Some Results of the Armenian Presidential Election (February 19, 2008)

(Sight of an average citizen)
Comparative analysis of the results of the parliamentary elections (May 12, 2007) and the results of the presidential election (February 19, 2008) makes it possible to define (with definite confidence) the orientation of the nation’s social-political vector. 

Preconditions supporting the present analysis: 

1. The space of time (nine months) between the mentioned election campaigns was practically insignificant and the general background of the public-political situation during the mentioned period had not endured any cataclysms.

2. As a rule, the public-political component of the domestic voter's mentality identifies any political movement with the persona of the leader of that movement. 

3. You could suppose the election campaigns of the candidates for Presidency would evolve on a “battlefield” with 23 political parties, having participated in the parliamentary elections. Meanwhile, each of the nine candidates, having their approved electorate, was expected to make efforts to increase it on the expense of the 24% electorate of those powers that had not overcome the 5% barrier at the parliamentary elections. 
4. The Parliamentary elections would be a lesson to everybody to carry out their pre-election campaigns on a level and to offer the average voter such a social-economical and political programme, which would fit their short-term and long-term purposes. 
5. At the beginning of the campaign, the major part of the Presidential candidates had enough “initial capital” of votes, they polled at the Parliamentary elections: 
	Political Party
	Leader of the Party
	Number of votes polled at the Parliamentary elections 
	Against the general number of voters

(%)

	1. 
	Rule of Law
	A.Baghdasaryan
	95324
	7,05

	2. 
	National Unity
	A.Geghamyan
	49894
	3.69

	3. 
	National Party
	T.Karapetyan
	37044
	2.74

	4. 
	Armenian Revolutionary Federation - Dashnaktsutiun
	V.Hovhannissyan
	177907
	13.16

	5. 
	Republican Party of Armenia
	S.Sargsyan
	458258
	33,91


Candidates, in addition to the above-mentioned, could also expect new votes at the Presidential elections from the added number of participants (290 thousand people). 
At the presidential election, appearance of L.Ter-Petrosyan’s candidacy made some adjustments in the qualitative composition of the “protesting” electorate, the radical part of which focused round his personality (about 120 thousand people). At this pre-election campaign the “protesting” electorate formed L.Ter-Petrosyan’s “initial capital”.

That was natural, that before and during the election campaign, each of the candidates for Presidency carried out appropriate negotiations with certain political powers in the Republic to unite them around his candidacy. 

The visible part of the “negotiation iceberg” mainly recorded various political parties coming together around the candidacies of V.Manukyan, S.Sargsyan and L.Ter-Petrosyan, in the result of which the “initial capital” of their votes were supposed to increase. An apparent example of such a union was the Republican Party of Armenia and Prosperous Armenia suggesting one joint candidacy for Presidency, which gave S.Sargsyan the opportunity to have in his disposal an “initial capital” of about 660 thousand votes. 
It seemed, after the parliamentary elections, the presidential election would ‘linearly’ increase the “initial capitals” of the candidates to a certain extent, which would affirm the dominating opinion that the average citizen is unchangeable towards public life or is “indifferent” about it.  
Studying the structure and the content of the pre-election campaigns of the candidates for Presidency, one can figure out the following distinguishing motivations that were voiced during their campaigns: 
· Promise to fight bureaucracy and corruption within the power structures. Building a fair society based on European values through adapting them to the national reality. Promise, after coming to rule, to considerably improve the life of the citizens and provide social justice. (Generally, A.Baghdasaryan’s campaign was built on these motivations).

· Promise to fight the corruption and the bureaucratic all-permissiveness. To considerably improve the social conditions of the population. Improve the life of the rural toiler. Propagate universal values (human rights and freedoms) taking into consideration the national mentality. Build a fair society based on the principles corresponding to the national values (this motivation made the basis of A.Geghamyan’s and T.Karapetyan’s campaigns). 
· Democratize the country’s public-political and social-economical spheres. Establish principles of tolerance in Armenia’s political field. Give a new stimulus to the conception of foreign policy of Armenia concerning the solution of the Nagorno-Karabagh conflict. Create a fair society based on the maintenance of human rights and freedoms (this motivation made the basis of V.Manukyan’s, A.Harutyunyan’s and A.Melikyan’s campaigns). 

