 
governmental and parliamentary authorities to conduct a credible election process. 
Furthermore, the election administration had to take a number of improvised decisions 
due to severe time constraints, sometimes in contravention of the law; for example, 
the inability to complete the accurate compilation of the Unified Voters List as 
stipulated by 
law. 
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On election day, observers reported relatively large numbers of voters being turned 
away from Precinct Election Commissions (PECs) due to the omission of their names 
on the voter register. This resulted in a de facto disenfranchisement of a significant 
number of voters, and seriously challenges the presumed guarantee of universal and 
equal suffrage. 
 
Serious violations took place mostly in Kvemo Kartli and Adjara, where ballot 
stuffing marred the process, and implausible turnout data raises concerns about 
respect for voters’ and candidates’ rights.  However, despite inadequate polling 
premises in many instances, most PECs worked hard and in difficult circumstances to 
conduct polling.  
 
Yesterday’s election was the fourth in Georgia since independence. In preparation for 
future elections in Georgia, a realistic timetable needs to be established. The Georgian 
governmental and parliamentary authorities will need to assume more responsibility 
to meet that timeframe, in order to permit election preparations that are more 
conducive to a democratic poll. 
 
The IEOM would like to recognize the overall patience demonstrated by voters, and 
the many PECs that worked co-operatively and for long hours to overcome difficulties 
and enable Georgian citizens to exercise their right to vote. 
 
The IEOM recognises some positive aspects of this election, including: 
 

• An improved legal framework for the conduct of elections; 
• A generally fair and efficient candidate registration process; 
• Political pluralism and a genuine opposition offered voters a real choice of 

parties and candidates; 
• Election contestants were generally free to campaign and promote their views; 
• Internally displaced persons (IDPs) were in principle permitted to vote in 

majoritarian contests, as well as the proportional contest; 
• The media offered the electorate a diverse range of views, enabling voters to 

make a reasonably well-informed choice on election day; 
• During the pre-election period, courts generally acted independently and 

provided effective remedy for plaintiffs; 
• In order to increase the transparency of results, the CEC issued regulations 

that permitted the DECs to release a record of the results precinct by precinct, 
although the law does not actually stipulate this requirement; 

• Multi-party PECs and the presence of domestic civic observers and party 
representatives helped to maintain transparency in most areas; and 

• PEC members used appropriate complaint mechanisms rather than disrupting 
the process. 

 
However, the IEOM also notes several issues of distinct concern, including: 
 

• Serious delays and changes in the electoral preparations which extended to 
election day, contributing to an atmosphere of widespread uncertainty and 
mistrust; 
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• Serious acts of violence during campaign events, including at Bolnisi and 
Batumi, which cast a long, if isolated, shadow over the pre-election period; 

• A failure on the part of the FNG to distinguish between political party and 
state resources led to unequal campaign conditions; 

• The political environment in Adjara dissuaded political parties from 
campaigning; 

• There were numerous and credible reports of intimidation and pressure on 
voters; 

• With the exception of freely allocated airtime, the State media including TV 
Adjara, failed to provide politically balanced reporting on the election 
contestants’ campaigns; 

• Serious irregularities on election day, although in a relatively small number of 
polling stations, included direct observations and allegations of ballot stuffing, 
use of pre-marked ballots, multiple voting, and destruction of ballot boxes; 

• A presence of large numbers of unauthorised persons inside polling stations, 
including police and local government officials, some of whom interfered in or 
directed the process; 

• Attempts to unduly influence voters in or around polling stations, including 
instances of intimidation; 

• Reports that domestic civic observer groups faced obstruction in conducting 
their activities and on occasion intimidation and even violence; 

• As in the past, there was failure to ensure the secrecy of the vote; 
• Anomalous and late increases in CEC voter turnout data in a number of 

districts; and  
• Implausible turnout figures in some districts, potentially affecting national 

election results. 
 
Election day irregularities were particularly evident in Adjara and Kvemo Kartli, 
where observers reported a very low confidence in the election process. 
 
The OSCE/ODIHR will assess the tabulation of results which, along with the post 
election appeals process, will be instrumental in the final determination of these 
elections. The OSCE/ODIHR will observe second round contests, and findings will 
also be presented in a preliminary post-election statement. Any steps taken prior to the 
second round voting to address concerns noted above will be addressed at this time. 
 
The institutions represented in the IEOM stand ready to assist the Georgian authorities 
to address outstanding and remaining shortcomings in their electoral process. 
However, the ability of the Georgian government to deliver a genuine and democratic 
election process, in full compliance with OSCE commitments and other international 
standards, will ultimately depend on the political will to implement the UEC, and a 
responsible approach towards the effective conduct of the electoral process. 
 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 
 
Background 
 
The 2 November parliamentary elections are the fourth since Georgia regained 
independence in 1991.  Set against the backdrop of the previous three sub-standard 
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elections, the international community offered considerable support and paid close 
attention to this election process. 
 
This election is widely viewed as a prelude to the 2005 presidential election that will 
determine the successor to President Shevardnadze. The upcoming 2005 Presidential 
succession, combined with the fact that there is presently no dominant political force 
in the country, underscores this election as a defining moment in the political life of 
the country. 
 
In 2001, the Citizens Union of Georgia (CUG) began to disintegrate and lost its 
governing majority. Three new parties split from the CUG: the New Rights, the 
National Movement and the United Democrats. However, these parties chose not to 
coalesce and contested the election separately under their respective names, except for 
the United Democrats, who formed a coalition with the Speaker of Parliament Nino 
Burjanadze. The CUG joined forces with other parties and parliamentary factions to 
form a pro-presidential electoral bloc “For New Georgia” (FNG). All major parties 
contested the 
election. 
 
Following conflicts in South Ossetia / Tskhinvali and Abkhazia in 1990-93, Georgia’s 
territorial integrity remains at stake, as the authority of the central government does 
not extend to these areas. While the elections took place in most parts of Georgia, 
voting did not take place in Abkhazia, Java, and Tskhinvali Districts.  
 
On 2 September, the President decreed that a Constitutional Referendum would be 
held concurrently with the parliamentary elections. The referendum question asked 
voters whether or not they agreed to reduce the number of parliamentarians from 235 
to no more than 150. The EOM did not observe the referendum, but notes that as 
referendum voting was amalgamated into the parliamentary election process, it could 
impact on the parliamentary election process during the counting of ballots. 
 
 
Legislative Framework 
 
The elections were conducted under the Unified Electoral Code (UEC) which was 
substantially amended in August 2003, with election preparations already underway. 
While this repeated a pattern of late amendments to election legislation, they were 
generally considered as improvements over previous legislation. 
 
