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Howard Wolpe:

…of the Africa program here at the Wilson Center, and on behalf of both the Africa program and the Canada Institute, the cosponsors of this morning’s program, I’m delighted to welcome all of you to the Wilson Center, as well as to welcome those who may be watching, via webcast, the program this morning.

For those of you who may be unfamiliar with the Wilson Center, the center was established by an act of Congress in 1968 as the nation’s living memorial to President Woodrow Wilson.  He’s the only American President to have had a PhD, a former university professor and university president.

[break in audio]

…about, that the world of the scholar and that of the policymaker coincided; they were both engaged in a common enterprise.  Aiming to bridge the gap between the world of ideas and the world of policy, the Wilson Center is a non-partisan institute for advanced study and is a mutual forum for open series and informed dialogue on both global and national issues.

I want to thank the various organizations, and there are several that have helped in making today’s conference a reality, especially American University, the National Democratic Institute, the Commonwealth Secretariat, the Fund for Peace, Democracy International, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the Canadian International Development Agency, as well as the Kennan Institute and the Latin America Program here at the Wilson Center.

I think it’s fair to say that democracy advocates and analysts have come to understand that elections are but one element of a whole variety of elements that constitute -- that go into the constitution of sustainable democracies.  But they’re a critical element, one that is essential to the establishment of legitimacy of a government, both domestically and internationally.  And it is because of the critical nature of elections as a vehicle for the establishment of democracy and legitimacy, that election observation missions have become so central an element in the effort to build democracy.  The very presence of international election observer missions helps ensure that existing rules are followed. In some exceptional cases such as Ukraine, judgments by international election observer missions have led to a new election and have led, in less dramatic cases, to reforms and to sounder electoral processes.


In 1999, Istanbul summit document of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, OSCE, commits signatories to follow up promptly upon election assessments and recommendations.  More often however, there is little follow up to the reports of the election observation missions.  As a growing awareness among the organized credible organizations involved in the election observation, concerning the need to develop more effective practices to ensure that recommendations by election observer missions are considered seriously, and when appropriate, acted upon following elections.  There have been significant cases around the world where the role of observers has had a tangible, positive effect, but there are also many instances in which that kind of sustained follow through has simply been absent.

Today’s discussion will include the election experience of three countries, Peru, Nigeria and Cameroon, and then we’ll move on to a broader consideration of the steps necessary to maximize the effect that these -- that election observers have in supporting democracy.  The host of today’s event, and the moderator in effect for the morning’s activities, will be Joe Clark, an old friend of the Woodrow Wilson Center.  He has really been both the inspiration and the architect of this program this morning.

Joe Clark served for 25 years in the Canadian House of Commons, including, over the course of that period, serving as both Prime Minister, as leader of Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition, Secretary of State for External Affairs, and Minister of Constitutional Affairs.  During his period as Foreign Minister, Canada joined the OAS, signed the Canada/US Free Trade Agreement, launched NAFTA, and actively supported the Caudidore [spelled phonetically] Process.  He is a member of the Carter Center’s Council of Presidents and Prime Ministers of the Americas, and in 2004 and ‘05, and has been a visiting scholar here at the Woodrow Wilson Center.  Currently he is a statesman in residence at American University.  

It’s with great pleasure that I introduce, is it Prime Minister, Foreign Minister, Joe Clark.

JOE CLARK:

Thanks very much.

[applause]

Thank you very much, Howard, ladies and gentlemen.  One of the difficult -- one of the differences between Canada and the United States is that we do not carry our former status into our present activities.  And I was in a circumstance once at the Carter Center when President Carter was properly being introduced as President Carter, and someone introduced me as Prime Minister Clark, and the Canadian Council General to Atlanta was next to the podium and he said, looking to me he said, “Sir, you know that if I called you that, I’d be fired.”

[laughter]

Because there is only one Prime Minister in our system, although day to day you’re never sure about that.

[laughter]

I want to welcome everybody here.  I want particularly, if I may, to extend a welcome to panelists who have come here from abroad, Diana Acha-Morfaw who has come from Cameroon, Chris Child representing the Secretariat of the Commonwealth, Gerald Mitchell who has come from Warsaw where he runs very relevant parts of the operation of the OSCE.  And I want, also, to express my profound thanks to the Wilson Center, to David Biette and the Canada Institute, to Howard Wolpe and the Africa Program and particularly to the very able people who work for them and who have made this, drawn this together and made this, given this initiative some drive and purpose.

There are obviously sharp disagreements about many aspects of international policy in this age, but there is a growing consensus about one central idea, and that is the idea of democracy.  Obviously free and fair elections are a foundation of democracy.  They are the symbol, and they are the instrument of people choosing their own future, and they are the source of the legitimacy of governments which act in the community’s name.  The process of building and maintaining a system of free and fair elections is complex.  One critical instrument of that process, as Howard said, is the formal observation and monitoring of elections by qualified domestic and international observers.  That practice has grown dramatically in the last 15 years, and it’s become much more systematic and much more professional, but it is still clearly a work in progress.  I must say that it is a work being pursued diligently and creatively by very many of the people who have agreed to join us for this conference.

A major new step forward is imminent.  Very soon the United Nations and other major international organizations, which observe elections, will announce a commonly endorsed declaration of principles and code of conduct for international election observation, a quite remarkable development when you think of the state of affairs only 15 years ago.  Some of the individuals and organizations who are central to that initiative are taking part in our conference today, but crucial challenges remain.  Among the most important is the absence of an established practice respecting follow up to election observation missions.  

As Eric Bjornlund in his book, “After” -- I want to be sure I get the exact, “After Free and Fair?”

OFF-MIC SPEAKER:

Beyond. 

JOE CLARK:

“Beyond Free and Fair,” “Beyond Free and Fair.”  I have the quote written down: “International election monitoring often falls apart after election day, after the large delegations have departed and the international media have turned their attention elsewhere,” end of quote.  And I think, Eric, you found as you were surveying the field that while there is quite a bit of discussion about the processes before and during, there is not much academic discussion and not a great deal of experience, although some, on what happens after election observation missions leave.

Now naturally, in the building of election observation, the first focus had to be upon what observation missions did before an election and during an election, but that’s left this significant gap.  There is no systematic way to encourage governments to act on the serious reports or recommendations of legitimate observer missions.  Sometimes the government in question will implement some of the less important recommendations.  Too often, the more fundamental observations are simply put aside.  There is no established practice of senior officials of influential governments taking note of those reports.  There is often a process of debriefing, but often at junior levels, not at senior policymaking levels.  Many of the agencies which sponsor election observation missions, have neither the resources nor the mandate to follow up.  That question of mandate, of course, is important because while observers are invited to observe, governments retain the sovereign authority to act or not to act.  

Now there are, of course, exceptional cases as Howard noted, where the reports of election observation missions or the presence of election observation missions make a dramatic difference.  The most recent case is Ukraine.  It was also the case of the circumstances surrounding Peru’s last presidential election. But those, let it be noted and underlined, are exceptions.  What is needed is if not a rule, then a practice, a practice that is as strong as the practices which apply before and during elections.  

Now there have been significant steps to close the gap and follow up.  The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the OSCEE, specifically commits participating states to act, to follow up on election recommendations.  Its Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, ODIHR.  Does anyone pronounce that “Oh Dear,” Oh Dear!

[laughter]

Has an officer specifically responsible for follow up and other multilateral organizations in which I’ve been involved: the Commonwealth, La Francophonie, the Organization of American States, all do have a practice of signed commitments by states to general democratic values, but they do not have an official commitment to follow up.  Now multilateral organizations can find ways to influence decisions of sovereign states.  I had the opportunity from 1988 to 1992 to chair the Commonwealth Committee of Foreign Ministers on Southern Africa, and one of our principal roles was to build and to maintain public pressure against the Apartheid regime in South Africa.  It was an effective process.  The Commonwealth also has a formal procedure called “The Ministerial Action Group,” which can take account of serious cases where member states do not respect principles to which they have subscribed generally.  

NAPED, the New African Partnership for Economic Development, includes a mechanism for peer review that allows member states to review one another’s performances.  Those may all provide some precedents for us to consider in this context.

In the case of Diana’s country, Cameroon, where I had the honor to lead a commonwealth election observation mission in October.  The government of Cameroon has agreed to receive two members of that mission I led, Samuel Kaviutu [spelled phonetically] and myself.  Samuel Kaviutu runs the electoral mechanism, machinery in Kenya.  The government of Cameroon has agreed to receive us, to come back next month.  We’ll be there in, I think, mid -- late May, mid-May, to review the government’s response to the recommendations of our commission.  To my knowledge, this is the first time something like this has occurred, that there has been an official agreement to come back and actually discuss between the receiving government and the election observation mission, what was recommended.  So there is formal progress, as evident in the OSCEE, there are precedents that are evident elsewhere, there is a great deal of attention being paid to these issues now.

I should underline that what is meant by follow up in this context, and the words I hope I’m choosing carefully, is serious consideration of the most significant recommendations or observations made by professional and legitimate election observation missions.  Obviously, the integrity of the election observation process is key.  Regimes can easily dismiss ill-considered recommendations, and the legitimacy of a follow up process depends upon the professionalism and the independence of the observer mission itself.  

The idea of democracy, and thus the integrity of the electoral system, has moved to center stage in international affairs.  We have been very fortunate this morning to attract to this conference individuals and organizations with a broad and constructive experience in both the conduct of elections and monitoring and observation.  There is an opportunity to help close the gap in the election observation process with a focus on what happens after the elections are over and after the observer missions have departed.  I look forward to discussion, I’ll be back at this podium to try to conduct a plenary toward the end of our discussions in which I hope we can agree on a list of recommendations that may move this process forward.  

I’d like, now, to call upon on the members of the first panel.  The panel will be chaired by Pauline Baker, who is President of the Fund for Peace, a non-profit organization based in Washington D.C., an organization dedicated to preventing war and alleviating the conditions that cause conflict.  Dr. Baker has also been an adjunct professor in the Graduate School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and a distinguished scholar in residence at American University.  I see they don’t call you a distinguished statesmen, no.  When American University decided they’d call me a distinguished statesmen in residence, I said, “Come on, that’s too highfaluting a term.”  And they said to me, “You are a Canadian, aren’t you?”

[laughter]

But Dr. Baker will be chairing the panel.  The three panelists will be Diana Acha-Morfaw who will be speaking on Cameroon, Matt Dippell who will be speaking on Peru, and Peter Lewis who will be speaking on Nigeria.  Thank you very much, and over to you, Dr. Baker.

PAULINE BAKER:

Well, welcome everybody to the first panel this morning, and the purpose of the panel is to focus on three primary case studies: Peru, Cameroon, and Nigeria.  We have a very distinguished and competent panel this morning and we will go in this order.  First, we will hear from Diana Acha-Morfaw who is Vice President of the National Election Observatory in Cameroon.  She is a member of the Bar of both Nigeria and Cameroon and has been a specialist in human rights issues, particularly concerning women, and was one of the founders of transparency international in Cameroon.  

We will then hear from Matt Dippell, who is Deputy Director for Latin America and the Caribbean at the National Democratic Institute.  He has a long resume, but I’m just going to focus on the fact that he has sought to safeguard elections, strengthen legislatures, and assist public interest watchdog groups, building representative political parties, and establishing civilian control of the military, and he’s worked in 12 countries.  He is also the National Democratic Institute’s In-house Advisor on Presidential Debates, having helped organized national televised debates in Jamaica and Nigeria in collaboration with the US Commission on Presidential Debates.


Then we will hear from Peter Lewis to my far right.  Peter is an Associate Professor at American University’s School of International Service.  He is a well-known scholar, not only on African issues where he will cover today on Nigeria where we both observed elections in Nigeria together.  But also he has a regional concentration in Southeast Asia as well.  He observed elections in Nigeria in ’83, ’93, ’99, and 2003.  


Each speaker will make remarks for about 10 minutes, and then we’ll open it up to comments and questions and answers.  For that period, please identify yourself when you come to the microphone, and we will start with Diana.

Diana Acha-Morfaw:

Thank you.  International election observation missions have been coming to Cameroon ever since the return to multi-party politics in 1992.  At the end of each mission, they have written reports and made recommendations, and for years they almost always complained that their recommendations were not implemented.  In the 10 minutes that I’m allowed, I’m going to throw some light on what I consider the way forward, hoping it will stimulate a debate.  

What is interesting is that in Cameroon, like in most other countries, it is the government that invites the international observers.  Yet, at the end of the day, they fail to retain ownership of the report.  The issue that this brings to mind is the need for an appropriate environment to enable both government and its people to identify with the reports and therefore, take ownership.  This will not necessarily compromise the independence of the observers.

Certain attitudes and operational modalities that we’ve noticed in Cameroon probably need to be revisited.  Should international observer missions be considered as alliances or policing?  Should their reports be critical analyses of what went on, or should they be accusatorial and judgmental?  

There is also probably, from our experience, the need for a change of mindset, both of the international observers and of the government with responsibility for implementing these recommendations.  We often find that international observers come to Cameroon with preconceived notions.  Agreed, these notions are drawn from information derived from Cameroonian citizens, civil society organizations and political parties. But when one looks at it, one realizes that there is a problem of trying to reach the silent majority to get their opinion and therefore, get a more comprehensive and objective picture of the country’s situation.  

Also, there is need to change the mindset of the government.  Governments, and in some cases that of Cameroon, have the belief that international observers are friends of the position parties or, at best, are a nuisance.  Nevertheless, they invite them because they consider themselves small players in the international arena and therefore, invite the missions to keep up appearances.  

Then there is the key question of post-election activities.  When one looks at our experience in Cameroon, we feel that after elections, emphasis should shift from politics to reform.  In this respect, the observers, as has already been said, should work with host nations towards reform, and therefore improving the systems.  For this to happen, we believe that international observer packages should include funds to accompany the country in its reform efforts.  In doing so, it is important to distinguish and identify the needs of the individual country.  What is needed?  Is it technical assistance, is it finance or is it equipment or all three, and if so, in what proportions?  Bearing in mind that election is a key area of sovereignty, recommendations of international observers can better be implemented than they are at present, and consequently reform driven through by frank and constructive dialogue with national institutions, which in turn, will forge longer alliances.

I will now briefly speak on the specific experience of the National Elections Observatory in Cameroon after the 2002 Municipal and Legislative Elections and the period leading up to the 2004 Presidential Elections.  The creation of the National Elections Observatory was, in itself, born out of recommendations from national and international observers and civil society organizations for the creation of an independent body to manage elections in Cameroon.  Although the National Elections Observatory does not have the responsibility for the material organization of the elections, it is a regulatory body with extensive powers of control and supervision over the entire electoral process, and it also has powers to order redress and propose sanctions for recalcitrant authorities as well as institute legal proceedings where the need arises.  

Its first experience was the control and supervision of the 2002 Municipal and Legislative Elections in Cameroon.  At the end of this period, in accordance with its mandate, it wrote a report.  This report was not just limited to a narrow interpretation of the law which says to present the state of the elections; it was not just a critical analysis, it did not just deal with areas of concern, but it made concrete proposals for reform.  It actually drafted and proposed a blueprint on how these reforms could be carried out.  The Observatory also did this within the confines of the existing law.  It is a National Elections Observatory, not a reform institution, and therefore whatever the weaknesses of the law, it drew attention to the weaknesses, but it stayed within its mandate, and therefore, submitted its report to the Head of State.

Pursuant to this, in the course of 2003, the National Elections Observatory seriously engaged government for its recommendations to be implemented.  In the discussions that followed, it was agreed that because of the impending 2002 Presidential Elections, it was best not to engage in legislative reforms.  The reforms needed fall into two categories: those that needed new legislation, and those that could be cured with improved administrative procedures.  And they cut across the entire electoral process.  We will probably look at them in detail in the course of discussions.

At the end of this engagement, one piece of legislation was found to be important and was implemented.  That was the recommendation to change the National Elections Observatory from a temporary structure, put in place on the electoral year, to a permanent body.  This was done, and the new legislation included provisions for consultation of civil society organizations and political parties before appointing the members.  

Other recommendations that were implemented through administrative decisions and others included the recompilation of voters lists, computerization of voters lists -- although this was later abandoned, training of various electoral officials and commission members, production of various manuals, provision of transparent ballot boxes, provision of indelible ink, placement of polling stations in public places accessible to voters.  Mainly because of time constraints and the late provisions of funds, these reforms were either not far-reaching or not properly applied, and, as I said, computerization was eventually suspended as elections approached.

It is worth noting that the National Elections Observatory also presented its reforms proposal to the donor community with attendant project seeking assistance.  This was done with the assistance or in partnership with the Commonwealth.  Unfortunately, here again, mainly because of time constraints, very little assistance was received.  

Governance has an important impact on the deficiencies of the electoral process, but we find that international observer missions tend to deal with elections as if they were free-standing and independent of management, customs and practices within Cameroon or any other given country.  The examination of the legal framework focuses their attention on the laws and institution, and is therefore generally related to capacity of such institutions to deal with elections and electoral disputes.  The obstacles to the implementation of electoral reforms in Cameroon, however, should be seen within the context of an overall governance issue.  While elections are a component of governance, it is a general and fundamental deficiencies in standards and measures, not just [unintelligible] problems and error of election that impair implementation of recommendations.  

Although some progress has been made in public administration, justice, economic and social management, rules of participation, accountability, transparency and procedures for redress are often either inadequate or blurred.  I will, here, use two examples.  An accessible system based on defined rules of excellence and merit will keep out the elite who, as those of you who have been to Cameroon in the election period have observed, generally rain havoc on elections.  They are either drafted in by political parties or volunteer or even bribe their way in, the perception being that this would secure or improve their career or business opportunities.  The reverse side of this is a frustrated elite who also rains havoc on the electoral process to destabilize the process.  A second example is that the delays that frustrated the proper application of the agreed reforms pursuant to the 2002 election were based mainly on management deficiencies, in particular, weaknesses in the process of decision-making rather than the lack of the political will to implement the reforms.

In conclusion, electoral reform, as has been said, has to be ongoing.  All key decision makers need to be involved.  The election management body, the judiciary, human rights, top levels of government -- emphasis has been on top levels of government, and built into these, should be a consultation process to ensure political parties and civil society buy into the process.  A good example of this is a common reform effort in Cameroon by what is knows as the Cameroon Commonwealth Commission.  It involves the Commonwealth, senior-level staff from the President of the Republic, the Prime Ministers of the judiciary, the National Human Rights Commission, the National Elections Observatory, and the Ministry of the Internal Administration and Decentralization.  To these, I think, should be added public administration and the governance programs.

Finally, the donor community should support Cameroon by getting involved in post-election coordination and developing strategies for reform with appropriate resources.  Donors can make a significant difference either directly or by urging institutions that they themselves form to move in this direction.  Thank you very much.

