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INTTRODUCTION

As a study, the Local Election 2010. Pulse of the Country offers analysis of the 2010 local elec-
tions in Ukraine, which for the first time were arranged separately from the parliamentary
campaign. Such arrangement is customary for many democratic countries, where municipal
elections take place between national elections and signal the public election attitudes. In
the context of the current political situation in Ukraine, the recent election campaign has
brightly demonstrated its characteristic features, which included intense political competi-
tion, attempts to occupy new electoral grounds, and efforts to influence the formation of re-
gional elites and further development of the administrative verticals.

The general trends, inherent in modern election campaigns, and the directions of media and
information policy development have confirmed the previous assumption about disintegra-
tion of the information environment at the national scale as one of the problems, as well as lack
of reliable information on social and political phenomena and processes, related to the election
campaigns in the regions. This, without doubt, created beneficial atmosphere for unpunished
use of administrative resource and other forms of election falsifications and violations.

This study and the related civil society observation campaign aimed at ensuring ongoing ex-
pert monitoring and assessment of the local elections, comprehensive analysis of the collected
information, and publication of the relevant information and analytical materials both during
the campaign (through the Local Elections 2010 Public Press Centre), and afterwards by
means of this study which presents a summarised analytical report (Section I) and individual
monitoring aspects (Sections IT and IIT).

The Ukrainian 2010 local elections were in many respects unique. There were a number of
various factors that made these elections different from the previous ones and evidenced do-
mination of political interest over democratic principles and procedures. At the same time, the
main positive aspect about the 2010 campaign was the fact that they were separated from the
parliamentary elections. For the first time in many years, citizens, politicians, journalists, and
civil society activists fully focused on local elections.

The election legislation, traditionally amended almost before the beginning of the campaign,
introduced a mixed election system, a new principle for the formation of election commissions,
and enabled candidates to run without election programmes. The amendments also equalled
the rights of civil society observers to ordinary voters, which made the full-fledged civil so-
ciety observation rather hard. In addition, particular situations in each town or village and
considerable differences between neighbouring cities and districts, together with a number of
other specific features of the campaign, turned this observation into a complicated and bulky
process.

Section I «Local Elections 2010. General Trends» presents the main features of the 2010
election campaign, as well as recommendations on improvement of the existing norms and
practices of the election campaign. This study was based on the expert opinion polling, as well
as narrative reports of the leading regional experts.
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Section IT «Expert Assessment. Local Elections 2010» lays down the expert study analysis.
An independent public assessment undertaken by means of expert polling made it possible to
avoid the flaws that are normally incurred by civil society observations. The expert opinion
was studied through two stages of polling, done on the basis of theoretical quota and clus-
ter sampling. The clusters were represented by specialised expert groups, such as journalists,
civil society activists, researchers, and businessmen. No less than three representatives of each
specialised group were polled in each region. The size of quotas in each region was defined
theoretically. At least twenty experts were polled in each region, which was seen as sufficient
to define election trends through a statistic study.

The polling was done in twelve oblasts and in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea. The terri-
torial samples were represented by five regions: West (Zakarpattya, Lviv, Volyn, and Ternopil
Oblasts), North (Sumy and Chernihiv Oblasts), East (Donetsk and Kharkiv Oblasts), South
(the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Odesa and Kherson Oblasts), and Centre (Vinnytsya
and Kirovohrad Oblasts). The first stage took place before the election campaign between
11 and 23 October 2010, and the second one — after the elections, between 4 and 20 November
2010. During the first stage, 251 experts were polled. The distribution between the specialised
groups was as follows: journalists — 23.3 %, civil society activists — 25.3 %, civil servants —
16.9 %, businessmen — 15.7 %, and researchers — 18.9 %. 267 experts were polled at the second
stage with the following distribution of experts: journalists — 25.8 %, civil society activists —
26.9 %, civil servants — 14.4 %, businessmen — 12.9 %, and researchers — 20.1 %.

Section III «Regional Narrative Reports» contains reports prepared by regional coordina-
tors of the civil society observation on the course, main trends, and results of the election
campaign. The information has been provided in accordance with a reconciled matrix, which
does not only include all main blocks of issues, important for the coverage of the election
campaign («Political Competition», «Administrative Resource», «Media and NGOs»), but
also correlates with the previous expert opinion poll, supplementing the main trends by local
traces and examples.

The study and the project have been implemented by the Consortium of civil society organi-
sations under the general coordination of the Agency for Legislative Initiatives, the Reform
Support Network, and the Public Assembly of Ukraine with the support of the International
Renaissance Foundation. The project team expresses its special gratitude to all experts who
participated in the first and second polling stages.
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In 2010, it was for the first time in Ukraine that local elections were based on a mixed election
system established by the new legislation. In view of varied assessments of the renewed legal
regulation by experts and politicians, as well as the recent change of leadership in the country,
the elections drew a wide resonance in the Ukrainian politically active circles and within the
international community. Since, it was expected that the poll would partially reformat the
Ukrainian political field and introduce clarity into the government-opposition correlation,
increased attention to them by national and local elites was rather predictable.

The Reform Support Network (the RSN), a coalition of NGOs, which united leading think
tanks from nine regions of Ukraine (the Agency for Local Initiatives, the Centre for Policy
Analysis and Election Consulting (Lutsk), Donetsk Oblast Branch of the Committee of Voters
of Ukraine (Donetsk), the Centre for the Regional Policy Studies (Sumy), Lviv Oblast Branch
of the Committee of Voters of Ukraine (Lviv), Odesa Oblast Branch of the Committee of Voters
of Ukraine (Odesa), Polissya Foundation for International and Regional Studies (Chernihiv),
Local Democracy Foundation (Kharkiv), and Kherson Oblast Branch of the Committee of Vo-
ters of Ukraine (Kherson), expressed its concerns about the procedure followed to announce and to
arrange local elections in Ukraine in 2010, as well as the quality of the legislative regulation of fered
as the basis for such elections.

On 15 April 2010, after the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine cancelled the previously announced
local elections date (31 May 2010), the RSN published its Statement, in which it insisted that
the new date of the local elections had to be defined without delay, requested that national and
local elections be separated in time, and stressed the necessity to review the election system
and to unify the legal regulation of the election campaign. The RSN position was presented
at the Parliamentary Hearings «Reform of Local Election Legislation in Ukraine in the
Interests of Territorial Communities» which were held on 12 May 2010.