The UEC provides an adequate framework for the conduct of elections if 
implemented impartially and uniformly. It incorporated a number of 
recommendations made by the OSCE/ODIHR and the Council of Europe’s Venice 
Commission.  
 
The Code provided more detailed provisions regarding equal campaign conditions and 
gave greater latitude for election observers to carry out their activities. It improved 
registration procedures for candidates and increased transparency in the work of 
election commissions. The UEC also introduced some additional safeguards against 
fraud, such as the use of indelible ink to help prevent multiple voting. 
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Some provisions lacked clarity and permitted inconsistent application of the law. For 
example, imprecise regulations regarding the calculation of voter turnout against 
which the 7% representation threshold is calculated. Furthermore, the application of 
ink was restricted to urban areas, significantly lessening its usefulness as an anti-fraud 
measure. In addition, the law was supplemented by some significant decisions of the 
CEC, which in some instances conflicted with the law. 
 
Furthermore, the Code failed to ensure the equality of the vote, as some constituencies 
have many more electors than others, which challenges OSCE commitments and other 
international election standards. Also, while the Code ensured the full transparency of 
election results at the central level, it failed to ensure the same level of transparency at 
district level. 
 
 
Election Administration 
 
These elections were conducted by a three-tiered election administration: the Central 
Election Commission (CEC), 75 District Election Commissions (DECs), and 2,893 
Precinct Election Commissions (PECs). 
 
The reputation of the outgoing CEC was severely tarnished by a series of poorly 
conducted elections. Consensus on a newly constituted CEC was reached after a 
protracted dialogue, and was one of the hardest challenges faced by Parliament in 
recent years. The late decision for reconstituting the CEC delayed the adoption of 
amendments to the UEC and the election preparations in general. The incoming 
Chairperson, Nana Devdariani was appointed by the President from a nomination list 
of independently minded and prominent citizens, prepared by OSCE and the Council 
of Europe. 
 
Thanks largely to efforts of the new Chairperson, the incoming CEC functioned much 
more transparently than its predecessor. CEC sessions were chaired effectively and on 
a number of occasions the CEC acted as a collegial administrative body rather than a 
political forum, with few instances of block voting. However, while no individual 
party could control the functioning of the multiparty election administration, an 
alliance between the presidential appointees and two parties (Revival and 
Industrialists) enabled decisions to be taken without reference to the Chairperson and 
the opposition appointees. The Chairperson used her powers effectively, particularly 
regarding the registration of candidates. Many CEC administrators appeared resistant 
to change. 
 
The outgoing CEC left an unfavourable legacy that the new CEC has not been able to 
fully overcome. The late appointment of the CEC and its Chairperson had a negative 
influence on the organization of the election, with deadlines constantly having to be 
amended. Additionally the timeframe did not allow the CEC sufficient time to adopt 
all instructions necessary to implement the Code. 
 
The appointment process of DEC Chairpersons was a particularly controversial issue, 
due to the clear political imbalance in the nomination process. Virtually all of those 
appointed were nominated by a coalition of FNG, Revival and Industrialists. A few 
opposition nominees were initially appointed, and then subsequently replaced, which 
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raised serious concern over the political control of DECs. Observers received 
numerous reports of bias in the work of the DECs and interference in their work by 
local government branches, questioning their impartiality and independence. A 
similar pattern of effective control emerged at polling station level. In some cases the 
appointment process paralysed the work of the DECs and PECs, during crucial 
preparatory phases. 
 
Another controversial issue was the late disbursment of organisational funds from the 
CEC to the DECs, and consequently to the PECs. On a positive note, however, DECs 
were generally efficient and largely familiar with the legislation. 
 
 
Candidate and Party Registration 
 
A wide range of parties and candidates contested the election. It indicated the 
existence of political pluralism and offered a genuine choice for voters. The CEC 
registered 39 political parties, which formed 9 coalitions with 12 standing alone. 
Thus, candidates from 21 party and coalition lists competed for the 150 mandates in 
the proportional contest. 
 
460 candidates were registered to contest the 75 majoritarian seats while 100 were 
rejected or withdrew. Observers reported a lack of uniformity in handling candidate 
registration at DEC level, with some failing to apply correct legal procedures. 
However, in the large majority of cases DECs applied equal criteria to candidates and 
the process went relatively smoothly. 
 
Consequently, in most election districts a broad spectrum of candidates contested the 
elections. However, in a few instances, the candidate registration process did raise 
serious concern. This was certainly the case in Bolnisi, Tkibuli, and Gardabani, where 
pro-government political forces appeared determined to prevent serious rival 
candidates from standing. In two districts (Lentekhi and Chokhatauri), a single 
candidate remained on the ballot. However, overall the candidate registration process 
represents an important improvement compared to the 1999 parliamentary elections. 
 
 
Voter Registration 
 
The inaccuracy of the voter lists has been a recurrent problem during past elections, 
and again served to disenfranchise a number of otherwise qualified voters. Permitting 
all eligible voters to be registered preserves the principles of universality and equality, 
and is the foundation for a democratic process. The concerns regarding the 
disenfranchisement of electors and the double registration of others contradict the 
fundamental principles of universality and equality of the vote. 
 
The amendments to the UEC substantially modified the procedures for compiling 
voter lists and provided for the creation of a centralized national voter register. While 
this provided an adequate legal basis, the amendments could not be realized due to 
both a lack of commitment and time constraints. Ultimately, the capacity to realise the 
objective fell short of the ambition. 
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The authorities’ decision to make a serious effort to address shortcomings in voter 
registers was necessary, but unfortunately was long overdue. When the preliminary 
voter registers were released in early October, it was immediately apparent that the 
lists contained numerous and substantial anomalies and errors. Lists in Tbilisi 
prepared by the former CEC were particularly problematic. However, significant and 
unexplained changes to the total number of registered voters elsewhere raised many 
doubts. An initial lack of co-ordination by the bodies involved in their compilation 
and dissemination compounded the problem. 
 
The scale of the technical challenge appeared to be underestimated by the authorities 
and election commissions, with deadlines slipping by the day. The involvement of the 
political parties in the verification process was welcomed to maintain transparency, 
but had little effect on improving the accuracy of the data. During October, voter 
registration largely overshadowed all other electoral preparations and became the 
most contentious technical issue, with significant political repercussions. 
 
Unexpectedly, on 26 October the CEC decided to cease work on the central voter 
register and allow election commissions to use handwritten or computerized voter 
lists, which led to frustration and confusion. The decision dramatically altered the 
voter registration framework, and subsequently the content of voter lists to be used in 
polling stations on election day. This decentralization resulted in a lack of uniformity 
as to which list will be used. There were also inconsistent methods for making 
amendments to the voters lists. Finally, there was a limited opportunity for voters to 
make their own amendments, due to lack of consistency with displaying lists and the 
absence of standing opening hours at PECs. 
 
