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Abstract 

This report reviews the role of the European Parliament (EP) in observing elections as a 
means of assessing democratic development in neighbourhood countries that are also 
participating States of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), 
i.e. all Candidate and potential Candidate countries and EU Eastern Partnership countries. 
The EU has acknowledged that the lead on observing elections in these countries is 
taken by the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) whose 
long-term missions are often joined by short-term delegations from the EP and other 
parliamentary bodies to form International Election Observation Missions (IEOMs).  The 
report assesses the framework in which IEOMs operate and the observational 
methodologies employed by these different institutions.  It includes a focus on 
challenges faced by IEOMs (including criticisms of the role played by ODIHR) to present a 
common international assessment of an electoral process that is important for 
establishing EU policy towards these neighbourhood countries. The report also identifies 
ways in which the EP can take measures to strengthen the effectiveness of IEOMs and to 
improve its framework for undertaking election observation. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A key tool in the delivery of EU policy to promote human rights and democracy is through international 
election observation. Since 1994, the EU has deployed around 100 Election Observation Missions (EU 
EOMs) to over 50 countries; their role has been to assess a partner country’s conduct of an election and 
the level of democracy enjoyed by its citizens.  Since 2000, all EU EOMs, which are headed by a Member 
of the European Parliament, have used a consistent and comprehensive methodology that reviews all 
aspects of an electoral process in accordance with international standards for elections. To cover the 
election day period, the long-term EU EOMs are often joined by smaller and short-term Election 
Observer Delegations from the European Parliament (EP EODs); during the 2004-2009 parliament, 56 
separate EP EODs were deployed to 40 countries. 

Although having an understandably close interest in the democratic development of its European 
neighbours, the EU has chosen not to deploy an EOM to any of the nine countries that are Candidates 
and potential Candidates for EU membership, nor to any of the six countries with which the EU has 
established the Eastern Partnership framework. 1  This is because these countries, like all EU Member 
States, are part of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), which already has 
two institutions that regularly observe elections: the Office of Democratic Institutions and Human 
Rights (ODIHR) and the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA).  However, in contrast to EU EOMs, the 
EP has been able to regularly send observers to cover elections in OSCE participating States: in 2004-
2009, EP EODs assessed 18 elections in nine European neighbour countries. This makes the EP unique as 
a parliamentary body, in that it is actively engaged in election observation globally; however, it also 
raises the question whether the EP – which engaged with only one third of the elections being 
observed in the OSCE Area during that period – places enough of a priority on observing elections in its 
European neighbour countries. 

Within the OSCE Area, it is the ODIHR that takes the lead on electoral issues; it has deployed observation 
or assessment missions for elections in all but ten of the OSCE’s 56 participating States. The EU widely 
acknowledges the credible work of the ODIHR, not least as the methodological approach to observing 
elections taken by EU EOMs – impartial, comprehensive, long-term and countrywide – is based closely 
on the model developed and used by the ODIHR.  This methodology is further reflected in the 2005 
Declaration of Principles for International Election Observation, which outlines best practices for the 
way in which election observation can be conducted and which has been endorsed by different 
observational bodies including the Council of the European Union, the European Commission and the 
EP.  

The EP’s recognition of long-term assessment as the key element of election observation has meant 
that EP EODs will not be deployed unless a long-term mission is also present; within the OSCE Area, this 
means that the EP EOD will join with the ODIHR missions.  When it does so, the EP EOD and other short-
term delegations from the OSCE PA and the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) 
will join the ODIHR to form an International Election Observation Mission (IEOM) that will coordinate 
observation activities over the election day period and issue a joint preliminary post-election statement.  
This statement, released on the day following the election to maximise the impact of the IEOM’s 
findings, ensures that the different international observer organisations provide a single, common 

                                                               

1 The Candidate countries are Croatia, Turkey and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.  The potential 
Candidate countries are Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iceland, Montenegro and Serbia; Kosovo is also a 
potential Candidate within United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244.   The Eastern Partnership countries 
are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine.  
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assessment on the quality and credibility of the election process.  The alternative, that each institution 
issues its own separate statements, could raise opportunities for ‘forum shopping’ by national 
stakeholders.  A joint statement also allows a comprehensive and countrywide picture to be drawn of all 
aspects of the electoral process both over the long-term and election day; any statement that detailed 
one without the other could not provide a credible analysis of an electoral process.  The joint statement 
therefore represents a consensus on how each head of delegation has agreed the election should be 
assessed and described. However, the impact of that joint statement can be undermined when 
individual observers of the IEOM provide their own, often inconsistent messages to those agreed in the 
statement.  A particular problem has emerged where over-enthusiastic speeches and quotes by heads 
of delegations in IEOM press conferences and press releases have failed to properly represent the 
nuances of the joint statement’s overall assessment. 

While most IEOMs have been able to function in a collegial and collaborative atmosphere, there have 
been instances where different delegations have clashed over discussions on their joint statement.  
Occasionally, these disagreements have related to a divergence on issues of substance, such as seeking 
to find a balance where long-term criticisms of an election framework contrast with more enthusiastic 
assessments of election day; however, more frequently, the clashes have reflected an inter-institutional 
rivalry, especially in relation to the prolonged disagreement between OSCE PA and ODIHR over an 
institutional ambiguity on whether one of their institutions should have the lead OSCE role with 
election observation.  These kind of problems have often hampered the capacity of IEOMs to work as 
effectively as they could and, more worrying, may also have undermined trust between the different 
institutions on finding a proper consensus on their conclusions.  

The ODIHR has faced extensive political pressure from some of the OSCE participating States who have 
challenged the mandate and the manner by which the ODIHR undertakes electoral and other 
democratisation activities.  This pressure, which comes from a group of seven countries whose elections 
have been criticised by ODIHR observation missions, has included proposals for changing the ODIHR’s 
methodology, such as to restrict the size of observation missions and prevent the issuing of preliminary 
statements, which would significantly undermine their role as a credible and independent observation 
body.  A 2008 EP resolution has specifically criticised actions by participating States that restrict the 
work of the ODIHR to fulfil its mandate. While direct criticism of the ODIHR on this issue has recently 
cooled, it is notable that Kazakhstan, one of the seven participating States to criticise the ODIHR, will 
become the 2010 OSCE Chairman-in-Office and will play a highly influential role within the organisation. 

Outside of its participation on an IEOM, an EP EOD will also produce a report on its overall findings for 
submission to the EP’s Election Coordination Group and the various parliamentary committees that 
monitor a partner country’s activities.  However, ODIHR is currently the only one of the four primary 
observation institutions that systematically produces detailed and comprehensive reports on elections 
in each of the countries it observes.  These reports, which also include a series of recommendations for 
improvements to future elections, are widely referred to by EU institutions in their progress reports on 
each of these countries.   

This level of reliance on ODIHR reports highlights the fact that, although the EU has placed democratic 
elections as a benchmark of progress for deepening its relations with its European neighbours, it has no 
formal mechanism for doing so other than through relying on the findings of IEOM observers and, in 
particular, the ODIHR. Such broad political acceptance within the EU of the ODIHR’s proven and 
consistent reliability could be challenged if the credibility of those findings is undermined through turf-
wars between institutions or if the work of different delegations is politicised or overtly influenced by 
any non-EU country. EP observers should therefore seek to strengthen public and institutional 
confidence that the assessment of an election in one of its partner countries has been reached with 
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credibility and consistency.  Measures should also be taken to promote closer coordination and 
collaboration within an IEOM, including increased levels of transparency between the different 
institutions, such as the sharing of pre-election reports.  

Serious consideration has been given by the EP to developing a stronger methodological basis for its 
election observation activities. The EP has been working towards creating a more detailed  set of 
internal procedures to provide an adequate framework for how the delegations are expected to work 
and how they are expected to assess an election. The EP Conference of Presidents adopted a decision 
on 10 December 2009, adopting 'Implementing Provisions governing election observations'. These 
new implementing provisions integrate major parts of the previous 2006 Guidelines for European 
Parliament Election Observation Delegations and introduce an annexed Code of Conduct for Members.  

The Code of Conduct, a binding instrument for all MEPs taking part in an election observation 
delegation, reflects the improved professionalism of Members taking part in election observation 
missions and their increased sensitivity to the impact of their work in countries where they observe 
elections. These recent changes have provided the European Parliament with a stronger procedural 
basis for the implementation and further development of election observation activities.  

Given the absence of any other formal EU institutional role in monitoring partner countries that are 
OSCE participating States, it is therefore important that the EP should take steps to prioritise its level of 
engagement, especially with Candidate, potential Candidate and Eastern Partnership countries; this 
may include increasing the number of EP EODs to be deployed and the size of each delegation, and 
how the EP can effectively follow-up on elections.  This would appear to be a more feasible option than 
for the EU to consider duplicating the role through deploying separate EU EOM observation for 
important elections in these countries, especially when one bears in mind that the EU contributes 
around 70 per cent of the OSCE annual budget.  
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1 ELECTION OBSERVATION AND EU INSTITUTIONS 

The role of election observation as a global tool to strengthen democratic institutions and respect for 
fundamental civil and political rights is a well-established and high profile activity of the European 
Union.  Election observation, whereby the credibility of an electoral process is objectively assessed in 
regard to its level of compliance with international standards and best practices relating to fundamental 
political freedoms and civil rights, can both contribute significantly to the public and political 
confidence in the legitimacy of an election and also provide a comprehensive evaluation of the status of 
human rights and democracy in whichever country’s elections are being observed.  

The EU’s support for election observation and other forms of electoral assistance stems from its 
commitment to promote principles related to human rights, the process of democratisation and the 
strengthening of the rule of law and good governance with all partner countries.2  In response to an 
initially ad hoc approach to observation by EU institutions, the Communication on EU Election Assistance 
and Observation,3 issued in 2000 by the Commission and subsequently endorsed by Council and 
Parliament, has established a systematic, consistent and cross-institutional policy on election 
observation.  The EU will only observe elections where the authorities of the partner country have 
issued an invitation and where the deployment of EU observers has been identified as ‘advisable, viable 
and useful’.4 During their deployment, EU observers are mandated to assess the elections in accordance 
with international human rights standards and best practice for elections; in particular, reference is 
made to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights. (ICCPR)   

1.1 The role of EU Election Observation Missions 

Based on the policy outlined in the 2000 Communication, the EU developed and adopted a specific 
observation methodology based around the establishment of independent Election Observation 
Missions (EU EOMs) headed by a Member of the European Parliament (MEP) who leads a core team of 
experts and observers to undertake a long-term assessment of an election process.5  The EU EOM long-
term presence is often complemented over the election day period by short-term observers; for most 
missions, this will include an Election Observer Delegation from the European Parliament (EP EOD). 