· Promise to build a fair society, free of corruption and bureaucracy. The historical role of this political party is in the independence of the statehood and the aspirant for the “Armenian claim”. The nation’s fortune has permanently been the ‘cornerstone’ of this political movement. Building a democratic country with wide involvement of the youth (this motivation made the basis of V.Hovhannisyan’s campaign).
· Make actions aimed at strengthening the country’s statehood. Raise the awareness and responsibility of the branches of power about the decisions made. Create public and economical conditions to permanently improve the social state of the population. Provide further economical growth of the country through reforms implemented at all levels of the governmental system. Support the intensification of connections with the Diaspora. The country’s defense ability is a priority for the leader of the country. All issues posed are possible to solve in case of national support and high level of discipline by the government (this motivation made the basis of S.Sargsyan’s campaign).

· Present authorities are considered criminals. Everything done in the Republic since 1998 is wrong - for the favor of the “one came from Karabagh”, from which we need to get rid of. Only radical change of the order and expulsion of a number of oligarchs and criminal officials /by name/ can provide participation of the elite youth in governing the state. Young people, through civic disobedience must force the present authorities to leave the country’s public-political and economical scene. The present heads of the country bear criminal responsibility for the assassination of the National Assembly deputies. Fight to the end. (Hues and indisputability of the pre-election slogans, their revanchist nature and calls for revolution actions are taken from the “early bolshevism” arsenal and adapted to specific conditions in Armenia. On these principles was built the election campaign of L.Ter-Petrosyan). 
However, results of the presidential elections showed that changes had taken place within the society. The attitude of the citizens towards the traditional political powers had changed, which in a recent past was at the centre of the country’s political life. Major part of the voters preferred to give their votes to those candidates for presidency, which had suggested practical action plans aimed at creation and at strengthening the country’s statehood. At the other side, the voter tuned nihilistically and claiming a revolutionary self-expression, united round L.Ter-Petrosyan. 
Results of the Presidential elections of February 19, 2008
	Candidates for Presidency of the RA 
	Number of votes polled
	The supposed “initial capital” expected in the result of the Parliamentary elections (May12, 2007)
	Growth of the votes

	1. 
	A.Baghdasaryan
	277248
	95324
	+171924

	2. 
	A.Geghamyan
	7473
	49864
	-42391

	3. 
	K.Karapetyan
	9754
	37044
	-27290

	4. 
	V.Hovhannisyan
	100872
	177907
	-77035

	5. 
	S.Sargsyan
	863792
	662741
	+201051

	6. 
	L.Ter-Petrosyan
	351148
	119000
	+232148

	7. 
	V.Manukyan 
	20939
	-
	-

	8. 
	A.Harutyunyan
	3092
	-
	-

	9. 
	A.Melikyan
	4359
	-
	-


Since in the above table the “initial capitals” of the candidates are estimated approximately, the table can serve only to define the change of the voters’ public-political tendency and also displays the degree of the effectiveness of election campaigns of the candidates. Allocation of votes by marzes are of certain interest.
	RA marzes
	Total number of voters participated in the elections
	A.Baghdasaryan
	S.Sargsyan
	L.Ter-Petrosyan

	Yerevan 
	535199
	68977
	237583
	152968

	Aragatsotn
	71915
	11518
	33516
	19180

	Ararat
	142341
	20309
	78573
	29482

	Armavir
	138716
	26032
	64641
	33345

	Gegharkunick
	136658
	18569
	88069
	19074

	Kotayk
	155528
	19477
	90172
	30084

	Lori
	152037
	33604
	92070
	15633

	Shirak
	138268
	47666
	61623
	22205

	Syunik
	89074
	11039
	59968
	10682

	Vayots Dsor
	32819
	5882
	19855
	4180

	Tavush
	73041
	14175
	37722
	14315


For political scientists and sociologists, a definite interest presents the allocation of the votes according to polling stations.