The CEC decision jettisoned the substantial effort to improve the accuracy and 
transparency of voter registers, undertaken by Ministries, election commissions, and 
the international community. As a result, public confidence in the voter register has 
significantly dropped. The CEC could have prevented this. 
 
The authorities in Adjara decided to compile voter lists for the Autonomous Republic. 
No data was provided to the CEC and legal deadlines were ignored. The data used 
was subject to scrutiny only in a fragmented form, with minimal levels of 
transparency. 
 
 
The Campaign 
 
The campaign period permitted candidates to campaign throughout many parts of the 
country without obstruction. A large number of campaign meetings were held 
peacefully. As the election approached, tensions were raised and the tone of the 
campaign became antagonistic, particularly between the FNG bloc on the one hand, 
and the Burjanadze-Democrats and National Movement on the other. 
 
Two serious instances of violence did occur during the pre-election period. On 26 
September, a violent incident took place in Bolnisi (Kvemo Kartli) and on 23 October 
violence erupted in Batumi (Adjara). Both incidents involved the National 
Movement’s campaign events. Observers reported that the security forces did not act 
in a politically neutral manner and that campaign rallies were violently suppressed. In 
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Adjara, party leaders and candidates were assaulted, party premises ransacked, and 
campaign material burned. In Bolnisi, observers reported that the incidents were at 
least partly orchestrated by the Head of the local executive authorities (Gamgebeli) 
and the Head of police, whose actions were taken without apparent consequence. In 
both of these cases, the right to freedom of assembly was severely compromised. 
Apart from these two incidents, the pre-election period remained generally calm. 
There were other relatively minor incidents, many of which were exaggerated in 
media reports. 
 
However, despite the generally calm pre-election environment, events in a number of 
districts did raise concern. This was the case in Vani (Imereti), for example, where 
observers reported instances of intimidation against local campaign activists in a 
keenly fought election contest. Elsewhere, observers received credible allegations 
across a wide range of election districts that voters, and party supporters -- in 
particular public employees -- were pressured to support pro-government candidates 
or refrain from supporting the opposition. 
 
The misuse of State property and public employees during the campaign was a 
recurrent theme. There were credible allegations, frequently supported by observers’ 
findings, from almost half of the election districts visited. Most claims (80%) alleged 
that the pro-presidential bloc benefited from these administrative resources for their 
campaign. The gamgebelis were not politically neutral and lent strong support to the 
FNG, including serving as campaign managers, in breach of the law. In addition, in 26 
districts observers reported instances of local campaign headquarters being 
established in State premises of which 20 were FNG offices. Campaign material from 
a variety of parties was frequently displayed inside public buildings and prohibited 
locations. The abuse of State administrative resources created unequal conditions for 
election contestants and overwhelmingly benefited the pro-presidential bloc. In this 
regard, the election did not meet OSCE commitments and other international 
standards. 
 
 
The Media 
 
The media offered the electorate a diverse range of political opinions that enabled 
voters to compare parties and candidates and thereby make a more informed choice 
on election day. The media provided a forum for the opposition to present their views 
and criticise the Government. 
 
Television remains the main source of information for the public. Georgia has yet to 
reform its State media and introduce public service broadcasting principles. While 
State TV complied with legal provisions on allocating free airtime to all party-lists, 
the transmission of slots well outside prime time did not provide election contestants 
with an effective forum for campaigning. On Channel 1 news broadcasts, the 
President, the Government, and the FNG bloc received some 71% of all airtime 
dealing with political issues. The same groups received some 91% of space devoted to 
politics in the Statefunded newspaper Sakartvelos Respublika. 
 
In the last weeks of the campaign, the State TV regularly broadcast a public 
information item “For my Georgia” promoting the success of the government. This 
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was perceived as hidden campaigning in favour of the pro-presidential bloc. Both 
State controlled TV and State newspapers were biased. Importantly, opposition 
parties, however, had access to the State TV with some 29% of rather positive 
coverage, while they had a very reduced and negative coverage in State newspapers. 
Neither treated all election subjects equally. 
 
Imedi and Rustavi 2, two private TV channels with almost national coverage, were 
significantly more balanced. However, the latter favoured opposition parties and 
presented a more critical assessment of the President, the Government, Revival and in 
particular FNG. Since early October, Imedi began to focus its news coverage on FNG 
(27%) and Burjanadze-Democrats (17%). The news broadcasts of Adjara TV, owned 
by the Autonomous Republic, provided extensive and dutiful coverage of Aslan 
Abashidze and Revival, while reporting on other political subjects in a negative 
manner, in particular the National Movement. Adjaran residents are able to receive 
other sources of information. 
 
During the last weeks of campaign, local media reported allegations of direct or 
indirect intimidation of journalists, with increasing frequency. 
 
 
Election Disputes 
 
The UEC contained clear procedures for lodging election complaints and appeals. The 
relatively large number of court cases indicated willingness by parties to challenge 
decisions of the election administration through the legal system. It also showed a 
general confidence in the judiciary. With few exceptions the judiciary operated 
transparently, efficiently, diligently, and with respect for deadlines. In certain high 
profile cases the judiciary asserted its independence. 
 
The Courts heard over 50 election related cases. Most concerned candidate 
registration, appointments to DECs and PEC’s, and appeals against CEC decisions. In 
a few cases, court rulings resulted in a double appointment of chairpersons of PECs, 
thereby causing uncertainty and a degree of confusion. The courts overturned at least 
three DEC decisions and six CEC decisions to enable candidates to participate in the 
elections. The pro-Presidential FNG bloc lodged six cases with the Supreme Court 
appealing against the CEC’s registration of rival candidates. After a protracted appeal 
process concerning candidates in two other controversial constituencies, Bolnisi and 
Gardabani, the CEC and the Supreme Court decided importantly to uphold the right of 
the candidates to contest the election. 
 
 
Participation of National Minorities 
 
Georgia has two sizeable national minority populations: Azeris (concentrated in 
Kvemo Kartli and part of Kakheti) and Armenians (concentrated in Samtskhe 
Javakheti) as well as a variety of smaller minority groups. The FNG bloc took the 
most inclusive approach and had, the highest number of candidates from minorities. A 
few political parties campaigned for the votes of non-Georgian speakers and 
distributed material in Azeri, Armenian and Russian. 
 



 86 

In many cases, the proficiency in Georgian of national minorities is poor. This created 
a de facto obstacle to their full participation in the work of election commissions and 
limited access to election related information including legislation. In this respect, an 
important contribution was made through a project funded by the OSCE High 
Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) to produce election materials in 
Azeri, Armenian, and Russian. Election observers received detailed and credible 
reports that some Azeris in Kvemo Kartli suffered intimidation by the local 
administration and police. 
 