In practice, the findings of an EU EOM are focused on its comprehensive and countrywide analysis of all 
stages of an election process, culminating in the issuing of public reports, which include 
recommendations for improvements to future elections. This methodological approach is openly 
acknowledged to have been adapted from that developed in the mid-1990s by the Office of Democratic 
Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(OSCE). Moreover, the methodology reflects the best practices for observation outlined in the 2005 
Declaration of Principles for International Election Observation, which has been endorsed by the 

                                                               
2  See, for example, Council conclusions on Human Rights and Democratisation in third countries : “The Council affirms the EU’s 
commitment to strengthening its efforts to support democracy in EU external action […]. The Council underlines the EU’s 
continuing commitment to the observation of elections across the world.”  (8 December 2009) 

3 European Commission (2000). Communication on EU election assistance and observation COM/2000/0191  

4 Ibid, Section 4.4.1 

5 The comprehensive methodology for EU EOM assessment, revised and updated in 2008, is contained in the Handbook for 
EU Election Observation (2nd Edition, 2008).  See also www.eueom.eu.  
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Council, the Commission and the Parliament.6  This approach provides for a systematic review of 
electoral laws, election administration structures, voter registration, candidate nomination, 
campaigning, media coverage, polling, counting, publication of results, the participation of vulnerable 
groups and, finally, the resolution of any disputes.  By its nature, such an analysis must consider the 
electoral process within a much broader context than simply ‘technical’, ‘electoral’ or ‘political’ issues: 
the assessment also reviews the enjoyment of fundamental civil rights and political freedoms, including 
the freedoms of expression, association and movement, non-discrimination and equal rights for all 
citizens.   

Increasingly, election observation by EU EOMs has been identified as a potentially key element of EU 
foreign policy towards promoting and reinforcing democratisation in partner countries;7 obviously, the 
relevance of the findings of an EU EOM can be especially significant for partner countries with which the 
Union has entered into agreements, such as defined country-specific action plans, that routinely refer to 
benchmark criteria on standards and commitments related to democratisation, human rights, good 
governance or electoral processes.  Furthermore, observation is not a ‘stand-alone’ activity: often, the 
EU will provide the partner country with offers of technical advice and assistance usually supported by 
significant funds towards improving electoral and democratic process, especially in relation to the 
adoption and implementation of EU EOM recommendations. 

Since 2000, over eighty EU EOMs have been deployed in Africa, Asia, South America, the Pacific and the 
Southern European Neighbourhood. But, notably, no EU EOM has been deployed to any of the 56 
participating States of the OSCE, which includes all 27 Member States and the nine current Candidate 
and potential Candidate countries, as well as the six Eastern Partnership countries and six other 
countries in the European Neighbourhood and Central Asia with which the Union has Partnership and 
Cooperation Agreements. 8 This could be considered paradoxical given that the status of democratic 
development – and, in particular, the credibility of electoral processes and governmental institutions – 
is highly relevant to determining the EU’s relationship with these countries, especially those who seek 
to join or deepen relations with the EU. Neither the Commission nor the Council have provided a formal 
position on why EU EOMs are not to be deployed within the OSCE Area, although in practice the 
rationale is clear: comprehensive, impartial, credible and reliable election observation, using a 
comparable methodology, is considered to be already undertaken by OSCE institutions.9 

1.2 The role of European Parliament 

Since 1995, the EP has been actively engaged in election observation in partner countries through the 
deployment of EP EODs which consist of elected members and professional parliamentary staff.  The EP 
EODs are deployed for a short-term period, usually around 5 days, limiting their coverage of their 
assessment to seeking a broad overview of the election process from interlocutors and having direct 
observation of the end of the campaign and the polling and counting processes only. The decision to 

                                                               
6 The Declaration was endorsed by the Council on 8 December 2009 (see supra, note 2). The Declaration, which includes a 
Code of Conduct was adopted under the auspices of the United Nations and has been endorsed by 35 international 
governmental and non-governmental organisations. See 2005 Declaration of Principles  

7 See, for example, Meyer-Resende M., Exporting Legitimacy: the Record of EU Election Observation in the Context of EU 
Democracy Support, (2006 Centre for European Policy Studies). 

8 See supra Note 1 for a list of these countries. Kosovo is not a participating State of the OSCE, although the OSCE Mission in 
Kosovo is present in the territory in line with UNSCR 1244 and a decision of the OSCE Permanent Council. 

9 See, for example, Handbook for EU Election Observation, section 1.4 The Scope of EU Election Observation. 
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deploy an EP EOD is taken by the EP Conference of Presidents based on recommendations by the 
Election Coordination Group (ECG), which is formed from members of the Committee of Foreign Affairs 
and the Committee on Development.  The EP must itself have received an invitation to observe by the 
authorities of the host country in order to send an EP EOD.10   

By a decision of the Conference of Presidents in 2005, EP EODs will only be deployed where long-term 
observation is being undertaken; this policy also reflects the 2005 Declaration of Principles, which states 
that “International election observation evaluates … through comprehensive, long-term observation”.11   
In practice this means that for any election where an EU EOM has been established, an EP EOD will form 
a part of it and will rely on the long-term mission for detailed briefings and logistical arrangements.  The 
EP EOD will usually not issue any statement of its own during the course of their deployment but 
instead will add its endorsement to the preliminary statement issued by the EU EOM, although the EP 
EOD will separately prepare its own report that will be published later.12 

Although there is a European Commission decision de facto not to deploy EU EOMs to OSCE 
participating States, no such distinction applies to the EP and since 1995 many short-term EP EODs have 
been deployed to observe elections within the OSCE Area.  In such case, the EP EOD will cooperate with 
the long-term observation mission being undertaken by the OSCE/ODIHR and with other short-term 
parliamentary observer delegations from the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA) and the 
Parliamentary Assembly from the Council of Europe (PACE).13  Although each of these delegations is 
independent, they will also come together to form a collaborative International Election Observation 
Mission (IEOM) that will coordinate their observation activities over the election day period and issue a 
joint statement.   

The EP EODs are able to have such cooperation because, with the three other main institutions, it shares 
the same methodological approach to undertaking short-term observation.  This approach is focused 
on a commitment to basic principles of impartiality and non-interference in the election, cooperation 
with the host authorities and all major contestants in the election, openness in their findings through 
the issuing of a preliminary statement and visibility in the work of the IEOM so as to contribute towards 
confidence in the electoral process. All four institutions also recognise that election day observations 
may easily be over-emphasised and must not be taken out of context from the broader electoral 
process. With this in mind, the level of cooperation within an IEOM means that all observers tend to use 
the same ‘observer checklists’, receive similar briefings, consolidate their findings and agree upon the 
text of the preliminary statement they will issue. The EP EOD, the ODIHR and PACE have also endorsed 
the 2005 Declaration of Principles. 

Yet, despite these essentially common values and practices, there have been several instances where 
the participating institutions in an IEOM have differed, and occasionally disagreed, on the way in which 
they approach election observation.  This paper seeks to review whether such circumstances can 

                                                               
10 The invitation may come from the host government, its parliament or the election commission.  The EP has not observed 
in e.g. Belarus, because of the absence of a formal invitation. 

11 2005 Declaration of Principles, supra note 6, Principle number (5) 

12 All reports from EP EODs can be found at the EP website: (http://www.europarl.europa.eu).  

13  Short-term observer delegations may also be present from the Parliamentary Assembly of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation (NATO PA) and the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe (CLRAE).  Bilateral 
delegations from national parliaments may also be present but will not take part in an IEOM.  International observer 
missions from NGOs such as the National Democratic Institute of the United States, who are also signatories to the 2005 
Declaration of Principles, sometimes observe elections in the OSCE Area; while there has so far been no attempt to include 
such groups in an IEOM, there is often close cooperation. 
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generally undermine the important role played by IEOMs in election observation in the OSCE Area and, 
more specifically, to assess the impact that EP EODs may have towards strengthening the success of 
IEOMs.  

2 INSTITUTIONS UNDERTAKING ELECTION OBSERVATION IN THE OSCE AREA 

The OSCE Area 

The 56 OSCE participating States (by their status to the European Union) 

EU Member States 

EU Candidate 
and potential 

Candidate 
countries 

Eastern 
Partnership 

Countries 

European 
Neighbourhood or 

Partnership 
Countries 

Others 

Austria * 
Belgium 
Bulgaria 
Cyprus * 
Czech Republic 
Denmark * 
Estonia 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Hungary 
Ireland 
Italy 

Latvia 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg * 
Malta * 
Netherlands 
Poland 
Portugal 
Romania 
Slovakia 
Slovenia  
Spain 
Sweden 
United Kingdom 

Albania 
Bosnia & 

Herzegovina 
Croatia 
Iceland 
FYROM 
Montenegro 
Serbia 
Turkey 
 
(Kosovo is not an 
OSCE 
participating State 
but is a potential 
EU candidate in 
line with UNSCR 
1244) 

Armenia 
Azerbaijan 
Belarus 
Georgia 
Moldova 
Ukraine 

Kazakhstan 
Kyrgyzstan 
Russia 
Tajikistan 
Turkmenistan 
Uzbekistan 

Andorra * 
Canada 
Holy See * 
Lichtenstein 
Monaco * 
Norway 
San Marino * 
Switzerland 
United States 

All OSCE participating States except for those marked with an asterisk (*) have received an ODIHR election observation 
mission, an election assessment mission or a needs assessment mission during the period 1996-2009. 

  Data taken from ODIHR website.

2.1 The basis for election observation by the OSCE 

The basis for the institutions of the OSCE to observe elections comes from a series of common election-
related commitments undertaken by participating States at the 1990 Copenhagen Meeting on the 
Human Dimension.14 These so-called ‘Copenhagen Commitments’ make a specific reference to the fact 
that “the presence of observers, both foreign and domestic, can enhance the electoral process” and that 
a standing invitation is offered to “observers from any other participating State … to observe the course 
of their national election proceedings”15.  All OSCE election observers are bound by a Code of Conduct 
that, inter alia, commits its observers and missions to impartiality and non-interference in the course of 
making an assessment of an election.  While practical and financial limitations mean that not all 
elections in the OSCE Area can be observed, over 160 elections in 44 of the 56 OSCE participating States 
(including 22 EU Member States) have been observed or assessed. 

                                                               
14 The Document of the Copenhagen Meeting (1990) of the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE); the 
body was renamed the OSCE at the 1994 Budapest Summit.  All OSCE participating States have also ratified the ICCPR. 

15 Ibid, Paragraph 8. 
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2.2 The OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) 

Within the OSCE, the ODIHR16 was established in 1990 to assist participating States fulfil their human 
dimension commitments, with a specific mandate to carry out election observation across the OSCE 
Area.17  Since 1996, the ODIHR Election Department has developed a comprehensive and standardised 
long-term observation methodology based on the electoral-related commitments contained in the 
Copenhagen Document and best practices, which has been used to observe or assess election across 
participating States, including presidential, parliamentary and local elections, as well as referendums.  

The structure of an ODIHR observation mission is based around the deployment four weeks or so before 
election day of a head of mission, a core team of experts and long-term observers, who will usually stay 
in-country for one week following election day.18  A decision on the deployment of a mission in terms of 
its size and duration is made by a Needs Assessment Mission (NAM) composed of ODIHR staff with 
responsibility for longer-term monitoring of relevant election-related political and technical 
developments in the participating State. This average of a five-week deployment period is described as 
‘long-term’ to the extent it usually, but not always, allows for coverage of the full  campaign period and 
the publication of the results; there have been several occasions where an ODIHR mission has stayed for 
longer periods where e.g. there are delays in results or contentious post-election events. 