On 22 July 2010, after the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine passed a new version of the Law on Lo-
cal Elections in Ukraine on 10 July 2010, the RSN distributed another Statement which ex-
pressed concerns about a new drastic change of the election rules just a few months before the
beginning of the campaign. The Statement requested that the President of Ukraine vetoed the
law of 10.07.2010 if it is signed by the Verkhovna Rada Chairman; that the Verkhovna Rada
of Ukraine passed a new version of the law and increased the duration of the campaign; that
the campaigners were obliged to present their election programmes; that self-nomination was
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made possible; that the Central Election Commission ensured observation of the democratic
standards during the organisation and conduct of the elections (in particular as concerns fair
representation of all local offices of political parties in election commissions); and that the
civil society organisations ensured proper observation of the elections, as well as worked on
raising public awareness of the election conduct and rules.

Political analysis of the 2010 election has in many respects confirmed the concerns expressed
at the beginning of the campaign. The Party of Regions (the party in government), and Bat-
kivshchyna party (the opposition political force which has been consolidating the «orange»
electorate around it over the recent years) became the main political contenders. The Party of
Regions had stronger positions as compared with its opponents from the very beginning of the
campaign. Traditionally, it was supported by eastern and southern Ukraine, while the west,
north, and centre of Ukraine were rather backing the democratic front (the parties of Yulia
Tymoshenko Bloc, Our Ukraine and others). The 2010 local elections changed the previous
balance of forces in the Ukrainian regions, thus having laid the grounds for a qualitative re-
newal of the political life in the country.

A study of the nomination of candidates, formation of election commissions, the course of the
campaign itself, and the election results revealed a number of national trends, which charac-
terise the current political process at the national and local levels.

1. Partial Renewal of the Political Field

The 2010 election campaign witnessed appearance and activation of new political parties and
players. In addition to the parties represented in the parliament and local self-governance bo-
dies, which have been traditionally popular among the voters over the recent years (Party of
Regions, Batkivshchyna, Our Ukraine, the Communist Party (CPU), the People’s Party), as
well as activation of the «old» political forces (such Soyuz Party, the Progressive Socialist Par-
ty of Ukraine, the People’s Movement of Ukraine, the Social Democratic Party (united), the
Russian Bloc, the Ukrainian People’s Party in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea (ARC);
the Liberal Party of Ukraine, the Green Party of Ukraine, the Women for the Future in Do-
netsk Oblast Party; the Socialist Party of Ukraine in Chernihiv Oblast), quite a number of new
projects have appeared. Having secured support from the ruling elite in the country and the
region, these projects were trying to get representation at the local level. Apart from the well
known Front of Changes, Strong Ukraine, Svoboda, and Unified Centre, in many oblasts there
were also election participants targeting local voters, in particular: Russian Unity and Soyuz in
ARC; Consciousness of Ukraine and Unity in Vinnytsya Oblast; Young Ukraine, Consciousness
of Ukraine, Justice, and Liberal Party of Ukraine in Volyn Oblast; the People’s Environmental
Party, the People’s Power, the Solidarity of Women of Ukraine, and the Ukrainian Party in
Kirovohrad Oblast; the Civic Position, the Law and Freedom of Ukraine, and the Third Force
in Lviv Oblast; the Home Town in Sumy Oblast; and the Ukrainian Marine Party, the Union of
Leftist Forces, UDAR, and the People’s Environmental Party in Kherson Oblast.

The 2010 elections became the starting platform for a number of political leaders in the regions.
At the same time, maximisation of the role of political parties in the election process, as well
as domination of the main political contenders in the majority of the regions prevented such
leaders from being active enough, with but a few exceptions, like the Strong Ukraine candi-
date who won elections in Horlivka, or CPU representatives who came out first in Debaltseve
and Kirovske in Donetsk Oblast. There were also cases when new political parties dominated
in some regional territories: thus, the Unified Centre monopolised Mukacheve town and dis-
trict, while in other Transcarpathian towns and districts its positions were much weaker.
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Assessment of the renewal of the regional political field has revealed certain features char-
acteristic of the nomination of candidates for one-seat constituencies by political parties. The
main election participants would often practice double nomination, when candidates from
party lists would also run in single-member constituencies, while smaller parties were not so
active with the nomination of such candidates: in Donetsk Oblast, the parties like Children
of War, Justice, Truth, and others nominated no candidates for one-seat constituencies, even
though they were represented on the lists. There were also rare cases when new actors ap-
peared in one-seat constituencies: in Donetsk Oblast, the Native Homeland and the Social
Christian Party were trying to get three and two of their representatives respectively elected
to the oblast council. This phenomenon, however, did not become very widespread. It is in-
teresting that in Kirovohrad Oblast some candidates in single-member constituencies would
not disclose their political affiliation, positioning themselves as independent candidates, while
in Odesa Oblast such candidates wished to conceal their affiliation with Batkivshchyna and
Spravedlyvist.

It is important that almost in all oblasts there were cases when one-seat constituency candi-
dates would get their mandates, while their political parties would not receive enough votes to
be represented in the local councils. Nevertheless, this had no decisive impact on the balance
of forces in local councils.

This evidences that new political projects cannot be considered to be as a step towards the
structuring of the political space in the regions. They were mainly set up either to support local
leaders in view of their popularity (thus, in Volyn oblast, the Young Ukraine party was estab-
lished by the former secretary of Lutsk City Council S. Zelinskyi, while the Consciousness of
Ukraine was initiated by the Mayor of Kovel S. Kosharuk), or to ensure political representa-
tion of the regional business circles (as it was the case in Volyn Oblast, Zakarpattya, and Kher-
son Oblasts). It is demonstrative that the party success was often ensured by the popularity of
its leader and not its activities (EKO+25% and the Youth Party with their candidates running
for the mayoral position in Uzhgorod could be mentioned as examples). There have also been
political parties which were targeting certain national minorities (e.g. the Party of Hungarians
of Ukraine and the Democratic Party of Hungarians of Ukraine in Zakarpattya Oblast).

Conclusion. Despite of the formal increase of the political parties participating in the election
process, their positive results appeared to be rather modest, as the majority of them were sup-
posed only to distract votes off the main contenders or to present themselves and demonstrate
the principle of plurality of political parties in practice. Like in the previous campaigns, per-
sonalised approach was used for the definition of candidates for mandates, but generally, the
results of political parties in majority districts were not radically different from the distribu-
tion of votes, received for the support of political party lists.