 
Gender Issues 
 
Notwithstanding male dominance of the political sphere, women hold a number of 
prominent positions in Georgian public affairs including politics and election 
administration. One party, the NDP is led by a woman, while a major electoral list 
bears the name of the female Speaker of Parliament. However, parties failed to 
include sufficient numbers of women in prominent positions in their lists or as party 
candidates, Parliament declined to adopt an amendment allowing for quotas in 
electoral lists. In 42 of the 75 election districts, no women candidates contested the 
elections. Although the CEC Chairperson is a female, no other members are women. 
Some 80% of DEC Chairs are male, while 71% of the DEC Secretaries and 28% of 
DEC members are women. Observer reports indicate that 45% of PEC chairs are 
women. 
 
 
Domestic Election Observers 
 
Georgia has a vibrant civil society which was deeply involved in these elections. The 
CEC accredited 45 domestic observer organizations of which the International Society 
for Fair Elections and Democracy (ISFED) is the largest. ISFED deployed some 2,500 
observers on election day and conducted a parallel vote tabulation (PVT) and a 
parallel turn out tabulation (PTT) for the first time in Georgia. On election day, 
observers faced obstruction in conducting their activities and on occasion intimidation 
and even violence. This was particularly the case in Adjara and Kvemo Kartli. 
 
 
Election Day, Vote Count, and Tabulation 
 
Observers reported from more than 1,200 polling stations in Georgia. Despite an 
unsettled environment in some areas on the eve of the election, polling took place in 
all 75 election districts. However, in many places polling was disorganised and slow. 
Significant delays occurred in the Kutaisi area, parts of Tbilisi and Kakheti. Observers 
reported tension in 21% of polling stations visited, unrest in 15%, and 22 cases of 
violence. In one instance, IEOM observers witnessed the removal of a ballot box at 
gunpoint. Observers also noted that rapid reaction units of the Ministry of Interior 
were deployed in four districts, raising the election day profile of security forces. 
 
Inaccurate voter lists and inadequate polling premises were largely responsible for 
most problems witnessed on election day, while artificially high voter list totals could 
influence the validity of individual contests. Relatively large numbers of voters were 
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turned away due to the omission of their names from voter lists. The high number of 
errors, including double entries as well as the late addition of significant numbers of 
police to lists, raised mistrust among parties and citizens alike. The use of different 
lists in the same polling stations further reduced transparency and confidence in the 
integrity of voter and turnout data. Furthermore, many polling stations were too small 
and were situated in locations that were not easily accessible. 
 
The decision by the CEC in the afternoon of election day in effect allowed 
unregistered citizens to vote. It was an inappropriate and untimely response and 
served to create further confusion. However, even before the CEC took a decision, 
some PECs had unilaterally decided to register voters. While PECs had a multiparty 
composition, only a tiny minority of Chairpersons were from opposition parties, 
confirming the control by pro-presidential political forces over the election 
administration at all levels. 
 
In general, PECs attempted to follow correct voting procedures; ink was usually 
applied to voters fingers without incident although many polling stations especialy in 
rural areas did not check voters on their arrival. PECs were provided with copies of 
the legislation and guidance manuals, but it was evident that PEC officials could have 
been provided with more training of the election procedures. 
 
The vote count began late. Large numbers of domestic obervers were present, 
including substantial numbers from unknown NGOs. The count was often 
disorganised and contentious. Frequently the ballots for the different elections were 
counted simultaneously. Correct procedures were not respected uniformly and PECs 
had difficulty in completing protocols, many of which were not displayed as 
provided for in the law. 
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Appendix VI: Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions of the 
International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) to Georgia on the 4 
January Presidential Elections, 5 January 2003 
 
 
Tbilisi, 5 January 2004 - The International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) for 
the 4 January extraordinary presidential election in Georgia is a joint undertaking of 
the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR), the 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA), the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe (PACE), and the European Parliament (EP). 
 
This preliminary statement is issued prior to the tabulation and announcement of 
official election results and before election day complaints and appeals have been 
addressed. A complete and final analysis of the election process will be offered in the 
OSCE/ODIHR Final Report. 
 
 

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The 4 January 2004 extraordinary presidential election in Georgia demonstrated 
notable progress over previous elections, and brought the country closer to meeting 
international commitments and standards for democratic elections. 
 
The authorities generally displayed the collective political will to conduct democratic 
elections, especially compared to the 2 November 2003 parliamentary elections that 
were characterized by systematic and widespread fraud. Nevertheless, due to the short 
timeframe available for the organization of the election and the lack of a truly 
competitive political environment, the forthcoming parliamentary elections will be a 
more genuine indicator of Georgia’s commitment to a democratic election process. 
 
The Central Election Commission (CEC) made commendable efforts to administer 
this election in a credible and professional manner, although the time constraints 
limited the scope of administrative improvements. CEC decisions that had to be 
undertaken in order to deliver an election within these constraints were deemed 
necessary, but not desirable as precedents for the permanent administration of 
elections in Georgia. The establishment of a new voter register in this context is 
notable for contributing to enhanced public confidence in the election process. Given 
the many challenges faced by the election administration, election officials should be 
recognized for their diligent efforts under difficult conditions. 
 
However, the political imbalance in the composition of the election administration at 
all levels, as well as the failure of some District Election Commissions (DEC’s) and 
Precinct Election Commissions (PEC’s) to maintain appropriate distance from 
participants in the election process, caused serious concern. Similarly, misuse of 
administrative resources in certain instances, indicated an ongoing lack of distinction 
between state administrative and party structures. 
 
The IEOM notes the following positive elements that distinguished this election from 
previous elections: 
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• Improvements to both the legislative framework and the administration of the 
voting process; 

• Enhanced transparency, professionalism and openness of the CEC; 
• Commendable efforts to improve the voter lists; 
• A high degree of freedom of expression enjoyed by the media, except in 

Adjara; 
• A largely peaceful and free pre-election period, although there was little active 

campaigning; 
• Resolution of the few cases heard by the CEC and courts within the legal 

deadlines and without obvious bias; 
• Efforts made to increase the participation of national minorities in the 

elections, including the printing of bilingual ballot papers; 
 
However, some aspects of the process need to be addressed in order to remedy issues 
of concern and continue forward progress, including: 
 

• The continuing lack of a clear separation between State administration and 
political party structures, and the ongoing potential for abuse of state 
administration resources; 

• The political imbalance in the composition of the election administration at all 
levels, and the failure of some DEC’s and PEC’s to maintain an appropriate 
distance from some participants in the election process created, at a minimum, 
the perception of a lack of impartiality and independence of the election 
administration; 

• The incompleteness and inaccuracies in the voter register; 
• The lack of commitment by the authorities of Adjara to guarantee sufficient 

conditions for the conduct of a meaningful democratic election in that area; 
• Less scrutiny by domestic observers in both the pre-election period and on 

election day. 
 