[applause]

Dr. Baker:

Thank you very much Diana.  We’ll now hear from Matt Dippell from the National Democratic Institute on Peru.

Matt Dippell:

Thank Dr. Baker, Prime Minister Clark and Congressman Walpei.  I think that the 2000 / 2001 Peruvian elections are a great case study to consider.  The elections had an historic impact on the region, and I think they’re a good way to look at the virtues and some of the limitations of election observation in general.  I see there are several Peruvians in the audience, so I hope that you will correct me if I stray too far from the truth; it’s been a few years and I may be a little rusty.

In terms of setting the stage, a little political background, let me give you the Cliff Notes version.  In 1990 the Peruvian Presidential Elections, Alberto Fujimori, who was then a little-known political outsider, came essentially out of nowhere to beat a well-known novelist, Mario Vargas Llosa, and in 1992, frustrated by resistance to his reform programs or his policies, Alberto Fujimori coined a new phrase and committed or conducted a “auto golpe”, or self-coup, and essentially, he suspended the Constitution and dissolved the Congress and the courts.  The international community threatened sanctions, and Fujimori convoked a constituent assembly, and a new Constitution was eventually ratified with the support 

[break in audio]

1995 elections, Fujimori easily defeated the former Secretary General of the United Nations, Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, and in fact, began focusing on stacking the courts to enable him to circumvent the Constitution and run again for a third five-year term.  With this political backdrop, there is obviously plenty of concern in the international community, and also in Peru about the prospect for fair elections. And several international and local groups became involved as the 2000 elections approached.  I’m going to highly probably three -- although there were plenty of other organizations involved -- these are the ones I worked most closely with, or NDI worked most closely with.

The first group is again NDI and the Carter Center who formed a joint election observer mission, and we monitored the process through nine pre-election and election day observer missions.  A second organization is Transparencia, an independent Peruvian election monitoring group that organized a variety of activities including monitoring the media, the voter registry, as well as organizing thousands of election day volunteers to check out what was going on at the polling sites and also conduct a quick count, or independent check, on the election results.  I’d also mention the Conselleria del Pueblo [?], which is a state-chartered human rights ombudsman that made sure the election process was in accordance with the law.  They also monitored human rights and deployed election observers.  The final group I’ll mention is the OAS Observer Mission, which monitored the campaign period and elections and facilitated dialogue between the government -- the Fujimori government and opposition civic leaders.

Beginning four months before the 2000 elections, NDI and the Carter Center made public recommendations to try and safeguard the integrity of the process, and at the same time, maintain open, constructive dialogue with the government.  And these efforts complemented similar activities by Transparencia and the Defenceria [spelled phonetically].  Unfortunately, all the organizations found what were, perhaps, some of the worst conditions ever run into by election observers in the Western hemisphere, all of which were designed to help insure the reelection of President Fujimori.  Let me tick off a few of the problems that the pre-election delegations and local groups found.  One was a lack of media access for opposition candidates.  Essentially the government was receiving about 78% of all the coverage.  This was according to a study by Transparencia.  The opposition candidates were intimidated through tax audits and harassment by intelligence agents, there was misuse of government resources by inappropriate inauguration of public works, conditioning of social welfare programs on support for the government.  There were famous forgery factories where supporters of the government’s parties falsified signatures so they could qualify to participate in the elections.  There was immunity for violations of election law, and essentially, the election commission was viewed as biased in favor of the government.

Interestingly enough, the Fujimora government responded to a lot of the observer statements and criticisms that were made, and I’ll mention four that they laid out.  The first was they extended free airtime for candidates, they established a hotline for electoral complaints, they named regional election prosecutors, and they ordered state officials not to use public resources for or against particular candidates.  The OAS mission issued its first statement on the elections in March 2000, which referred to or reinforced a lot of the earlier comments made by the NDI / Carter Center missions, as well as Transparencia, on the election process as well.  By the time the first round of elections came about in April 2000, it was clear that the steps taken by the government to remedy the problems that I just highlighted were profoundly insufficient and the process had been irreparably damaged.  On election day, for example, things got worse.  The results were suspiciously delayed as the support for President Fujimori neared the 50% threshold that he needed to win in the first round.  At that point, supporters of Alejandro Toledo, the primary opposition candidate, began demonstrating.  

The international community urged the Fujimori government to accept a second round runoff, and this decision was bolstered by the quick count results of Transparencia, who had deployed I think 19,000 observers around the country, and polls show that a majority of citizens thought the elections were fraudulent.  In May 2000, despite recommendations from observer groups, it appeared that there would be little chance of fixing some of the problems that occurred in the first round elections.  The government hadn’t taken sufficient steps.  Alejandro Toledo and the OAS recommended a 10-day postponement to improve the process, but the elections went ahead as scheduled.  And in an amazing show of unity, NDI and the Carter Center, the OAS, the European Union, The Defenseria and Transparencia took a common position and did not observe the elections to avoid legitimizing what was obviously a flawed process.  Fuji-mori went on to claim that he received 51% of the votes and declared victory.  In June 2000, the OAS general assembly called into question the integrity of the elections.  Attempts by Canada and the U.S. to trigger a collective action at the OAS general assemble meeting in Windsor, Canada failed, however, and the OAS was split on whether to invoke resolution 1080 and label what had occurred in Peru as an interruption of democracy, which would therefore merit sanctions from the OAS.  And instead the OAS passed a resolution to send a high-level mission to Peru to facilitate democratic reforms and the resolution of the political crisis.  This mission was led by OAS Secretary General Cesar Gaviria and Lloyd Axworthy, the Minister of Foreign Affairs in Canada.  And they came up with 29 areas for reform that were needed in Peru.  They also established a permanent Secretariat in Peru to facilitate a dialogue between government and opposition to lead to reforms.  Unfortunately, while this was happening, the political polarization in Peru got worse.  100,000 people demonstrated against Fuji-mori in the famous march of the “Cuatro Suyos,” and before his inauguration, opposition congressmen essentially walked out on the event.  But President Fuji-mori, as he was wont to do, was always full of surprises.  And on September 16th, he went on T.V. and called for new elections within a year, and he said he was not going to take part.  His motivation for essentially withdrawing from the Presidency became clear later as 1200 “Vladi-videos” began to surface.  These were essentially tapes that had been produced by the Intelligence Service that showed them —of Intelligence Head bribing members of Congress, for example, to sign up with the government’s Congressional Coalition.  President Fuji-mori, in fact, later faxed in his resignation from Japan, his resignation from the Presidency.  He happened to be abroad in Asia during a State visit.  After all that happened, the OAS dialogue groups plead to Congressional action to permit extraordinary elections in 2001, and Valentine Paniagua, then the President of the Congress, became President of a transitional government and implemented important reforms, many of which were based on the results of the OAS sponsored dialogue groups.  The 2001 elections were a complete contrast to the 2000 elections.  International, local observers found no significant problems with the two rounds, and Alejandro Toledo won and assumed the Presidency.  At this point, I’d like to share a few conclusions and lessons learned from the Peruvian elections.  I think the first was that it’s critical for observer groups to make concrete recommendations.  In this case, observers recommended action steps that provided the International Community with quantifiable benchmarks to measure progress, and it made it much harder for the Fuji-mori government to sidestep irregularities.  In fact, the government at one point put a checklist up on their website, showing where they had complied with recommendations and what they’d done, which was an amazing step, although not enough.  The OAS and Transparencia also put out bi-weekly updates, which detailed kind of the political situation, and following up very closely on reforms.  There was also, I think, a separation between mediation and observation by the Observer Groups.  The Observers did not — or resisted the temptation to soften criticisms of the government to leave room for negotiations, and as a result, we found we were able to get responses from the government to very succinct and very specific unsparing recommendations, although they were, in the end, insufficient to change the situation.  Another recommendation — or another point I’d highlight — was that coordination among national and international monitoring groups ended up ensuring that all the findings reinforced each other and increased their collective impact.  Had this also provided some measure of protection to National Observer Groups against harassment by the Fuji-mori government, it also strengthened the hand of member states within the OAS who pushed for a stronger position on the flawed nature of the process.  It also encouraged other statements of support, or concern from the European Union, the White House, the State Department and even Congressional Resolutions.  I’d also say that I think the OAS had an historic role in the process.  Eduardo Stein was the leader of the OAS mission, he was a former foreign minister of Guatemala, a current Vice President of Guatemala, and he enjoyed a broad mandate and freedom of action far beyond what previous OAS missions had had.  Essentially naming an experienced political leader from outside the OAS enabled the observer mission to take strong position despite pressures from some of the member states to pull punches.  The Peruvian experience also had a profound impact on the defense of democracy in the region.  It led to the adoption of the Democratic Charter, which broadened the actions that trigger collective action by the OAS to work to restore democracy in a specific country.  And the charter essentially goes beyond Coups to include the erosion of Democratic Institutions as occurred in Peru.  There’s some concerns now about the state of the charter, and it looks, in a sense, that it’s still in its original wrapper.  It hasn’t really been used much.  But we could talk about that later if there’s interest.  One final note in terms of an epilogue, which I would some up with the term “Fuji-Cola”— despite the successes of observers in Peru, the underlying weaknesses in Peruvian Democratic institutions remain.  It’s a reminder that elections cannot be separated from the broader democratic system.  I’ll give you an example.  President Toledo came on the scene as a reformer, has had approval ratings that have sunk as low as 7%, which I think is an historic low in the hemisphere right now, despite the fact he’s led the country to historic levels of economic growth.  He’s been dogged by allegations of corruption, and the perception that -- from a lot of people that the economic standard of living haven’t improved in the country.  And political parties, including the President’s party, continue to be weak and fragmented.  As a result, Fuji-mori’s popularity has resurged in Peru, and polls show now that he would probably be one of two final contenders in the 2006 presidential elections.  A coalition of his parties is also expected to win a plurality in the Congress, and I imagine the first item on their agenda would be to clear away any legal obstacles to his return to the country, which also happened recently in Ecuador if you follow the progress of things in the Andean region.  This gets me back to fuji-cola.  To help finance his campaign in the future, President Fuji-mori is apparently going to launch a brand of soft drinks in Peru, and the idea is the profits from that will help finance his campaigns.  It’ll also help keep his name recognition high in the country as elections approach.  So I’ll conclude to say that it may be premature to close the book on election observation in Peru.  Thank you.

[Applause]

Female Speaker:

Thank you very much, Matt, I thought that was a very good contrast to the Cameroonian presentation.  We’ll now hear from Peter Lewis who will talk about Nigeria.

Peter:

Thank you.  Since 1999, Nigeria has had two elections.  The first was a transitional election from military to a civilian electoral rule in 1999, and then the second election was in 2003 and we are currently anticipating elections in 2007 as defined by the current constitution.  This inaugurated Nigeria’s third democratic republic since independence in 1960, the first lasted 6 years after independence, the second was a brief interregnum, 1979-1983.  So Nigeria had not seen a democratic government or an electoral government for 15 years when the most recent transition took place.  And the Nigerian elections in the last two rounds illustrate a couple of things that I think have sort of broader comparative relevance.  One is the problem of electoral democracy, and the problem of monitoring and measuring and assessing Democratic development in terms of elections.  The second problem, I think, shows up with regard to our discussion today.  The particular problems of monitoring, especially in a large state, Nigeria has 130 million people, there were approximately, I believe 110,000 polling places throughout the country.  So I think that when you get into geography, population and polling machinery of that size and scale, you start to encounter some significantly different qualitative challenges.  So I’ll reflect on this at the end.  The 1999 transition was a rather abrupt and dramatic affair.  After 4 1/2 years in power, almost 5 years in power, the dictator, Sani Abacha, died suddenly in June of 1998, and reformist military elements succeeded him.  They put in place a very rapid, one might even say hasty political transition, eager to get the military back into the barracks and to engineer a transition to civilian rule.  And so in the 1999 elections, I think the broad perspective, both among the Nigerian public and on the part of international observers and analysts, was this concern with Nigeria’s transition from military to civilian rule.  In other words, the transition rather than the quality of the elections was really the primary concern that I think most observers and most participants brought to this exercise.  And so the flaws in the transition, in many respects, were either overlooked or at least discounted by many people who had a concern with the process.  As to the transition itself, it was a rapid and top-down process.  It was rather opaque, it was guided by the military on a very ad-hoc basis.  There was very little opportunity to foresee the features of the transition until they were announced or unveiled, often with very little lead-time up to the election.  And therefore, observers, domestic and international, were often in a reactive mode, scrambling to put into place structures that would effectively respond do and oversee the elections but unclear at various points about what the features of the process were.  And so the observers were often reacting [inaudible].  In a matter of little more than three or four months, the government registered political parties, and eventually three were certified in a very restrictive registration process, registered voters and unveiled the procedures for political campaigns, party procedures and so forth.  So it was a very hasty, disorganized process.  The government had concerns about credibility first and foremost in the international community.  Nigeria had been under a degree of sanctions. They were not particularly severe, but they were serious enough, and it had been suspended from the Commonwealth prior to the transition.  And so the military regime was very concerned about international legitimacy, and therefore, they made efforts to essentially open the door to international observers, observers among the NGO community in Washington, observers from the Commonwealth, observers from the African Union, and the European Community, the European Union and the United Nations.  All of those organizations or groups had people on the ground.  The government was much less accommodating toward domestic observers, and indeed, merely two months prior to the elections, INEC, the Independent National Electoral Commission, had only agreed to certify a few hundred domestic observers.  Pressures on INEC and negotiations with INEC in the months leading up to the elections were successful in getting them to open up to more observers, and so it was possible to train and deploy more than 10,000 domestic observers.  But this was literally a last minute effort, and a rather heroic one on the part of domestic observers and NDI.  There was a serious effort by international observers to track this process in a sort of global way, both well before and after the actual exercise of voting.  The Carter Center, NDI, a number of other NGOs, the United Nations — all had an apparatus on the ground several months before the election, they were writing regular memos and regular updates on a weekly, sometimes daily basis.  And there were a number of organizations that left permanent offices of permanent missions in place after the elections and did post-election assessment.  That’ll give you a little bit of the context.  Let me talk very briefly about the actual elections and then move on to 2003.  The elections in 1999 were characterized by a great deal of administrative disarray and confusion, and it was really quite an opaque process.  There were problems with registration, the polling arrangements were almost invariably confusing and disorganized at the polling places, having adequate number of party agents train polling officials, polling materials and so forth—all of that was extremely disorganized and widespread.  Disarray was observed really throughout the country.  The oversight of elections in terms of party monitors, in terms of observers was spotty at best, and the counting process which Nigerians and other observers have noted is probably the most complicated in the world, taking place at four different stages of collation, counting, and assessment, the counting process was utterly opaque.  Essentially, after the ballot papers left the actual polling station, they disappeared.  And nobody was able to track them, or monitor them, or assess them.  And there was no process at any stage for comparing—even if there had been a quick count or parallel count in process, which there was not, because there were not enough people, there was no possibility of comparing this with the final results.  The final results were announced at an aggregate level, and were not broken down by polling station or district.  And so there was no way to get a more fine-grained assessment of how credible any of these results were.  In addition to disarray and opaque organization, there was also overt fraud and misconduct.  And Pauline Baker and I, watching the elections in River State accompanied a video team—or a person doing video for the domestic observers—and we caught on film a virtual primer of how to rig elections.  We saw ballots being burned, we saw ballots being stuffed, we saw ballot boxes being hijacked, we saw ballots not delivered to known opposition districts, and a variety of other—we saw multiple and underage voting and a variety of other malpractices.  The point to make here, and this is a theme that carries on into the 2003 election, is that there are sort of 2 ways of thinking about fraud—one is wholesale, you get a lot more votes at the ballot box, and the other—rather, retail—and the other is wholesale, where you change things at the counting phase.  And I want to emphasize that in Nigeria, Elite [?] found it more practical, and more efficient, to rig at the wholesale level.  In other words, you change one counting sheet, you buy off a few dozen electoral officials and police, and it’s much easier than mobilizing busloads of voters at the ballot box or trying to stuff ballots.  Not that that isn’t done in many places, but it seems that the dominant mode is wholesale fraud at the accounting levels.  The 1999 elections were broadly judged to be credible, although that word was never used by international observers and by domestic observers.  In other words, I think since I am a university teacher, I can say that there was a low-pass or a gentleman’s C awarded to Nigeria or maybe a C - in 1999, and this was largely in the context of an overriding concern for certifying the elections and moving on.  The sense was that this was a very fraught moment, it was a delicate transitional election, and it was more important to have an election and a transition than to have a good election.  And that was the independent assessment of domestic observers, and indeed I saw it reflected in public opinion after the election as well as, I think, the assessment of most international observers.  Part of the problem, also, was that observers could not find any systematic evidence of fraud.  There was a very weak electoral commission, there was a strong winning party with a good machine and good resources, and there was a lot that it was not possible to monitor or track.

Let me talk about 2003 elections very briefly.  In 2003, I think the elections were quite different.  There was no longer an expectation that Nigeria was in a delicate, early transitional mode but an expectation that we were now -- among Nigeria citizens -- that we were now in a “normal Democracy,” although one with which Nigerians had profound problems and concerns, and so they expected a so-called normal election.  Regardless of the timeframe and knowledge from 1999 that there would be an election in 2003, once again we saw a late, hasty, ad hoc effort to cobble together an election in late 2002.  The government of Nigeria was extremely late and intermittent in both its preparation and its funding, funds were not delivered to the electoral commission until quite late, the registration process and all other mechanical --

[break in audio]

issues were also done in a rather late and ad hoc manner, and it might be added that the United States government and some other donors were also rather slow off the dime in terms of funding observer efforts, and so everybody was really coming to the process rather late in the game.  Nonetheless, US NGOs and international NGOs were already in place and many of them had -- IFES, NDI, IRI and so forth -- had organizations on the ground that had been in place since the late 1980s.  There was also a much larger domestic monitoring effort.  I think I’ve counted at least 45,000 to 50,000 domestic monitors in the 2003 election coming from the labor unions, from the Catholic church, from Muslim women’s associations, as well as the Independent NGO Coalition, the Transitional Monitoring Group, so there was really quite a diverse array of domestic monitors.  

There was also a much stronger ruling party.  On the other hand there was also an opposition which had consolidated hold in several of the states.  And there was a wildcard when the Supreme Court ruled that the government had to open registration of political parties, literally at the last minute, three months before the elections, so we went from 3 to 30 parties which somewhat complicated the picture, but actually not too much because the ruling party still had a commanding lead in terms of resources and electoral machinery.