In most missions, there will also be the large-scale deployment for the election day of ODIHR short-term 
observers who are seconded by participating States.  The number of short-term observers requested by 
ODIHR is aimed at providing a sufficient coverage of polling stations countrywide that allow for a 
statistical sample to be made of polling day observations: this analysis can provide a quantitative 
foundation for an assessment of election day procedures.  The numbers may be further increased for 
elections of particular sensitivity:  for example, for the repeat second round of the 2004 Ukrainian 
presidential election, the ODIHR deployed 1,020 observers from 44 participating States to cover the 
polling and counting process.  Even where there are not such large numbers, there tends to be 
substantially more ODIHR observers on an IEOM than from any of the parliamentary delegations. 

Recently, the ODIHR has adapted its methodology to allow for the deployment of limited election 
observation missions (LEOMs) which have only long-term observers, thus limiting the coverage of 
observation on election day. LEOMs have been deployed to participating States where there is general 
public confidence in the conduct of election day but where concerns may be present in relation to the 
electoral framework or political context of an election (e.g. Serbia 2008, Croatia 2009).  Since 2003, in 
response to calls for a broader engagement in elections across the OSCE Area, ODIHR has also deployed 
over 30 election assessment missions (EAMs) to participating States that may be considered as more-
established democracies (e.g. in September 2009, EAMs were deployed to Germany, Greece, Norway 
and Portugal).  EAMs are usually composed of a core team of election experts only and are deployed for 
a shorter period. 

                                                               
16 The ODIHR was originally established under the CSCE 1990 Charter of Paris as the Office for Free Elections and was 
renamed in 1992. Its official acronym is the OSCE/ODIHR but the short version is used in this report. 

17 The 1993 Rome Meeting of the CSCE Council refers to ODIHR’s responsibility to undertake “comprehensive election 
monitoring”.  The 1994 Budapest Summit requires ODIHR to “play an enhanced role in election monitoring before, during 
and after elections”. The 1999 Istanbul Summit saw participating States commit to invite the ODIHR to observe their 
elections and “to follow up promptly the ODIHR’s assessment and recommendations”. 

18 ODIHR heads of mission have tended to be former diplomats (of ambassadorial rank) or senior position-holders from 
electoral organisations, including staff from the ODIHR itself.  
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During the course of a mission, ODIHR publishes the report of the NAM and interim reports prepared by 
its core team and long-term observers.  The publication of these reports is aimed at ensuring 
transparency both in the work of the mission and in how the mission reaches its findings.  The ODIHR 
mission will publish a preliminary post-election statement straight after election day and a final report 
within two months of the close of the mission.   

In addition to observation activities, ODIHR is engaged in providing electoral technical assistance and 
advice, for which it often cooperates with OSCE field missions and the Commission on Democracy 
through Law (the Venice Commission) of the Council of Europe. This work can support the follow-up to 
the recommendations made in the ODIHR final report to address shortcomings in the electoral process.  
Albania, in particular, can be cited as an example of where the ODIHR has been continuously engaged, 
observing nine elections in thirteen years, and with the Venice Commission providing expert technical 
advice on the legal framework and voter registration process; although problems remain with Albanian 
elections, there have been significant improvements.  

While remaining essentially consistent in its form, the methodology developed by the ODIHR in 1996 
has been regularly reviewed and refined. 19  Since its inception, the methodology has been limited in 
some areas, especially in relation to providing for a systematic assessment of the registration of voters 
and the monitoring of campaign spending in different participating States. These particular examples, 
which may require extensive audits of voter registers or financial reports, can be hard to address during 
a five-week ODIHR mission, especially as many voter registration or political finance issues will often 
occur long before, or after, the mission’s presence. Challenges to the standard methodology have also 
emerged with technological developments, especially in relation to electronic voting and counting.  
ODIHR appears to have sought to adapt to these challenges through the inclusion of specific experts on 
their core teams20 as well as initiating methodological reviews.21  

2.3 The OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (OSCE PA) 

The OSCE PA, which consists of 320 representatives from elected legislatures of participating States, has 
also established itself as an election observation body within the OSCE Area, deploying over 95 observer 
missions since its first for the Russian Duma elections in 1993. Its missions, which can include over a 
hundred parliamentarians from across the OSCE Area, are usually present to observe the short-term 
period around polling and counting, although a longer-term mission was deployed to cover the US 
2009 elections. The OSCE PA delegations are headed by a senior officer of the OSCE PA, usually the 
President or Vice-President, and are supported by members of its professional staff.  Although there is 
no separate long-term presence of personnel, the OSCE PA does often dispatch pre-election visits of 
parliamentarians and staff during the campaign period.  It has also joined the ODIHR to undertake 
NAMs.  The OSCE PA invariably deploys larger numbers of observers than the PACE and the EP, drawing 
many of its observers from a cadre of more than 50 members who regularly observe for the OSCE PA. 

                                                               
19 The ODIHR Election Observation Handbook, 5th Edition was published in 2005 and a 6th Edition is currently in process.  
ODIHR has also published handbooks for long-term observers and domestic observers, as well as guidelines for assessing a 
legal framework, for monitoring women’s participation, for assisting national minority participation and for monitoring 
electoral disputes. See http://www.osce.org/odihr/publications  

20 For example, the ODIHR Mission for the 2010 presidential election in Ukraine includes a specific Voter Registration Analyst 
and the 2008 LEOM to the United States had two e-voting experts.  

21 See, for example, the ODIHR Discussion Paper in preparation of Guidelines for the Observation of Electronic Voting (2008) 
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In contrast to ODIHR, the OSCE PA has not published a formal methodology for how it observes an 
election, although all OSCE PA observers are expected to adhere to the same Code of Conduct as the 
ODIHR.  In public statements it has been indicated that an OSCE PA delegation bases its assessment of 
an election solely on using the criteria of the Copenhagen Commitments and determine its assessments 
of an election on the information it receives from in-country stakeholders, such as political parties and 
civil society, as well as the observations of election day by its own observers.22  The head of the OSCE PA 
delegation will present the delegation’s findings at the next meeting of the OSCE PA Standing 
Committee,23 at which all parliaments in the OSCE Area are represented; this would appear to provide 
opportunities for parliamentary dialogue and cooperation although it is unclear whether there is a 
consistent approach to how electoral related concerns or recommendations are followed-up within the 
OSCE PA.  In contrast to the other institutions that participate in IEOMs, the OSCE PA has chosen not to 
endorse the 2005 Declaration of Principles, apparently on the grounds that the Declaration would 
require the OSCE PA to apply other election-related commitments upon OSCE participating States that 
go beyond the Copenhagen Commitments. 

2.4 The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) 

The PACE is also an established and active election observation institution in the OSCE Area, which also 
includes all 47 Member States of the Council of Europe (COE), and has deployed over 60 short-term 
observer delegations.  Its missions are usually headed by representatives from the PACE Monitoring 
Committee for the country being observed and are supported by members of the PACE Secretariat.  As 
with the OSCE PA, PACE does not undertake longer-term deployment but does often dispatch pre-
election visits.24 The PACE delegations assess elections in accordance with the COE’s own standards for 
elections, including those contained in the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms and its First Protocol, as well as a series of detailed recommended guidelines 
that provide one of the most comprehensive overviews of best practices for elections.25  

The PACE Rules of Procedure includes ‘Guidelines for the Observation of Elections by the Parliamentary 
Assembly’ (2004, revised 2007) which provide some detail on how its delegations are structured and are 
conducted.26  Within the COE’s broader work, the Venice Commission has also been working with PACE 
and ODIHR to provide precedent examples of evaluation forms to be used by observers.  In conjunction 
with the Venice Commission, PACE has established the Council for Democratic Elections,27 which is 
currently developing a joint document “Time-line and an inventory of political criteria for assessing an 
election”, which is to be expected to be endorsed by the PACE and the Venice Commission in 2010. 

                                                               
22 For a description of its methodological basis, see R.S. Oliver, OSCE PA Secretary General, Remarks to the Chairman in Office 
Seminar on electoral related Issues (21 July 2008). 

23 These would appear to be oral reports as the OSCE PA has published reports on a small number of elections it has 
observed, although press releases are routinely issued and the OSCE PA has also published two recent books on its ‘first and 
second decades of election observation’. For a list of all published reports, see: http://www.oscepa.org  

24 See for example, the statement issued by the PACE pre-election delegation ahead of the 2010 Ukrainian presidential 
election (26 November 2009) (http://assembly.coe.int/ASP/Press/StopPressView.asp?ID=2265) 

25 In addition to the Venice Commission’s authoritative ‘Code of Good Practice in Electoral Matters’ (2004), the PACE has also 
endorsed recommendations on ‘Measures concerning Media Coverage of Elections (1999), ‘Legal, Operational and Technical 
Standards for E-Voting’ (2004) and a Code of Conduct on Secret Balloting (2007). 

26 PACE (2007). Guidelines for the Observation of Elections. PACE has also endorsed the 2005 Declaration of Principles. 

27 See http://www.venice.coe.int/site/main/Elections_Referendums_E.asp  
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2.5 EP election observation in the OSCE Area 

During the 2004-2009 parliamentary term, EP EODs have been deployed to 18 elections in nine OSCE 
participating States; on each occasion, they participated in IEOMs with the ODIHR and the OSCE PA 
and/or PACE. In that period, a total of 52 elections were observed in the OSCE Area by the ODIHR, 28 the 
majority of which included IEOMs with delegations from other parliamentary delegations. 

The EP EODs were deployed to two potential Candidate countries (Albania and Montenegro), five 
Eastern Partnership countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) and two Partnership 
and Cooperation Agreement countries (Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan).  Ad hoc EP EODs were also 
deployed to the 2004 and 2007 legislative elections in Kosovo.29 Around 250 MEPs and parliamentary 
staff took part in EP EODs that ranged in size from two to 31 observers. 

The data shows an inconsistent pattern on observation of elections by the EP within the OSCE Area.  The 
EP routinely dispatched EODs to cover every national election in five of its Eastern Partnership Countries 
but it did not observe any of the three elections that took place in Belarus because of the absence of any 
invitation from the relevant authorities.  Within Candidate and potential Candidate countries, the EP 
was much less active, observing the Montenegrin referendum on State-status in 2006 (but not the 
parliamentary elections that followed two months later) and the Albanian parliamentary elections of 
2005 (but not those of 2009), while the EP did not join the OSCE in observing any of elections taking 
place in Croatia, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) or Serbia. More widely, while the 
Kazakhstan presidential election in 2005 was observed, its 2007 parliamentary elections were not.  The 
EP deployed six EODs in the OSCE Area in 2005 but only two apiece in 2006 and 2007.30 

                                                               

28 During that same period, the ODIHR also deployed 24 EAMs (including to some EU Member States, the US and 
Canada as well as for the EP elections themselves) and seven LEOMs. 

29 The ODIHR has not observed elections in Kosovo because of the OSCE Mission in Kosovo’s role in administering and 
assisting the electoral process under UNSCR 1244..  