On election day, the voting was conducted in a generally spirited and calm 
atmosphere. The turnout was unusually high, and PEC’s processed the high number of 
voters in a relatively efficient manner. Election day registration occurred in most 
polling stations, and the identity and residency requirements were scrupulously 
checked. However, the inking of voters as an anti-fraud measure was devalued due to 
inconsistent application, increasing the risk of multiple voting. The atmosphere during 
the vote count was generally positive with no significant disturbances or unrest, 
although a large number of unauthorized persons were reported present. However, in 
Kvemo Kartli, past irregularities including ballot stuffing and tampering with 
protocols were reported. 
 
With regard to the forthcoming parliamentary elections, a summary of 
recommendations that the IEOM would urge the authorities to act upon include: 

• Ensure that administrative resources are not abused and therefore guarantee 
equal conditions for all parties; 

• Provide equal media access for all parties in order that the electorate is kept 
informed of all political choices; 
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• Ensure that opposition political parties are adequately represented in election 
commissions at all levels, in order to increase public confidence in the process 
and promote transparency; 

• Immediately commence the computerization, consolidation and centralization 
of the voter register; 

• Continue a dialogue with the local authorities in Adjara to guarantee an 
environment more conducive to a meaningful democratic contest, including 
issues of voter registration, media access, equal conditions for parties, and 
securing the basic political right for parties and candidates to convey their 
message to the electorate; 

• Guarantee that internal reforms of the election administration proceed quickly, 
and especially at the CEC, and ensure a professional Secretariat for effective 
administrative support; 

• Ensure the uniform implementation of the marking (inking) of voters, in order 
that this important anti-fraud mechanism is not devalued due to inconsistent 
application; 

• Sustain efforts to ensure comprehensive training of election officials, 
particularly on vote count and tabulation procedures, in order to enhance 
professional standards and guarantee uniform implementation of the legal 
requirements and administrative regulations; 

• Uphold the integrity of the democratic election process in Georgia, by 
continuing to hold any persons responsible for violations of election related 
laws fully accountable; 

• Further efforts to increase national minority participation and understanding of 
the election process through the production of both ballots and result protocols 
in minority languages; 

• Ensure that a realistic timetable be established in order for the above 
recommendations to be seriously and sufficiently addressed. 

 
A more comprehensive list of recommendations concentrating on the longer term 
issues to be addressed will be included in the OSCE/ODIHR Final Report on this 
election process. 
 
The institutions represented in the IEOM stand ready to assist the Georgian authorities 
to address shortcomings in their electoral process, and support their efforts to correct 
outstanding issues in order to hold genuinely democratic parliamentary elections that 
are fully compatible with Georgia’s membership within OSCE and Council of 
Europe, and in accordance with other European standards. 
 
 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 
 
Background 
 
The 4 January 2004 extraordinary presidential election was the fourth since 
independence in 1991. It was widely viewed as a test for the newly installed 
authorities to demonstrate their level of commitment to the democratic election 
process. 
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This election took place against the backdrop of the 2 November 2003 parliamentary 
elections, marred by a lack of political will by the governmental authorities to 
organize a genuine democratic election process, which resulted in widespread and 
systematic election fraud. In addition to the disenfranchisement of potentially 
significant numbers of voters, serious irregularities took place in polling stations, 
including ballot stuffing, use of pre-marked ballots, multiple voting and destruction of 
ballot boxes. After the close of polls and during the tabulation process, some election 
officials were directly involved in producing dishonest election results. 
 
These failures provoked a political crisis, street protests, and an atmosphere of 
instability, leading to the resignation of President Eduard Shevardnadze on 23 
November. Nino Burjanadze, the former Speaker of Parliament, became Interim 
President and called for an extraordinary presidential election within the constitutional 
deadline. A government restructuring took place with Zurab Zhvania appointed as 
State Minister. Eight out of nine regional governors resigned and were replaced by 
National Movement and Burjanadze-Democrat supporters. 
 
On 25 November, the Supreme Court annulled the results of the proportional 
component of the 2 November 2003 parliamentary elections. In contradiction to this 
decision, the majoritarian component of these elections was inexplicably permitted to 
stand. The partial cancellation of the election results meant that 58 elected Members 
of Parliament did not take their seats and the Parliament elected in November 1999 
was reconvened. As a further consequence, four re-runs and 11 second round 
majoritarian elections were held on 4 January. The date for the re-run of the 
proportional contest remains uncertain. 
 
The political environment shifted dramatically in the run up to the presidential 
election, as the parties that had led the November events -- the National Movement 
and the Burjanadze-Democrats -- consolidated their executive power. In stark 
contrast, the pro-Shevardnadze parliamentary coalition For New Georgia (FNG) 
dissolved, and the once dominant Citizens Union of Georgia (CUG) appeared to no 
longer function as a political party. Several previously influential parties, including 
the Labor Party, New Rights, and the Revival Party, lost some level of support by 
distancing themselves from the November events. The Labor Party and Revival 
announced an intention to boycott the presidential election. 
 
The participation of Adjara in this election remained uncertain until 29 December. 
Even after the decision, conditions were not in place for the conduct of a meaningful 
democratic election process. Regrettably, as in previous elections, the presidential 
election did not take place in Abkhazia and most of South Ossetia. 
 
The international community provided significant funding and technical assistance for 
the presidential election, mainly through the OSCE Election Assistance Program. 
Although donor assistance arrived relatively late in the election process, it has 
provided a crucial contribution to realizing this election. The Georgian authorities 
expressed their appreciation for the financial support by participating States, a part of 
which enabled the timely transfer of funds to cover salaries of election officials. 
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Legal Framework 
 
The election was conducted according to a combination of general and transitional 
provisions of the Unified Election Code (UEC), which provides an improved 
framework for democratic elections. Amendments passed on 29 November were 
assessed as improvements. These included the simplification of complaint procedures, 
and the universal use of voter marking (inking) to limit double voting, rather than 
limiting this safeguard to urban areas only as during the November election. 
 
Nonetheless, there were considerable uncertainties regarding the applicable legal 
framework, as the transitional provisions foresaw neither an extraordinary presidential 
election nor a new voter registration. This resulted in incongruities, and normal 
timeframes such as those related to the general voters’ list, were impossible to meet. 
Significantly, transitional provisions concerning the political balance on electoral 
administration, seemed unsuited to the changed political circumstances. 
 