Unfortunately, in the four years since the first election, IANAC’s [spelled phonetically] capacities had not appreciably improved; they were starved of funding and they were scrambling to get ready for the elections.  The result was that in 2003, in April, the elections reflected widespread and serious misconduct.  There was continued disorganization, voter registration and polling procedures were, again, quite disorganized and quite opaque with widespread problems seen at the polling centers and difficulties in polling materials, in officials and so forth.  But more important than the disarray, which is bad enough and creates a lot of problems with credibility, was the fraud and misconduct that were witnessed on a massive scale.  Every form of violent intimidation, voting fraud and problems of opaque and not credible counting were witnessed by observers in the 2003 elections.  People in the Niger delta region, the so-called South South of Nigeria, and the southeast, the Edo speaking areas, essentially declared that there were no elections in 2003.  Reporters quickly taking the date of the elections, April 19th, quickly dubbed this the 4-1-9 election, referring to the Nigeria code for scams -- the criminal code for scams and commercial fraud.  They called this the 4-1-9 election, and indeed, in research that we’ve done with Afro Barometer, a survey research program in Nigeria, we found that while two-thirds of Nigerian citizens believed that the ’99 elections had been honest, polling right after the 2003 elections, we found that that had gone down 30 percentage points to 37%, and in the southeast and the South South where the worst abuses were observed, 10% and 15% respectively.  So, essentially 9 out of 10 people in the southeastern portions of the country judged this to be an election that had no credibility for them.  The ruling party dramatically expanded its lead.

Okay, let me make two final comments because my time is up and, in fact, I’ve probably exceeded it by a considerable margin.  Let me just point out that the election observers in 2003, while calling attention to the serious, widespread and profound fraud and misconduct that they observed, did not essentially decertify the election and there was a frank confession by both domestic and international observers that they did not have a basis for systematically assessing the extent and the scope of fraud because they had been intermittently present in various places and they had missed so much of the process.  There was a general acceptance of the result on the part of the Nigeria public, at least in terms of the outcome of the Presidential election, people had felt that perhaps it was a fait accompli anyway, and the outsized majority of the Presidential election was accepted.  The international observers certainly called attention to the problems that they observed, and there was highly critical assessment, but again the election largely stood in terms of the observer assessments.  And the government made a very weak response to critics.  In fact, the president was openly dismissive of many of the criticisms of the elections, more or less saying, “Well, people always complain about elections, and this is just the losers whining.”  And, regrettably, we have seen little follow up since then.  So I will conclude there and thank you.

[applause]

Dr. Baker: 

Thank you very much, Peter.  Do we have a roving mic or do people stand and -- we do have roving mics.  Okay, so we’ll go into Q & A.  Please identify yourself and if you have a question to direct to any single panelist, please identify who that would be.  Yes, over here to the left?

Kristina Ketacu [spelled phonetically]:

Okay, good morning everybody.  My name is Kristina Ketacu from Montgomery College.  I’m a professor from Montgomery College, and my question -- and I’m from Nigeria, so you can see how hard it is for me to get up!  [laughs]  My question is to the gentleman that talked about Nigera, because sometime in the past Buhari, former president, that contested against our new president, Olusegun Obasanjo had issues with malpractices that went on during that election. And I recognize that the name of the group of observers, so they’re just observing.  My question is since [unintelligible] -- okay, I have a lot of questions [laughs].  Since [inaudible] and we know that some of these presidents, the incumbents might not implement anything that the observers recommend.  Like you said, there was a 4-1-9 election.  Can’t we have a counter 4-1-9 or anything by maybe getting them to sign guarantees or contracts showing that they have to abide by your observations, get it signed before you go and not just go there and go through the mosquitoes in Nigeria, go through the [unintelligible] lights out, go through all the inconveniences only to just pack up and leave.  Because after the Zevast [spelled phonetically] left, there was turmoil in my state, in Anambra. The governor was abducted.  After some time he was released, and that person had all these army and police guarding him against the government.  Up until today they won’t [?] believe that he won, has never been allowed to be the governor, and even the President called the two people fighting -- looters -- criminals fighting over there loot, so they recognize their greed. They openly said it was looted, they never won, but nothing has been done since then.  So you can’t you have a system of making sure that if you observe something, they will be held to it?

Female Speaker:

And let me just add a little amendment to that because I had a question along the same line.  Is there a point at which election observers, if they are allowed in for two or three elections, make recommendations and there’s resistance to adopting them -- is there a point at which election observers should say, “We will no longer lend legitimacy to these efforts unless there is a response to the follow up.”  At what point do you continue going and allowing the government to just reject these kinds of things.

Male Speaker:

The question you’re asking is how can election observation be binding, and I don’t think that we have an adequate answer for that.  I think we know that governments manipulate this process; they treat this process strategically.  Sometimes governments can, as we’ve just seen in Togo and Zimbabwe, governments can game the process by inviting selected observers who are likely to soft-pedal the process and not make a critical assessment, in fact rubber-stamp a very, frankly, flawed process.  And so the question that you’re asking, and I can sort of pose it as sort of three choices, is what is the strategic role of election observers.  Are they there to encourage an ongoing process of election reform, a so-called work in progress, whereby you note the flaws that you see each time, present them to the government and express fervent hope that this will be address, and then essentially leave it at that?  Is it a process where you’re trying to sustain dialogue with government and therefore not pushing too hard because you don’t want government to break off the dialogue and you don’t want to lose access to senior leaders who might have to listen to some of the criticisms and the flaws in the process, or is it a process whereby international observers represent certain universal global standards of conducts and are there to issue essentially a certification about whether those standards were honored and upheld?  And I think that the ambiguity of which of those approaches we take often creates problems on the ground for observers.  Do we push hard and risk a push back or even a loss of access in the future and essentially give these governments carte blanche to rig, out of the sight, out of the light of day, of international observation, or do we push hard and say, “Look, this is a fundamentally flawed system, it’s not getting better, and we will not participate as observers, or if you say that we can’t participate that’s all right,” but we will not participate as a way of sort of massaging the process and allowing it to go forward?  I think that’s the dilemma.  

Dr. Baker:

Diana, would you like to comment?

Diana Acha-Morfaw:

Yes.  I think one of the things that needs to do is to pursue what the UN is doing and really have uniform standards because you would find that in one country elections will really, really be flawed, and because of certain consideration, very little is said.  He just gave the example of it’s a transitional period, nobody wants to upset China, the United States is the United States.  In England, for example, there’s all this issue of postal ballots.  Over 80% of the people say the postal ballot system is flawed, but it’s not even an issue.  And this is where I say the third world countries, and the countries that have less to offer to the West, sometimes feel that they are picked upon, and this is why I made that statement that they feel that they are the weaker party and therefore, okay, we need international observer.  And so we really need a uniform standard, uniform practice, global standard, and if elections are flawed, they are flawed. However, again, it’s an area of sovereignty, and therefore, it is very difficult for the election observers to impose the recommendations which is why I spoke in terms of developing alliances for it to be an ongoing relationship.  If you look at the problem of the incumbent, for example, whether it’s in terms of countries with an independent electoral commission or not, the incumbent has certain advantages, and how do we deal with this whether it is in Cameroon or it’s in the United States?  I think this is one of the key areas, which is why some of the African leaders are also quite good at manipulating the system, and therefore, not engaging in reforms because there is no universality, there are no global rules for observation.

Matt Dippell:

I have one thing.

Dr. Baker:

Yes, Matt?

Matt Dappel:

I just throw out quickly I think -- the situation with international observation would be -- I think would benefit from having a coordinated response and to try and bring in the international investment community in a unified approach in the sense that it’s important to start to raise the political cost for countries that reject or don’t respond to observers, and that, I think, will send a message to countries that they need to comply.  In terms of your comment on when should you observe and not observe, I think that’s an interesting point.  In Peru, there was a point when all observers decided not to give legitimacy to the process, but there are other times where I think you might want to have observers present so you can document exactly what’s happening because otherwise, you’re left to a case where a lot of government will rent observers or find alternate observers to kind of muddy the waters to lessen the impact on the international community, all of which is I think why it’s important to have coordinated efforts across organizations.

Dr. Baker:

Yes, person in the back.

Jeannie Toungara [spelled phonetically]:

Thank you.  Jeannie Toungara, Howard University.  My question has to do with pressures not coming so much from the inside, from governments, against these observer groups, but pressures from their own governments against these observer groups. The countries from which they come are the countries to which they themselves are accountable.  I remember when Jimmy Carter said that the elections in Liberia were free and fair enough, and then Liberians sombered for another decade of chaos.  I look at Côte d'Ivoire, and after those very fraudulent elections -- non-elections we could call them -- and the French allowed Gbagbo to have himself installed as President there.  I’m concerned about the kind of pressure that these groups -- I’d like to hear a little bit more about that.  Maybe you didn’t get so much pressure from the inside, but do you get pressure from your own governments in terms of election outcomes?

Dr. Baker:

That’s a very interesting question and I’d also like to throw in the whole issue of Togo right now and how we should react to the Togolese situation.  Diana, would you like to take the first stab at that question?

Diana Acha-Morfaw:

Well, I would have expected more of those who represent international observer groups because basically as of now, the International Observer Mission writes its report and is answerable to the institution that sends the observer group to the field.  And therefore, by and large, what happens after that depends on the policy of the observer group, and to some extent, the funding agency, the source of its funding.  To this extent you also found, which is why I think the investment, bringing in the investors is interesting because business and interest have a lot to do, also, with the attitude of those funding the observer missions.  Quite [unintelligible] I just want to maintain some form of stability.  Yes, the elections were flawed, but about business interest in this country is so important, we do not want to upset things.  Yes, he didn’t quite win, but what is the alternative?

So sometimes, I totally agree with you that underlying factors that make for the observer missions to keep going in, not just to [unintelligible], but to keep going in.  However I will insist that for recommendations to be applied, the attitudes of the observers to the host government, I’m not talking here, we need to distinguish between elections that are so flawed that we believe the declared winner did not win.  To distinguish this between elections where there were flaws, but the person who won would have won anyway, and therefore we need to carry out reforms to ensure that the next elections are better.  

In this case, we really need a partnership.  If you take the case of Zimbabwe, in spite of everything, he is still there.  So pulling away, not going per se, will not solve the problem because it is an area of sovereignty.  And therefore, I think, by this afternoon or by the end of the day I hope we’ll be coming out with strategies, how do we work, how do we get the nations and the observers to work on an ongoing basis to make sure that reforms are carried out, because it is only by carrying out holistic reforms that I think the systems will be improved.

Female Speaker:

Yes, sir, over on the left.

Male Speaker:

Well thank you.  I am Fabian Cot [spelled phonetically] from Cameroon.  I’m a professor at the university, political science and I’m a technical adviser of Diana Acha-Morfaw.  My question deals with the credibility of the international election observation mission.  I want to know how credible they are.  In the country as Cameroon they will come just one week pre [unintelligible] election.  There will be at least ten or eleven persons, they will stay for two weeks, and then write their report.  And they will visit at least 2% of the polling stations.  

I would like to know if you think that after being around for two weeks visiting 2% of polling stations, you can write a credible report for a country as Cameroon.

Female Speaker:

I should point out, before we go the panel, that there are various different intensities of observation.  In the last election in Nigeria, the EU mission actually was there a lot longer than two weeks, stayed a lot longer after the election and actually tried to follow the whole process that Peter was laying out to follow the ballot boxes to try and open up that election process.  So it’s a matter of funding apart from anything else, but I’ll let Matt handle this in terms of the credibility.

Matt Dippell:

I think that’s a very important point, and one of the initiatives that was flagged earlier is the idea of setting up international standards for credible elections.  I think that will be very important so there will be universal norms that we all agree and what should be in a good election, so you can, whoever is observing has a baseline to work from.

I’d also say that in the last 10 to 20 years, international observation methodology has changed significantly in the sense that there’s much greater emphasis on a long-term presence, and for example in the case at Peru, there were long-term and medium-term folks on the ground months before the elections scattered throughout the country to get a sense of what’s going on.  And I would say that personally if I have limited resources for an observer mission, I would always choose to do a pre-election trip to see that the standards for the election advance, which are the hardest things to change, are taken care of or you can play a role before the goose gets cooked, so to speak, on election day.

The last thing I’d say is that that’s why I think it’s so important to work with local observers as well, really.  International observers can highlight and bring a lot of attention and profile, but when they work in conjunction with 20,000, 100,000, 30,000 people on the ground who know their communities very well, that is solid information that really can inform an observer statement.

Female Speaker:

And help implement the follow up as well.

Matt Dippell:

And help implement the follow up because they obviously have a stake in the system and they’re going to be there long after the international observers leave.

Female Speaker:

I think the last question; we only have time for one more.  Right here on the side.

Roman Shpak:

Thank you very much.  My name is Roman Shpak, I’m a student at American University.  My question deals with the issue of governance and a general situation in a country and the electoral exercises going on.  As the panelists stated that you cannot expect a free and fair election to come up in a vacuum of a country where the governance situation general is very difficult.  So do you think the electoral monitoring teams should have greater input or should have great observation capabilities over the whole governance structures in a country, or do you think they should maintain their brief and isolated view of just the electoral exercises and not criticizing the whole situation?  Thank you.

Female Speaker:

Who would like to respond?  Peter, would you…

Peter:

I can say something about that, and this gets back to Matt’s response to the earlier questions as well.  The activists in Kenya have coined a felicitous term, “a democratic audit,” and I think that that more closely captures the spirit of where observers have moved in the last decade, and I think, in my observation, it’s well entrenched in the community of at least professional democracy promotion groups.  And in doing a democratic audit we take into account the quality of the judiciary, the quality of the security apparatus, the effectiveness of general administration, an atmosphere of security and social trust, you might say.  

In other words, it’s quite clear that it is possible to observe an election day, which is orderly, where everybody lines up, casts their ballots, there’s no violence, there’s no overt signs of disorder or intimidation, everything seems to go fine.  And the result is entirely illegitimate; it’s a completely fraudulent exercise in window dressing, and we all know instances of this.  And so the question is, what is the overall environment within which elections take place.  

In Nigeria in particular, and this is just illustrative of a broader problem, there were two elements that I identified.  One was what we could say is administrative disarray and just general disorganization, bad governance you might say.  The other is overt fraud, deliberate intentions to manipulate the results, but you do have to ask at a certain point, when does one shade into the other.  At what point does disarray, disorganization, opaque administration simply create so many obstacles for voters to deliver their vote, to count the ballots and so forth, that the results are seriously compromised?  

And my final observation is that I was struck in my participation in observing Nigerian elections by the other observers from developing countries, not from Europe and North America.  The other observers from developing countries: Uganda, Zimbabwe, Kenya, Trinidad, Indonesia, who were just a gape at what they were seeing in Nigeria.  They were just absolutely flabbergasted by the disarray and the confusion and the improvisation that they were witnessing, and that spoke rather powerfully to me that even in these other systems, the fact that there is so much disorganization there, you know, gets a reaction from them.  So I think the two are linked in that way.

Female Speaker:

Thank you very much.  Joe, do you have any concluding remarks or comments that you want to make before we go to a coffee break?

JOE:

No, [inaudible].

Female Speaker:

Good.  Togo, does anyone want to mention anything about Togo?  Diana.

Diana Acha-Morfaw:

Not at this time.

Female Speaker:

Okay, Peter?

Peter:

Well just, you know Togo just illustrates once again, as in Zimbabwe, how governments can game the process.  You invite in a set of observers who are going to essentially sign off on the election, and from what I have been given to understand about the details of the Togolese election, the assessment of the international observers from [unintelligible] entirely lacks credibility.  I mean you had one province where the vote for the president exceeded the total population of the province.  And that, you know, to me, I’m not a professional election observer, that’s kind of a red flag.  

[laughter]

That tells me something’s not quite right there.

Female Speaker:

Bob, you had your hand up for like a two finger intervention, is it on this point?

Bob Legamo:

Yeah [inaudible].

Female Speaker:

You’ll have the last word, and then we’ll go to --

Bob Legamo:

Bob Legamo [spelled phonetically], Council for Community of Democracies.  I’m particularly concerned about Togo.  When the, after the death of the former president, there was a strong reaction to the idea of his son taking over immediately, and that was repulsed because of strong weighing in by neighbors, especially Nigeria and other African countries.  And it seemed as if we were on the right track, an insistence that they follow constitutional processes.  Unfortunately, the constitution provided for elections only two months after the death of the president, which really wasn’t any time at all for a country that had never experienced free and fair elections.  

So as a result, we’re stuck with election results that legitimize, in some way, a totally illegitimate regime. And in this sense, elections have been very counterproductive in Togo, and even if the international community hasn’t ratified.  I mean if a country like Nigeria is concerned about its international reputation and legitimacy, and it’s an oil-producing country, a major OPEC producer, and has 130 million people, how can little Togo get away with this, and what are the consequences for the rest of Africa if it does?

Female Speaker:

Thank you.  On that note, let us go for a coffee break and come back at about 10:30, 10:35.

Male Speaker:

Thank you.

Female Speaker:

Thank you, it’s very, very well --

[break in audio]

[background conversation]

Male Speaker:

Welcome back.  Carina Pirelli, who runs the UN Electoral Assistance Unit, had very much hoped to be with us to chair the session today, but that is a job that is subject to crisis, and not surprisingly, a couple of crises have arisen and she is dealing with questions of at least Cote D’Ivoire and maybe other countries today.  So phoned yesterday to express her regret that she was unable to be with us.  She and her organization are very much interested in not only reading the results of the conference, but also working with us on any activities that follow on.  

And I’m very pleased at the willingness of David Pottie who is a Senior Program Associate with the Democracy Program of the Carter Center to bring not only his skill as a chair, he’s a Canadian, and Canadians are naturally skillful at sharing things…

[laughter]

…but also his substantial knowledge of the field to the chair.  That’s the change in your program that I wanted to admit.  David Potte is not Carina Pirelli, [unintelligible] vice versa, and I will now turn the chair over to the new chair.  I should say that Robert Pastor [spelled phonetically] is on his way, the 5th panelist, and he hopes to arrive here before it is time for him to speak.  Over to you, David.

David Potte:

Thank you very much.  We do have, we have a fantastic panel here.  We could all go and have tea afterwards, and we’d all know what we were going to say.  I’ll be brief with introductions since we do have quite a few panelists.  I’ll introduce them in order that they will be speaking.  

Gerald Mitchell is with, as was previously stated, is with ODIHR at the OSCEE.  He’s the head of the Election Department.  Gerald has very extensive experience in all matters electoral.  He also has worked for many of the organizations that are represented here today.  He has variously held positions with NDI, IFAS, International IDEA, and the European Union.

Eric Bjornlund will speak second.  Eric is a lawyer, Eric has also worked with many of the organizations on this panel and in this room.  He is currently the founder and principle member of Democracy International, a group formed in recent years based here in Washington.  He has previously worked for many years with NDI and in a wide range of capacities in Africa, the Middle East, and Asia.  And most recently, he was the Country Director for the Carter Center’s Democracy and Election Observation Project in Indonesia last year.  He is also the author of “Beyond Free and Fair: Monitoring Elections and Building Democracy,” some of which he wrote while he held a fellowship here at the Wilson Center, and so you should all rush out and buy his book as soon as possible.