30 In contrast, EP EODs were also sent to 11 non-OSCE countries in 2006 and to nine in 2007. 
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As noted earlier, the decision to deploy an EP EODs falls within the responsibility of the EP Conference 
of Presidents, based on recommendations by the ECG.  The decision-making process on whether to 
deploy an EOD is outlined in the 2005 Decision of the EP’s Conference of Presidents31 and the 2006 
Guidelines for EP Election Observation Delegations,32 which also outlines the expected conduct of MEPs 
in their role as observers.  The composition of an EP EOD is required to show political balance from 
within the EP.  The Guidelines commit the EP to only deploy observers when there is a long-term 
observation mission present – which, in practice, will either be the ODIHR or an EU EOM – and for the EP 
to be fully integrated in the work of an IEOM;  

The 2006 Guidelines have been complemented by the May 2007 decision of the EP to endorse the 2005 
Declaration of Principles. The European Parliament has recently been in the process of reviewing its 
procedural background relating to election observation activity.  The EP Conference of Presidents, by a 
decision on 10 December 2009, adopted new  'Implementing Provisions governing election 
observations', which integrate major parts of the previous 2006 Guidelines for European Parliament 
Election Observation Delegations and introduce an annexed Code of Conduct for Members.  This Code 
of Conduct ensures that members of an EP EOD are obliged to maintain strict political impartiality 
                                                               
31 European Parliament (2005). Conference of Presidents’ Decision on Implementing Provisions Governing Election 
Observation Missions, PE 349.329/CPG/DEF 

32European Parliament (2006). Conference of Presidents’ Conclusions on Guidelines for EP Election Observation Delegations, 
P.V.CPG 8.06.2006 
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during the course of a mission.  In past missions, there has been some criticism, for example, of MEPs 
who openly participated in partisan events in favour of candidates while acting as observers on the EP 
EOD to the Ukrainian presidential election in 2004.33 Given that parliamentarians taking part in an EP 
EOD may have partisan connections to electoral contestants in a partner country, it is extremely 
important that all members of the delegation are bound, and are seen to be bound, by a Code of 
Conduct that requires strict impartiality and non-interference. 

Unlike observers from the ODIHR, OSCE PA and the PACE, who use the Copenhagen Commitments and 
COE treaties and agreements, the EP does not have any specific institutional set of standards or 
commitments for elections that can provides its observers with benchmarks by which an election can 
be assessed.34  Nevertheless, in practice, by the fact that the EP is integrated in the IEOMs, the EP 
adheres to the same OSCE and Council of Europe commitments for democratic elections. Furthermore,  
while no specific direction on this is provided by the 2005 Decision, one can identify from the EP’s 
endorsement of the 2005 Declaration of Principles and the May 2008 Resolution on Election 
Observation that EP EODs should base their assessment of an election on the level of compliance with 
international human rights standards and best practices that are relevant to elections.  These criteria, 
which is also the methodological basis by which an EU EOM will also assess an election, is applicable 
within the OSCE Area as all OSCE participating States and COE Member States must adhere to the 
standards and commitments contained in the UDHR and ICCPR. 

                                                               
33 See M.Meyer-Resende (2008) “EU Election Observation: Achievements Challenges” (EP/PE 385556) 

34 For example, the IEOM Preliminary Statement for the April 2009 parliamentary elections in Moldova states “The elections 
are assessed for their compliance with the OSCE and Council of Europe commitments for democratic elections, as well as 
with Moldovan legislation.”  The statement does not explicitly mention what source of standards would be used by the EP 
EOD to assess the elections.  



DG EXPO Policy Department  

3 THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL ELECTION OBSERVATION MISSIONS (IEOMS) 

3.1 The basis for IEOMs 

In an attempt to clarify the different roles of the OSCE PA and the ODIHR on election observation, an 
intra-OSCE Cooperation Agreement from 1997 provides a framework so that, in case both institutions 
were observing the same election, the two institutions would “work more closely together … in order 
to avoid overlap, redundancy, unnecessary expense and confusion”. 35  The 1997 Agreement envisages 
that the longer-term and broader-based ODIHR mission shares informational and logistical support with 
the shorter-term OSCE PA delegation. A particular focus of the Agreement is that it provides for the 
OSCE PA to take the lead in representing the OSCE including the issuing of a preliminary post-election 
statement: 36 

The OSCE Chairman in Office may designate a political figure as a Special Coordinator to lead 
the short-term OSCE observer mission [and] deliver the preliminary post-election statement.  
This political figure should normally be the President of the OSCE PA or an OSCE PA senior 
official recommended by the OSCE PA in consultation with the Chairman-in-Office.  This Special 
Coordinator will work closely with the ODIHR On-Site Coordinator and will deliver the 
preliminary post-election statement in conjunction with other appropriate officials.  In the event 
that other international parliamentary bodies are strongly represented in the short-term 
observer mission, the Special Coordinator may designate a Co-Chair or Co-Chairs as 
appropriate. 37  

Thus, the 1997 Agreement not only provides for the OSCE institutions to work together within an IEOM 
but also establishes a basis that those IEOMs should include other international parliamentary observer 
delegations which are also observing the elections.  The Agreement also implies that all participating 
institutions should ensure not only a sharing of information and logistics but also a common 
engagement in the determination of the findings and conclusions contained in the post-election 
statement.  

3.2 The purpose of IEOMs: “A single international voice” 

A single, common assessment of an election by an IEOM ensures confidence that international 
institutions are able to come together to ‘speak with one voice’ on the quality and credibility of the 
process.  By the issuing of a joint post-election statement, the different institutions limit any opportunity 
for divergence or inconsistent messages to be given, a factor that may otherwise encourage ‘forum 
shopping’ where electoral stakeholders could seek to play one set of findings off against another.38  The 

                                                               
35 Signed by the then OSCE Chairman in Office and the President of the OSCE PA in September 1997. Available at 
http://www.oscepa.org  

36 The 1997 Agreement explains the holding of the press conference promptly after election day “represents a compromise 
between the time constraints of parliamentarians requiring an early departure, and the technical needs of the ODIHR which 
often require 24-48 hours after election day for a full de-briefing and the comprehensive assessment of statistical data and 
vote count process” (page 4) 

37 Ibid., page 4. 

38 For further descriptions of this, see C. Binder (2007). “International Election Observation by the OSCE and the Human Right 
to Political Participation”, 13 European Public Law, pp. 133–158 
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approach taken by IEOMs also provides an opportunity for that joint post-election statement to then 
have increased visibility though the holding of a single press conference, led by parliamentarians.  
Perhaps most importantly, the bringing together of the findings from both the long-term and short-
term ODIHR observers and the parliamentary delegations allows a comprehensive and countrywide 
picture of all aspects of the electoral process to be covered, strengthening the substantive value of the 
statement more than if the delegations issued their own separate statements that detailed only what 
the members of their individual missions saw.  

Although the 1997 Agreement provides for the heads of other delegations to be co-chairs, in practice, 
this has tended not to happen; the IEOMs are widely seen as being ‘OSCE-led’ and by convention the 
OSCE Special Coordinator opens the press conference and presents the preliminary post-election 
statement.   No formalised agreement has been reached on the interaction of PACE and EP with the 
OSCE institutions on how an IEOM is conducted. However, it is also convention that all heads of 
parliamentary delegations and the ODIHR head of mission deliver comments at the post-election press 
conference and to include quotes in the accompanying press release. 

Despite this commitment to a collaborative approach between the different institutions, there have 
been instances where delegations taking part in IEOMs have clashed during their meetings to agree a 
joint statement.  Problems can obviously arise where there is a difference of opinion between the 
delegations, often connected to contrasting findings that can be made by long-term and short-term 
observers when, for example, election day is considered to have been calm and orderly but where the 
longer-term campaign or the electoral framework has been problematic. On such occasions, the IEOM 
must find agreement on how to balance criticisms with positive assessments; naturally, disagreement 
can arise when heads of parliamentary delegations – which are often significantly smaller in size and 
with less geographical coverage – might seek to give additional weight to their short-term observations 
than the longer-term assessments made by ODIHR.  This dilemma can be aggravated in circumstances 
where members of parliamentary delegations may be perceived to have political connections or 
partisan agendas with contestants taking part in the elections being observed. 

In fact, divergences of opinion on the overall assessment of an election are not that common, and most 
parliamentary observers have shown confidence in allying themselves to the long-term findings of their 
ODIHR colleagues.  More frequently, however, the workings of an IEOM over the election day period 
have been hampered by clashes that can be seen as reflecting more the inter-institutional rivalry and 
concerns over each institution’s role and visibility than on issues of substance or overall conclusions.  
This has generated high levels of tension during the work of many IEOMs, to the extent that the text of a 
preliminary statement is often tortuously and deliberately negotiated over, despite there being mostly 
consensus on findings.  There have even been disagreements over the order of speakers at the press 
conference and how logos appear on the cover page of the statement.   

Many of these problems can be attributed to a long-standing dispute, reviewed below, existing 
between the OSCE PA and ODIHR over which of the two institutions has the lead role in election 
observation within the Organisation.  In recent years, their disagreement over this issue has become an 
almost permanent feature on IEOMs including those where PACE or EP delegations are also 
participating.  Between the different parliamentary institutions, there have also been rows as to whether 
allowing the OSCE PA to have the lead in the press conference implies that the other delegations have a 
lesser role in the IEOM. 

While such disagreements tend to happen outside of the public’s attention, they have distracted 
institutions and hampered the effective working of IEOMs for several years.  Most worryingly, the lack of 
trust between some of the institutions has undermined confidence in the ability of the different 
institutions to find consensus on the occasions where there may actually be a substantive disagreement 
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on the conclusions of the different observer delegations.  It is notable that the PACE Guidelines specify 
that they have been prepared following “problems deriving from the past cooperation arrangements 
with other institutions” and that:  

Cooperation with other international organizations will be continuous during the observation 
process in order to ensure, in so far as possible, that assessments of the elections do not differ.  
However, if after the election, a joint final assessment cannot be achieved in the framework of 
the IEOM, PACE reserves itself the right to hold – if necessary – its own press conference and 
issue a separate press release.39 

It is important that the four lead institutions that take part in IEOMs urgently address the issues that may 
jeopardise the ‘common international voice’ that is established by the joint preliminary post-election 
statement.  To do so, all four institutions must expect to show much more effective cooperation, 
coordination and respect, including opportunities for the different delegations to have a common 
preparation and to outline at the commencement of the IEOM how they intend to work together.  

3.3 Consistency of message by IEOMs: the risk posed by the press conference, press 
release and ‘rogue’ observers 

Perhaps the highest profile aspect of an IEOM will be its holding of a joint press conference to announce 
the conclusions of the agreed preliminary statement.40  The press conference will usually take place the 
day following the election and allows for all heads of delegation to comment on the election process 
and for media questions. In addition to the press conference, the IEOM will also issue a joint press 
release, which provides a summary of the findings of the IEOM preliminary statement and which usually 
includes quotes from each head of delegation.   

The impact of an IEOM’s ‘common voice’ can be drastically undermined where comments by speakers 
at the press conference send an inconsistent message to that contained in the overall conclusions of the 
post-election preliminary statement.  Although observers in the different delegations may have 
different opinions on the election, the preliminary statement represents a consensus on how each head 
of delegation has agreed the election should be assessed and described: an example of where this did 
not happen occurred during the IEOM press conference for the 2008 presidential election in Georgia 
where, despite a generally critical post-election preliminary statement, the election was described by 
the head of the OSCE PA delegation as one where “democracy took a triumphant step”.41  It is 
important, therefore, that the heads of delegations ensure that they keep to a consistent message when 

                                                               
39 PACE  (2007). Guidelines for the Observation of Elections., s8.  

40 A continuing concern, recognised in the 1997 OSCE Cooperation Agreement (supra Note 36), relates to the optimum 
timing for the press conference: media interest and parliamentarian schedules prefer for an early day event, while ODIHR 
often seeks to hold the press conference later in an afternoon to enable more time to be spent on processing and checking 
observation data and reports.  Usually, the balance struck is to have an early afternoon press conference at a location in the 
capital city.  