Despite these ambiguities, the UEC was generally adhered to – either in letter or in 
spirit. However, there were exceptions. On 30 December, the CEC adopted an 
ordinance that permitted each DEC to create a special reserve of people who could 
assist PECs on election day. The stated intention was to ensure PEC quorums and 
proper administration in the event of PEC boycotts or the additional workload due to 
same day registration. Nevertheless, the legal basis for this measure remains dubious, 
and no procedures or safeguards were adopted to prevent abuses. 
 
On 26 December, the Constitutional Court ruled as admissible a case alleging that 
certain elements of the UEC concerning voter registration are in conflict with the 
Constitution. As an interim measure, pending final resolution of the case, the Court 
suspended application of these provisions. This removed – at least for the time being - 
the legal obstacle to the conduct of same-day registration of voters. 
 
The Constitution requires a 50% voter turnout and that the winning candidate receives 
50% of the ballots cast. Because of the extraordinary registration, including same day 
registration, the total number of registered voters was not known before the date of 
elections. However, in both cases the CEC did not issue a formal decision before the 
election, in order to clarify the basis upon which these thresholds would be calculated. 
 
 
Election Administration 
 
The election was administered by a three-tiered election administration: the CEC, 75 
District Election Commissions (DECs), and 2,850 Precinct Election Commissions 
(PECs). 
 
On 30 November, Zurab Chiaberashvili, formerly Executive Director of the 
International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy (ISFED), was appointed as 
the new CEC Chair. This followed the resignation of the former Chairperson, Nana 
Devdariani. 
 
The Interim President exercised the right to appoint the five CEC presidential 
appointees, and consequently 10 of the 15 members were supporters of the newly 
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restructured government. Although pragmatism may have prevailed in this approach 
due to the disintegration of the former governing party (CUG), the spirit of the CEC 
formula negotiated in July, whose objective was to form a politically balanced CEC, 
was again not respected. 
 
The CEC generally adhered to the law and functioned in a professional, open, and 
transparent manner. It demonstrated greater political will than its predecessors to 
conduct a democratic election. Its performance was a notable improvement over 
previous elections. It should be commended for its effort to increase the 
professionalism of election officials, by conducting training sessions in close co-
operation with various international organizations, although there remained a clear 
lack of understanding in particular regarding completing the protocols. 
 
However, the visible failure of some DEC’s and PEC’s to maintain an appropriate 
distance from some participants in the election process created, at a minimum, the 
perception of a lack of impartiality and independence on the part of the election 
administration. For instance, observers reported that Saakashvili campaign staff 
worked in close co-operation with the DEC and PEC personnel. National Movement 
and the Burjanadze-Democrat campaign staffers provided material resources (Isani, 
Samgori, Tskaltubo, Tkibuli), training (Chughureti), campaign literature (Liakhvi, 
Gori, Lagodekhi) and allegedly assisted PECs carry out registration. In a few 
instances, district campaign coordinators also served as election commission staff 
(Liakhvi, Gori, Dusheti). 
 
The mid-level commissions underwent major personnel changes based upon past 
performance. In 49 districts, DEC chairs formally resigned and a total of 331 DEC 
members were dismissed. Most changes affected the five presidential appointees. In a 
few cases DEC chairs did not go voluntarily. In Terjola, the DEC chair who 
previously had performed professionally, was forced to resign by the newly appointed 
local authorities. Notably, none of the six DEC chairs in Adjara resigned or were 
dismissed despite the falsifications reported during the last elections. Observers 
reported that generally the DECs performed their duties in an orderly, transparent and 
efficient manner, however, there were some notable exceptions including Saburtalo, 
Isani, Gori, Akhalkalaki, Kharagauli, Batumi, Kobuleti and Khelvachauri. 
 
The changes in PEC composition reflected a similar pattern as the higher level 
commissions, with a dominance of commission members from the National 
Movement and Burjanadze-Democrats appointed in the run-up to the elections. 
Despite many newly appointed personnel, PEC’s appeared to work in a collegial 
manner and with diligence. However, many commissions would benefit from 
additional training, especially in vote count and tabulation procedures. 
 
 
Voter Registration 
 
The central voter register used for the 2003 parliamentary elections was the subject of 
intense criticism. The CEC was faced with two less than ideal choices - address the 
many problems associated with the existing register; or create a new list. Neither 
approach could possibly produce a complete and accurate list by 4 January.  
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On 9 December, following an open debate and close vote, the CEC opted for a new 
registration. The decision, based on the premise that public confidence in the old lists 
was too damaged to conduct a credible election, can be justified as reasonable under 
the circumstances. 
 
The public information campaign concerning registration got off to a slow start, but 
gathered significant momentum. Although most citizens in urban areas were aware of 
the process, and had a basic understanding of how it worked, those from rural 
communities and areas of non-Georgian majority were less knowledgeable. 
 
The registration devolved the majority of tasks and responsibilities to PECs. Despite 
the late start in some localities, and significant resource and infrastructure challenges, 
PECs and DECs were reported to have worked diligently on all aspects of registration. 
PECs, DECs, local branches of the Ministry of Interior and other authorities, 
generally followed the law and CEC instructions. The election administration should 
be commended for their substantial efforts to improve public confidence on this 
important aspect of the election. 
 
However, despite these efforts, the lists must be considered incomplete. A number of 
shortcomings raised concerns regarding accuracy and inclusiveness. Most seriously, 
difficulties proving current residence meant many citizens would have had to travel to 
places of past residence to avoid disenfranchisement. The voter list should be 
centralized and computerized as soon as possible. 
 
Although verification safeguards did exist, the short timeframe limited measures to 
prevent multiple registrations. PECs were inconsistent in their application of the CEC 
rules, including concerning “family registration”. There were credible reports of 
officials illegally charging money for identity documents. In one case, in which the 
CEC directly intervened, offenders were publicly dismissed from office. 
 
On December 30, the CEC decided to allow same-day registration of voters, including 
those abroad. The provision seemed reasonable in the circumstances of these 
elections, where voter registration was admittedly incomplete, but should not become 
a permanent feature. In some instances this caused long queues, but it rarely caused 
disorder. 
 
In Adjara, there was regrettably no voter registration prior to elections. The voter 
turnout was very low. 
 