Pat Merloe is at my far right.  Pat is also a member of the legal profession, and is currently at NDI where he has been for several years.  Pat has a very wide-ranging portfolio at NDI.  He has participated in election observation, delegations to many, many countries, 130 delegations and assistance teams in more than 45 countries.  He’s also written very extensively on a wide range of issues related to election observation and democracy building, and he is also one of the lead participants in the project that was cited in the opening remarks by Mr. Clark.  This project that the Carter Center NDI and the UN have been working on to help bring together organizations involved in election observation to come to agreement or consensus on principles for international election observation.  Pat may have more words to share on that.

Final person who’s up here at the moment, Chris Child, is with the Commonwealth Secretariat.  Chris is with the Political Affairs Division of the Commonwealth.  Chris also has very extensive experience in election observation, he’s directed projects in, I would imagine, dozens of countries at this point.  Chris has also previously served on the staff of the leader of the opposition in the UK, in the British House of Commons, Neil Kinnick [?] [spelled phonetically].  And before that he was an activist with the British Anti-Apartheid Movement in the 1980’s. 

We will try to run on a tight ship here, I know it’s difficult.  If you could each aim for no more than 10 minutes, that would be perfect.  And if you go over by a minute or two, I may allow that.

[laughter]

So, if we could start with Gerald.  Thank you.

GERALD MITCHELL:

Good morning.  Well I am very pleased to be here this morning.  This is, the topic of follow up is a very topical discussion at the moment, certainly in the OSCEE world trying to achieve consistent and systematic follow up.  The OSCE Copenhagen document does include wide-ranging commitments for the OSCE participating states to hold genuinely democratic elections.  In the broader context of respect of human rights that are free, fair, transparent and accountable through the role of law by suffrage that is universal, equal and secret, and that guarantees the right to be elected as well as the right to vote.

The Copenhagen document is the all important reference point for OSCE election observation, and the reports always contain specific references to these commitments, and any contraventions are mentioned explicitly in relation to the OSCE commitments.  I’d like to just point out that the OSCE election observation, we don’t certify or de-certify elections, we comment on them in relation to the commitments that all the participating states have agreed to.

In addition to the commitments for genuine and meaningful democratic elections, the participating states of the OSCE have committed themselves to follow up on recommendations made by my office, the ODIHR, in our election observation reports.  

The term “follow up” to recommendations appeared for the first time in an official OSCE document at the ministerial meeting in Oslo in 1998.  The importance of follow up was reiterated later at the Istanbul summit, which was referred to earlier.  The 1999 Istanbul summit where the heads of the OSCE participating states declared we agree to follow up promptly the ODIHR election assessments and recommendations.  The 2002 Ministerial Meeting held in Porto also called upon OSCE participating states to strengthen their response to ODIHR’s recommendations following election observation.

And finally, the 2003 Ministerial Meeting in Maastricht tasked the ODIHR to consider ways to improve the effectiveness of its assistance to participating states in following up recommendations made in ODIHR election observation reports.  

The collective message from these decisions is that once ODIHR recommendations have been provided, such recommendations should be followed up promptly.  This would maximize the value of an election observation and could avoid the same problems from recurring again and again in the same country in successive elections.  However, how can these decisions be translated into practice?  I think this is the question that we are here to consider.  

The ODIHR is presently developing modalities for a more consistent follow up approach as tasked by the Maastricht Ministerial meeting.  However the real impetus for follow up and implementation of recommendations has to lie chiefly with OSCE participating states.  ODIHR’s ability to assist follow up efforts is enhanced by a specific request or invitation for follow up assistance, but however even when clearly invited, the OSCE, ODIHR participation and the follow up process cannot guarantee necessarily its successful outcome.  We can support the efforts of authorities in participating states by providing comparative experience, but ultimately the government concerned has to really express their commitment to follow up and express that commitment through action.

The ODIHR does take an inclusive and transparent approach to follow up activities that includes participants from the entire political spectrum in the process and recognizes the role of civil society.  The ODIHR also makes available its commentaries on election legislation on its website.  

But for follow up to be effective, again the political will to genuinely improve the process and bring it in line with international standards and OSCE commitments is necessary.  The reluctance of some states to implement recommendations that the ODIHR has made demonstrated this political will often is lacking, and in such cases weakness is previously identified tend to be repeated in subsequent elections.

I just want to list a few of the points that we see shortcomings, recurring shortcomings that we do see in elections in the OSCE region.  To name a few, attempts to limit competition of parties and candidates, diminishing voter’s choice, misuse of state administrative resources, pressure on the electorate to vote in a specific manner, media bias particularly with regard to state controlled media in favor of the incumbent, election administrations whose composition is not sufficiently inclusive to ensure confidence, lack of sufficient voter registration guidelines and safeguards to prevent abuse, lack of transparency and accountability during the vote count, the tabulation of the vote and the announcement of results, complaints and appeals processes that do not always permit a timely and effective redress of complaints, and lack of sufficient will to address, identify shortcomings, so back to our topic.

While the mandate of the ODIHR is primarily a technical one, the political body of the OSCE, the OSCE Permanent Council can act to encourage participating states to meet their election-related commitments and follow up on ODIHR recommendations.  OSCE delegations, bilateral diplomatic missions and OSCE field missions also have a role to play in this regard.

To date, most of ODIHR’s follow up has been concentrated on the improvement of the legal framework for elections in line with the previous OSCE, ODIHR recommendations contained in previous final reports.  This assistance has included expert visits provision of legal commentary and roundtable meetings.  Such follow up exercises have been conducted relatively successfully in a number of OSCE participating states.  Usually they have resulted in substantial improvement of the legal framework for elections.  This doesn’t always necessarily mean that such improvements will be properly implemented, and ultimately, improvements in the election legislation can only really be effective if ultimately implemented at election time.  

On several occasions, the follow up process has not been limited to improvement of the legal framework, but we have also looked at the quality of voter lists, the performance of the judiciary law enforcement agencies, and the performance of the media.  In these cases, the follow up has often continued beyond the improvement of the legal framework and has been extended during a longer period where corrections and shortcomings are being addressed.  The recent OSCE supplementary human dimension meeting which was held last week, which Pat Merlot also had a chance to attend, participating states called for a more systematic approach to ensuring follow up to recommendations.  

Specific ideas included requiring states to report to the permanent council six to nine months after an election on how they plan to implement recommendations and outline a strategic plan with the permanent council and the ODIHR.  Another more proactive approach, which was put forward would be for the ODIHR to conduct implementation assessment missions after an election and no later than one year prior to the next election in which a public report would be produced.

At the same time, when elections are forthcoming, the ODIHR is cautious not to be providing too much technical assistance or commentary when we get too close to an election as this can begin to compromise our observation role.

Before I give a few country examples, I would also just like to say that the ODIHR has also endeavored to work with other international organizations, and particularly with the Venice Commission of the Council of Europe with regard to our legislative reviews.

Just to mention a few country examples, for example in the context of Albania, the ODIHR has had quite a lot of follow up involvement in Albania over a number of years.  There are Parliamentary elections now set for July 3rd of this year, so in the course of our observation mission, we will have an opportunity to see how the follow up effort in Albania actually plays out during the course of the election.  

But I could just mention that in Albania, while the 2003 local elections we’ve reported did show improvements, several provisions of the new code were considered problematic.  In 2004, the ODIHR and the Venice Commission issued joint recommendations on the electoral code and the electoral administration in Albania.  These recommendations stated that the legislation could provide an adequate basis for a democratic election that stress several issues of concern and suggested amendments to the electoral framework.

Following the signature of a protocol at the beginning of July 2004 between both major political parties, an ad hoc bipartisan parliamentary committee was established supported by a technical expert group aimed at preparing draft pieces of legislation and to be presented to the parliament for adoption.  The expert group was chaired by the OSCE presence in Albania, and appeared to be the main forum of negotiation for all issues related to election forum. Although these negotiations were sometimes hampered by a lack of trust between participants, several significant positive developments were made over the second half of 2004 and the first months of this year, including an improved political balance in the Central Election Commission, the adoption of an improved election code, a new framework for voter registration and compilation of voter lists and a new map for electoral constituencies.

So this is a model of follow up where the ODIHR has provided technical assistance to a bipartisan process for electoral reform.  Another example I could give a follow up is some roundtable processes that the ODIHR was involved in supporting in the context of Kazakhstan some years ago.  Between 2000 and 2002, four roundtables were held bringing together representatives of the Kazakh authorities and political parties and civil societies, including parties not represented in the parliament.  

Following the completion of this roundtable process, the Kazakh authorities invited ODIHR for a comprehensive dialogue related to amendments of the election law, which began in April 2003 and was completed in August of 2004 with the publication of the ODHIR final comments on the amended law.  While the ODHIR stated that some amendments represented progress, further improvements were considered necessary to fully meet OSCE commitments for democratic elections.  This is another example where there was some progress in the legislation.  We didn’t see that progress necessarily translated into practice during the parliamentary elections last autumn.

In relation to another roundtable process in Azerbaijan in 2002 in preparations for the 2003 presidential election, the ODIHR offered its assistance for the adoption of an election code in line with OSCE commitments and previous ODIHR recommendations.

The ODIHR and the Venice Commission experts prepared three assessments of the drafts that were discussed during four expert meetings.  Two roundtables on the draft election code were also planned to build political consensus around legislative changes and to help restore public confidence lost during the previous elections.  Unfortunately, the roundtable process fell because of a lack of confidence between opposition in the government, but still some recommendations suggested by the ODIHR and the Venice Commission were taken into account.  This is another example where during the presidential elections of 2003, while we had noticed some improvements in the election legislation, they weren’t always fully implemented.

I would just like to make a few comments on recent examples in the follow up discussion in the OSCEE.  Following the recent publication of the ODIHR final report on this November elections in the United States, November 2004 elections, the United States has invited the ODIHR to engage in a long-term dialogue concerning the recommendations outlined in this report.  And this is a very positive step that an OSCE participating state in the OSCE Permanent Council welcomes the ODIHR for a follow up dialogue, and we encourage other participating states to follow this precedent.

In the case of Ukraine, we will be issuing our final report very shortly.  And Ukraine has given indications that they would also be interested in a follow up dialogue.  We are very involved in Armenia at the moment, also in assisting the legislative amendments underway in Armenia.

And finally, in Macedonia, following difficult municipal elections just held in March, the Macedonia delegation to the OSCE is called on the ODIHR to provide an expert to assist it in implementing ODIHR recommendations in the final report, which is expected to be issued very soon.  And this is, again, a responsive approach that we haven’t seen previously from this participating state, and it is welcomed.

I would like to just close by saying that in a number of the ODIHR reports, we do refer to instances of, a culture of impunity in cases of election fraud, and I think this is important for us to discuss in the issue of follow up, how to address follow up in the face of direct challenges to electoral integrity when irregularities and even electoral [unintelligible] often go unaccounted for.  And I think this is also a very fundamental question in how we effectively address follow up to election observation missions.

So those are my comments, I hope I haven’t gone too far over, and would be pleased to answer questions during the discussion.  I will just mention also that the ODIHR has just released the 5th addition of its Election Observation Handbook, which is on our website, which explains in detail how we do arrive at our assessment of elections, thank you.

Male Speaker:

Thank you, Gerald.

[applause]

I’d like to call on Eric Bjornlund.

ERIC BJORNLUND:

I’m ambivalent about PowerPoints, and this is one of the reasons, if we can bring it up here.  In his remarks this morning, Mr. Clark said, made a point that the integrity of election observation is critical to follow up and effectiveness of recommendations from the election observers, and he made the point, the additional point that regimes can easily dismiss ill-considered claims.  I want to focus on that kind of follow up to take this opportunity to do that.

I think many of us recognize here that international election observation faces a number of fundamental problems and we are working, and have been working, over 15 years or so to try to address those.  Among them an absence of real specific operational international standards, both for judging elections, what’s a democratic election, and also for how observers should behave and do their jobs.  

There’s sort of broad agreement at a rhetorical level, but it’s been very difficult to make that practical, and we’ve had a lot of trouble with focusing on a kind of pass/fail standard of whether an election is free or fair.  Professional election observation groups moved a long time away from that terminology, but the idea of whether our jobs should be certifying elections continues.  And I believe that in many ways, our methodology still needs to be improved, and we’ve learned a lot. We are no longer just focusing on what happens in the administration of the election process on election day, but we still face a lot of constraints in terms of what our motivations are, what we do and our overemphasis, in many ways, on observation and observance.  And I think that what we’re talking about today is what do we do about the fact that we’re often ineffective.  We make recommendations and there’s no consequences for those recommendations and there’s not accountability for them.

And I have argued that, and believe very strongly, that this enterprise of election observation, which has become more significant and more effective over time, can contribute most significantly if it’s part of bigger efforts, if it’s part of longer term strategies to develop organizations and processes and institutions.  And most importantly, perhaps, in terms of election observation itself to the extent that it reinforces efforts within countries of people to bring about democracy, the idea of national groups bringing about democratic change, insisting on fair elections and using that as a means of more sustainable political involvement has been very significant, and that’s been one of the most significant contributions of our efforts, and that’s something that we need to continue.


Now I think this conference is largely talking about -- when we talk about follow up, I think when Gerald’s talking about follow up at the OSCEE, we’re thinking about follow up among the governments and the countries that we’re targeting, follow up to our recommendations, and among the international community to try to reinforce the need for positive democratic change.  

But I wanted to add a third group community that needs to think about follow up, and that’s us, that’s the election observation groups and the democracy assistance organizations.  I think, in many respects, we need to do a better job.

There are many many shortcomings of the way international election observers have approached their work. I think expectations are still too high of what observers in election observation and indeed, in many ways, the international community can accomplish. We still need to improve our methodologies. There was some good discussion this morning in the earlier panel about biases, not just biases but motivations and constraints. We’ve given a lot of consideration to the relative advantages and disadvantages of different kinds of groups in their involvement in these kinds of activities and there are advantages of non-governmental organizations being involved, inter-governmental being involved, but in any event, we need to be aware of these kinds of constraints in terms of why different groups might be making the points that they’re making and how we should react to them. 

We’re still inconsistent in how we treat the same set of facts in one country as compared to another, and haven’t really been able to agree on what universal standards look like and whether we should always include them, and as I’ve already mentioned, we need to reinforce domestic actors, domestic monitoring groups. There’s a lot I can say about how we can improve election day observation, and I should include the caveat that this is just one part of the monitoring kind of effort. And there has been much emphasis, as others have said and others will say on pre-election, and increasing post-election efforts, and broader democratic development efforts. But just to focus for the moment on election day observation, we are still struggling with what we do when we see problems because to a significant extent, we are still operating in a way that we’re applying our own judgment to facts where either we can pull our punches and be superficial, or provide unintended legitimacy, or indeed, in some cases,  we overemphasize problems and we inappropriately call legitimacy into question.  It’s way too big a topic to take on now, but I don’t think there’s any question in my mind that the belief in many in the media that the vote count in Ukraine in the second round of the elections that showed that the then opposition candidate had received more votes, that the facts didn’t support that, but that became the conventional wisdom in the media.  Actually the international observer groups never said that.  What they said was that the larger process was flawed, but our tools need to be better, and I think to the extent that we’re proving our case in word documents instead of Excel documents is probably a -- suggests that there’s a problem.

[laughter]

This is, and I wanted to make this point, that irregularities and problems exist in all elections.  This is not a human rights problem in that sense, and every individual person who is unfairly denied the right to vote, that’s a significant issue and should be followed up, but it’s not necessarily an issue that’s worthy of calling into question the legitimacy of the election.  So this is, this context issue has to be taken account of in terms of the way that we comment about elections.  We have to put irregularities in context, the idea that the criteria that regulators have to be extensive and systematic and decisive is one of formulation, but by a couple of political scientists that I think is worth responding to.

I think I’ve made the point that these statements are often too anecdotal and impressionistic.  We have the problem, I think alluded to a bit this morning in the first panel of biased and unprofessional observers.  There are different forms of this problem; there are some that are sponsored by undemocratic governments.  In Cambodia in 1998, there were observers sent by the governments of Burma and Laos and Vietnam and China that were given an equal seat at the joint international observer group that was supported by the United Nations and coordinated by the European Union.  And those observers, they were not just from those countries, they were from those governments, were given an equal say in how the international community should comment on the Cambodian elections.

There are other observers that often have partisan agendas, and by this I mean they support one party or another.  And there’s a sort of subtype of that problem where observers are actually sent from countries to counter other observers to try to, often to try to whitewash the process or to muddy the waters from what we might think as more professional efforts to comment on the process.

So again, what I would like to put on the table is to encourage us to think about follow up by observers, by the democracy assistance community, by the international community more broadly. There’s a significant tendency to pay no attention to what previous observer groups have done. Again, Cambodia, a situation I know very well, the observer groups in 2002 local elections paid almost no attention to the recommendations of the 1999 observer groups. So not only had the government not taken steps to address some of the recommendations, and not only the international community failed to bring that about, but subsequent observers failed to even really know what the prior recommendations were. So you had the UNDP election advisors not even knowing what the UNDP recommendations from the earlier round were. 

And there’s the different problem, which I think Peter mentioned a couple times this morning about host government interference and manipulation with the rights of observers either deciding who should be allowed to attend, telling inter-governmental organizations which nationalities they should be allowed to do. So to finish up, the recommendations that I would put on the table really just two. There’s two implications of this. One is that we need to continue the professionalism, methodology and tools of observation, and that includes follow up in the sense of continuing to call attention to our recommendations, to our findings requested a slight change in the order from that which I announced, and so I’d like to call on Chris Childs [?].