41 See ‘International Observers: Georgia’s Vote a “Triumphant Step” for Democracy’ 6 January 2008 
http://www.eurasianet.org/geovote08/news/010608a.shtml.  In contrast, the opening paragraphs of the IEOM Preliminary 
Statement  (in which the EP took part) stated “While the election was in essence consistent with most OSCE commitments 
and standards for democratic elections, significant challenges were revealed which need to be addressed urgently” and 
while noting that “This election was the first genuinely competitive presidential election” it also criticised  furtherthat a 
“highly polarized political environment, a lack of trust and the pervasiveness of alleged campaign violations … were not 
conducive to a constructive, issue based election.” 
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delivering the preliminary statement and are restrained from introducing their own over-enthusiastic 
personal opinions or any opinions of their delegations that run counter to the overall conclusions. 

While the conclusions of the preliminary post-election statements is usually discussed in detail by the 
heads of delegations, in practice there appears to have been much less scrutiny or time given to 
agreeing their contributions to the text of the press release that accompanies the press conference.  In 
practice, the press release is supposed to be prepared in consultation between the different delegations 
and to reflect the preliminary statement, although there can tend to be negotiations between the 
different delegations over the exact wording of the press release’s headline.  Problems can emerge as a 
result of the convention that the quote from the head of each delegation does not require approval by 
the other delegations and quite often, the quotes are finalised at the last moment.  In practice, this can 
mean that quotes in the press release may not reflect the tone of the press release generally or the 
preliminary statement. 

For example, the press release that was issued by the IEOM for the April 2009 parliamentary elections in 
Moldova contained two very positive quotes, such as “I am delighted with the progress of democracy in 
Moldova. These elections were very good and they gave me great confidence in the future of this 
country.” (Head of OSCE PA delegation) and “The people of Moldova are to be congratulated” (Head of 
PACE delegation).  However, the headline of the press release was not nearly so positive (“Moldova’s 
election met many international standards, but further improvements are needed, observers say”)42 
while the tone of the preliminary statement issued by the IEOM was much more balanced, highlighting 
in its opening paragraph that “The elections were pluralistic … and [met] many of the OSCE and COE 
commitments. Further improvements are required to ensure an electoral process free from undue 
administrative interference and to increase public confidence.” These less positive conclusions and 
concerns were not adequately reflected in the tone taken by the quotes contained in the press release.   

It is interesting to note that criticism of the limited scope of the initial preliminary statement for the April 
2009 Moldovan elections was made in a 7 May 2009 resolution of the European Parliament; this 
“stress[ed] the considerable discrepancies between the OSCE/ODIHR [sic] preliminary report on the 
conduct of the elections and the claims of widespread irregularities by a considerable number of 
Moldovan NGOs.”  This criticism would appear to reflect that some MEPs on the EP EOD  were unhappy 
with some of the content of the joint preliminary statement of the IEOM, or had mistaken the positive 
nature of the press release to represent the tone of the preliminary statement; however, the resolution 
does not fairly represent the fact that the preliminary statement was not ODIHR’s alone but rather that it 
was the joint preliminary statement of four delegations and that the text and tone of the preliminary 
statement had been agreed to by the head of the EP delegation. 43  

A perennial risk during an observation mission is that of the ‘rogue observer’ who provides their 
personal assessment of an election process either in advance of the presentation of the preliminary 
statement or where the observer may disagree with the joint conclusions of an IEOM to the extent that 
they wish to announce their own contrasting observation.  Experience has shown that parliamentarians 
– who may be prompted by media questions to give an early assessment, or may be unused to agreeing 
with parliamentarians from different political spectrums – are particularly at risk of issuing personal 
statements that may undermine the consistency of the IEOM message with the preliminary statement.  
It is important that all observers, but especially parliamentarians, are repeatedly reminded of their 
                                                               
42 See the IEOM joint press release and the IEOM joint preliminary statement. 

43 Indeed, the EP EOD report on these elections states (page 7) “The EP delegation cooperated closely and negotiated with 
the OSCE PA, PACE and OSCE/ODIHR to produce the preliminary conclusions and all these 4 international organizations 
endorsed the statement.” (Final Report of the EP EOD to the April 2009 parliamentary elections in Moldova)  
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obligation to show collective responsibility to the conclusions agreed to by delegation and that, in 
accordance with the established Codes of Conduct for Observers, the only public assessment of the 
election may be made by the head of delegation.  

3.4 Ensuring a comprehensive assessment: final reports 

Notwithstanding the importance of ensuring a consistency of message by an IEOM, it does need to be 
recognised that the joint preliminary statement is just that: preliminary.  Post-election developments – 
such as violence, delays in the issuing of results or flaws in the conduct of challenges to the election 
results – may require that the preliminary conclusions need to be changed in order to reflect the fullest 
possible assessment of an election.  For example, the ODIHR final report on the 5 April 2009 
parliamentary elections in Moldova, issued on 16 June, was able to reflect a much more negative 
conclusion on the election than could be expressed in the preliminary statement issued on 6 April:  

The post-electoral period was overshadowed by violent demonstrations and a lack of public 
trust in the electoral process. The observation of post-election day developments revealed 
further shortcomings that challenged some OSCE commitments, in particular the disregard for 
due process in adjudicating complaints of alleged irregularities and deficiencies in the 
compilation of voter lists.44 

The production of detailed, comprehensive final reports also allows for a more complete, and often 
more balanced, picture of an electoral process to be drawn than is allowed by the shorter text available 
to a preliminary statement.  In addition, final reports can outline constructive recommendations for 
improvements that can be made to future elections rather than simply be critical of shortcomings. 

Currently comprehensive final reports on the observation of an election, including coverage of relevant 
post-electoral developments, tend only to be systematically produced and published by ODIHR. 
Although separate parliamentary reports are routinely produced by the heads of EP EODs, they rightly 
avoid making assessments outside of the direct observations of their short-term missions. However, 
there would appear to be no consistent process by which the EP can discuss the more detailed 
assessments contained in the ODIHR final report on an election (whether or not an EP EOD has 
participated) and for the EP itself to identify possible measures for follow-up to the ODIHR’s 
recommendations or to other political or technical issues identified by EP EODs.45  This follow-up could 
engage the EP and other EU institutions in many ways, possibly through technical assistance, political 
benchmarking or encouraging action with the host authorities; in this regard, the EP is well-placed to 
encourage dialogue through standing inter-parliamentary delegations that the EP has with many 
parliaments in partner countries. 

                                                               
44 See the ODIHR Final Report on the April 2009 Moldova parliamentary elections.  

45 The reports of the EP Election Observation Delegations can be found at http://www.europarl.europa.eu  
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4 CONFLICTING VIEWS ON ELECTION OBSERVATION METHODOLOGY WITHIN 
THE OSCE AREA 

4.1 Criticism of the ODIHR by Russia and other participating States 

From 2004 onwards, ODIHR has faced extensive political pressure in relation to its democratisation work 
from seven OSCE participating States – Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and 
Uzbekistan – much of which has focused on criticism of the manner in which election observation is 
conducted.   The pressure was directed through numerous different institutional channels, such as 
statements by Belarus to the OSCE Ministerial Council of “serious reasons for complaint [to] the activities 
of the OSCE ODIHR which ignores the instructions given by participating States as to improve its 
election observation practices [and] the persistent unwillingness of some of our partners to establish 
common rules and clear principles of the OSCE election observation activities.” At the same meeting, 
Russia stated that “we have reached the point of no return: either we shall all agree together on rules for 
election monitoring or the differences in this area will threaten the prospects of the ODIHR as one of the 
[OSCE] institutions” and demanded “the adoption of basic principles for the organization of OSCE 
observation of national elections, in which it is proposed that the procedure for the formation and work 
of monitoring missions be clearly prescribed.” 46 

These new ‘election monitoring rules’ proposed the direct engagement of the Permanent Council in the 
workings and reporting of ODIHR missions, the nature of which could have a severe impact upon the 
ODIHR’s capacity to publish reports of its independent findings.47  They included restrictions on the size 
of ODIHR missions to a maximum of 50 observers, the abandonment on the policy of issuing 
preliminary post-election statements and requiring EOMs to provide the participating States’ authorities 
with copies of the forms completed by its observers.  As a consensus-based body, there could be little 
expectation that the Permanent Council could effectively function in the role envisaged by the 
proposals, such as having “a high degree of control over the decision-making process on dispatching 
election teams”, the choice of Head of Mission, the working language of the mission and reviewing the 
final report.  Other aspects of the proposals fall very much below the minimum conditions for the 
effective and credible observation of elections outlined in the 2005 Declaration of Principles for 
International Election Observation. They would also effectively put an end to any opportunity for the EP 
to join with the ODIHR in forming an IEOM. 

There can be little doubt that these challenges to the credibility of the work of ODIHR, both on its 
neutrality as an institution and on the substance of the methodology it uses, were directly linked to the 
repeated criticisms made by ODIHR on the conduct of elections in those participating States.  The issue, 
however, has also reflected wider debates within the OSCE and between participating States on its role 
as a regional organisation and its engagement in the promotion of democracy and human rights.  The 
criticism of ODIHR has itself developed into a broader debate on institutional reform and whether each 
OSCE participating State faces the same kind of monitoring for its compliance with OSCE commitments.   

                                                               
46 See the Statement by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Russia, Mr Sergey Lavrov, to the 15th OSCE Ministerial Council.  
(Mc.DEL/34/07) (Madrid, 29 November 2007) 

47 See ‘Draft Decision on OSCE/ODIHR Observation of National Elections’ (PC.DEL/898/07, 18 September 2007) and “Food For 
Thought” Paper (PC.DEL/1184/05), Annex 6 to the OSCE/ODIHR Expert Meeting on Election Observation, Moscow, 22-23 
November 2005.  
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In response to some of the concerns expressed, the ODIHR has sought to take a range of concrete 
measures, including broadening the geographical scope of its election-related activities through the 
deployment of EOMs and EAMs across participating States and by improving diversification and 
transparency in the recruitment and training of observers.48  Notwithstanding that the ODIHR has 
stridently defended the use of its observation methodology in providing an objective and consistent 
assessment of an electoral process, it has also initiated reviews on how its methodology can be 
developed to address aspects of the election process such as electronic voting, voter registration and 
campaign finance.   