 
Candidate Registration and the Campaign 
 
Two political parties and five initiative groups succeeded to submit candidate support 
lists with a minimum of 50,000 signatures to the CEC before the 12 December 
deadline. One candidate, Igor Giorgadze, was denied registration for not meeting the 
residency requirement. The six remaining candidates were confirmed on 17 December 
(one candidate withdrew the day before the election). Two among the six ran in the 
1995 and 2000 presidential elections and obtained less than 1% of the vote. 
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While the presidential election was a multi-candidate race, the political environment 
was not competitive. There was one clear frontrunner who dominated the political 
scene. Besides the National Movement and the Burjanadze Democrats none of the 
major political parties presented candidates. The new political environment and short 
timeframe may have discouraged several potential contenders from running. 
Regarding the majoritarian contests, no choice was offered to the electorate in 5 of the 
11 second round contests, as a result of late withdrawals of candidates. 
 
The campaign was extremely low-key, with a very small number of events organized 
throughout the country. Several candidates stated that they had insufficient funds to 
prepare campaign materials or organize events. The candidate recognized as the 
frontrunner focused on encouraging broad participation in registration and voting. 
 
Observers reported that State administrative resources were at times used in support 
of one candidate. In contravention to the UEC, other candidates did not benefit 
similarly. In a few instances, Mr. Saakashvili’s local campaign headquarters were 
established in State-owned premises (Kvareli, Kazbegi, Akhalkalaki, Aspindza, Shida 
Kartli region). National Movement and Burjanadze-Democrats campaign material 
and/or flags were at times displayed in public buildings (Gori, Karaleti, Akhalkalaki, 
Ambrolauri, Racha-Lechkhumi governor’s building). Such examples underline the 
ongoing concern that there is a lack of distinct separation between the State 
administration and party structures, which has been a recurrent problem in past 
elections. Although these violations were not systematic and widespread, the 
authorities clearly must improve upon providing equal conditions for all candidates. 
 
In contravention to the UEC, local authorities have remained in, or taken up posts, 
while at the same time running for parliamentary office. The newly appointed 
governor of Samtske-Javakheti, and the gamgebeli of Akhalkalaki, did not resign 
from their positions though they were candidates in the 4 January majoritarian 
contest. Observers in the Kvemo Kartli region, Sagarejo, Chugureti, Didube noted 
that local authorities were active in the registration process. In one instance (Gori: 
Tkviavi) PEC members were observed distributing pensions while registering voters. 
 
The election campaign remained largely peaceful. Fears that substantial pre-election 
violence would overshadow the electoral process did not materialize. However, on 15 
December an explosive device caused minor damage to the home of candidate T. 
Shashiashvili. The Georgian Ministers of State Security and Internal Affairs warned 
of threats against candidate M. Saakashvili. He was subsequently moved to living 
quarters within the Presidential Residence in Tbilisi. In the weeks leading to the 
elections five small explosions detonated in Tbilisi. 
 
In Adjara, on 22 December, a student leader active in a Public Committee formed to 
advocate for the organization of the presidential election in the autonomous Republic, 
was physically assaulted by unknown men. Consequently, he had to be transported to 
Tbilisi for medical attention. 
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The Media 
 
In the immediate aftermath of the November events, the media continued to enjoy a 
high degree of freedom of expression, except in Adjara. However, incidents of 
random violence on media outlets and restrictions on media in Adjara raised serious 
concern. For instance, a small bomb exploded in front of the State TV/Radio company 
and a rocket-propelled grenade hit Rustavi 2, the main private broadcaster. In Adjara, 
Rustavi 2 was taken off the air since the beginning of December, thus decreasing 
further the freedom of expression in the Autonomous Republic. 
 
The absence of an active campaign and the tight timeframe was not conducive to 
comprehensive information on the election process. Both print and electronic media 
mainly focused on the candidacy of Mr. Saakashvili and government officials’ 
activities. Other candidates were largely absent from the media. Unlike during the 
November elections, the media generally showed a greater degree of objectivity and a 
more critical approach. Significant coverage was devoted to the voter registration 
process through the CEC public service announcement campaign. In that respect, 
private media played a particularly active role. 
 
State Media generally complied with the legal provisions on allocation of free of 
charge airtime. All the candidates used the opportunity to convey their message 
through this free airtime, although its effectiveness was reduced when transmitted 
outside TV prime time. Only the recognized frontrunner employed paid advertising. 
State TV 1 allocated 46% of total airtime to the President and the executive branch 
and 22% to National Movement. The coverage was generally positive and they were 
often given the opportunity to directly address the public through interviews. 
 
The National Movement and the recognized frontrunner received the most coverage 
in the media, with some 27% of the total airtime in the most popular TV stations, of a 
mainly positive tone. In addition, 32% of the same total airtime -- of which 87% was 
positive -- was allocated to the President and the executive branch, which greatly 
improved the visibility of the current pro-governmental faction. In contrast, Adjara 
TV favored Revival Party and allocated 73% of positive space. It often gave negative 
coverage of the central authorities. Imedi TV gave the most balanced coverage of the 
campaign. 
 
A similar picture emerged from the press with some 60% of the space devoted to 
Government officials, the National Movement and the Burjanadze-Democrats. 
Nevertheless, print media presented a generally larger spectrum of political views and 
covered the authorities more critically. 
 
 
Election Disputes 
 
Very few formal complaints were brought to either the court or the election 
commissions. This is in marked contrast to previous elections. It may relate to the 
limited campaigning and lack of competitive environment. Formal complaints 
received by the CEC in the pre-election period were less than 20 and mainly regard 
DEC appointments. The few cases heard by the CEC and courts were resolved within 
the legal deadlines and without obvious bias. 
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Gender issues 
 
Men tend to dominate Georgian political life though several women, including the 
Interim President Nino Burjanadze, have risen to public prominence. There is only 
one female Minister in Government, appointed by Mrs. Burjanadze. Fourteen women 
serve in the currently convened Parliament. Some 80% of DEC chairs are male, while 
16.4% of deputy chairs and 61.3% of secretaries are female. In 46% of the polling 
stations visited by observers, the chairperson of the PEC was a woman.  
 
The low level of campaign activism impeded a thorough assessment of the degree of 
female participation in campaign activities or the inclusion of women issues in 
political platforms. Observers report that men and women participated equally in the 
pre-election registration. 
 
 
Participation of National Minorities 
 
Observers assess minority understanding of the electoral process as having increased 
since the 2003 parliamentary elections when minorities’ uneven comprehension of 
election materials published in Georgian was found to have contributed to electoral 
violations in Azeri and Armenian areas. To address these problems, the CEC printed 
bilingual ballots (Georgian-Russian), and voter registration materials in Azeri, 
Armenian, Russian and Georgian for the 2004 Presidential elections. Numerous 
domestic and international groups supported the implementation of voter education 
programs targeting minority villages. 
 
However, in minority regions bilingual ballots were not always available 
(Akhaltsikhe, Ninotsminda) PEC members complained to observers of being unable 
to understand polling instructions (Marneuli, Alkhalkalaki). This especially caused 
problems during the filling in of protocols which were only in Georgian in Samtskhe-
Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli the predominantly Armenian and Azeri areas. 
 