Yerevan
	Election district
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	
	Total

	Number of polling stations in the election districts  
	33
	35
	35
	32
	33
	34
	32
	33
	31
	35
	33
	34
	42
	
	442

	Number of polling stations, where the major part of the constituency voted for: 

	S.Sargsyan
	32
	35
	34
	15
	23
	22
	26
	27
	20
	17
	32
	34
	42
	
	353

	L.Ter-Petrosyan
	1
	0
	1
	17
	10
	12
	6
	6
	11
	18
	1
	0
	0
	
	89


Candidate for Presidency, L.Ter-Petrosyan took the most votes at the election districts placed at the following communities: Arabkir, Davtashen, Ajapnyak, Malatya-Sebastya and Kentron. 

At the 70, 1335 and 76 polling stations from 1481 polling stations of 28 election districts in ten marzes, people preferred to give their votes respectively to A.Baghdasaryan, S.Sargsyan and L.Ter-Petrosyan. Generalizing the above-told, we can state that the candidates for Presidency A.Baghdasaryan, S.Sargsyan and L.Ter-Petrosyan gathered the most number of votes respectively in 70, 1688 and 165 polling stations. 
All of the above-stated is from the sphere of elementary statistics. However, these data show that simulation of some candidates for the President’s post about total use of ‘dirty’ technologies by the party won (‘drain’ of bulletins, all-round distribution of bribes, using counterfeit and false passports, ‘carrousel’, etc.), to say the least, does not correspond the reality. But, we need to mention that many members of election commissions, in the result of their professional incompetence, brought in some tension and created conflict situations with voters, attorneys of the candidates and local observers. The more, ethics of behavior of a number of representatives of polling stations caused negative attitude towards the election and its organizers among the constituency.
The typical national officer is not able understand so far that his activity sphere is not his patrimony; and his boorishness and all-permissiveness, first of all characterizes to what level is civilized the governmental system of the country. The same time, due to all-round use of nepotism and all-permissiveness, solution of public-political issues by many attorneys of the candidates and so called independent local observers at the polling stations created conflict situations, which often ended with swearing and manhandling.
One of the shortcomings of the election of February 19, 2008, was the inconsistency of the polling station buildings in Yerevan with the sanitary-hygienic standards. In connection with this, especially in the first half of the day, long lines of voters generated practically at all polling stations, which was immediately used by the non-formal ‘authorities’, doing total agitation for benefit of their candidates (polling stations located in the House of Writers, at schools after Chekhov, After Shahumyan, After Aghbalyan and at the library after Khnko Aper, etc.). 
Rumors blown by many opposition mass media about the large-scale violation of the Election Code on the Election Day unprecedented in their types and ways, to say the least, do not correspond with the reality. The evidence is the number of votes, polled by A.Baghdasaryan and L.Ter-Petrosyan, as well as outflow of votes of the constituency from such ‘veterans’ of the national politics, such as A.Geghamyan, T.Karapetyan, V.Hovhannisyan and V.Manukyan. 
In general, we can state that the election of February 19, 2008 was a “step forward”, but too far from the ideal. Assessments given by different groups of international observers practically reflect our reality and the level of our public-political mentality. 
Even if to admit that faults could take place when reckoning the votes, we should anyway state that the main part of the society voted for the domestic and foreign policy S.Sargsyan promised to realize. The main arguments that influenced the choice of the major part of the voters were: 

· Consolidation of the new generation of the domestic public-political, governmental and business establishments around his candidacy;

· Ability to practically consolidate all public-political powers for the sake of national interests;

· Guarantee for preserving the independence of the Republic of Armenian and Nagorno-Karabagh and strengthening the defense capability of the state; 

· Faith (based on the track record of the candidate) in the ability to lead the fight against the clannish-family and corporative groupings, which at present manage separate spheres of economy of the country and its regions;

· The outlined stability and revival in several sectors of the country’s economy,

· Operative resolution of a number of social problems of the population in the period of the election campaign; 

· Wish and desire to establish a state discipline within the structures of executive authorities; 

· Openness and directness when contacting with the population. 

Nevertheless, along with the listed-above, the elections also displayed that a certain part of the electorate (more than 350 thousand people) preferred to give their votes to the candidate for Presidency, L.Ter-Petrosyan. What are the reasons for this phenomenon, when the ex-president rejected by wide layers of the society after a ten-year of seclusion again appeared in the favor of the domestic politics?