CHRIS CHILDS:  David, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Clark, Mr. Wolpe, Chris Child from the Commonwealth Secretariat.  Though a couple of things I’m going to say in a personal capacity because we are an inter-governmental organization run by government, we have a Secretary General, and not everything I say has been cleared in advance by them.  I hope I don’t get into desperate trouble, but I should just say that, and I’ll underline those specific items in a moment.  I’d like to thank the organizers for putting the spotlight on this issue because it can do with it.  And it’s not something that — of which we should lack urgency.  I don’t know how many readers of the Financial Times there are here, but I was reading yesterday’s Financial Times, and there was a lovely reference to a road sign, a road safety sign, in Leigos [?], at a point where sometimes people drive the wrong way up the other side of the road which says “Life no get duplicate.”  And precisely because “Life no get duplicate,” we have to try and get these things a bit better than they are.  So before I came here, I looked at what we’ve been doing in recent observer groups.  The Commonwealth has organized, I think, 46 full observer groups, and then we have other things called Commonwealth Expert Teams, and at one stage, though not now, staff teams.  Not staff now because they lack the independence of observers.  We had 46 or so since 1990, we do have guidelines. They don’t, as Mr. Clark said, refer to the importance of follow up.  It may be they’re in need of revision.  Our Chairman, President Obasanjo, recently made a speech in which he specifically took his own organization, the Commonwealth to task, precisely on the question of follow up.  So I looked at what we do for follow up, and I was getting very depressed and thought, “Look, it is all pretty dreadful, isn’t it?”  Now the fact is — I won’t go through the detail because it’s tedious and we don’t have the time — of the last six Commonwealth observer groups, only one was not followed up in what I would consider to be a reasonable way.  And of the last six Commonwealth expert teams we had, only two were not followed up.  I think the question isn’t whether people follow up, because if people want me to, I can go on about the things we’ve done in Nigeria, Mozambique, Malawi, whatever it is. And I would say, in terms of successes, anybody who’s followed what’s happened in Malawi and Mozambique since the elections last year, two great successes where political decisions have been taken to change things as a result of what commonwealth and other observers pretty robustly pointed out in their observations.  So there have been successes.  And there has been follow up.  But the question, of course, is not whether there’s been follow up, but its nature, its scale, its overall adequacy.  And in that context, clearly we do need something — and Mr. Clark referred to a practice to ensure serious consideration of the most significant recommendations.  And what we have done in the past, I suspect we will continue to do in the future, so let me run over that very quickly.  There was a reference earlier to observers not following up. Well of course, generally speaking, observers don’t follow up, because observers represent or are appointed by an organization, and it’s the sponsoring organization that follows up.  Observation comes to an end when they report.  And our organization has a Secretary General who precisely has rounds of meetings with heads of government and precisely raises the things that are said by commonwealth observers.  We’d be even more incompetent then we actually are if we didn’t do that.  He has a political affairs division, whose boss similarly goes to particular countries to say —very often discreetly, which is why it isn’t so well known about —“Look, really, you have to do something about these things.”  We have members of staff who go and engage election management bodies and governments.  Under this present Secretary General, we’ve brought in a number of special envoys.  There’s a list of several countries now.  And they are charged with precisely talking at a political level.  They’re not technicians, they’re not experts, they don’t go and say, “Look, you need a different type of ballot box.”  They take on the political issues that are raised not only by observer groups, because very often some of the countries that most need observer groups, as we all know, don’t invite them.  But these special envoys are there to engage in a process of dialogue from which we hope progress will result.  And again, I can go into detail if people wish later.  We have specifically set up, in the Commonwealth Secretariat, an outfit called our Good Offices section, which engages in discreet diplomacy that supports all of this.  And then, we have political affairs division, democracy advisors.  Now, very often people say, “Oh yes, we know you send experts, and they advise about types of ballot boxes and all that.”  But in fact, it’s intensely political.  We have at the moment in Guyana a media advisor.  And he’s not talking about the technical aspects of it.  He is addressing major political questions.  He’s saying, “Look, Election Commission, if you’re serious about your election next year, you need to monitor it.  And that’s what goes on in many other countries, and this is how you can do it.  If you’re serious -- " Well, I better not go through all the things that he’s saying to the Election Commission because it’s supposed to be their chat.  But we have him and other media advisors, who are not engaging in technical expert discussions, but are precisely there as democracy advisors, trying to take forward a democratic agenda.  And then we have periodic visits by staff.  So there are things that have been done, there are, though, real constraints.  Cost is one constraint.  The main constraint was pointed out by our colleague from the OSCEE, and that is that it takes people in positions of power to take decisions, to actually make sure that things happen.  So really, in looking at follow up, what we need to do is to see how it is that, as a result of an observation process, people in power can come to take the decision to which observers say are the important ones that should be taken.  And my feeling is that certainly, in the case of inter-governmental organizations, certainly in the case of the Commonwealth, when member governments come to us, they say “Look, in 1991 you said there’s a facility for election observation if any member governments want to take it up.”  And we did actually put in various demands, if you like.  We won’t go and observe if the playing field is desperately unlevel.  We won’t go and observe unless the opposition and civil society say there is broad support.  We won’t go and observe if there isn’t access.  We won’t go and observe if we don’t have freedom of movement.  We won’t go and observe — there’s some phrase which I haven’t got in front of me -- that says something along the lines of unless there’s reasonable agreement about the parties, about the electoral arrangements, there are a number of other things.  But one of those “Won’t go and observes” does not say, "We will come back afterwards and engage in a serious discussion with you."  Now, it’s way above my pay grade to get into the nuanced language that might be necessary.  But I think it is time for people to consider, people higher in the food chain to consider, exactly how, when a request comes in, we talk to that government or election management party about the post-election phase.  My personal view — this is where the bit that I referred to at the beginning comes in — my personal view is that we should say two things, one related to the previous prior to the election bit, which is if you want us to come and observe the election itself, you ought to have to let us voter registration.  Because we do this very often.  But there are occasions when you cannot do it because you need Visas and you don’t get the invitations and we are request led.  So we say that, and we also, I think, say that “Look, we want to come back in three months, six months, in the way that Mr. Clark is doing in Cameroon.  And it may not be the chair of the group, it may be that it’s officials or whatever, but we want to come back and have a serious discussion with you, the government or the election management body about the things that the observers said.  And I would say that we also would hope, or expect, or whatever the nuanced language says, that in parallel with that, the election management body or the government or whoever will be engaging in a similarly serious discussions with the domestic observers.  And I think that when we go back, as an intergovernmental organization, we would also want to have a proper discussion with those domestic observers and pretty crucially, the political parties.  So it’s not just a matter of going back to those with power, it’s also the other actors in the political process.  Now, Mr. Clark asked us to say what the obstacles and constraints are here.  Resources, political will, the invoking of sovereignty, the fact that people might say, “Well, if you’re going to impose conditions, we’re not going to invite you at all —" I think all of these can be overcome, and I think it’s worth trying.  There are many criticisms that observation is sometimes seen as an end in itself, as being looked at in a vacuum.  We need to overcome them.  The alternative isn’t worth continuing with.  We need to make sure there is a serious — the phrase I would use is "democratic dialogue."  A democratic dialogue that puts into practice what we all say, which is, it’s not just the electoral event, it’s a process over time that says that we’re going to reflect that in what we do after the election and accordingly in what we say to those who request us, when they come to us and say, “Come and observe the election.”  But we’re not going to just look at the event, we’re going to look at the whole thing, and we’re going to follow up seriously.  And if they’re prepared to go ahead on that basis, then we would be prepared to look at the election.  That certainly is what I want to take back to my more senior colleagues for their discussion, and I throw it into this discussion as something which inter-governmental organizations might all adopt, might ensure those who see the road sign “Life no get duplicate” get some greater value of it in the future.  

Male Speaker:  Thank you, Chris.  I’d like to call now on Pat Merloe.

Pat:  Chris is always hard to follow.  Prime minister Joe Clark, distinguished statesman that he is, Canadian or otherwise, who has led election effort missions from many of the organizations, including my own.  Recently, with his considerable convening power and this institution’s, asked us to come together and to talk about this topic, which as you now know, has been a topic that's been visited and revisited over at least the last decade by those who are serious about not just international election observation, those of us who are serious about the question of democratic development around the world.  And what Joe did was to ask me to reflect upon the comments that Pauline Baker and Peter Louis and Diana Acha-Morfaw and Matt Dippell and the colleagues from this panel were to make and to do a wrap-up, so to speak.  Now, while I have worked with each and every one of them with great pleasure, I didn’t have a crystal ball, and didn’t know exactly what each of them would say.  So there might be a little bit of — you’re going to get some duplicate in this presentation. But let me start by backing up a big and looking at the forest that we have been talking about and highlight a few of the points.  Why this is a particularly important endeavor.  First, we start with the question of the role of elections.  I mean, why are we looking at the role of elections in society?  And there are just two points to make about this.  The fundamental role of elections in any society is first, to provide an effective means to resolve peacefully the competition for political power.  That is no small matter, particularly in the countries in which we work. Second is to provide an effective vehicle for the people of the country to express their free will concerning who shall have the authority and the legitimacy to govern.  That is to govern in their name and in their interest.  Again, that is no small matter, very complex.  The first role concerns the basic mechanisms for establishing and maintaining national peace and stability, and it requires that all those who would fight for political power and control over, then, much of the national and human resources of their country, to buy into the electoral process as the best way for them to gain such power.  It means the buy-in has to show them that they have a sufficient degree of confidence — they should, at least, have a sufficient degree of confidence, that the rules of the game will provide a genuine opportunity to achieve their goal.  It requires a sufficient degree of confidence that, should others abridge those rules, that mechanisms are available to provide redress and remedies that are more effective than turning to violent means of self-help.  And in that sense, the recommendations from various sectors, including international observers, combined with election dispute mechanisms and political dialogue, as Chris pointed out, to provide the alternative, to mitigate the potential for violence as a political tool in a given country.  This is a very serious matter, recommendations and follow up, the effective implementation of recommendations, therefore,  particularly in violence prone countries.  Democratic elections, while an insufficient condition for democracy, are a prerequisite to democratic governments.  And public confidence in governments that have come about through a democratic election allow that government to sustain the stresses that come about through challenges from non-democratic sectors, national calamities, economic crises and so forth.  They’re particularly important, so having a process that is moving, with confidence, a population in a direction that allows them to know that those who are governing are doing so based on their will is a particularly important term for the long-term, not just the short-term stability.  Now, on the question of election monitoring, let me, again, just back up here and provide, for you, a definition of this in a number of ways.  First, election monitoring takes place in more than one form, as has been pointed out.  The first role are that of the political competitors themselves.  It is those who would seek to win, or at least to maximize their performance in an election, have a vested interest not just in garnering votes, but have a vested interest in ensuring the integrity of the process that will register those votes accurately and honestly.  So those people play a critical role, if they can see it, in maintaining an election process.  Ukraine has been alluded to recently, Kenya was alluded to by someone else on the panels.  These are examples where such things have been done effectively by the political competitors.  This has been important in the election contest, but it also shows the role of the political competitors, particularly political parties in the follow up process that is in the reform of the legal frameworks for elections and the opening of the democratic process as a whole to citizen input and accountability, participation and eventually, democratic governance,  the realization of those goals.  The second form of actors in this process that are critically important also has been mentioned on this panel by all of the previous speakers, and that is the role of domestic, non-partisan election monitors.  Those of you who are from the United States and are not aware of such activities overseas, imagine for yourself that an organization that’s highly respected as being effective and impartial, such as the League of Women Voters, were to mobilize thousands of citizens to go into the election process, to evaluate the voter registration process, to evaluate the access to the media, to evaluate the use of expenditures of funds and how it is involved in the process, to evaluate whether state resources are somehow being used for political advantage rather than neutrally for the benefit of all citizens, to evaluate whether the conduct of the polls themselves on election day are done in a clean manner, and that the result that has been reported is an honest reflection of the ballots that have been cast by the citizens.  Imagine that, and what you will see in more than 65 countries around the world where we all have worked and including those who were on the previous panel, you see the mobilization by citizen organizations of thousands, tens of thousands and in some cases, hundreds of thousands of citizens to try to bring this about. Those organizations not only help to ensure integrity at a given moment over a range of processes, they've become very effective advocates for democratic political reform in a broader sense, including the series of recommendations that they make as well as the recommendations that the political parties have made and how to improve the process.  In that sense, then, international observers, I believe, are best seen as an additional element to this basic domestic mix.  Unfortunately, the conversation that we usually engage in starts from the point of view of the international observers.  And the role of the international community, which I believe gives an over-emphasis and distorts the role both of the international community and particularly of international observers.  I find rather curious, the claims in the international media that the change of the outcome in the election in Ukraine was a consequence of international observers.  That’s preposterous.  The international observers played an important role, and Gerald Mitchell was critical in that respect, as were a number of other people.  But it was the domestic actors that carried that process forward and ensured that the will of the Ukrainian people ultimately was honored and that those who now hold government have the legitimacy and the authority that flows from the free expression of that role.  So I believe that international observers, and there are resulting recommendations, to be effective, must take into account the domestic actors, and their recommendations, that international observers must consider, also, how follow up to our recommendations fit into and help create an open, democratic and inclusive political process, that embraces the political parties and civil society of the various countries in which we visit.  Otherwise, what we may be doing might be counterproductive, and too often, I believe, when follow up does take place, follow up on recommendations of international observers concentrate on a dialogue between international representatives and only those who are holding governmental power in the country.  They do not sufficiently address how to include the domestic actors who are seeking democratic development, and how to open a process, develop a process that is open, democratic and inclusive, that is, that moves towards democratic governments.  So now, turning to international election observation specifically, there have been, starting with Joe’s opening comments, a number of references to the development of a declaration of principles for international election observation, which the United Nations Electoral Assistance division — and it’s unfortunate that Carina Perelli couldn’t join us today —David Pottie from the Carter Center has been a critical part of this process and NDI, the three organizations have been the conveners of a process that now include 17 intergovernmental organizations and key international non-governmental organizations that engage in international election observation.  And as a consequence of a process of dialogue over the last several years, we have arrived at a declaration of principles that, I believe, reflects the consensus of those organizations on these points.  That declaration, as soon as it’s cleared at the United Nations, will be circulated and an endorsement process will be opened this year that we believe will record the endorsement and therefore, the consensus of these key organizations, at least many, if not most of them.  This is a major step forward. Nothing like this has been done in any arena, whether we talk about human rights more broadly, whether we talk about environmental issues or whether we talk about, narrowly, election observations, bringing together the intergovernmental organizations such as the UN, such as the OSCEE, the Commonwealth, The African Union, the OAS and so on and the key non-governmental organizations like the Carter Center, like the International Republican Institute, like ERIS [spelled phonetically] from Europe and others, NDI of course, involved in that, in such a declaration, which is kind of a self-policing in this arena.  Borrowing from that declaration -- definition, I think, is worthwhile for just a moment.  International Election Observation is the systematic, comprehensive and accurate gathering of information concerning the laws, processes and institutions related to the conduct of elections, and other factors concerning the overall electoral environment.  It requires the impartial and professional analysis of such information, and the drawing of conclusions about the character of electoral processes based upon the highest standards for accuracy of information and impartiality of analysis.  International election observation should, when possible, offer recommendations from proving the integrity and effectiveness of electoral and related processes, while not interfering, and thus hindering such processes.  And it reiterates the points that have been made about looking over the comprehensive nature and many elements of the election process.  It also points out that no one should be allowed to be a member of an international election observer mission unless that person is free from any political, economic or other conflicts of interest that would interfere with conducting observation accurately or impartially.  There are a number of important challenges before international election observation in addition to the question of follow up.  We could enumerate lots of those.  But this question about how to be impartial, to ensure the integrity of international observation based upon true impartiality, isolated from bilateral political interest is one of the questions referred to, as well as personal interest, and effective, accurate observation in light of very complicated issues such as delimitation of election districts in light of universal and equal suffrage requirements or electronic technologies in the electoral process, how we can look into those.  But to turn just now from my last moment on points related to follow up, there are 5.  The first two caveats:  A caveat that needs to be made is that follow up itself may be a misleading term, because it could overly emphasize the role of international election observation in achieving democratic election and democratic political processes.  So I would prefer to emphasize again that the recommendations of international observers should be informed by those of the political actors domestically, and the domestic observers, and that the process of follow up itself must concentrate on building and internal political process that includes dialogue, that includes openness, inclusiveness and accountability.  The second caveat is that — as it was pointed out by Eric — follow up is only as good as the quality of the observation that produced the recommendations.  And in that respect, the declaration of principles does take us large steps forward in terms of methodologies and improving the integrity of international election.  Third:  Follow up is multidimensional.  It is a bi-lateral issue.  The tools of diplomacy, carrots and sticks to create consequences, are critical if follow up to election produces accountability of governments to maintain their commitments to move in towards democratic development and in a democratic direction.  It is multi-lateral and it includes intergovernmental elements as well.  And that is the World Bank, the IMF and others when it looks at the question of democratic governments as an indicator of forward movement, and what the consequences might be for its policies and engagements.  Elections become part of it, and the follow up and improvement of democratic processes should be part of that calculus, as well as within the intergovernmental organizations, which I think was covered quite well by the previous speakers.  There is also, of course, the role of the observer missions themselves; that is, intergovernmental and international organizations which can use a number of tools including follow up missions, round tables, using reports on progress, and so forth.  And then, again, the domestic.  The fourth point to make was made very well by Gerald Mitchell, and that is the onus is on those who hold the power of the state to develop democratic governments, to honor human rights and fundamental freedoms and develop the rule of law.  The onus is on those who are in government to achieve those things.  The failure to move forward democratically, the responsibility and the consequences for that falls principally on those who hold power.  It’s not the fault of domestic political democratic reformers that they haven’t achieved forward progress, and it’s certainly not the fault of international observers that that hasn’t been there, but the movement here is an indicator in that respect.  There are a number of areas that need to be looked at, but in addition to these legal reforms and other points that have been discussed, the question of dialogue and input and particularly the question of implementation, has there really been significant movement or not, should be done.  This is essentially a question of political will, and those who have good, solid political will will show effective movement and deserve international assistance.  Those who do not show effective movement, assumptions can be made that they are not acting with a democratic will, but rather an autocratic will.  The fifth point is that the international community can add efforts to generate political will for democratic development, that’s our role.  To join together and add what we can to this process, and on this point of consequences and accountability for movement in the bilateral follow up on these points, the consequences should be rewards and assistance, rewards and incentives for democratic development where it’s taken place and disincentives or even sanctions in cases where they’re moving in an anti-democratic direction.  Donor actions are critical in this respect.  Multilateral institutions I’ve mentioned, intergovernmental organizations such as the UN and the Commonwealth and so forth, I’ll just very quickly mention that.  Under the international covenant of civil and political rights, of which there are more than 150 member states, signatory states, there is a periodic review by the human rights committee at the UN.  Article 25 of that covenant addresses genuine elections.  The UN could up the ante and make the reporting mechanism under the covenant, and for the human rights committee, something that has to address these points.  If Corina were here we would talk more about that.  Within the OSCEE and the Commonwealth and so forth, where these commitments are there, the point that Chris made about having automatic follow up missions be part of the deal when you invite observers, that at 6 months, 1 year, 18 months there would be missions.  That before the General Assembly or before the Permanent Council or whatever the appropriate name of the body is, there would be discussions of the reports that they’re either in an Ad-hoc basis or before the whole assemblage, that they would look at these reports and note the progress.  So it wouldn’t just be left to the specialized bodies, there would political accountability on these points is something else to be considered.  And the resources for follow up to the organizations that are overworked are critical in this respect, and again, that comes back to the international donors.  As for international NGOs, such as NDI and the Carter Center and others, the resources for follow up, the commitment that part of our work is to conduct consultations and missions, to hold round tables, to issue watchdog reports, to tie these into our broader work, whether it’s with political party development, civil society strengthening or legislative work.  That this has to be integrated into an overall sense, and again, the idea of elections being part of the political fabric, as Matt Dippell had said, and tied into the broader political process, and looking towards encouraging political process is key to this.  We cannot isolate the issue of follow up to electoral recommendations.  Thank you.