 
Civil Society 
 
The IEOM notes the positive and enthusiastic involvement of non-governmental 
organizations, and their contribution to civil society through their active participation 
in elections. Georgia’s non-governmental community was significantly engaged in 
domestic observation during the 2003 parliamentary elections, in particular the 
International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy (ISFED) and the Georgian 
Young Lawyers Association (GYLA), the dominant non-governmental domestic 
observer groups. Consequently, several ISFED staff members were subsequently 
brought into the election administration in preparation for the 2004 extraordinary 
presidential election. 
 
Overall, domestic observation was less thorough and widespread than during the 
November parliamentary elections. ISFED and GYLA were well represented in some 
areas, but virtually absent in others. ISFED intended to conduct a parallel vote 
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tabulation (PVT) and parallel turn out tabulation (PTT). Domestic groups were 
generally not obstructed in their work, and did not encounter intimidation as they had 
in the past. In Adjara harassment of civil society activists in the run up to the election, 
and the arrest of a GYLA observer during the November polls, had initially made 
some organizations anxious about observing. However on Election Day ISFED, 
GYLA, the National Movement, and several others groups, observed apparently 
without hindrance. 
 
 
Election Day, Vote Count, and Tabulation 
 
Voting proceeded smoothly and in a calmer atmosphere than for the November 
elections. Despite concerns that voter turnout would be low due to the holiday season, 
participation was high according to the CEC announcement of 83% turnout. 
Observers witnessed great popular enthusiasm and eagerness among the voters. 
Disturbances or unrest only occurred at 20 polling stations visited. In general, few 
serious violations were reported by observers. 
 
As with past elections, voter irregularities were particularly significant in Kvemo 
Kartli where the count and tabulation violated basic procedures. Observers in Rustavi, 
Marneuli and Bolnisi reported that few protocols could be reconciled. In Rutavi, 
protocols were filled out and corrected in the National Movement headquarters. 
Observers reported instances of ballot stuffing in Marneuli (PEC 2,4, and 16) and in 
Gardabani (PEC 36). In addition, widespread proxy voting could raise questions about 
the integrity of the results in those districts. 
 
Majoritarian district re-runs and second rounds from the November parliamentary 
elections were held in 15 districts. The polls proceeded smoothly except in Khashuri 
where violence outside a PEC where a rerun was to be held kept it closed all day, and 
in Akhalkalaki where there was unrest in one PEC. 
 
Election day registration occurred in most polling stations. People were added to the 
lists if they met the residency requirement. Observers saw PEC staff turning people 
away when they could not prove their residency in the PEC jurisdiction (18.5% of 
cases), however in about 4% of cases registration was done without a proper 
residency check (Tbilisi, Liakhvi, Gori, Bolnisi, and Akhalkalaki). 
 
The application and verification of anti-fraud ink was inconsistent in many regions of 
the country including in Shida Kartli (Gori, Kareli), Samtskhe Javakheti 
(Akhalkalaki), Kvemo Kartli (Marneuli, Tsalka), Imereti (Chiatura, Baghdati, Vani, 
Kharagauli), Kakheti (Gurjaani), Mtskheta-Mtianeti (Mtskheta, Dusheti, Kazbegi, 
Akhalgori). In 10-11% of cases observers found that voters were rarely or never inked 
or checked for inking. In some areas PEC members did not apply the ink when they 
were confident that they knew all voters. However the absence of ink reduced the 
effectiveness of an important anti-fraud mechanism. Inadequate voter verification also 
increased the likelihood of multiple and family voting. Observers noted cases of 
identical signatures on voters’ lists, especially in Marneuli, Tsalka, and Ninotsminda. 
 
As observed in the pre-election period, on polling day election commissions did not 
always maintain a sufficient distance from candidate Saakashvili’s campaign, or from 
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state authorities. New Years cards with a message from Saakashvili were distributed 
in PECs (Rustavi, Marneuli ) and roses were strewn in PECs throughout the country. 
National Movement staffers were present in some PECs but only overtly observed 
directing voters to vote for Saakashvili in Ninotsminda. Local authorities (Bolnisi, 
Gori, 
Ninotsminda) and police (Rustavi, Bolnisi, Gori) were also observed in some PECs. 
In Kobuleti, observers witnessed five PEC chairs going to the office of the local 
executive with protocols rather than to the DEC. 
 
The atmosphere on elections commissions appeared collegial, and staff worked with 
diligence. However, observers noted that many commissions would benefit from 
additional training, as many staff members were newly appointed. 
 
The atmosphere during the vote count was generally positive with minor incidents. 
However in over 15% of PECs the conduct of the count was assessed to be poor or 
very poor. In some 5% of PECs significant violations occurred, and the relatively 
large number of unauthorized persons noted inside polling stations was of particular 
concern. At the DEC level, significant problems associated with the reconciliation of 
result protocols were noted in Sangori, Chughureti, Gldani, Rustavi, Marneuni and 
Bolnisi. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 


	January 2004
	Table of Contents
	2.1 The Parliamentary and Presidential Elections of 1999-2000
	CEC decisions
	The Exit Poll
	Domestic observers
	International Observers
	Turnout
	The Exit poll and Parallel Vote Tabulation Results
	Reactions
	Official Results
	The referendum
	Voting
	The Exit Poll
	Domestic NGO and Party Observers 
	International Observers
	The Count
	The Exit poll and Parallel Vote Tabulation Results
	Official Results 
	Majoritarian run-offs
	Reactions
	8. Centre-Periphery Relations: the Tbilisi-Adjara Relationship


	2003 
	5-6 July
	5 August
	14 August
	21 August
	31 August 
	3 September
	26 September
	2 October
	4 October
	8 October 
	23 October
	24 November
	26 October
	27 October
	2 November
	3 November
	4 November
	5 November
	6 November
	7 November
	9 November
	10 November
	12 November
	13 November 
	14 November
	18 November
	19 November
	20 November
	21 November
	22 November 
	23 November 
	24 November
	25 November
	27 November
	28 November 
	30 November
	2 December
	3 December
	8 December
	9 December 
	10 December
	17 December
	20 December 
	22 December 
	29 December
	30 December
	31 December

	2 January
	3 January
	4 January 
	5 January
	6 January
	7 January
	9 January
	12 January
	25 January

	I. The Election Campaign
	II. The Electoral Process
	III. Election Day
	I. The Electoral Process
	II. Candidates and the Campaign
	III. Media Coverage of the Elections
	IV. Election Day       
	V. The role of the international community
	VI. National Minorities
	VII. Violence
	VIII.  Conclusions