For the definite part of the electorate that voted for the L.Ter-Petrosyan’s candidacy, the motivation was his promise to free the society overnight from those representatives of the power structures, which are not popular among the nation, and which as a rule, use their authority for their own mercantile purposes. Not the least of the factors was that the main part of this electorate consisted of people, who in their time had a grudge for not receiving positions and “Bread” chairs after the change of authorities in 1998. This, basically, is the middle range of the Pan-Armenian Movement. 

PАM essentially is not a political party or movement, pursuing the purposes to improve the public-political and economical order of the country. PAM is a worldview uniting people in a caste, striving to the rule with the purpose to solve their mercantile interests. PAM born in the bosom of the soviet party structure, took from its precedent only its totalitarianism and no-alternative-ness on the public-political scene. This part of the “protesting” electorate made its ideological underlying reason. 

Major part of the “protesting” electorate consisted of the publicly unclaimed youth, which also is not homogeneous. A part of it is semi-criminal, governed by ‘local authorities’ provided the organizational aspect of the election campaign of the aspirant, and the other group included representatives of the “elite” youth (L.Ter-Petrosyan called them so), which considered themselves intellectuals, and took as a base of their fight the populist arguments referring the Western-Jewish humanitarian values, considering the protection of national interests to be of secondary importance. This part of the young people, having not found its place in the public-political and economical life of the country, thanks to the dominating protectionism and conformism, practically is deprived of career and cultural-intellectual growth in the homeland. They expressed their disagreement with the established “game rules” in an extreme nihilism, using the right to unite under radical slogans of the aspirant. 

The same time we should mention that a definite part of the “protesting” electorate were persons from 50 and older, who because of their age census and social state practically lost their faith in tomorrow. In conditions of total bureaucracy, corruption and all-permissiveness,   institutes of power are inaccessible for the given category of the population of the Republic and in practice, can not serve as a warrant for the protection of their civil and social rights. In this regard, the main motivation of L.Ter-Petrosyan’s pre-election campaign about the universal change in the power structures in a short period found a fertile ground in the hearts of these representatives of “protesting” electorate. 
To say that in our motherland any public-political values exist, would be incorrect. Our society has divided into two parts: one part has the hope for radical positive changes and the second part is ready to unite around any leader, who is ready to lead its destructive-revolutionary potential; and the moral criteria of the leader and his surrounding are not taken into consideration.

This part of voters needed to have a ready point of view about the goings-on and they got it from their leader – sometimes, in a form of absurd flattery and impossible promises. That is possible that the basic stimulus for the «protesting» electorate voted for L.Ter-Petrosyan's candidacy was their wish to prevent the ruling powers to bring their candidacy to power, having the illusion during the pre-election campaign that they had power over those personally responsible for abuse of their interests. 
The period of the pre-election campaign and the post-election processes showed that formation of the “protesting” electorate mainly was based on the feeling of hatred transformed from private into national values. 

Besides of the above-written, of a certain interest is the motivation, by which a definite part of voters were leaded, who voted for A.Baghdasaryan. That is necessary to esteem appropriately to this candidate – he has a big personal charisma. This quality, providing a skillful use of it, does not allow a certain circle of voters to see the objective reality around him. For this candidacy mainly voted people from small towns and rural localities. Personal charisma and the ability to decidedly give promises raised manifold his “initial capital”. Exaggerated promises made strong impression on the so called ‘village intelligentsia’ in the period of pre-election campaign and rural ‘tailors’, who held posts of village headmen and executive positions when A.Baghdasaryan was the chairman of the National Assembly. This layer (group) of the population is rather organized by community and family-clannish bonds, and when necessary, is able to ‘mobilize’ rather wide range of voters for benefit of its idol.

This does not yet prove that the Presidential elections of Armenia mainly did not carry a character of fight of public-political and social-economical platforms of the candidates for this office, and thanks to our mentality they were reduced to defense of personal interests of certain groupings, which, using the pragmatic component of the social psychology of an average constituency, formed their electorates with rather faulty technologies. 
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