The issue came to a head over the 2007 parliamentary and 2008 presidential elections in Russia where 
ODIHR decided not to deploy any mission because of “restrictions imposed on its planned EOM” which 
included a prolonged delay in the issuing of a formal invitation to observe and visa for observers.  The 
actions of the Russian authorities to restrict the conditions for effective observation have been widely 
criticised, including by the EP which, in its May 2008 Resolution on EU election observation missions: 

“… commends the ODIHR for the quality of its work and its adherence to high standards of 
transparency and independence; expresses its concern about statements and actions of some 
OSCE participating States that call into question the ODIHR’s mandate and undermine the 
effectiveness, funding and independence of its missions; calls on OSCE participating States and 
on the European Council to uphold the ODIHR’s position as the principal election-monitoring 
body in the OSCE Area; in particular, condemns the recent imposition by certain OSCE 
participating States of restrictions on the duration of EOMs and their refusal to issue, or delay in 
issuing, visas for observers, which has made it impossible for the ODIHR to fulfil its mandate.”49 

While the controversy appears to have recently cooled, possibly as a result of efforts by the ODIHR and 
the Russian authorities to engage in dialogue for measures to improve cooperation, it may arise again 
now that Kazakhstan has assumed the position of OSCE Chairman-in-Office in 2010.  It must be 
remembered that Kazakhstan – one of the co-sponsors with Russia of the proposal to change the role of 
the ODIHR on election observation – had its 2007 parliamentary elections described by ODIHR as “a step 
backward [that] did not meet a number of OSCE commitments”.50 It will be extremely important for 
there to be confidence in the continued credibility of the OSCE, both in election observation and more 
broadly as an organisation, that the Kazakh Chairmanship does not lead to institutional or political 
initiatives that may challenge or restrict the election-related work of the ODIHR or politicise the findings 
of observer missions.  

4.2 Tension between the ODIHR and the OSCE PA 

As well as the challenges it faces over its methodological neutrality, the ODIHR has also been engaged 
in a prolonged disagreement with the OSCE PA over the observational roles each institution has within 
the OSCE.  While both institutions publicly recognise the contributions of the other – the ODIHR 
Director refers to “the respective strengths of  … the parliamentarian’s experience and the ODIHR’s 
expertise”51 – there is clear dispute between the two as to whether one has primacy in determining how 
an election can be assessed. The disagreement stems from several root causes, not least from 

                                                               
48 See ‘Common Responsibility: Commitments & Implementation ’ Report by ODIHR to the OSCE Ministerial Council, 2006. 

49 See the EP Resolution on EU election observation missions: objectives, practices and future challenges (May 2008) 

50 ODIHR Final Report  on 2007 Kazakhstan parliamentary elections.  

51 Opening Remarks of Amb. Janez Lenarcic to the OSCE Chairman in Office Seminar on Election Related Issues, July 2008 
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personality clashes between different key players, but essentially reflects mutual concern that neither 
parliamentarians nor experts wish to be seen as playing a ‘subordinate’ role in the OSCE’s election 
observation.   

The dispute is not helped by the institutional ambiguity over election observation.  ODIHR stresses that 
it has a reinforced mandate from Ministerial Councils and Summits to undertake comprehensive, long-
term assessments of electoral issues across the OSCE Area.  The OSCE PA, under the terms of the 1997 
Cooperation Agreement, has taken the position that it has a superseding political mandate to lead 
OSCE election observation missions.  In this regard, the OSCE PA has sought to highlight what it 
considers to be the “unmatched credibility and visibility”  52 of parliamentarians as election observers; 
the OSCE PA Secretary General has gone further, publicly asserting that “there are no better judges of 
elections than those who actually seek and win public office through the electoral process.  [They] are 
rightly presumed to know more about elections than anybody else.” 53   

There can be little doubt that the presence of short-term delegations of parliamentarians is likely to 
increase the knowledge base as well as the media and political profile of an observation mission;54 
however, recognition of the essential importance of a comprehensive and long-term approach is widely 
seen as the key methodological aspect to credible and effective election observation. In practice, this 
has meant that where there are disagreements within an IEOM on its conclusions, the PACE and EP 
delegations – who have endorsed the 2005 Declaration that has long-term observation at its core – 
have tended to be more closely allied to the findings of the ODIHR than those of the OSCE PA, which 
has not so far endorsed the Declaration.   Currently, within the OSCE Area, only the ODIHR has a 
consistent or systematic means assessing all of the key elements of an electoral process – such as the 
legislative framework, voter registration or result procedures as well as polling and counting – that are 
vital for determining whether or not an election can be considered to have met OSCE commitments.  

Perhaps the most striking examples of the escalating dispute between the two institutions was shown 
by the decision of the OSCE PA to observe the 2007 Russian elections in the absence of an ODIHR 
mission, 55 and for both bodies to deploy separate observation missions for the 2008 US elections.56 The 
dispute may also have broader ramifications within the OSCE; such public rivalry and inconsistency 
between its institutions has run the risk of undermining the credibility of OSCE institutions to show 

                                                               
52 See the Vilnius Declaration of the OSCE PA, Resolution on the Strengthening of the OSCE, adopted at its 18th Annual 
Session, July 2009.  

53  Remarks by R. Spencer Oliver to the OSCE Chairman in Office Seminar on Election Related Issues, July 2008 

54 The EP also identifies that “Members of the European Parliament provide a particular political perspective, expertise and 
experience in election observation.” (www.europarl.europa.eu ) 

55 The ODIHR decided it was unable to observe the 2007 Duma elections because of “delays and restrictions” inter alia in the 
issuing of visas.  See press release. 

56 The then OSCE Chairman in Office (Finland) “deplored the fact that there was no joint statement by the ODIHR and the 
Parliamentary Assembly” for the 2008 US election (see Chairman’s Report to the 16th OSCE Ministerial Council). It is 
interesting to compare the statements of the two separate missions: the OSCE PA described the elections as “a convincing 
demonstration of the country’s commitment to democracy … and only minor problems were observed.”  The ODIHR stated 
the elections “demonstrated the essential principles of a pluralistic democracy characterized by transparency and the 
respect for fundamental freedoms and the rule of law, but efforts to enhance public confidence in the election process 
should continue.” 
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common purpose on the issue of election observation, especially when that role is being challenged by 
some participating States.57   

In recent months, reports have indicated that extensive efforts are being taken to encourage 
improvements in the cooperation between the two bodies, including a meeting in March 2009 where 
the Greek Chairman-in-Office hosted a meeting of the OSCE PA and ODIHR leadership.    The OSCE PA 
described this meeting as “a valuable step forward in resolving differences between the two OSCE 
institutions, although some problems remain unresolved” (author’s italics). It is understood that both 
institutions have agreed to take concrete measures to avoid disagreements affecting the working of 
IEOMs in practice.  

                                                               
57 In 2008, a former President of the OSCE PA, Bruce George MP, strongly criticised the OSCE PA for “seeking to attack 
election observation and undermine ODIHR”. (see http://www.freedomhouse.org/uploads/brucegeorge.pdf) The OSCE PA 
Secretary-General has described these allegations as “scurrilous, unfair and inaccurate”. (See his Testimony to the US 
Commission on Security & Cooperation in Europe – Helsinki Commission). 
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5 THE IMPORTANCE TO THE EU OF ELECTION OBSERVATION WITHIN THE OSCE 
AREA 

5.1 Elections and EU relations with partner countries  

For the EU, the importance of election observation within the OSCE Area relates closely to the common 
foreign policy of promoting democratic development in Candidate States, potential Candidate States 
and other neighbouring countries.  Despite the fact that, for the moment, the EU has no common, 
comprehensive strategy for the promotion of democracy, its Enlargement Policy for Relations with 
Candidate and Accession States stipulates “Membership requires that the candidate country has 
achieved stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for 
and protection of minorities”. 58  Eastern Partnership countries are expected to show a “commitment to 
the principles of international law and to fundamental values, including democracy, the rule of law and 
the respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.”59 

These criteria would clearly incorporate the need for the EU to expect those countries who wish to join 
it or to deepen relations with it to demonstrate their capacity to hold credible democratic elections.  The 
most recent country Progress Reports and Enlargement Strategy contain detailed references to 
electoral issues for almost all Candidate and potential Candidate States,60 while the Action Plans for 
Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia, for example, all refer to precise components of each country’s electoral 
process where progress is expected, and also specify the role that OSCE and Council of Europe 
standards will play in determining whether that progress is made.  Much more general ambitions are 
described in the Partnership and Cooperation Agreements between the EU and countries such as 
Kazakhstan (“the establishment of a multiparty system with free and democratic elections”).61 

Having set these democratic and election-related criteria for its relationships with partner countries 
within the OSCE Area, it is striking that the EU does not have any formal or consistent institutional 
mechanism for evaluating whether they are met.  As Annex 1 below shows, it is especially notable that 
the 2009 Progress Reports rely almost entirely on the findings of ODIHR in their assessments on 
elections.  The EU has taken the opportunity elsewhere of stressing the credibility with which it views 
the work undertaken by ODIHR.62  However, political acceptance within the EU of the consistent 

                                                               
58 Presidency Conclusions  of the Copenhagen European Council, 1993 

59 Joint Declaration of the Prague Eastern Partnership Summit (May 2009).  Indeed, the Eastern Partnership process explicitly 
links electoral standards to a country’s relations with the EU:  “[Eastern Partnership] Association Agreements … will be 
negotiated with partners that are willing and able to take on the resulting far-reaching commitments with the EU.  A 
sufficient level of progress in terms of democracy, the rule of law and human rights, and in particular evidence that the 
electoral legislative framework and practice are in compliance with international standards, and full cooperation with the 
Council of Europe, OSCE/ODIHR and UN human rights bodies will be a precondition for starting negotiations and for 
deepening relations thereafter.” Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the 
Eastern Partnership process (COM(2008).823) . 

60 See Annex 1 below for excerpts from the 2009 Progress Reports accompanying the 2009-2010 Enlargement Strategy and 
Main Challenges.COM(2009) 533. 

61 See http://ec.europa.eu/delegations/kazakhstan/documents/eu_kazakhstan/pca_kazakhstan_en.pdf (page 5) 

62 See, for example, the Statement of the Presidency (Portugal) on behalf of the EU at the 15th OSCE Ministerial Summit 
(Madrid, November 2007): “We reaffirm our support for ODIHR’s election observation activities and its internationally 
recognized election observation methodology.”  See also the European Parliament Resolution of 8 May 2008: “[Parliament] 
pays tribute to the ODIHR [for its] pioneering work.” (supra, Note 49) 
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reliability of the ODIHR could be challenged if the credibility of those findings is undermined through 
turf-wars between institutions participating in IEOMs that have established a real risk of separate 
preliminary statements.  Such ‘inconsistent messages’ would place the EU in a very difficult position, 
possibly requiring it to choose which institution’s message it should adopt in relation to how an 
election was conducted.  Political problems may also arise if the credibility of ODIHR’s methodology is in 
any way undermined; given the role played in the OSCE political hierarchy by key non-EU countries 
such as United States and Russia, any attempt to politicise election observation could conceivably 
threaten a key component of how the EU determines its foreign policy with partner countries in the 
OSCE Area.   