2.  Domination of the Party of Regions

There were a number of reasons why the Party of Regions dominated in many regions: active
support from the national government to the local party elite (this was in particular obvi-
ous in ARC and in Transcarpathian Oblast); reliance on the local leaders (this in particular
concerns the mayors of Donetsk and Kharkiv), and as a result the possibility to use the local
administrative resource; migration of members from other political forces to the Party of Re-
gions (this was particularly characteristic of Kherson Oblast; in Kharkiv Oblast, the majority
of non-affiliated candidates decided to run on behalf of the Party of Regions due to the party’s
leading positions in the region).
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On the other hand, weakening of Batkivshchyna and Our Ukraine resulted from the disap-
pointment of the public in the «orange» government, emergence of new opposition parties,
which distracted the opposition electorate, as well as their rather limited resource potential
(in particular access to the media).

Strong positions of the Party of Regions were confirmed during the nomination of candidates
in the one-seat constituencies. Thus, in Donetsk Oblast, there was a Party of Regions candidate
registered in every constituency, while in eight constituencies no other party had its represen-
tative; in ARC, the Party of Regions candidates were running into the councils of all adminis-
trative formations of the autonomy and for the mayors of all villages and towns.

The Party of Regions was also strong due to their essential domination in the election com-
missions. Even in the oblasts were the Party of Regions is not traditionally supported, they
had majority representation in the election administration bodies: in ARC, more than half
of the election commission chairmen were representing the Party of Regions; in Volyn, even
though the opposition was represented in all territorial election commissions (TECs), the
Party of Regions held the majority; in Donetsk Oblast, the ruling coalition parties (the Party
of Regions, CPU, and the People’s Party) chaired 73% of TECs and held 69% of the posi-
tions of deputy chairmen; in Transcarpathian Oblast, the Party of Regions chaired nine out of
nineteen TECs, while Our Ukraine and the People’s Party chaired five and three commissions
respectively (Batkivshchyna got no single position); in Ternopil Oblast, the Party of Regions,
CPU and the People’s Party held the biggest majority in TECs (56, 57 and 56 persons respec-
tively); in Kharkiv Oblast, one third of chairmen of TECs and precinct election commissions
(PECs) represented the Party of Regions; in Kherson Oblast, 33% leadership positions in
election commissions were occupied by the Party of Regions, while the Yulia Tymoshenko
Bloc parties received only 21% of leadership positions altogether; in Chernihiv Oblast, due
to the replacement of the TEC leadership during the election campaign, the Party of Regions
increased its representation among chairmen, deputy chairmen, and secretaries of election
commissions (despite of the fact that even before such replacement the government coalition
representatives occupied the biggest number of the commission chairmen positions). At the
same time, a number of opposition parties were underrepresented in election commissions:
thus, Batkivshchyna had no representatives in ARC and Transcarpathian Oblast, and likewise
the People’s Movement of Ukraine was not represented in ARC.

Such domination of the government party in the election commissions opened possibilities for
abuse of its positions and pressure on the opposition: in Donetsk Oblast, members of election
commissions considered their right to be present at the party conferences as an obligatory
condition for the validity of such conferences; in Kharkiv Oblast, election commissions were
opposing registration of opposition candidates.

On the results of the elections, the Party of Regions received the biggest number of mandates in
the ARC Verkhovna Rada and in oblast councils of Vinnytsya Oblast, Donetsk Oblast, Kiro-
vohrad Oblast, Odesa Oblast, Sumy Oblast, Kharkiv Oblast, Kherson Oblast, and Chernihiv
Oblast; in city councils of Simferopol, Donetsk, Kirovohrad, Odesa, Kharkiv, and Kherson;
the mayors Simferopol, Donetsk, Kirovohrad, Odesa, Kharkiv, Kherson, and Chernihiv rep-
resent the Party of Regions. In addition, the government party has also taken rather strong
positions in the regions which are not traditionally supporting it: in Volyn Oblast, the Party of
Regions came out second in the election to the oblast councils and third to the city council; in
Transcarpathian Oblast — second result for the oblast and city councils; in Lviv Oblast — third
result for the oblast and city councils; in Sumy — third result for the city council; in Terno-
pil — second result for the city council (see the Table below). At the background of the loss
of Batkivshchyna’s positions and total Our Ukraine’s fiasco, the Party of Regions’ achieve-
ments evidence its growing political potential and realistic prospects for the construction of
the promised «power vertical».
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ELEcTION WINNERS: OBLAST AND CITY COUNCILS, OBLAST CENTRE MAYORS
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Oblast Council Oblast Centre City Council Obl;slt Soriac
OBLAST ayor
Majority Second Result Majority Second Result Majority
Autonomous CPU, People’s
Republic of Party of Regions Movement of Party of Regions CPU, Soyuz Party of Regions
Crimea Ukraine, Soyuz
Consciousness Batkivshchyna Consciousness
Vinnytsya Oblast | Party of Regions Batkivshchyna . (third result: .
of Ukraine . of Ukraine
Party of Regions)
Svoboda
Volyn Oblast Batkivshchyna Party of Regions Batkivshchyna (third result: Strong Ukraine
Party of Regions)
Donetsk Oblast Party of Regions CPU Party of Regions CPU Party of Regions
'gsﬁ ssiarpathlan Unified Centre Party of Regions Unified Centre Party of Regions EKO+25%
Kirovohrad f Reci Kivshch f Regi Kivsheh f Regi
Oblast Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Party of Regions
Front of Changes Front of Changes Republican
Lviv Oblast Svoboda (third result: Svoboda (third result: Chriiian Part
Party of Regions) Party of Regions) y
Odesa Oblast Party of Regions People’s Party Party of Regions Rodina Party of Regions
Ridne Misto
Sumy Oblast Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Batkivshchyna (third result: Ridne Misto
Party of Regions)
Ternopil Oblast No elections Svoboda Party of Regions Svoboda
Kharkiv Oblast Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Party of Regions
Kherson Oblast Party of Regions CPU Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Party of Regions
Chernihiv Oblast Party of Regions Batkivshchyna Batkivshchyna Party of Regions Party of Regions

Conclusion. On the one hand, support of the country leadership, the force of the local elites,
strong organisation and financial possibilities, as well as traditionally wide electoral field en-
sured strong initial positions of the Party of Regions in all regions of Ukraine. On the other
hand, successful strategy followed to nominate candidates in single-member constituencies
and the quantitative domination of the Party of Regions in election commissions enabled the
government party to control the election process and ensured it a successful result in terms of
the number of mandates received in the majority of regions.