[applause]

Male Speaker:

Thank you very much, Pat.  Our fifth and final panelist is Doctor Robert Pastor.  Bob is the Vice-president of International Affairs, professor of International Relations and Director of Center for Democracy and Election Management at American University.  He was previously the professor at Emory University, founding director of what was then called the Latin America and Caribbean Program, and is now the Americas Program at the Carter Center.  He is also currently the Executive Director of the commission on Federal Election Reform, co-chaired by Jimmy Carter and James Baker.  Bob?

Robert Potte:

Thank you very much, David, and it’s a great honor to be here.  I especially want to thank the right, honorable Joe Clark and congressman Howard Wolpe who are not just the intellectual leaders of this program today, but for what they’ve done both in office and in continuing in the model of Jimmy Carter since they’ve left office in pursuing the issues that are so vital to all of us here.  Former Vice President Dan Quayle once said that “The trend toward democratization in the world is inevitable, but that could change.”  He was right, in a sense, which is as much as one could hope.  I don’t think there’s any question that over the last two decades, we’ve seen a significant spread of democratization in the world, but it remains quite fragile in many places.  And this particular conference, by focusing on one dimension of this fragility, the dimension being the role that election monitors or observers can play after an election, is an important part of the mosaic of strengthening democracy in the long term.  The question before us today also needs to be understood in a broader historical context, and I’m thankful that Pat spoke before myself so I will simply endorse what he has had to say first about the critical nature of elections, which are sometimes dismissed as insufficient for understanding democracy but in my mind, incorrectly dismissed.  Elections are not just the pivotal moment for the people to decide on their governments, they are absolutely central to the democratic experience.  We have not only seen over the last two decades the trend towards democratization, we’ve also seen an evolving role with regard to the international community as it relates to that.  What we call election observers today, I think we need to distinguish between three kinds of observation.  One is observation which is passively reporting by international visitors.  The second is observation in which the visitors play a more active role and should be defined as monitoring.  And the third, which I think President Carter really pioneered, is what I would call election mediation.  That is to say, international distinguished leaders playing a critical role in trying to get all parties to an election to accept the rules of a free and fair election, and accept the consequences of accepting those rules.  That’s where I think we ought to focus our time.  And we ought to think hard about what lessons can be drawn over the last few decades.  Election observation goes back actually to the 1920’s, and certainly picked up after World War Two under the U.N. Trusteeship system.  But it’s modern equivalent really began in the Philippines, in Chile, and in Panama.  And in the case of the Philippines and Panama, it was clear that stopping in to observe an election was inadequate, that the principle lesson drawn from that experience was that you needed to be in a country long before the election.  That lesson was drawn most effectively in the case of Nicaragua, which in some ways, I think, reflects the most significant mediation that occurred.  Led by Jimmy Carter, but also involving the United Nations and the Organization of American States, that in that case the principle observers visited or were stationed in Nicaragua over an 8 month to 10 month period, and spent all of that time working with the parties to make sure that they would, in effect, define and ultimately accept the process.  So we learn the lesson from Panama and the Philippines to come earlier, and to be more involved.  But from Nicaragua, we learned the second lesson, which is you need to stay after much more than you had before.  That lesson was tried and applied in the case of Haiti, but not enough.  And I think it’s clear in the two decades since, or in the decade since that, 15 years actually since that first election in Haiti, that much more needs to be done.  And I’m reminiscent of my own experience in Haiti in 1995, when there were many international monitoring missions, including NDI, the U.S. Government, the OAS.  And I did what I often do after an election, which is go to see the opposition to make sure that they feel assured that the process is fair.  I recall vividly being with the principle leader when he received the phone call saying that there were many ballots in the street of Port-au-Prince, ballot boxes that were being opened, re-opened and new ballots being put in, and I did then what I’ve often done in the past, is say “Please, come with me, and let’s see first hand whether this rumor is correct.”  In 99% of the times, I’ve found that it’s not correct.  In the case of Haiti, I found that it was worse than I had ever seen before.  1/3rd of all the ballots in Port-au-Prince were in the street, having not been counted, having been torn out of boxes, and new put in.  And I called up the head of the OAS mission, the head of the NDI mission, and the head of the U.S. mission as well, who had actually been previously the director of NDI, and told them, “Please come out and see this.”  This was, of course, 2 and 3 o’clock in the morning.  But the pressure to condone this was so great that, in fact, the international monitors did precisely that.  When I met with President Aristide after that, and detailed what I had seen, and suggested steps that needed to be taken, he was very agreeable.  But having been positively endorsed by the international community the next day, he did not undertake any of those reforms.  And we saw the unraveling of the Haitian experience beginning right there in 1995.  Now this is not a sole experience, and indeed, we’ve heard in the case of Peru where there was a leader in the OAS, and he did stick his neck out very far.  He found that the institution as a whole was unwilling to back him, and therefore undermined him.  Fortunately, videotapes gave the international community more backbone after that.  And we’ve seen more recently with the OSCEE right here in the United States.  They came, and they were invited to observe the elections, only to discover, as Secretary Powell did as well, that he had no authority to invite the international community to observe the elections, and indeed there is only one state of 50 in the United States that permits unrestricted access to polling booths by international monitors, and that’s the state of Missouri.  And therefore, when he was first—when the OSCEE was asked as I was, as I asked as well because I led a group of international observers by the states of Virginia and Maryland to visit polling sites.  We were told that there would be two designated sites available for us to look at, to which I said, “That’s” -- we call them Potemkin  polling sites internationally, and that’s really not acceptable.  And when I argued with the senior official in the states, they said, “Well actually Secretary Powell was just on the phone and we told them the same thing, that this is a prerogative of our states.”

So a little humility on the part of the United States is important, and by the international community for not clearly asserting that had they encountered a similar prerequisite in any developing country, they would have simply left.  You cannot really observe an election if the only sites that you can visit are those that are designated by election officials.  

The question before us is where do we go from here?  And I think the answer is we first have to think about the project in global terms and then adapt it to particular situations.  Today in Santiago, Chile, the Community of Democracies is meeting, a 100-nation group.  This is a group that hopefully will find its legs because it hasn’t yet, and if it were to find its legs, a group of 100 democracies, they could reshape conclusively the international environment within which fragility, the fragile democracies could gain a greater foothold, and within which international monitors could play a much more active role.  They could, for example, agree to decide within the United Nations who the members of the UN Human Rights Commission should be, and set as a prerequisite that no member should be elected by them if it’s not a democracy, that would begin to change things.  They could demand that all nations of the world accept unrestricted access by international monitors following guidelines as they’ve been described and are being negotiated right now.  They could insist that all election administration all over the world be non-partisan and impartial.  They could insist that election disputes be handled by courts in a transparent manor.  I think if they set that context, the power of international monitors to assist the democratic process in each country would be significantly enhanced, and I would include again the United States within that framework because these are the very issues that we are struggling with in the Commission on Federal Election Reform in the United States.


George Bernard Shaw once said that we should not do unto others as we would have them do unto us because the cases might be different, and that is a key insight for understanding the democratic challenge.  While we all faced, all democracies face the basic problems of registration, of identification, of election administration, of campaign finance, media access, the truth is that there are three levels of democratic development, and the seriousness of these problems vary with each level and an intelligence strategy needs to be based on that premise.  At the one level, you have countries with little or no experience in democracy.  At the second level, you have transitional countries, which have had some experience but in which the institutions are not well rooted and the danger of reversal is very real.  And at the third level, you have advanced democracies in which these problems will recur because democracy is nowhere perfect; it’s a work in progress.

Our focus is on the first two groups, those countries with the least experience that do require the most intense monitoring.  And here I think it’s important that election monitors and mediators do get in early, but do reach a compact with the political actors in the country whereby everyone understands that the process of democratization requires a continuing one beyond the elections, one in which the international monitors work with the leaders to ensure that the terms are judged as free and fair.

So the first element is a compact that extends through the electoral process and beyond, among the international monitors and among the political actors in a particular country.  The second dimension is capacity building, and that means that as the country begins this process and continues in this process, the international community will be there to assist them in giving and providing the institutions with the nature of support that are essential if they are to succeed.  

And the third is sanctions.  If the key political actors or the incumbent government rejects the advice of the international community, departs definitively away from the democratic norms, then the international community needs to be prepared to take steps that would condemn and go beyond just condemnation to provide the leverage necessary for the monitors and the democratic actors in the country to succeed in this process.

So all three elements are key to ensure that the democratic process can take root.  This conference is precedent setting, I would say, as the international community has learned its lessons, just as democrats in each country have learned lessons over time, about the necessity of being involved in elections long before and the necessity of being involved in elections long after.  So too do I think that we need to go beyond that, we need to think hard about a self-assessment of how we have done as international monitors.  I think every institution has made its mistakes, not every institution has learned the lessons of its mistakes, and I think a critical self-assessment is essential.  Secondly, we need to think harder about partnerships between election monitors and democratic partners within countries.  Thirdly, we need to think about the international environment for democracy, the role that the community of democracy should be playing and hopefully will be playing in Santiago at this time.  And finally, we need to focus on the topic here, which is after the election, how does one ensure that democracy will take root?

Mae West once said she could never have too much of a good thing, and on that note I would say we could never have too much of a good conference, and I thank the organizers for organizing this.

[applause]

Male Speaker:

Thank you very much, Bob.  We have a little bit more than 20 minutes or so for questions for this panel, and then we’ll also be having plenary discussion afterwards, so for those who don’t have a chance to ask their questions here perhaps they’ll be able to share them with us during the plenary.  Yes, lady in purple in the back.

Amanda Slope:

Hi, I’m Amanda Slope [spelled phonetically] from NDI, and I found this particularly timely since I’m flying to Palestine in the morning to participate in an election observation mission there.  My question is, what practical actions can actually be taken to ensure compliance with the recommendations?  The final two speakers mentioned sanctions, and I’d be curious to push them on that a bit further in terms of which international organization should actually have the authority to implement those sanctions, and on what basis, on what organization’s election monitoring mission should they be empowered to, to introduce those sanctions.  I mean, is it if the UN monitors, if you have domestic organizations monitoring, and then also an additional question is whether or not the threat of sanctions would make countries less willing to invite monitoring missions in.

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  Pat, do you want to try a first stab, and then perhaps Bob?

Pat:

I’ll give a general answer and then give a specific example where I think sanctions have had some, or something like sanctions have had an impact.  The question of who should imply sanctions, in my view international observers themselves should not be responsible for applying sanctions.  The observers should draw conclusions about characterizing what the nature of an election process, the democratic process, the term used by Peter earlier today, “democratic audit” should be, that should be their job.  

The organization that sends them may take that report and then consider it and have a range of actions that they take positive or negative actions based upon what those findings would be.  Within the European Union, for example, there is an integrated approach to this.  The election observation missions come to a conclusion, they draw the recommendations, the report goes into the European Commission, the European Commission at some point then considers its various policies towards a given government, and there may be consequences, positive or negative, that flow from that.  The interesting thing about that is the European Union, of course, has the ability to have an economic impact in the way it acts.  Gerald or Chris can talk about, within their intergovernmental organizations, there is not really an ability to apply a sanction other than to condemn the process as not meeting a set of commitments whether it be the Copenhagen document in the OSCEE or the Harare Declaration or whatever within the Commonwealth, but there’s something there.  The OAS is a little bit different.  We could talk, you have to talk organization by organization.  But I do believe that monitors should make their findings based on impartial assessments and accurate assessments, and they should be somehow buffered from political influences.  If you know that the consequence of your finding will be X, Y, Z, there may be some of these, you could say, hesitations to come out with tough findings just as countries might be reluctant to invite you.

Now, one example, most of the time I don’t think there are very good examples, but Togo is now in the news and we’re discussing Togo today.  We could talk about Togo in the past.  In 1993, in Togo, all of the competitors except the Eyadema himself and one not very well-known person withdrew from the election process and called it bogus for a whole range of reasons.  At that time, NDI together with President Carter had intended to have an election observation mission.  President Carter was in the country for other reasons, as were NDI people during that period, and we came to the conclusion that this was a sham election and it should not be observed.  President Carter held a press conference and said that and left.

The United States government in its bilateral decisions based upon its evaluation including those findings decided to curtail aid to Togo.  The European Commission also decided to curtail aid to Togo.  There was a direct immediate economic consequence to Togo for having conducted a non-election, an election event.

There were similar consequences in Togo, again, in 1998 with the elections with findings that were negative by the European observation mission, the European Union did not turn on its economic assistance to Togo.  However, the reason I’m using Togo as this example, the international community applied negative incentives, but there was really no consequence because Eyadema was prepared to allow his people to suffer, and Eyadema had consolidated power within the country to security and military apparatus to impose that will.  We can look at that model and we can talk about Zimbabwe, we could talk about other countries that are not quite as dramatic as that, but even the ability to apply sanctions is not the end of the discussion, however I do think that there are economic consequences that can be held.  There are targeted sanctions that have been used, individuals that are associated with the government have been denied visas, bank accounts have been frozen, other things have been done; there are a range of things that can be considered.

Male Speaker:

I think it’s an excellent question.  So much progress has been made over the last two decades in trying to spread a norm of universal democracy that we shouldn’t, that we should start with that understanding that we need to keep spreading that norm.  The OAS has become more effective as its member states became more democratic and reshaped the institution.  The Commonwealth has had, has come together, for example, on Zimbabwe to a certain degree.  The OSCEE has played a critical role.  The short answer to your question is that any subregional or any multilateral organization that can agree on both the norm and the ways in which consequences should be brought to bear will be helpful to this process.  Ultimately one would hope that the United Nations could get to that point, but the very fact that you’re going to Palestine leads all of us to think hard about the specifics of each country, because anybody who’s had experience with election monitoring, and everybody on this panel and most of the people in the audience have had as well with dozens of different countries, knows that you need to tailor a strategy to the country and to the nature of the actors within that country as well as the nature of the international environment.  

And to use the case of Palestine, I helped organize, when I was at the Carter Center with NDI, the election observation in 1996-97, and one of the conclusions that we drew from that was that an election in Palestine could only work with different terms agreed to between Israeli and the Palestinians.  I went back in 2000, 2001 to try to get it, by that -- I’m sorry, by 2002, 2003 at American University to get both sides to agree on what those terms would look like, and they weren’t really ready to agree and the United States was not ready to have anything like that done.  And as a result, that moment passed, and as a result, the lessons that should have been drawn from ’96, ’97 were not drawn when the Palestinian election just occurred this past few months.  But there are lessons that need to be drawn from that case and from others.  

With regard to consequences and sanctions, I’m not sure that’s really the answer in the case of the challenges that are faced in Palestine, but I think it is the case in other countries as well.  So I think what I’m arguing for is first we need, as monitors, to think hard about how to spread the norms more widely, to engage more institutions in it, and to tailor specific strategies to increase the chances that local actors understand the necessity of making a free and fair democratic process.

Male Speaker:

Thanks.  I know there’s many questions but there were a couple of quick, hot pursuits from the panel, if we could be brief.

Gerald Mitchell:

Yes, I would just like to briefly add to this discussion and just underscore that in the context of the Organization of Skirting [spelled phonetically], a corporation in Europe, the commitments that we assess elections by are not legally binding, they are political commitments.  It’s a common objective that all the participating states have agreed to, and in that sense we have reported quite thoroughly and comprehensively on elections.  We attempt follow up in many instances.  Our activity isn’t intended as a finger-pointing exercise, but again to assist participating states to reach a common objective.  

I could just mention though that there is discussion, and I mentioned it in relation to the meeting that was held last week in Vienna, of how election observation reports might be considered in the political body, in the OSCE Council more regularly in the post-election period.  I also mentioned the invitation from the United States delegation in the OSCE Permanent [?] Council for a follow up dialogue.  This is a very important precedent and it’s one which opens the door in a post-election period for an ongoing dialogue.  And again, we hope that other participating states will follow that sort of an approach.  But also our observation reports can be taken up more broadly and discussed, other political bodies, financial institutions that are aware of our reporting, I could just briefly comment in relation to a recent visit by the NATO Secretary General to the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia where he stated to the Macedonian Prime Minister that the OSCE/ODIHR report was rather critical and that a NATO aspirant country should have the highest standards in relation to fair and democratic elections.  That sort of broad recognition of observation reports and considered in other forms, other discussions, relevant discussions is important.  So it’s not quite the direction of your question, but it’s trying to explain, other than sanctions, some of the sort of momentum that can be built.  

Male Speaker:

Chris.

Chris:

Very quickly.  The Commonwealth has as Mr. Clark said at the beginning, something called the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group, which is 8 member country foreign ministers and they rotate.  And that is charged basically with looking at countries which are, the phrase is “in serious and persistent violation of the 1991 Commonwealth Harare Principles,” which essentially are our commitment to democracy.  So basically it’s saying, look, is this country -- it’s not simply a matter of this recommendation or that recommendation -- but this country has just gone too far, and you’d be surprised the degree of concern that’s expressed simply by being put on the agenda of that body.  I think many people say, “Look, you know this is weak,” and all that, but just by being on the agenda stimulates massive diplomatic activity.

But it can do more than that, it can suspend from the Councils of the Commonwealth, which means that ministers cannot come to ministerial meetings of their colleagues.  It can suspend the organization as such, not just suspend it from the Council but suspend it, and it can throw them out.  There was a heads of government meeting in New Zealand which agreed a procedure of, very detailed procedures after so many weeks of no notices and this happens and so on.

Now there are different views about how effective all of this is.  In a sense, when it’s got to this stage almost, you know, it’s perhaps almost too late, but my view is threefold.  One is that a membership organization, an organization with governments as members especially owes it to itself to police its principles and to say that if you’re going to ignore these principles, then there will be some repercussions.  You can’t just carry on as a member as if you were implementing those principles.  And it’s to do with the integrity of the organization, I think it’s important that organization should do that almost whatever the effect, otherwise they lose all credibility as an organization.  And I believe that these people here, the more expert -- the Pacific Islands forum has some similar arrangement now and there are other inter-governmental --

[break in audio]

-- sort of thing.  And in our case, although we don’t have lots of money, it does mean that countries do not get technical assistance, and one of the reasons that countries come into the Commonwealth is for a very small membership fee, you can get much more back again in the form of experts and so on.  So there is some repercussion, as much as we can muster at least.

But the second thing that I think is important about them is rules are important.  And so it sends that message, but it also helps to build up, and can I just say when these rules are important, standards are important.  I’d just like to commend Pat’s work and NDI’s work and there are others involved as well, but especially Pat, on the election of standards items that he was talking about before because what they and the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group decisions and so on do is they help to build up a consensus that says certain types of activities are not acceptable.  And their absence precisely does the opposite, and we have taken action.  Pakistan, Nigeria, Zimbabwe, there are others, have suffered various forms of suspension, there are others that were asked to go away and be more diligent, as Thomas Locke once said.