5.2 Election observation in the OSCE Area: good value for the EU? 

Through taking part in IEOMs, an EP EOD is provided with a direct opportunity not just to contribute an 
EU perspective into the joint election assessment, but also allows the EU to have a chance to ensure that 
the findings of its partner institutions have credibility and consistency.  With this in mind, it is perhaps 
regrettable that the EP does not participate in a greater proportion of the IEOMs that take place within 
the OSCE Area.  The limited number of EODs deployed to join IEOMs, and the low number of MEPs who 
participate as observers, also has an impact on the visibility of the EU as a promoter of democratic 
elections within its immediate neighbourhood despite the fact that the EU remains the largest provider 
of funding on democratic promotion and technical assistance on elections.  As far back as 2000, the 
reliance of the EU on other institutions to undertake election observation in the OSCE Area was 
identified as having drawbacks that remain relevant today: 

In the OSCE geographical Area, the EU has systematically worked under the umbrella of the 
OSCE/ODIHR. This has in all cases diminished the EU’s identity and rendered the control of 
Community funds problematic […]. A real risk exists that the EU, instead of being a policy actor, 
becomes a bank to finance the policies of others.63 

This perspective becomes perhaps more striking when the issue of funding of OSCE activities is 
reviewed.  Currently, EU institutions, including Member States, contribute around 68 per cent of the 
budget of the OSCE and so cover the bulk of the cost of both ODIHR missions and OSCE PA delegations, 
as well as EP EODs.  In addition, EU Member States also provide, through secondment, the largest 
proportion of long-term and short-term observers for ODIHR missions.   

5.3 EU EOMs in the OSCE Area?  

One possibility to improve the visibility of the EU as an ‘electoral policy actor’ in the OSCE Area is to 
consider whether the restriction on the deployment of EU EOMs to Eastern Partnership countries should 
be lifted.  So long as the ODIHR methodology remains at the core of IEOM findings, the prospect would 
appear to be unnecessary in terms of duplication of both costs and efforts, while also the idea of 
competing EU and OSCE missions would jeopardise the strength of the current ‘common international 
voice’ approach. 

Possibilities may exist for EU EOMs to be deployed to assess elections where the ODIHR decides not to 
undertake long-term observation for one of three reasons: first, where observation is unnecessary 
because of the established democratic nature of the electoral process, although EAMs are still often 
deployed; second, where observation may be a conflict of interest because an OSCE field mission is 
                                                               
63  Communication on EU Election Assistance and Observation, (supra Note 3) Page 9. 
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significantly engaged in the administration of the election; finally, where the ODIHR considers that the 
minimum conditions for observation do not exist (e.g. it has been prevented from sending a NAM, its 
observers are not issued with visas or there are significant security risks).   

In the first of these cases, it is highly unlikely that an EU EOM would be of any added value unless the 
ODIHR decision not to deploy observers was taken for inappropriate reasons. The second case currently 
occurs only in Kosovo, although this will soon change as the Kosovo authorities have begun to take full 
responsibility for election management.  The third case may conceivably arise more often; however, the 
EU must also assess whether or not minimum conditions for observation exist before it can deploy an 
EU EOM.  Moreover, unlike observer delegations from OSCE participating States, the EU as an institution 
does not have a standing invitation to observe in partner countries and must receive a formal invitation 
which may not always be forthcoming. Given their joint commitment to the spirit of the 2005 
Declaration, it is highly unlikely that the EU may consider observing and reporting on an election where 
the ODIHR was deliberately prevented from doing so. 

In recent years, the Commission has devised Election Expert Missions (EEMs) as an alternative to the 
deployment of EU EOMs for countries where either long-term observation was considered unnecessary 
(such as the Maldives) or where minimum conditions for effective observation did not exist (such as 
Iraq).  EEMs are distinct from EOMs to that extent that they consist of a small team of experts, have 
limited geographical coverage and do not publish their findings, although their presence in country is 
long-term.  An EEM was deployed for the 2009 Kosovo local elections and worked with provided 
support to an ad hoc delegation of EP observers.  It is feasible that something similar to an EU EEM could 
be deployed to countries where the ODIHR is also present with a long-term mission if the election was 
of specific political relevance to the EU.  

To some extent, such an initiative would be similar to the role played by the ODIHR Election Support 
Teams (EST) that have been deployed to cover elections in Afghanistan at the same time as EU EOMs 
have been deployed to undertake full-scale observation.64  One of the mandates of the ODIHR EST for 
the 2009 elections was “to prepare a report on the electoral process, with recommendations on how to 
improve the conduct of future elections”.65 This model could be relevant for elections where the EU 
wished to have additional analysis of the electoral process or where EU institutions may wish to 
contribute to steps to improve future elections in that country. However, the terms of reference for 
potential ‘EU ESTs’ would need to be very clear, especially in order to ensure cooperation and non-
duplication with ODIHR and IEOM delegations and to avoid confusion with national stakeholders. 

                                                               
64 ODIHR ESTs have been deployed for the 2004 and 2009 presidential elections and the 2005 parliamentary elections in 
Afghanistan.  EU EOMs were present for the 2005 and 2009 elections; in 2004 the EU deployed a Democracy and Electoral 
Support Mission that did not have a full observation mandate. 
65 The report of the OSCE EST for Afghanistan was published on 8 December 2009. It should be noted that the reports of EU 
EEMs are not published. 
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE EP ELECTION OBSERVATION IN THE OSCE 
AREA 

The EP should engage in a more systematic manner in the observation of elections in the OSCE 
Area, especially in relation to the EU’s Enlargement and Eastern Partnership processes 

Assessments on the conduct of forthcoming elections in the Candidate and potential Candidate 
countries that continue to have problematic aspects to their elections – such as Albania, Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and Montenegro – are likely to contribute significantly 
towards deciding the EU’s next steps on Enlargement.  Given the importance attached to the conduct of 
elections in the country Progress Report and the reliance placed on the ODIHR report, the EP should, 
whenever possible and within funding constraints, prioritise the deployment of an EOD to participate in 
the IEOMs for these elections.  In countries where there is unlikely to be an IEOM – such as Croatia, 
Serbia or Turkey – the EP may wish to consider opportunities for its EODs to join the ODIHR LEOM or 
EAM for the election day period. 

Given that Eastern Partnership countries have a specific requirement to show “a sufficient level of 
progress in terms of democracy and the electoral legislative framework … as a precondition for starting 
negotiations and for deepening relations thereafter”, the EP should ensure that EP EODs are continued 
to be routinely deployed to all elections taking place in those countries so long as an IEOM is present 
and an invitation has been received.  Following Belarus’s potential engagement with the Eastern 
Partnership process, it is hoped that the EP will now receive invitation to observe its elections. 

Given the short-term nature of the EP EOD’s deployment, consideration should be given for the EP to 
deploy Members and staff to undertake pre-election visits and to engage in longer-term liaison with the 
ODIHR mission and other parliamentary delegations ahead of the arrival of the EP EOD in order to 
ensure comprehensive political reporting and logistical preparation. 

The EP should develop a stronger methodological basis for its election observation activities 

The EP has revised its internal procedures for implementing its election observation role, in particular by 
establishing a binding and enforceable Code of Conduct for MEPs when acting as observers on an EP 
EOD.  This Code of Conduct stresses the commitment of EP observers to impartiality and to respect the 
collective findings of the EP EOD and the IEOM. It continues to reinforce the requirement that the EP will 
work with IEOM partners in an integrated manner while retaining its political independence. In this 
respect, as Parliament adopted the revised Decision and its annexed Code of Conduct, it has a more 
solid procedural basis for the implementation and further development of the election observation 
activities. 

In the future, while in practice it adheres to the OSCE and Council of Europe commitments, the EP 
should consider an official reference in its procedures that it endorses international standards as the 
benchmarks to ensure a consistent and methodological approach to assessing an election by EP EODs; 
in particular, reference should be given to the standards established by those international human 
rights treaties which the partner country being observed has agreed to be adhered to, including the 
UDHR and ICCPR, as well as global best practices for elections. As every OSCE participating State has 
ratified these treaties, and as these standards fully comply with OSCE Copenhagen Commitments and 
COE standards, the EP will have a common institutional basis for its assessment of an election with its 
IEOM partners. 



Election observation by the European Parliament in the OSCE area 

The EP should engage in more coherent follow-up to the elections it observes 

As the only EU body undertaking assessments of elections within the OSCE Area, the EP should establish 
a more coherent structure for reporting on and following-up on the elections it observes. The report of 
the EP EOD should routinely be shared with IEOM partners as well as other EU institutions and electoral 
stakeholders and political actors in the partner country.   

Members of the EP EOD, supported by the ECG, should routinely review the ODIHR Final Report on the 
election as well as reports produced by partner institutions; where necessary, the EP EOD may wish to 
consider preparing a supplemental report to discuss the final conclusions and recommendations in 
order to identify ways in which EU institutions may be able to engage in political or technical follow-up 
to ensure the adoption of the recommendations. This may include ways in which the EP’s standing 
inter-parliamentary committees can assist to promote action on following-up on recommendations.   

The EP may wish to discuss with ODIHR and other institutions whether a joint follow-up visit by heads of 
delegations may be feasible and useful.  The role of visits by the parliamentarian Chief Observers to 
launch the final report of EU EOMs has been widely recognised as playing an important role in ensuring 
increased public awareness for the report’s findings, highlighting the possible recommendations and 
promoting the visibility and engagement of the EU and EP in electoral reform. 

Prior to the deployment of an EP EOD to a country in the OSCE Area, the ECG should identify what level 
of follow-up there has been by the host authorities and EU institutions to previous ODIHR 
recommendations. 

The EP should ensure the ‘single international voice’ of IEOMs  

The EP is in a strong position to encourage better conduct of IEOMs; as a directly-elected parliamentary 
body with a commitment to recognising the credibility of long-term observation, it can lobby for all 
partners to recognise each other’s strengths.  As an EU institution, it can also highlight the risks of 
jeopardising the single, joint preliminary statement as an objective and credible assessment on an 
election process with its partner countries.   

The EP should promote closer coordination and collaboration within an IEOM of equals  

The EP should identify what measures may be taken to build confidence in the coordination and 
collaboration of IEOMs.  Such measures could include: 

− increased sharing of pre-election assessment reports, interim reports and briefing materials, 
including the production of a common briefing pack 

− joint pre-election visits by parliamentary delegations during the course of the long-term ODIHR 
mission, including meetings with ODIHR observers 

− increased levels of direct liaison between heads of delegations and between parliamentary and 
ODIHR staff and ODIHR observers 

− agreement on a common evaluation form and debriefing structure to be used by all 
parliamentary observers 

− better coordination of meetings between different parliamentary delegations with local 
stakeholders, including joint meetings of heads of delegations with key political figures 

− greater levels of engagement between parliamentarians with ODIHR core team and long-term 
observers during the course of the IEOM 

Notwithstanding the above measures, the EP should continue to stress that it considers the IEOM 
institutions to have equal status and that the provision for the OSCE PA representative to lead at IEOM 
post-election press conferences is in recognition of convention rather than as a indicator that any one 
institution has primacy over the other institutions.  
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The EP should ensure IEOMs focus on consistent messages at the press conference and in the 
press release 

As well as participating in all key stages to reaching agreement on the text of the joint preliminary 
statement, the EP should ensure that the head of its EOD promotes the need for the IEOM to have a 
common position and for consistent messages to be sent by the press conference and accompanying 
press release.  In particular, the EP should encourage and require the practice that the tone taken 
reflects the preliminary statement and that (i) the heads of delegations should discuss and agree a 
common approach to their comments at the press conference and (ii) share in advance the quotes that 
they wish to include in the press release. 

The EP should routinely stress its commitment to the 2005 Declaration of Principles 

Having endorsed the 2005 Declaration, the EP should continue to highlight its commitment to 
supporting the aims and spirit of the Declaration, especially in relation to supporting the role of long-
term observation and transparent conduct of observation missions as the key methodological basis for 
credible and effective election observation.   