3. Dispersion of the Opposition

Unlike the Party of Regions with its consolidated and well-coordinated campaign in all re-
gions, the opposition forces acted rather scattered way. This, first of all, concerns the party
identification of the local elites: while representatives of the local authorities were mainly
running on behalf of the Party of Regions and the People’s Party, the opposition candidates,
which also used to be members of the local administration, represented various opposition

parties — Batkivshchyna, the Front of Changes, Our Ukraine, the Unified Centre etc.
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Secondly, it is demonstrative that under the condition of the absolute domination of the Party
of Regions and the government coalition, the opposition parties were practically making to
attempts to get united into blocs, with the exception of Kharkiv Oblast, where, when nomi-
nating majority candidates, Batkivshchyna decided to get united with the Reforms and Order
and the Ukrainian People’s Party, and as a result they nominated mutually agreed candidates
in the majority constituencies. Another example could be found in Lviv Oblast, where the For
Fair Elections union of national and democratic forces was established, but the composition of
this coalition was constantly changing, and some opposition parties (Pora, Ukrainian People’s
Party) were even not admitted.

Conclusions. Lack of a united strategy for all opposition parties all over the country and in
individual regions resulted in their loss of support as compared both to the Party of Regions,
and to the previous elections. This suggests that in the future any opposition alliances will be
of a rather ad hoc nature.

4. Deideologisation of Local Politics

The traditional for Ukraine deideologisation of politics as a component of the 2010 local elec-
tions can be considered in two dimensions:

4a. Nomination of candidates in these elections demonstrates that parties deviate from the
principle of unity. In some oblasts, this process was accompanied by internal scandals which
considered not so much the programme principles, but rather the electable places on the party
lists. Thus, in Kherson Oblast, party of the Party of Regions «old activists» were demonstra-
tively excluded; in the Transcarpathian Oblast, the Party of Regions could not decide for quite
along time whom to support as a mayor in Uzhgorod. Such cases evidence that political neces-
sity dominates over the ideological motives.

4b. The main features of the election campaign evidence that populist rhetoric dominates with
the majority of political forces and candidates, which mainly focus on the slogans that are
attractive for the public and reject any strategic vision of the regional development after the
elections. With no legislative requirement for the parties and candidates to present their elec-
tion programmes, this causes a gap between the public needs and the election rhetoric. There
are a few aspects that need to be emphasised here. Firstly, campaigners mainly focused on
personal advantages of the candidates and their teams (ARC, Volyn, Transcarpathian Oblast)
and criticism of the opponents (e.g. in Transcarpathian, Kharkiv an Kherson Oblasts, Bat-
kivshchyna was actively criticising the Party of Regions for inflation, increase of municipal
charges and gas prices; in Sumy Oblast, Batkivshchyna was focused on criticising Tihipko and
Yanukovych, while the Party of Regions was referring to the improvement of the situation in
the regions after its representatives formed local authorities; Svoboda was also campaigning
in a rather negative key in Ternopil Oblast). At the same time, new parties were trying to
avoid criticising the predecessors, emphasising that they had nothing to do with the current
problems.

Secondly, like previously, artificial problems were presented as urgent issues; this concerns
the language issue and NATO (in ARC, these were raised by the Party of Regions, CPU, the
Progressive Socialist Party of Ukraine, Rodina, and Russian Unity; in Donetsk Oblast — by
the Party of Regions and CPU).

Thirdly, a number of «<new» parties (the Unified Centre, the Strong Ukraine, the Front of
Changes) chose the strategy aiming at the promotion of the party brand and the party leaders,
rather than concentrating on solving local problems.
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The For Fair Elections union in Lviv Oblast was, probably, the only example of ideological
approach to the election campaign with the aim to monitor the democratic nature of the elec-
tion procedures.

Conclusions. The 2010 local elections continued the trend of no-ideology approach to the
election campaign tactics in Ukraine. As a result of the personality-driven campaign and re-
ferences to political, rather practical, issues, the really urgent problems of local development
were ignored. Absence of a legislative requirement for description of ideological views in elec-
tion programmes only deepened the gap between the public expectations and the election
campaign rhetoric.

5. Impact of the Administrative Resource

Local authorities were rather actively participating in the election campaign. The majority of
high level local authorities were involved in the elections as candidates (in particular, in ARC,
Volyn, Donetsk, Transcarpathian, Odesa, Kharkiv, and Kherson Oblasts), which has had its
impact on the course and results of the elections. In this case, the administrative resource
mainly aimed not at influencing the voters, but rather at removing competitors.

Quite often, administrative resource would be used in a rather open way. Officials, which rep-
resented the Party of Regions, associated their success in the elections with the prospects of
the region development. Thus, the Mayor of Makiyivka (Donetsk Oblast) O. Maltsev, mem-
ber of the Party of Regions, promised his voters socio-economic development preference in
the amount of 90 mIn UAH in the next year (against current year 30 mln). Not only oppo-
sition Batkivshchyna candidates, but also CPU representatives made statements about ad-
ministrative pressure in Donetsk Oblast. Dissemination of untrue information, rumours, and
ungrounded accusations were noted by representatives of the People’s Party in Kirovohrad
Oblast.

It is possible to distinguish a number of channels used to apply administrative resource.
Firstly, in many regions, observers noted pressure exercised by local authorities on TECs and
PECs (e.g. in Volyn Oblast, TEC members, which represented the coalition, periodically re-
ceived instructions from local state administrations; in Transcarpathian Oblast, in the town
of Rakhiv the Party of Regions representatives blocked the work of the local TEC, while in
Uzhgorod local authorities pressured TEC for delaying the official presentation of the elec-
tion results; in Lviv, chairmen of Lviv Oblast Council, being on vacations, arranged a meeting
with heads of local TECs; in Odesa, the administrator of Kotovsk Town Council personally
controlled the work of TECs; in Sumy Oblast, members of political parties were included into
lists used for formation of TECs under the control of district state administration, while in the
cases when there was no control, chairmen of election commissions were replaced not in ac-
cordance with the established rules). The back side of the improper functioning of the election
commission is cancellation of registration of the opposition candidates or those ones that were
able to compete with the Party of Regions (ARC).

Secondly, there were cases of prohibitions to run: in Volodymyr-Volynskyi, Volyn Oblast, on
the instruction of the town mayor, the employees of the state-funded institutions were pro-
hibited to run on behalf of the opposition parties or to represent them in PECs; in Chernihiy,
the secretary of Chernihiv City Council had a meeting with headmasters of secondary school
with a proposal to support candidate-educators running on behalf of the Party of Regions and
a suggestion to withdraw their candidates if they were running on other party lists; a similar
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occurrence was reported from Kherson Oblast. On the other side, there were also cases when
people would be forced to become candidates: in Transcarpathian Oblast employees of state-
funded institutions were forced to run on behalf of the Party of Regions; in Sumy Oblast, there
was mass migration of employees of state institutions to the Party of Regions.