So I do think this is an important aspect that shouldn’t be derided as it sometimes is.  And certainly if it is a weapon to promote democracies that organizations have, they should be using it rather than not.

Male Speaker:

Okay, the gentlemen in the back there, and then Susan.  I’ll take a few questions so that we can register your comments.

Male Speaker:

My name’s Michael Boda [spelled phonetically] from Oxford University, and I wondered whether the panel could touch on the issue of the passive vs. the active nature of observations.  In the history of election assistance and verification, the UN has been involved in an activity called “Supervision,” and it’s an activity where they would become involved in both the administration and the verification of the electoral process.  And in some ways that would end up being the judge, judges itself, and I think that over the history a lot of NGO’s have been involved in that as well.  We probably come to the point where we’re beginning to recognize that, and Gerald mentioned the Election Observer’s Handbook that was put out, and there’s specific reference to the fact that if election assistance is there, is being given by the OSCE, they won’t be involved in observation efforts.

But when we start to talk about follow up activities, I’m hearing this morning that -- and from other sources, that there’s an emphasis on the need for funding for election assistance following election observation.  And the question I have for the panel, anyone can answer, is that are we crossing the line here, is there a conflict of interest that we’re moving back into, and should there by any concern that’s there?  Thank you.

Male Speaker:

Lady over here on the left, my left.

Female Speaker:

My name is Madeline Williams [spelled phonetically], I’m from USAID.  As a funder of many of these international observation missions over the years and seeing the change in these in the last 10 years especially, I’m interested to know whether or not you see a role for regional domestic organizations.  In other words, it sounds like a contradiction but non-governmental organizations that are intergovernmental and not governmental but some kind of an animal that would provide support for domestic observation monitoring mediation, any of those, and also combine that with international observation.  As international standards are developed for international observation or mediation monitoring missions, is there less of a role for international observers and more of a role for regional or domestic organizations?

Male Speaker:

Susan.

Susan:

I’m Susan Hyatt [spelled phonetically] of University of California, San Diego.  And I have sort of a big question that I think underlies all of this, and that is we assume, I think we’re all on the same page, that democracy is a good thing that we wish to promote in the world, but I’m not sure that we yet know if democracy, that is, the result of pressure from external forces, from the international community is the same or qualitatively different than democracy that sort of rises up from domestically.  And I think that’s part of, part of what was underlying a lot of the recommendations today about working with domestic groups, but related to that I think that it’s important to consider that there may be two types of leaders that are inviting in international observers: those that really want to prove to the international community that they’re democratizing and committed to these, and those that are simply, that desire the international stamp of approval that goes along with getting international observers.  And the concern that I just want to voice really quickly is that in, focusing on follow up and adding more conditions for international observers to accept an invitation to go observe in a country, particularly the reputable groups, that these countries that are far away from democratizing and are maybe doing it, inviting observers for the wrong reasons or at least just for the international stamp of approval, that they will be more likely to try to invite in the less reputable observer groups, the neighboring countries in Burma, and that sort of thing.  And the problem that I see with that is that the international media in my mind doesn’t always make the distinction between the reputable groups and the non-reputable groups, and so this is sort of a question and a quasi recommendation.  Would there be some way for the reputable and the committed and the professional international observer groups to make themselves known, particularly to the international and to the international donors, so that these less reputable groups would not do the job, would not be able to provide the international stamp of legitimacy, and then you could therefore put more conditions on this?

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  I denounce the Commonwealth.

[laughter]

Is that what you’re looking for?  We’ve, we’re at time, but perhaps I could give each of the members of the panel who would like to respond to one or any of the questions, if you could limit yourselves to 2 minute wrap-up comments.  Maybe I’ll start with Eric, I don’t know if you have anything.

Eric:

Well, I’ll, I agree with Madeline Williams’ point about the potential, or the implicit point, about the potential for regional organizations of civic organizations of domestic election monitoring groups. That’s not new, but it’s becoming more significant in Eastern Europe.  There’s been a very serious effort.  At NDI, we worked with an effort in Asia, principally in Southeast Asia but also in South Asia and beyond called the “Asian Network for Free Election.”  And I think that’s a very important symbol of the internationalization of these kinds of efforts, so it’s really one of the most important phenomenon in the democratic transitions that have gone on in the world, this idea that really started in the Philippines as a unique response to the civic set of circumstances by people in the Philippines about how are we going to ensure that we have fair elections, and it’s really spread to becoming an international norm.  And to [unintelligible] something that’s somehow in between, sort of civic groups in their own countries and sort of the big, bad international or inter-governmental organizations is a very positive phenomenon.  There’s a lot of contributions that can be made by those kinds of groups.  Many of them are, they tend to be under-funded, under-resourced, unable to really do the kind of long-term and serious monitoring that is required, so they’re not yet a replacement for other international organizations.

And on the point that Susan made about the media, I mean I think one of the things that we need to do is better educate the media in countries and especially internationally and policymakers internationally about how we do our work.  So it’s, part of it is the question of legitimate efforts compared to what we would consider less legitimate efforts, but part of it is also what’s the actual process, what do we actually know, what don’t we know, so that we’re not claiming more for our findings than is legitimate, so therefore, we can encourage them to deal well with recommendations that we are making because we can show, we can prove that these are serious and that they’re well documented.

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  Gerald?

Gerald Mitchell:

Thank you, I’ll just comment briefly on all three questions starting with Michael’s question in relation to having an observation mandate but also providing technical assistance and possibly entering into a conflict of interest.  In the context of the OSCE, we’ve tried very carefully to avoid technical assistance in a period where we’re moving into active observation or sort of to try to distinguish where we’re able to follow up more actively in an immediate post-election phase versus when we get closer to an actual observation mission.  And it’s not just from our point of view in terms of trying to avoid a direct conflict of interest, so we wouldn’t be, seem to be observing our own technical assistance.  

It’s also, I think, sometimes there are governments that reel us in rather late in the election cycle when we’re getting too close to an observation mission, and so that when we report our findings we’ve received the message back, “Well you’ve told us how to do this.”  So it’s a very delicate question and there isn’t a specific answer, but we try to judge this on a case-by-case basis to make sure that we don’t find ourselves in such a position.  

On the second question, I would simply say, really, that I think the international versus domestic observers have distinct but complementary roles, and I don’t think you could say one is more or less important than the other; I think they’re both quite vital activities.  

Finally, on the question of credible groups, election observation groups versus less credible groups, I could comment on a number of recent press reports that have referred to or looked at OSCE election observation in relation to what the Commonwealth of Independence states is undertaking.  And what we’ve said in response to such inquiries, we have a public methodology that explains how we arrive at our conclusions and we have transparent reporting, our reporting begins, it’s all public and it begins with a needs assessment mission and a subsequent report, interim reports, a preliminary post-election statement and a final report.  And I would just say finally in that regard, the suggestion by the Russian Federation at the meeting in Vienna last week indicating that a preliminary post-election statement is perhaps not in order for international election observation and that it’s too quick to assess an election and that one should wait until several weeks after the election to make a final assessment is certainly, I would, from a personal point of view rather a disturbing suggestion.  Thank you.

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  Chris?

Chris:

[inaudible] it used to be said, “Oh, it’s dreadful if you have technical assistance and then you go and observe and of course all the conflict of interest items are clear.”  I’m less sure now, because what it involves is saying, “Well if I’m going to observe, then I’m not going to do very much in the five years in between if an election management body says, ‘Can you provide an expert on this, an expert on that, and so on.’”  I think even the purest about it are not, I think you simply have to be careful and remember that the observers that you send are independent, and that’s one of the reasons why, for instance, I’ve always been opposed to using the staff of inter-governmental organizations as observers.  It needs to be independent people, and then in a sense you insulate yourself a bit from the allegation.  It remains as a problem, I’m not saying there’s an easy answer, but I prefer to see the Commonwealth, for instance, engaging through technical assistance in the intervening five years rather than saying, “Oh no, it might muck up our observation in five years time.”

As far as the invitations to the less reputable, obviously organizations are rather reticent to come forward and rubbish other organizations.  I think the answer is rather more on the positive footing that, for instance, the standards documents that Pat has referred to.  Items like that, as people sign up to those, then there will be some coherence about practice, which will tell its own story and hopefully the press will pick up that message.

Can democracy be imposed?  No, of course not.  Is our role to try and help those inside?  Yes, of course.  The relationship between outsiders and insiders is right at the heart of all this, and it is to empower, to enable those inside to increase democratic space, to reinforce the forces that are pro-democracy and so on, of course it is.  It is an intervention in another country’s affairs, and this is also sovereignty and political interventions are at the heart of this.  It is all of those things, which is why, I think, that to just add to what I said earlier, you don’t only require a meeting 6 months after an observer group goes on, you also need periodic visits after that.  It’s not just a one-off event.

And frankly that intervention needs to continue, needs to be helpful, needs to be very sensitive, it needs to be properly done, but it is an intervention which needs to be on a continuing basis.  I’d just like to add one thought which isn’t a response to your question at all, so I’ll make it very quick.  And that is a lot of this, you know, the discussion has been about how we help to reinforce and improve and strengthen democratic institutions and processes, but I also think, perhaps not now but at another time, we need to recognize the importance of democratic culture.  And how you follow up with democratic culture, I think, has very, very much to do with how you help civil society and political parties in the intervening years, so just to come back to that question that was raised before about the relationship of outsiders to insiders.  Democratic culture is key.

There are Commonwealth countries that I can name but won’t that have terrible institutions and terrible processes but are fairly democratic because there’s a democratic demeanor amongst the people, and the social forces that are democratic have won, essentially.  And there are countries that have beautifully designed institutions, but it doesn’t work because the people aren’t -- don’t have that democratic demeanor.  If you ask me what I think the crucial factor is, I don’t want to downplay the institutions and the processes to actually the culture, and somehow, we need to think about how follow up relates to that as well as the more nuts and bolts thing on which governments can take X decision and election management bodies can take Y decision.

Male Speaker:

Thanks, Pat.  

Pat:

Well, I mean the beauty of sitting on one of these panels is that you can just say, “I agree,” and stop. In terms of, Susan, your question I’ll just add my name to what Chris just said, and that goes for everything that’s been said.  I mean starting with the earlier panel today, this has been an exercise in complementarity rather than in disagreement.  The debate is over how to be better and more effective, there’s no disagreement about the need to be better and more effective.  So I’ll -- I think what I’ll do is also say I will associate myself with the comments that addressed Michael’s question.  Conflicts of interest exist and need to be carefully managed and this does become more careful and that we need to be more careful.  

Madeline, in terms of your question, I’m going to be, you won’t be surprised, a bit more controversial than Eric on this point.  I think the development of domestic observer groups, that is, the development within many, many countries around the world of citizen action groups that have mobilized other citizens to come forward and exercise their right to participate in government, the right to participate in public affairs, that have brought citizens forward to be more conscious about their democratic rights in general, a range of civil and political rights, and have said, “We have the ability to hold our governments and our political parties who are seeking the power to govern accountable, accountable to the Constitution, accountable to the domestic laws, accountable to international standards, accountable to the international agreement to which our states have assigned.”  That is an extraordinary development towards this kind of democratic culture that Chris is addressing.  I don’t think there’s anything more important that has transpired over the course of my more than a decade in this field, and I’m totally proud of everyone on this panel and the previous panel’s efforts in that respect.  I think that is incredible.  That, these, region by region, these associations have known and introduced -- been introduced to one another and have helped each other in these developments, is also critical.  And there’s nothing more that I am proud about NDI’s work than being responsible for that work.  

There have been a natural outgrowth of this, of the associations among these like-minded individuals who are brave, they are the heroes, along with the political opposition that have pushed democratic reform, some of whom have paid with their lives.  They are heroes, and their association to help one another is the exchange of informations and so forth, is a tremendous development internationally, part of globalization and so forth.  And the role of the people sitting on this panel, each and every one, in helping to catalyze and promote that through our individual efforts and our organizational efforts is also very important.  

However, there are limits.  The international community has, at times, done disservice to those organizations by calling on them to do things they’re not ready to do, calling on them to build bureaucracies that they do not seek to build, calling on them to create an international infrastructure that pulls them away from their work at democratic reform in their own countries.  Region by region, when that has been attempted, it has dissipated and it has disintegrated.  And I think we have to look at that and respect it.  There is no panacea here, and the work in Central Eastern Europe for Ukraine, and what has just happened in Kyrgyzstan illustrates that.  There was an artificial creation by the international community by providing resources and a call for international observers that led an excellent organization, the European Network of Election Monitoring Organization.  With the assistance of NDI in every single country where we work, with extraordinary efforts by every single NDI office to provide the infrastructure that allowed them to do a thousand, mobilize a thousand monitors to go to Ukraine.  See, it wasn’t just ENEMO.  ENEMO could not have succeeded if it was not the OSCEE, NDI, Freedom House, IRI that provided the ability to do that.  It’s very easy now to say “Oh, there were a thousand observers that came from ENEMO.”  ENEMO, you have to look at the fragility of these organizations, and not try to create something that will destroy them.  And the work that they did in Kyrgyzstan, which we also supported, was quite weak.  It was rushed by the international community, it was demanded that they come with very short notice, they didn’t have time to look at the pre-election period.  They didn’t have time to organize themselves well, they didn’t produce a very strong report.  Compare their report to ODIHR’s report; I’ll take ODIHR’s report any day.  

So I think we have to be careful here.  Just like inside a country, we sometimes look at NGOs and we create something that didn’t naturally exist in the country because it serves our purpose as internationals.  It gives us an interlocutor that really is artificial.  I think this goes for regional developments as well, and I would just raise from this podium, as you’ve known me to do in other circumstances something that’s a bit controversial.  Let’s take our time, let’s support those who want democracy.  The indigenous actors who are risking their lives in places like Zimbabwe deserve our support.  The people from these countries who are reaching out to one another and other countries to create mutual assistance, let them develop it, let NDI and others get out of the way, and let them do it on their own.  Let us be sisters with them and to a degree they want us there, that’s fine, but let’s not create things that will ultimately be artificial.  

So maybe, you know, the Congressman is nodding his head, sometimes it’s important to not do too much of a good thing, even though Mae West might disagree with me.

[laughter]

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  The last word from this panel.  I know that we’ve taken up time from Mr. Clark and his plenary, but I hope with his blessing we can have a last word.

Male Speaker:

On the U.S. Aid question, I would agree with Pat.  You can’t come up with a single formula given scarce resources as to where you want to put your money in domestic versus international.  I think it ultimately depends on the level of democratic development of the country.  In the first critical phase of an election, of a country moving towards democracy, party observers, I would argue, are far more important than NGOs, because NGOs are never viewed as nonpartisan in such a situation.  

Let me just address two big questions that were asked:  First, from Susan Hyde [spelled phonetically], asked whether we should make a distinction between those leaders that bring international observers in for legitimacy, or for trying to attract legitimacy versus those who are genuinely interested in improving democracy.  If I learned one lesson in working with Jimmy Carter over 20 years on this, that distinction is meaningless.  That is to say, leaders, dictators who may want to bring in international observers to get a seal of approval may actually be transformed by a good mediating process into leaders that become more interested in democracy.  Never underestimate that every leader in any country is both interested in winning and interested in the rules of the game.  And the precise balance will vary over time, depending on the balance of power that they face.  And I think the most interesting thing I saw are those people like Daniel Ortega, for example, for whom everybody said “You’re foolish, Jimmy Carter, to come into this country and think this leader is ever going to permit a free and fair election.”  Well, at the point of invitation they were absolutely correct.  At the point of the election, they were wrong.  And that process was really quite key.  

And that gets me to the larger question that Michael Voda [spelled phonetically] asked, which is, should observers be more passive or more active?  And I think the answer, obviously, in my mind, is that they need to be more active, but more importantly, on the question of conflict of interest, this is a hard question because there has been conflicts of interest among international monitors.  There are very few, if any, non-governmental organizations that are free from government funding, and therefore have to be sensitive to that.  I think Carter, in some ways, was the only one that could partly escape that because of his personal stature.  But NDI, RRI, all of the organizations are so dependant on U.S. Aid funding that they had to be careful.  They had to pull their punches in some way.  The U.N. in Iraq just now, obviously, not only being responsible for it but also responsible for observing it from Jordan, found itself compromised to a certain extent.  

I mean, this is the dilemmas that we all find ourselves working, and I think it’s incumbent upon all of us who do care about this to try to be as transparent as possible, to try to respect certain lines, and to be clear as to what role we can play in this process.  It’s not going to go away, because I don’t think international democratic monitoring is ever going to get sufficient independent funding that will allow them to be genuinely independent in the full sense of the word.  But nonetheless, I think a lot of good can be done, and has already been done, and I’m sure will be done from here on in too.

Male Speaker:

Thank you.  I’d like to thank the panel, and all of you for some great questions.  And we have a chance now, I think, to continue our discussion. 

[applause]

[low audio]

Joe Clark:

Our numbers have depleted a little bit, and I won’t keep those who remain too much longer.  But I want, on everyone’s behalf, to thank the panel, both panels.  Not simply for their presentations here today, but also for the obvious commitment they all have to the principles and goals that we’re talking about here that informed their really quite remarkable and helpful participation in the various panels.  

We’re going to put up, in a moment, I think a list of some tentative, fairly specific issues that I’d like to go through in a moment, to see if there’s general agreement on them.  But I thought that there were at least three broad categories of questions that were raised that might be useful to address.  The first would be the need for an elaboration of practices with respect to follow up that can become a standard in the same way that practices have been elaborated, standard practices have been elaborated with regard to what has been done both before elections and during elections.  

The second broad area, of which I think there has been some quite interesting discussion, has to do with observer reports as such, almost in a formal sense.  Formal action on follow up to those particular reports.  Is it possible to extend to other organizations the commitments of the kind that are in the OSCEE with respect to follow up?  What are the practical ways in which one could give teeth to those commitments?  Whether they’re in the OSCEE, I think the language we used in describing what happened there is that there are still some challenges to be overcome, or whether it is in other organizations.  Is it sensible to pursue seriously the idea of getting some agreement in advance on a formal discussion of follow up as a condition precedent to organizations going into a particular country?  Is it possible to develop mechanisms of either follow up or of sanctions, such as some of those that are in place now, for example, in the Commonwealth?  There may be other specific matters that come up on the screen in a moment, but I think that’s a category of question.  How do we deal with the formal reports?  

And thirdly, and probably in a sense the most important, is the issue that has been referred to consistently through the discussion.  Diana referred to it as an alliance, an alliance.  Chris talked about a democratic dialogue.  We all understand that we are looking here for actions that flow from and contribute to the development of a democratic culture.  What can be done in this process to inculcate and expand democratic culture?  What can be done to involve a civil society more fully?  One question of course is the relation between international observers and domestic observers.  That’s an instance of a larger issue, because at the end of the day, as has been said regularly here, what we have to do is establish practices that are seen as legitimate in the countries themselves by the people who live in those countries.  

