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PFA Reports 
•  Armenia’s 2012 Parliamentary Election, Dec 2012; 
•  Armenia: Averting an Economic Catastrophe, Feb 2012; 
•  The State of Armenia's Environment, Dec 2010; 
•  Armenia-Diaspora Relations: 20 Years Since 

Independence, Feb 2010; 
•  Yerevan's 2009 Mayoral Election: Statistical Analysis, 

Sept 2009; 
•  Implications of the World Financial Crisis for Armenia’s 

Economy, Dec 2008; 
•  Armenia’s 2008 Presidential Election: Select Issues and 

Analysis, July 2008. 



OSCE Presidential Election Report Summary 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

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

“An OSCE/ODIHR EOM analysis of official results shows a correlation between 
very high turnout and the number of votes for the incumbent. This raises concerns 
regarding the confidence over the integrity of the electoral process.” 
 
“A limited number of complaints were filed with the election administration on 
election day, and over 80 after the election. Almost all were rejected. The police 
and the Prosecutor General investigated over 300 possible offenses and initiated 
criminal proceedings in some 10 of them.” 



	
  Past OSCE Armenian Election Reports 

1996 
Presidential 

2003 
Presidential 

2008 
Presidential 

2012 
Parliamentary 

2013 
Presidential 

Legal 
Framework 

Improvement over 
previous framework 

– but 
implementation a 

question 

Improved, complies 
with international 

standards 

Improved, good 
basis for 

democratic 
elections 

Improved generally 
solid -- 

Campaign -- 
Non issue-based, 

intimidation 
observed 

Freedom of 
assembly issues, 

vandalism of 
campaign offices 

Competitive, vibrant, 
peaceful -- 

Electoral 
Administration 

No regulations for 
access to media, 

campaign 
accounts, military 
campaigning … 

Failed to execute/
enforce procedures 

correctly 

Appeared well-
organized, overall 

transparent 
Professional, efficient, 

generally trusted -- 

Voter 
registration/list 

Needed to be 
updated and 
improved for 

accuracy 

Accuracy a 
concern, 

discrepancies 
evident 

Not fully 
transparent 

Additional efforts 
required -- 

Media Coverage Substantially 
biased 

Heavily biased, 
public resources 

used for incumbent 

Public opinion not 
adequately 

informed, lack of 
media diversity 

Bias towards certain 
parties noticed -- 

Election Day Serious/substantial 
breaches observed 

Serious 
irregularities, fell 

short of democratic 
election 

Overcrowding, 
group voting, 
controlled and 
proxy voting 

9% negative rating of 
polling stations -- 



Forensic Fraud Detection 

Use data provided by the government's own electoral  
agencies to look for the “fingerprints” of fraud 



Forensic Test #1:   

Voter Turnout and Number of Polling Stations 

"    There were about 2,000 polling stations in the election 

"    Each polling station had a list of registered voters  

"    For each polling station, we can compute the Voter 
Turnout Ratio 
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Forensic Test #1:   

Voter Turnout and Number of Polling Stations 



Forensic Test #1: Results from Past Elections 



Forensic Test #1: Voter Turnout for Each Candidate 



Forensic Test #2:  Digit Test 

"    At the end of the election, each polling station must 
report the number of votes – the Vote Count. 

 e.g.,  3,342   569   19,230   8,348   239  etc.  

"    Take all the last digits from the Vote Counts 

 e.g.,    ----2      --9      ----0       ----8   --9  etc.  

"    Compare how often each of the 10 digits appear among 
all the polling stations 

"    Ideally, each digit will appear equally often (i.e., 10% of 
the time) 

"    IF NOT – implies human tampering 



Forensic Test #2:  Digit Test 
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The	
  Protesters	
  Are	
  Right:	
  Evidence	
  Suggests	
  More	
  Elec8on	
  Fraud	
  in	
  Last	
  Week’s	
  
Elec8ons	
  in	
  Armenia	
  (	
  Fredrik	
  M	
  Sjoberg,	
  a	
  Postdoctoral	
  Scholar	
  at	
  Columbia	
  University	
  
–	
  The	
  Harriman	
  InsBtute)	
  

	
  

 
 
 

Non-PFA Independent Analyses of CEC Data 



Non-PFA Independent Analyses of CEC Data 



Non-PFA Independent Analyses of CEC Data 





Summary 
“Elections, usually taken to be a hallmark of 
democracy, can also become a tool of authoritarian 
power holders seeking to legitimize their 
rule.” [Schedler (2002)] 

è Fraud is still a significant factor, despite generally better 
evaluations from Observers 

è   The main mechanism of fraud has evolved from ballot 
stuffing to multiple and fictitious voting. 

è   Voter lists in recent national elections have not been 
adjusted for Armenia’s massive emigration. 

è   The official turnout exceeded any reasonable 
projections by at least 370,000, or 30%  of total.  
 



è   Consistent with observer accounts, fraud outside of 
polling station (bribery, bullying) had increased to 
compensate for the reduction in unlawful activities inside 
the polling stations. 

è   There is a statistically significant evidence of fraudulent 
vote counting in electoral districts outside of Yerevan. 

è   RPA is the only beneficiary of the turnout-enhancing 
fraud observed during the February 2013 election. 

Summary 



Recommendations 
To opposition parties and civil society 
l  Address the “missing voters” issue 
l  Disclose the voter lists in polling stations with >90% turnout  

To foreign election observers 
l  Secure better coverage of polling stations outside Yerevan 
l  Develop new criteria for assessing election conduct and 

provide a more candid assessment of political will 
•  Undergo a more comprehensive briefing about Armenia’s 

political-economic landscape and history of  election fraud 
 

 



Thank You 



Voter List as a Source of Fraud 

Hypothesis # 1: Armenia’s eligible voter 
list is calculated without factoring in 
emigration. 
 

Hypothesis # 2: If a reasonable level of 
emigration is assumed, the level of turnout 
in the latest nation-wide elections would 
be implausibly high. 
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Hypothesis # 2:  If a reasonable level of emigration 
is assumed, the level of turnout in the latest nation-
wide elections would be implausibly high. 