Thirdly, there were cases of political targeting of opposition forces. In ARC, Batkivshchyna
was not able to ensure full-fledged operation of its headquarters due to ongoing inspections
by taxation and law-enforcement bodies of the companies that were related to this political
party. In Kharkiv and Kherson Oblasts, criminal cases were launched against the opposition
candidates; in ARC, opposition members of the Crimean Verkhovna Rada were arrested; in
Sumy Oblast, representatives of opposition parties were openly threatened in order to force
them to stop running.

Fourthly, administrative pressure has resulted in unequal campaigning possibilities: in ARC,
the opposition had limited possibilities to disseminate their political advertisements and to
have unimpeded meeting with voters; in Transcarpathian Oblast, there were cases when prin-
ting houses refused to print promotion materials for opposition parties; in Kirovohrad Oblast,
budget-funded institutions had posters with information on the first ten candidates from the
Party of Regions to the oblast council; in Odesa Oblast, there were cases when village mayors
would define special places for promotion and would request that any promotion events are
reconciled with them.

In general terms, no direct pressure on voters was observed — such cases occurred only in in-
dividual communities (Volyn, Transcarpathian Oblast). Nevertheless, in Donetsk there were
cases when employees of state institutions, who were not members of the Party of Regions,
were forcibly invited to the party conferences, while school teachers from individual districts,
who were not members of election commissions, were forced to observe the voting and report
to the district education section; in ARC, employees of local council executive committees
were involved into the work of polling stations to actually control the voting; in Sumy Oblast,
voters were actively bribed; in Ternopil Oblast, representatives of oblast state administration
campaigned for the Party of Regions and were threatening dismissals should somebody refuse
to follow them.

Involvement of courts was also various. In some regions it was quite low (Volyn, Transcar-
pathian Oblast, Chernihiv Oblast), in other — rather high (e.g., in Donetsk oblast the number
of complaints from the election process participants was five-fold as compared to the presi-
dential elections; in Lviv Oblast, the parties that joined For Fair Elections union contested
the actions of Lviv City TEC on formation of PECs, but classification of such actions as illegal
had only formal influence on the reformatting of PECs; in Kherson Oblast there was an at-
tempt to use courts to adjust the composition of the election participants through cancellation
of registration of the lists of candidates from the Ukrainian Maritime Party and its mayoral
candidate; similar cases occurred in Kirovohrad Oblast). There were also court proceedings
related to the illegal campaigning and illegal actions of TECs (e.g., a dispute between mayoral
candidates in Lutsk), as well as establishment of voting results (in Lviv and Truskavets, Lviv
Oblast, as well as in Odesa Oblast).

In general terms, courts held a rather unbiased position in the election process and had little
impact on the election results (Vinnytsya, Volyn, Donetsk, Chernihiv Oblasts). At the same
time, in Kharkiv Oblast, none of 200 complaints filed by the opposition about the breaches of
the election legislation was satisfied by the court, which evidenced that courts were controlled
by local authorities headed by the Party of Regions. Another resonant case was considered in
Lviv Oblast and concerned the definition of the legitimate head of Batkivshchyna regional
organisation — duration of the court proceedings in Pechersk Court of Kyiv and the Court of
Appeal actually prevented the party from full-fledged participation in the elections.
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Involvement of the law-enforcement authorities also was not decisive for the outcome of the
campaign (though they were not always properly responding to the violations of the law).
There were cases when public prosecution and law-enforcement bodies were involved into
settlement of disputes between candidates (e.g. as concerns contestation of the nomination of
candidates by Batkivshchyna party conference in some Volyn district because delegated from
primary organisations were not elected), but this had no essential impact on the course of the
campaign. Situation in Donetsk Oblast appeared to be rather unstable, where candidates from
opposition parties and CPU would be beaten or assaulted, prosecuted by SBU, their offices
attacked, but due to the closed police information, these cases were subject to information
manipulations. In Kirovohrad oblast, a Front of Changes candidate was beaten, which was
regarded as political prosecution. In Odesa Oblast, the police was actively preventing media
from covering the election campaign.

Conclusions. Active administrative pressure during elections has had a considerable impact on
the course of the campaign, in particular on the possibilities of political parties and candidates.
Political, organisational, and financial control exercised by the Party of Regions enabled it to
use election commissions, courts, and law-enforcement bodies, as well as other possibilities to
defend its strong positions in the majority of Ukrainian oblasts.

6. Unequal Distribution and Use of Election Resources in the Regions

Financial and organisation capacity of political parties influenced the number of candidates
they were able to nominate. Thus, not more than ten out of fifty political parties, that partici-
pated in the elections in ARC, nominated candidates for local councils and mayoral positions,
as well as to the election commissions.

The position of the media in the election process had essential influence on the course of the
campaign. Assessment of this position should be done with the understanding that media cam-
paigning is funded from two sources — the state budget and the election funds of political par-
ties and candidates. If the state budget provide the campaigners with the same amount of TV
time and newspaper spaces, various resource possibilities of election funds resulted in media
disbalance in the support of political parties.

The main features of the media campaign were traditional for the recent electoral years:

1. The majority of the election materials were ordered by headquarters and candidates, and
therefore they could not be seen as independent and unbiased (e.g., in Transcarpathian Oblast,
such ordered media support backed Ratushnyak as Uzhgorod mayor, the Unified Centre and
the Party of Regions; in Kherson, the Horozhanka newspaper was an campaign supplement to
the Party of Regions, while the Aktsenty weekly was supporting CPU). The only exception
in this sense is Vinnytsya Oblast, where there were no negative ordered media materials that
would cause a loud response in the society or would have an essential influence on the course
of the election campaign.

2. Influential regional media mainly functioning with the support of the sponsors affiliated
with political parties, which influenced the nature of their materials during the campaign (this
concerns the majority of printed and Internet-media in Donetsk Oblast which are controlled
by Rinat Akhmetov’s companies and other representatives of the Party of Regions; in ARC,
the media is controlled by companies affiliated with the Party of Regions, Ruska Ednist, and
Soyuz; in Kharkiv Oblast, the media is controlled by local authorities and Avakov’s business

group).
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3. In many regions traditionally independent media experience current financial difficulties,
which has had an adverse influence on their independence during the election campaign (in
Donetsk Oblast, this concerns the Ostriv website, such newspapers as Aktsent, Donbas, Mos-
kovskyi Komsomolets in Donbas, and Big Life; in Transcarpathian Oblast, such newspapers as
Fest, Nedilya, Novyny Zakarpattya, Karpat Igaz Szo were publishing materials on any candi-
dates for a financial remuneration; in ARC, paid materials were published Pervaya Krymskaya
weekly; similar practices were exercised in Kherson Oblast).