To this extent, the EP may wish to encourage the Commission, ODIHR and other observation bodies to 
undertake a detailed comparative technical assessment of their different methodological approaches 
undertaken by long-term or short-term missions.  Such a review could be useful in demonstrating to 
parliamentarians and other stakeholders the consistency and reliability of such aspects of the 
methodology as statistical sampling of polling day reports, media monitoring, voter registration audits, 
campaign finance monitoring etc. 
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ANNEX 1: EXTRACTS FROM EU PROGRESS REPORTS AND ODIHR REPORTS ON CANDIDATE AND 
POTENTIAL CANDIDATE COUNTRIES 

The following extracts are taken from  

(i) the 2009 Progress Reports issued by the European Commission to accompany their Communication on 
Enlargement Strategy and Main Challenges 2009-2010.66  The Progress Reports detail where the Commission 
services monitored progress by each Candidate and potential Candidate country.  The extracts focus on the 
reference to electoral issues and, in particular, where reference is made to election observation. 
(ii) the executive summary of the most recent ODIHR reports on each country. 

Croatia 

(i) EU Progress Report: Local elections were held in May 2009, including for the first time direct elections of City 
Mayors and County Prefects. The elections were held in an orderly manner with an increased turnout. 
Shortcomings remain as regards the financing of political parties and election campaigns. 67 
(ii) ODIHR: The 25 November 2007 parliamentary elections in the Republic of Croatia were administered 
transparently and professionally, and represented further progress in fully meeting OSCE commitments for 
democratic elections.68 
(iii) [The 2009 LEOM] will pay particular attention to the process of voter registration, the administration of the 
election, the legal framework and its implementation, including campaign finance regulations, as well as the 
conduct of the campaign, including in the media.69 

Turkey 

(i) EU Progress Report: [Local] elections were held throughout Turkey on 29 March 2009. The elections were 
free and fair, with a voter turn-out of over 85%, underscoring the electorate’s trust in the electoral process. 
However, in the run-up to the elections, the Supreme Electoral Board took a number of controversial decisions 
on the documents required in order to be eligible to vote […]  However, little progress can be reported on 
effective implementation of political and constitutional reforms. No progress has been made on adoption of 
legislation on the financing of political parties and election campaigns, which would increase transparency. 
There is no state body with the authority to audit election campaign financing. 70 
(ii) ODIHR: [On the 2007 early parliamentary elections]. The electoral process in Turkey is characterized by 
pluralism and a high level of public confidence underscored by the transparent, professional and efficient 
performance of the election administration. […] The overall legislative framework would benefit from review in 
order to further promote respect for fundamental civil and political rights. Accountability of the process could 
be further enhanced by adopting provisions for regulating campaign financing and by providing the possibility 
for appeals to decisions of the Supreme Board of Elections.71 

                                                               
66 European Commission Communication on Enlargement Strategy and Main Challenges 2009-2010, COM(2009) 533 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/strategy_paper_2009_en.pdf . Note that Iceland does not yet have a progress 
report on its candidature. Although its 2009 parliamentary elections were assessed by an ODIJR EAM (see its Final Report at 
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr-el/2009/07/39047_en.pdf)  

67 European Commission Staff Working Document on Croatia 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1333 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/hr_rapport_2009_en.pdf   

68 ODIHR Final Report on the 2007 parliamentary elections in Croatia. http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2008/04/30928_en.pdf 

69 ODIHR Needs Assessment Mission Report in advance of the December 2009 parliamentary elections in Croatia.  
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2009/11/41411_en.pdf  

70 European Commission Staff Working Document on Turkey 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1334 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/tr_rapport_2009_en.pdf  
71 ODIHR Press Release on 2007 early parliamentary elections in Turkey. http://www.osce.org/item/25741.html 
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Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

(i) EU Progress Report: The presidential and local elections were held in two rounds on 22 March and 5 April. 
The OSCE/ODIHR and Council of Europe observation missions concluded that the elections ‘…met most OSCE 
commitments and other international standards for democratic elections.’ Most of the 28 OSCE/ODIHR 
recommendations issued after the parliamentary elections in 2008 were implemented.  […] However, the 
number of credible reports of pressure on or intimidation of citizens, particularly public servants, throughout 
the election period detracted from the overall quality of the election process.  […] Certain OSCE/ODIHR 
recommendations were not fulfilled. The participation of ethnic Albanian voters to the second round was very 
low.  Overall, […]. Good progress was made in the conduct of elections, which met most international 
standards. Allegations of intimidation need to be addressed. 72 
(ii) ODIHR: The elections met most OSCE commitments and other international standards for democratic 
elections.  Overall, these elections were administered in a professional and transparent manner [and] both 
election days were overall calm and peaceful.  The authorities should consider taking vigorous steps to counter 
any forms of pressure on or intimidation of voters. Steps could be taken to depoliticize public employment and 
professionalize the civil service to protect civil servants against political pressure. The Electoral Code would 
benefit from a thorough review.73 

Montenegro 

(i) EU Progress Report: According to the international election observation mission led by the ODIHR, the 
[2009 early parliamentary] elections met almost all international and European commitments. However, 
remaining shortcomings and challenges still need to be addressed. The electoral framework has to be 
harmonised with the Constitution, including on minority representation. Further work is also needed on 
ensuring full separation between State and party structures in the electoral administration and ensuring 
transparent allocation of parliament seats. 74 
(ii) ODIHR: The 2009 early parliamentary elections in Montenegro met almost all OSCE and Council of Europe 
commitments, although the process again underscored the need for further democratic development. Public 
confidence was noted as a key challenge, as were the frequent allegations of electoral fraud and a blurring of 
state and party structures that created a negative atmosphere among many voters.  Outstanding issues relating 
to the reform of the electoral framework remain, including harmonizing the election law with the Constitution.75  

Albania 

(i) EU Progress Report: The [2009] parliamentary elections were assessed by the ODIHR as meeting most 
OSCE commitments whilst not fully realising Albania's potential to adhere to the highest standards for 
democratic elections. Tangible progress with regard to voter identification, legal framework and voting took 
place but the politicisation of technical processes, such as the vote count, remains to be addressed in future 
elections.  Overall, progress can be noted on the conduct of parliamentary elections which were considered as 
meeting most international standards. The timely adoption of the Electoral Code and preparation of improved 
voters’ lists, largely meets this key European partnership priority. However, due to the elections, the political 
dialogue between political parties deteriorated and this delayed progress on key reform Areas. 76 
(ii) ODIHR: The 2009 parliamentary elections marked tangible progress with regard to the voter registration, 
the legal framework, adopted in a consensual manner by the two main parties, the voting, counting and the 
adjudication of election disputes. These substantial improvements were overshadowed by the politicization of 
technical aspects of the process, including during the vote count and tabulation, which temporarily blocked the 

                                                               
72 European Commission Staff Working Document on FYR Macedonia 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1335 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/mk_rapport_2009_en.pdf 

73 ODIHR Final Report on the 2009 presidential and local elections in FYR Macedonia.  
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2009/06/38555_en.pdf 

74 European Commission Staff Working Document on Montenegro 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1336 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/mn_rapport_2009_en.pdf 

75 ODIHR Final Report on the 2009 early parliamentary elections in Montenegro.  
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2009/06/38110_en.pdf 

76 European Commission Staff Working Document on Albania 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1337 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/al_rapport_2009_en.pdf  
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counting process in some Areas, as well as by violations observed during the election campaign. These actions 
of political parties undermined public confidence in the election process.  While meeting most OSCE 
commitments, these elections did not fully realize Albania’s potential to adhere to the highest standards for 
democratic elections.77 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

(i) EU Progress Report: No agreement on a comprehensive reform of the Constitution has been reached. 
Elections therefore would continue to be conducted under provisions that are in violation of the European 
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). The exclusion of citizens not belonging to the three constituent peoples 
from the election to the House of Peoples and the Presidency is incompatible with Protocols 1 and 12 of the 
ECHR.  Incompatibilities between Bosnia and Herzegovina's constitutional framework and the ECHR need to be 
addressed in order to ensure improved elections in 2010 elections and full compliance with the SAA 
requirements. 78 
(ii) ODIHR: The manner in which these elections were conducted was generally in line with international 
standards for democratic elections, although further efforts are needed, particularly with regard to the vote 
count.  The elections represented further progress in the consolidation of democracy and the rule of law. 
However, it was regrettable that, due to constitutional ethnicity-based limitations to the right to stand for office, 
the elections were again in violation of Protocol no. 12 to the ECHR and of the commitments made to the 
Council of Europe, as well as article 7.3 of the OSCE 1990 Copenhagen Document.79 

Serbia 

(i) EU Progress Report: New election laws and the Law on the Assembly have yet to be adopted. 80 
(ii) ODIHR: The 11 May 2008 early elections to the National Assembly (Parliament) of the Republic of Serbia 
were overall conducted in line with OSCE commitments and other international standards for democratic 
elections, although they were overshadowed, in part, by a few negative aspects of the campaign. These 
elections provided a genuine opportunity for the citizens of Serbia to choose freely from a range of political 
parties and coalitions.81 

Kosovo (under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244/1999)82 

(i) EU Progress Report: The general elections of November 2007 […] were held in a fair and efficient manner. 
(ii) ODIHR: [The ODIHR has not observed elections in Kosovo] 

                                                               
77 ODIHR Final Report on the 2009 parliamentary elections in Albania. http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2009/09/39545_en.pdf  

78 European Commission Staff Working Document on Bosnia and Herzegovina 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1338 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/ba_rapport_2009_en.pdf  

79 ODIHR Final Report on the 2006 legislative elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2007/02/23206_en.pdf  

80 European Commission Staff Working Document on Serbia 2009 Progress Report, SEC(2009) 1339 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2009/sr_rapport_2009_en.pdf 

81 ODIHR Final Report on the 2008 early parliamentary elections in Serbia. http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2008/08/32769_en.pdf 

82 European Commission Staff Working Document on Kosovo (under UNSCR1244/1999) 2008 Progress Report, SEC(2008) 2697 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/press_corner/key-documents/reports_nov_2008/kosovo_progress_report_en.pdf  
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ACRONYMS 

 

CLRAE  Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe 

COE  Council of Europe 

EAM  Election Assessment Mission (deployed by the ODIHR) 

ECG  Election Coordination Group of the European Parliament 

EEM  Election Expert Mission (deployed by the EU) 

EOM  Election Observation Mission 

EP  European Parliament 

EP EOD  European Parliament Election Observation Delegation 

EST  Election Support Team (deployed by the ODIHR) 

EU  European Union 

EU EOM  European Union Election Observation Mission 

ICCPR  International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) 

LEOM  Limited Election Observation Mission (deployed by the ODIHR) 

MEP  Member of the European Parliament 

NAM  Needs Assessment Mission (undertaken by ODIHR and OSCE PA) 

NATO PA  Parliamentary Assembly of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

ODIHR  Office of Democratic Institutions and Human Rights of the OSCE 

OSCE  Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe 

OSCE PA  Parliamentary Assembly of the OSCE 

PACE  Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe 

Venice Commission  Commission on Democracy Through Law of the Council of Europe 

UDHR  Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) 

UNSCR  United Nations Security Council Resolution 

  (UNSCR 1244 /1999 relates to the interim administrative status of Kosovo)  
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