And in that process, the mediation process that Bob Pastor has talked about, could play a very effective role.  It is very much a part of not only inculcating a culture, but providing some means by which there can be acceptable cooperation in moving aspects of that culture forward.  Now, you’ve been looking at this list longer than I have, so let me turn around and -- before I get to the list, the specific items on those, let me confess a technique.  Those were simply written down, by and large, as the process proceeded, although some of them reflect questions that were raised at the bottom of the document, at the end of the document that was circulated to most of you.  Before we get to that, are there any general comments on those sort of three categories?  The elaboration of practice, the specific attention to reports as such, and the question of developing an alliance or a democratic dialogue?  Yes?  

Allison Johnson:

Good morning, my name is Allison Johnson [spelled phonetically], I’m an international consultant.  And I’d like to address the third question about creating democratic culture, and an alliance of democratization within a country.  And my supposition would basically stem from some recent work that I’ve seen through the economic commission on Africa of the United Nations, that there needs to be perhaps an inculcation or an inclusion of indigenous cultures and their historic roots of democratization in order to really involve the local community to a higher level.  To be specific, the cases that I’ve seen in which very unique examples have come [inaudible], the case in Thailand.

Joe Clark:

These microphones have built in time limits to them.  

[laughter] 

Sorry, go ahead.

Allison Johnson:

So just to be able to emphasize that, even though we are taking for granted the democratic process and its institutionalization as a part of every country’s governance process going forward, the extent to which indigenous structures, indigenous cultures, indigenous processes can be incorporated into that democratic process, I think could also create the democratic culture that you were alluding to in the third set of recommendations.  Thank you.

Joe Clark:

Thank you.  Ma’am?  Could we have a mic up here? Thanks Mike.  We got two “mikes.”  Go ahead.

Anne Leahy:

Hi, I’m Anne Leahy, a Canadian Ambassador for the Great Lakes Region.  I find this all fascinating, and I can sign up to it.  I was reflecting on your earlier comment, when you opened up, and also what others have said in terms of election observing being part of a continuum, taking the holistic approach.  And perhaps what one might add to this very complete document is a link back to the donor countries.  We make -- whether it’s in the context of NEPAD, G8 NEPAD, Africa Action Plan, whether it’s in the context of our own criteria that we use bi-laterally, and I’m thinking of CETUS’ newly announced criteria for choosing our 25 focus partners, we should perhaps take on the responsibility as donor countries to integrate, to make our own, some of the recommendations that emerge from observation reports.  So perhaps a little link back to the donor countries here who end up financing a lot of those organizations.  

Another observation is that in terms of effectiveness, we’ve talked about the OSCEE, and how far they’ve gone, we heard the story of Peru and the OAS, the African Union on which we’re now concentrating in this year of Africa is being looked at in terms of the capacity building for -- particularly its peace and security new commitments.  But it seems to me, when we even look under that rubric, we look at developing post-conflict reconstruction mechanisms, we’re looking at early warning systems, it seems to me that follow up of elections actually forms a part of that as well.  And this is another link back to partner countries, to focus on the AU which is absent from this, and build up its capacity also to follow up on reports that come out of election observance missions.  Thank you.

Joe Clark:

Thank you.  Howard?

Howard Wolpe:

Thanks, Joe.  Howard Wolpe.  I remain troubled by the way we deal with the issue of culture, and I still think that’s the weakest, that we don’t unbundle that sufficiently.  In my experience in Africa, the issue is not an absence of democratic values, which is the way we normally talk about the issue of culture.  It’s rather that, in culturally plural states, ethnicity is manipulated by elites competing for power, and the fundamental challenge is a lack of a sense of common political community.  People don’t see themselves as interdependent, they don’t see a value in collaboration, there’s no trust among key political leaders.  Modes of discourse are confrontational rather than cooperative.  There’s no consensus about how power should be organized, and so on.  And it seems to me that that’s a very different -- once one understands that as the core issue, you’re led into a different strategy for inculcating democracy.  That is, the fundamental challenge is building a sense of interdependence, is building trust among elites, of creating a recognition that is in their self-interest to want to collaborate with others.  Once people recognize that, they’re led automatically toward inclusive democratic forms.  But when you try to preach at people as if the issue is a matter of value, I think we just miss the point.

Joe Clark:

Okay, I’m going to be a fairly rigorous chair on this and get to the list.  Let me make a couple of quick comments on some of the matters that have been raised.  Both the reference to indigenous cultures and characteristics and Howard’s very apt last intervention, I think, relate to the importance of what I had listed as our third category of questions, the development of a dialogue or of a, what Diana had earlier called “an alliance.”  And it’s important, because if that happens and the product comes from the community itself, there will be a reflection of indigenous characteristics one way or another.  There will be debates within those societies about what form that should take, but if the process is successful, that debate will be driven by people from the society itself.  Howard’s point, I think, is quite important in that we want to be clear that the purpose of the collaboration is to in effect identify ways in which a legitimate culture, call it indigenous in a larger sense, indigenous to that particular country is able to be expressed – is able to express itself in a democratic context. I think we certainly want to be very careful that we stay away from any suggestion of imposing values that will not apply. There was a point up there that I had scratched out, but I will – Anne encourages me to put it in again – one of the observations as we were preparing for this is that in very many cases, observer groups have found that there is an interest by sponsoring governments, but it's not often at a high level of interest – at a high level in [unintelligible]. I think in the United States there is a practice fairly often with NBI and with others of going over some of the recommendations. But that happens on lower levels of the State Department rather than on more senior levels. And there is an interesting question as to how one bumps that up to a level where policy decisions might actually be taken. It may be easier in some of the multilateral organizations, the Commonwealth, even the OAS, perhaps La Francophone, the OSCEE, because there are meetings ahead of the government level or something equivalent where those matters can be raised. Can I go through list in the order in which it has appeared? And I guess we won’t quite take a vote on this, but this will be, if you will trust us to this extent, this will be guidance to the people who were drafting a final report. I’d like to see if these are – well let me go through some of the questions. How can a sovereign state be encouraged to act on recommendations? We obviously have the practice of the OSCEE if it has teeth, we have a comparable practice, although without the formal OSCEE commitment in the Commonwealth, are there other – clearly this is an issue, are there answers to that issue that we've not canvassed today? Yes.

Esther Amouzorohike [spelled phonetically]:

Yes, sir. I think one other issue is -- sorry, my name is Esther Amouzorohike [spelled phonetically], I am a student of the American University, Washington College of Law. I am a Nigerian. I think part of the, one of the things we can do to encourage them to act on recommendations is constant publicity, constant reaction to what's go on after elections. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you. Yes.

Erin Mooney:

Erin Mooney from the Brookings Institution and I just wanted to follow up on a point that Patrick Marlow [spelled phonetically] mentioned, which was about the UN Human Rights Committee. He looked to Carina Perelli to speak about that, and of course he's not here, but I thought I would just echo the importance of using that forum. From my own experience, it did prove quite valuable in changing the electoral legislation in the country of Georgia, where internally displaced persons, effectively internal refugees were denied in legislation the right to vote in presidential and parliamentary elections. And the use of the Human Rights Committee was just one part of a broader advocacy campaign. Civil society groups took a case to the constitutional court, the OSCE made recommendations, the Council of Europe, United Nations as well.  But this periodic review of state reports, it only happens every four to six years, but the Human rights committee, I think would welcome submissions by electoral observer groups.  Intergovernmental organizations are a project of the Brookings Institution was able to provide information on this, and the government was compelled to respond, and it responded that it would change its legislation. So I would just encourage that it is an important body to use. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you, I'm going to revise our procedure here to try to make it a little more manageable to get out in the next ten minutes. I'd – these are questions that we will consider when we are drafting recommendations. Is there any question there that you think should be struck from the list? And I will then ask a question – is there a question that should be added to a list, and then finally, if any of you has a specific comment on a question that is on the list that has been as helpful as the last two comments, we'd like to take account of that. So Esther, you had your shot. Yes, go ahead.

Esther Amouzorohike:

[low audio] I do not know, when we talk about all that democratic processes, I want to understand that it will be inclusive of our partnership that relates to other cross-continental development issues. I'll give an example with my country. You find out that the issue of corruption is the other side of the coin to elections. The fundamental thing is that people see office as a place to go and loot. They actually loot, and they turn the excess of their money against the electorate using it to win the votes. Do we have an alliance that will include anti-corruption issues in the country, and then again, how do we extend the issue of monitoring processes to also include some negative actions taken by governments after they have won elections to consolidate themselves in power? What are we doing about [unintelligible]? The reason is this: a government in power that changes its constitution to remain in power is already an illegitimate government. What will an international body be monitoring by way of an election founded on illegitimacy. Do we sit down and watch them change the constitution for a third time, how would we expect a free and fair election? Thank you.

Joe Clark:

I think the answer to that is that there will be recommendations typically – recommendations of election observers would take account of significant flaws in the system. If there is a practice that includes the following two elements, we'll be able to get at that. One element would be some formal process of follow up, and we've talked about that. The second would be trying to build on what we are, in this discussion, calling, "a continuing alliance," so that there is a continuing discussion as to what form the development of democratic practice might follow. Yes Ma'am.

Wendy Silverman:

Thank you, Wendy Silverman, State Department Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor. I just wanted to encourage you to think about clarifying the question how might a practice be established of senior officials of influential governments taking note of significant reports. I would encourage you to think about sharpening the clarity of what you're really looking for there, because I can tell you, speaking for the State Department, we certainly do information memos to senior officials, and we also issue official statements following OSCEE election assessments. 

Joe Clark:

Okay, I welcome help in clarity of drafting. Yes, John.

John Graham:

John Graham, Canadian Foundation for the Americas, and also temporarily representing Canada and the -- deploys observers from Canada.  Can I ask a question about what should be added, not what should be taken off? There is a great deal of attention on follow up, and I think there should be a question about the importance of building up to. There was talk this morning about the long-term observers, the medium-term observers, in my experience, the play an absolutely essential role, and can change the course of [unintelligible] in some circumstances. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you. Yes, please.

Male Speaker:

[low audio] I think it would be good to include a point about, kind of all of the above, mounting an international campaign to get more and earlier funding. Everything we're talking about here today has financial implications that are rather clear. I would also suggest that to the extent that we move the funding up, get more money earlier, get more money for follow up practice later, and get it committed in advance to that degree as well, you'll get more attention at a higher political level. 

Joe Clark:

Yeah, good. Yes.

Susan Hyde:

Just quickly, I want add a small voice, Susan Hyde again, cautioning against the piling on in the follow up procedures of activities unrelated to election observation such as, I'm concerned about the question, can the concept of democratic audit be added to follow procedures because democracy promotion is one thing, election observation is part of that. And I think in line with comments Eric Beerline [spelled phonetically] was making earlier, that adding too many things, that it's not a panacea. Election observation is not going to make democracy happen everywhere, but the question may be reaching too far. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you.  Yes.  

Fabian Cote:

Just about -- Fabian Cote [spelled phonetically], National Election Observatory, Cameroon. Just about the last question, should a practice be developed on how international and domestic observers can work together to encourage follow up. I think this is a very important issue. But I think we, for international observer and domestic observer to work together to encourage follow up, they have to work together first before the election, and during the election. And I think we have not yet emphasized on that point. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you. 

Female Speaker:

A suggestion to remove a question because I think it's far too vague, and perhaps, not strictly related. Are there economic or other consequences, if there's a failure to act on recommendations? This is such a huge issue, and it is perhaps one notch above the level of discussion here today. 

Joe Clark:

It may be a question of phrasing. I think what I had in mind when I was phrasing that, sitting in my seat, was whether there would be some consequences in domestic technical assistance or other programs with respect to countries whose behavior was not acceptable, who were not keeping their obligations. Anne?

Anne:

What you seem to be saying relates more perhaps to my first point about countries who have bilateral relations, taking this into account, or even agencies, but economic sanctions, I read your economic sanctions to UN, Security Council, I mean it is so vague.

Joe Clark:

I didn't intend it as economic sanctions, I intended it – so let us, if we edit that, to focus more specifically upon a price being paid in availability in governmental or assistance programs on a bilateral basis, or on the basis for example of an organization like the Commonwealth or the Francophone. Taking one out of eligibility rather than it being a sanction, is that – you're still –

Anne:

Well even then I'd be careful because the assessment will be made at a political level, whereas the observing is done at a different level. So there's a step in between that intervenes here. 

Joe Clark:

Let's – may I adopt Bob's suggestion of phrasing, what should be the economic consequences? And what I'm looking for here, and the very discussion will be instructive to those I consult as we draft the response. What I'm looking for here is precisely the kind of issue you've raised, if there's something that seems to be going farther than was intended, we want to be careful of that. But this is not a drafting session. Yes. Excuse me, sir. Go ahead.

Joe Tidings:

Mr. Clark, My name is Joe Tidings [spelled phonetically], I was on two monitoring missions to the Ukraine. And I came here today to listen to listen to Election Observation Missions, Making them count, and most of what I've heard today is marvelous work that NGO's, IGO's, different groups are doing in trying to establish democracy, democratic institutions in nations around our planet, all of which are hugely impressive. But the idea of the monitoring mission as a continuum in which you recommend sanctions and all sorts of activities other than the actual monitoring mission, then you tie that into the conflicts which were mentioned by several people, and any of the EDA/NDA, the US groups that are funded by the federal funds, there's always the problem of conflict, and was mentioned before, this individual IGO staff member should have worked in the country, building a democratic institution. I found that in Ukraine, they have very strong positions.  The monitoring mission, as I understood it, it's supposed to be an independent objective operation which very well could go – in Ukraine, we went four times before and the two elections. So we did make reports on the ability to have fair elections, which were picked up by the press, and I think at least they were known across media sources, and when the actual monitoring came, we didn't necessarily have the same monitors. But all of our monitors were objective and independent, and when it was over, we made another report and we went back home. Now what you all seem to be saying here is the monitoring mission is not just a monitoring mission, all sorts of responsibilities, so I just call that to your attention, that someone who came here to hear and learn a little bit about how to do effective monitoring, and then we get into the marvelous arena of nation-building, developing, democratic institutions, which obviously a monitoring mission is part of it. But a monitoring mission like those that we have, that's an independent group with people who are pretty much objective. So I bring that to your attention. 

Joe Clark:

And I think it's been very helpful. I think what the distinction that should be made is between the members of the missions who go in with independent status, who do their job, and who come out on the one hand, and on the other hand, the sponsoring organizations. And I think there is a view that the sponsoring organizations, while they are interested in monitoring a particular election, also share an interest in the larger process of developing a democratic culture. And that while the individual members of a mission might be allowed to go home, the sponsoring organizations should not leave the issue with the filing of the report. But I think that your question, again, revealed another lack of clarity in the list that we put up on the chart. And we'll try to catch that. 

Miriam Lapp:

Hi, Miriam Lapp, I'm from Elections Canada. I'm not sure whether this is another question to be added, or a point that could feed into some of the questions that are already there, particularly with practical next steps. Elections Canada is one of about a dozen independent election management bodies that came together to form the international mission for Iraqi elections, which conducted the monitoring for the January 30th elections, and with the support of CIDA, we'll be there for the next two electoral events at least. And the approach that they've been taking, the IMIE has been taking, is that – they use the term accompaniment, they're there to accompany the independent electoral commission of Iraq. Through the whole process, through these assessments and providing information, but they've been very clear to state, "We're not there to provide technical assistance to you, there are other organizations that are doing an excellent job of that already, beginning with UNEAD, but also IFES and NDI and IRI. So it's this notion of accompanying in terms of continuing to provide assessments of the process as it unfolds, but also being prepared to provide any information and advice, I guess, to – specifically to the electoral commission. So it's kind of – it's a peer review process of electoral commissions talking to another electoral specifically. 

Joe Clark:

Thank you. Diana.

Diana Acha-Morfaw:

Thank you. When we talk of recommendations and follow up, it is easy to see in the context of multi-lateral organizations like the Commonwealth, what you could term as clubs where the country belongs to, and therefore there is some framework within which this follow up could be done. When we talk of recommendations generally, one tends to have several observation missions in the field or reporting back to different organizations. And outside the multi-lateral organizations, I think we need to bring some clarity, or say how these recommendations could be pulled together or something, a corporation with local NGOs. But inasmuch as EFAS, NDI, [unintelligible] would consult in the field, they all do that independent reports.  So what recommendations are we talking of here?  And also we have situations where one year they come, another election they don’t come, and this recommendation [unintelligible] on their website.  I think Cameroon has taken this up with NDI before [unintelligible] Cameroon for over 10 years.  But the report is frozen in time on the website and everybody who consults the NDI website thinks Cameroon is still in the situation in which it was over 10 years ago.  

And so, how do we pull these recommendations together?  What recommendations are we referring to outside the multilateral organizations?  Thank you.

Male Speaker:

Okay.  I’ll let you and Pat work out the NDI website later on.

[laughter]

Off-mic Speaker:

[inaudible] read the date of the report.

Male Speaker:

Read the date of the report, I suppose, is a way to do that.  In fact, Cameroon is interesting in that when I go back in May, I understand that there have been discussions between La Francophonie and the Commonwealth with respect to the nature of an independent mechanism that might be recommended.  So we will be dealing in that case with the idea of an institution that has been recommended by more than one observer group, and not adhering to the details necessarily of either one.  I think that’s an interesting precedent in itself because it does suggest that groups that, that in this post-election phase, part of what could occur would be the identification of the important common themes that flowed from different election observation methods.

Now one last question and then we will adjourn.  Yes, at the back.

Michael Boda:

Michael Boda again.  The gentleman at the front had touched on this.  I, perhaps a more specific question that you might want to add relates to the institutional arrangement by which follow up procedures would be implemented.  That would be my question as to how, or what I may coin as the “Arthur Anderson Paradox” might be avoided, that being the consultant and the person doing the verification.  How do you avoid a conflict of interest?

Male Speaker:

Okay.  I want to offer an assurance and then a conclusion.  The assurance is that while this list of conclusions was put together more or less on the fly, as you have learned from listening to the various panels, the people who are expert in this field are extremely careful in the way they phrase their recommendations, and we will seek to follow that standard of care in the conclusions that are ultimately presented.

Let me conclude by thanking both the Africa program and the Canada Institute of the Woodrow Wilson Center for making this discussion possible.  I want to go back again to express my very real appreciation of the help that we have all received from various panelists and their organizations, not simply in their presence here today, but in the preparation for the conference.  I can tell them that that collaboration has only begun, and as we go into the process of determining what conclusions we want to deem as coming from this discussion, I want to call on them again.  Again, my thanks, and this meeting is adjourned.

[applause]

[end of transcript]
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