4. Internet-publications demonstrated relative independence when covering elections, but
their assessments often depended on political preferences of their owners (this concerns,
Volyn, Donetsk, Kirovohrad, and Ternopil Oblasts). It is interesting that in Chernihiv Oblast,
over the last campaign month, Internet-sites were publishing materials with no possibility to
comment on them, even though this option used to be available earlier.

3. Like in the previous elections, there were cases when media were set up for the campaign
in order to support a certain candidate or political party (e.g., Slovo and Zoloto Zakarpattya in
Transcarpathian Oblast; similar media were also set up in Kherson Oblast).

6. There was also a practice of nominating editors and journalists as candidates (e.g., in Do-
netsk Oblast, editors of Donetsk News and Pryazov Worker were running on behalf of the Party
of Regions, and the Visti editor — on behalf of the Strong Ukraine; in Odesa Oblast, quite a
number of journalists were also participating in the elections as candidates).

Conclusions. Resource support available to the campaigners had a considerable impact on
their campaign strategies. Access to the possibilities to influence voters (in particular through
the media) depended on the political positions of political parties and business support pro-
vided to them in the regions.

7. Unequal Activity of Election Campaigns

In general terms, the basic instruments used during this campaign were rather traditional:
the majority of political parties campaigned through distribution of their newspapers in city
and town centres, presented their materials in the media and placing their advertisements on
billboards (Donetsk, Transcarpathian, and Chernihiv Oblast); in Chernihiv Oblast there were
meetings with voters, press conferences, concerts, publication of public opinion polls results.
Nevertheless, there were a number of other demonstrative aspects which contributed to the
results achieved by political parties and candidates. Firstly, parties were active if they counted
on a victory in a certain region. New parties campaigns differed from region to region: in some
oblasts they demonstrated rather low activity (ARC, Kharkiv Oblast), while in others they
acted in a more aggressive way (Donetsk, Chernihiv Oblast).

Secondly, in some regions, certain parties and candidates limited themselves only to the nomi-
nation of candidates and representation in election commissions; such campaigners supported
no active voter relations. Thus, in Donetsk Oblast, despite of a rather big team, Batkivshchyna
nominated only a mayoral candidate, registered its party lists, got its places in the election
commissions, and practically took not other action; Our Ukraine was rather passive in Odesa
Oblast; not all campaigners used their quotas to cover their campaign in the media at the ex-
pense of the state budget in Volyn Oblast.

Thirdly, election campaigns were more active in the cities, in particular in oblast centres (like
Vinnytsya, Donetsk, Kirovohrad, Lutsk, Odesa, Uzhgorod, Kharkiv, Kherson, Chernihiv) and
also at the oblast level.
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Fourthly, campaigns were less active in the majority constituencies. Candidates were also
rather similar in their rhetoric, mainly referring to the local community problems which com-
plicated their identification by the electorate. Odesa Oblast was rather exceptional in this
sense, as the main struggle here unfolded in one-seat constituencies. The same situation was
observed in Ternopil Oblast, where activity of the majority candidates depended on the acti-
vity of the party which they represented.

Campaigners also demonstrated rather varied readiness to the elections. The main political
parties, which counted on the receipt of mandates, had their headquarters, were rather active-
ly campaigning, had their delegates in election commissions, selected and trained observers.
In particular, this concerns the parties represented in the parliament, as well as those that are
actively working in regions (have their party network and relatively stable electorate, support
voter relations). The parties that were indeed struggling for mandates in particular regions
demonstrated readiness to the elections, in particular Russian Unity and Soyuz in ARC, Civil
Solidarity and UDAR in Chernihiv Oblast. Lack of financial and organisational readiness to
the elections, revealed in sluggish work of various headquarters could be observed in ARC,
Donetsk, Transcarpathian, and Sumy Oblasts. The majority of election commission members
in Volyn and Donetsk Oblasts already worked in previous elections, while TEC and PEC
members in Odesa and Ternopil Oblasts lacked experience; in Kharkiv Oblast, commission
chairmen worked in the previous presidential and parliamentary elections, but commission
members rather lacked experience, while in Lviv Oblast the situation was reverse.

Conclusions. Activity of election campaigns in the majority of cases depended on the pros-
pects of political parties and their representatives in a specific region, as well as on the political
conditions (this in particular concerns the professional criterion in the selection of the elec-
tion commission members).

8.  Active, but Non-Influential Civil Society

Activity of civil society was assessed as rather weak in ARC, Volyn, Donetsk, and Transcar-
pathian Oblasts. Thus, NGOs had rather low influence on the course of the campaign on the
territories remote from the centre. Civil society organisations were involved in the campaign
in various qualities: as candidates, election commissions members, observers, and promoters.
The most active organisations included regional offices of the Civic network OPORA and the
Committee of Voters of Ukraine. In general terms, such organisations can be divided into a
few groups.

First — the unbiased NGOs which attempted to observe and cover the campaign in an ob-
jective manner, to analyse the election process and to provide the public with explanations
(in ARC — the Committee for Freedom of Press Monitoring in Crimea, the Information
Press Centre, the Krym-Perspektyva Resource Centre, and the Institute for Development
of Crimea; in Vinnytsya Oblast — Vinnytsya Press Club, in Volyn Oblast — Centre for Politi-
cal Analysis and Election Consulting, the Volyn Choice 2010 Independent Press Centre; in
Donetsk Oblast — Donetsk Press Club; in Kharkiv Oblast — Kharkiv Human Rights Protec-
tion Group; in Lviv Oblast — Law and Democracy, and People’s Control NGOs; in Kherson
Oblast — the Successful Woman organisation; in Chernihiv Oblast — Polissya Foundation for
International and Regional Studies, the Initiative Education Centre).

Second — the organisations whose leaders were participating in the election process (in Volyn
Oblast — National Alliance and the Association for the Protection of Volyn Youth Rights; in
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Donetsk Oblast — Centre for Legislative Initiatives, the Union of the Disabled Individuals Or-
ganisations, Donetsk Oblast Agricultural Advisory Service, the Ukrainian Council for Peace
and the Ukrainian Peace Foundation Section, For the Future of Children of Ukraine; in Kiro-
vohrad Oblast — the Foundation for Regional Initiatives, the Union of the Disabled Individu-
als Organisations, the Committee of Voters of Kirovohrad Oblast, the Regional Democratic
Union, the People’s Democratic League of Youth; in Odesa Oblast — Soglasiye, Kolokol, the
Anticorruption Committee, the local Democratic Alliance organisation). It is interesting that
in Vinnytsya Oblasts NGO representatives refused to run despite of numerous proposals.

Third — organisations that were openly working for certain political parties. For example, in
Kirovohrad Oblast, the Club of Young Political Scientists was advising to Yosyp Vinskyi’s
political force; the Central Ukrainian Laboratory of Public Opinion Studies and the Socio-
Cultiral Management Institute were consulting the Party of Regions; in Odesa Oblast — Ode-
sa XXI was campaigning for mayoral candidate O. Honcharenko, while For Odesa! For Yanu-
kovych! civil movement supported the Party of Regions; in Ternopil Oblast, the Association of
the Municipal Service Users supported the Civil Position political party.

In some regions, NGOs set up quite a number of protests. In particular, in Kharkiv, dozens
of NGOs established the Green Front movement which was fighting the local government’s
attempts to build a highway through a park and did not stop conflicts with local authorities
during the election campaign. As an example of the coalition activity, the Public Forum of
Kharkiv Oblast (about 72 NGOs and political parties) decided to consolidate and support
Arsen Avakov as a mayoral candidate.

There were also cases when NGOs were pseudo-active. Thus, in Kherson Oblast, the Public
Council under Kherson City Mayor, which united 38 civil society organisations, only imitated
its activities: it launched an on-going round table, where only loyal NGOs were invited, as
well as set up a monitoring group to study the «black PR» cases. In Chernihiv, such organisa-
tions as Public Opinion and People’s Control were indirectly promoting candidates to the city
council and the mayor’s post.

Conclusions. During the election campaign, NGOs were constantly stressing drawbacks of
the local election legislation, arranged training courses for election commission members and
observers, as well as supported relations with the public. Despite of such activities, however,
the influence of the civil society was weaker than the administrative pressure. Dependence
and non-objectiveness of some NGOs had an adverse impact on the consolidation of the civil
society in the regions.

9. Breaches of Election Legislation

The 2010 local elections witnessed many breaches of the election legislation at all stages of the
election campaign. The following were defined as the most frequent violations upon a study of
the organisation and conduct of the elections in different regions.

1. In many regions, the procedure used to form election commissions was not transparent
enough. This was mainly because the law offers only a framework procedure for the establish-
ment of TECs and PECs, which lays down a productive ground for the formation of lower
election commissions at the discretion of the higher ones, and this in its turn results in the
control of the election administration bodies only by certain political forces. Such lack of clear
legislation regulation resulted in many violations. Thus, in Kharkiv oblast, political parties
and NGOs issued a statement to the OSCE representatives according to which leaders of a
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number of district offices of the Ukrainian Social Democratic Party had signed no documents
to delegate their representatives to the election commissions, which, as a result, became mem-
bers of TECs within Batkivshchyna quota; thus in Verkhnyorohachytskyi district, a submis-
sion to the TEC on behalf of the Ukrainian Peasant Democratic Party was made by the leader
of the district organisation, but on the result of the Batkivshchyna parliamentary quota many
people who got in the TEC were those who worked on behalf of the Party of Regions in the
previous elections. In many regions, PECs were formed on a biased and obscure basis (in Do-
netsk, Lviv, and Kherson Oblasts). In Kirovohrad Oblast, the list of voters illegally included
the head of Kirovohrad Oblast State Administration (head of the Party of Regions oblast
organisation) and nine of his officials who lived in Kyiv and Donetsk Oblast.

2. In many regions, there were considerable problems with the openness and publicity of the
TECs functioning, as well as observance of the organisation events for the preparation of the
elections. Thus, in Donetsk, representatives of the Unified Centre stated that members o Do-
netsk City Election Commission refused to provide their resolution because it was posted on
the information stand; as these materials were already unavailable on the stand, the Unified
Centre had difficulties with nomination of its majority candidates. Mariupol City Election
Commission delayed approval of the ballot paper layout and their publishing, because the
court cancelled its decision on the rejection of the Strong Ukraine list. In addition, many TECs
were making attempts to delay presentation of information on the composition of PECs.

3. There were cases when members of the election commissions were ungroundedly excluded
from them. Thus, because of such violations in Lviv, Svoboda picketed and captured Lviv City
TEC, as well as a number of court proceedings were launched; as a result, Lviv Court of Appeal
obliged the election commission to form PECs with participation of Svoboda representatives.

4. The law essentially limits the voters access to the information on the election candidates.
Accordingly, in some regions (Volyn, Donetsk Oblast, Odesa Oblast), there were systemic
violations of the procedure established for the dissemination of campaign materials. In Odesa
Oblast, the majority of the commissions violated their obligations on the posting of the ma-
terials on information stands, informing the media in due time on the time and place of their
meetings, and when the media would come to their meetings, TEC would refuse to provide full
information on the course of the election process.

5. A number of violations were observed on the voting day. Thus, in Kharkiv Oblast, no control
over the publication of ballot papers resulted in the production of 11,000 excessive ballots, which
was revealed by the opposition; during the voting, there were ballots used without marking next
to the parties and candidates which were no longer participating in the elections; at the calcula-
tion stage, ballots would often arrive in damaged packages; the voting results were announced
before votes were recounted on eight precincts and before all complaints were considered.

6. Almost in all oblasts, there were mistakes made in the voter lists, as the rules set for the
formation and specification of the voter lists, as well as production of the ballots, creates pos-
sibilities for the violation of the citizens’ election rights.

It is important to note the drawbacks of the election campaign that had an adverse impact on
the course of the elections. In particular, reduction of the campaign period limited the candi-
dates’ campaigning possibilities, and therefore only the candidates with proper administrative
levers could arrange a high-quality campaign.

Conclusions. Poor legal regulation established for the organisation and conduct of elections,
as well as the large-scale administrative pressure caused by different staff, organisational, and
financial possibilities of the election process participants resulted in systemic violations of the
election legislation at all stages of the campaign. This has had a negative influence both on the
observation of the citizens’ election rights, and on the final election results.
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The 2010 local elections have demonstrated a number of features which have essentially inf-
luenced the nature and the results of the election campaign, as well as emphasised certain trends
in the regional and national politics, in particular:

e Partial renewal of the political field;

e Domination of the Party of Regions

e Dispersion of the opposition;

¢ Deideolgisation of the local politics;

e Tmpact of the administrative resource on the election course and results;
e Unequal distribution and use of election resources in the regions;

e Unequal activity of election campaigns;

e Active, but non-influential civil society; and

e Breaches of the election legislation.

Thus, the following aspects were determinative for the success in 2010 local elections:

e Strong positions in the local authorities before the elections (leadership positions in
local authorities, wide party network, traditional public support);

e Availability of financial resources to arrange a systemic campaign (in particular, busi-
ness support);

e Large representation in the election commissions and their control, which opened the
ways to neutralise the opponents; and

e Access to the media and active presence in the media space.

On the other hand, readiness of political parties to the elections (wide party networks, pre-
vious experience of election commission members, professional observers training, systemic
voter relations etc) have not been decisive for the outcome of the election campaign. In addi-
tion, the role of the civil society appeared to be rather limited: despite of careful monitoring
and attempts to draw attention to the drawbacks of the election legislation and abuses at the
local level, the resistance demonstrated by the civil society was weaker than the pressure of
the administrative resource.
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The expert assessment of the election process was done by five subjects: political competi-
tiveness, administrative resource, media, civil society, and election legislation. The first sub-
ject was further subdivided into the competitiveness and democratic nature of the election
process, assessment of the election commissions, political parties and business in the elec-
tions.

The expert assessments received during the second stage of the polling are more negative than
during the first one, which signals deteriorated observance of the standards of democratic
elections.

Local elections have been assessed as having been mainly incompliant with the standards of
free, fair, and competitive elections.

It has been pointed out that the quality of the election commission was not good enough to
ensure the proper level of the election process. The election legislation was not conducive for
fair representation of political parties in election commissions.

The key factor necessary for the victory was the possibility to use the administrative resource
which, according to the experts, was used quite intensely by different political forces.

It has been noted that candidates were not provided with equal access to the media and no
objective coverage of the election campaign was ensured at the proper level.

Assessments evidence that NGOs had rather low influence on the election process.
The following has been noted on the election legislation and election systems:

e The election legislation, used as a basis for the local election, was not able to ensure the
principle of fair representation;
The plurality election system is optimal for the district, city/town and village councils;
The principle of absolute majority is a necessary condition to ensure fair expression of will
in mayoral elections.

Elections have been seen as most problematic in the Southern region.

More detailed results are presented below by topics, each of which begins by a short sum-
mary. The figure in the brackets refers to the first (1) or the second (2) polling stage. All data
received can be found in the Annexes.

Political Competitiveness
Competitiveness and Democratic Nature of the Election Process:

e The majority of experts consider that there were essential problems with equal possibili-
ties for all candidates;
e In general, the campaign did not meet the standards of fair and transparent elections;

e Observance of democratic standards deteriorated during the voting day and establish-
ment of the election results.
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1. (1)* Level of Political Competitiveness

%
1 All political parties have same and equal possibilities to participate in the election campaign 2,8
9 Candidates have equal conditions, but some parties get insignificant advantage, which will have no impact 65
on the expression of popular will '
3 Some parties and candidates have <artificially» created advantages in the election campaign and this will 99.7
have a minor impact on the expression of popular will ’
4 Individual parties and candidates have considerable campaigning advantages as compared to the A5
competitors, due to the illegal actions, which will have essential impact on the expression of popular will ’
There are practically no conditions for political competition, illegal actions have ensured domination of an
5 o . . ; . . . . 19,5
individual party or candidate, which will strongly distort the expression of popular will
Total 100,0
19,5%
o equal possibilities (2,8%)
mslight advantage (6,5%)
O artificial advantages (29,7%)
m significant advantages (41,5%)
m no competition (19,5%)
Region Representation:
% West | North | Centre | East South
{ All pohtlvcal parties have same and equal possibilities to participate in 79 26 0 2.9 0
the election campaign
Candidates have equal conditions, but some parties get insignificant
2 | advantage, which will have no impact on the expression of popular 11,8 53 8,3 4,4 0

will

Some parties and candidates have <artificially» created advantages
3 | in the election campaign and this will have a minor impact on the 35,5 36,8 27,8 26,7 20,4
expression of popular will

Individual parties and candidates have considerable campaigning
4 | advantages as compared to the competitors, due to the illegal actions, 39,5 42,1 38,9 37,8 48,1
which will have essential impact on the expression of popular will

There are practically no conditions for political competition, illegal
5 | actions have ensured domination of an individual party or candidate, 53 13,2 25,0 28,9 31,5
which will strongly distort the expression of popular will

Total 100 100 100 100 100

*  The figure in the brackets refers to the first (1) or the second (2) polling stage.
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2,1. (1) Compliance of the campaign with the democratic standards of free
and fair elections — 4.36

(1 — the campaign is fair, 7 — the campaign is unfair).

Region Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
4,36 4,24 4,24 4,11 4,27 4,85

2.2. (2) Compliance of the campaign with the democratic standards of free
and fair elections — 4.94

(1 — the campaign is fair, 7 — the campaign is unfair).

Region Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
4,94 4,72 3,75 4,79 4,93 5,82

Comparative diagram of the compliance with the standards of democratic elections before
(1 stage) and after elections (2 stage).
0O 1 stage
582 W 2 stage

4,94 A7
5 4,36 4,24

N

w

[\

Ukraine West North Centre East South
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Election Commissions

e Functioning of election commissions was assessed as average with minor deterioration
during the second stage of polling.

3.1. (1) Functioning of territorial election commissions — 3.43

(1 — most negative, 7 — most positive).

Region Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
3,43 3,29 4,05 3,69 3,80 2,74

3.2. (2) Functioning of the election commissions on the voting day and during
the establishment of the election results — 3.26

W~

w

N

(1 — most negative, 7 — most positive).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
3,26 3,55 3,35 3,7 3,07 2,61

Comparative diagram in the quality of functioning of the election commissions before (1 stage)
and after the elections (2 stage)

o 3,69 3,7 3,8
M55 30 s i — 3,07
Y |
P ]

Ukraine West North Centre East South

0O 1 stage

W 2 stage

Political Parties
e Experts noted lack of a clear difference between the so called «new» and «old» political
parties;

e The Party of Regions, the Strong Ukraine, Batkivshchyna, the Front of Changes, and
Svoboda were the most active campaigners

e Administrative resource was determinative for winning the elections.
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4. (1) Difference between the so called «<new» (UDAR, Front of
Changes, Strong Ukraine etc) and «old» parties

%
1 «New» parties become more active 26,3
2 No difference in the activity 44,9
3 «Old» are more active 28,7
Total 100,0

o «<New» are more active (26,3%)

O Nodifference (44,9%)
m <Old» are more active(28,7%)

Regional Representation:

% West North Centre East South
1 «New» parties become more active 33,8 31,6 22,2 24,4 16,7
2 No difference in the activity 44,2 60,5 55,6 37,8 33,3
3 «Old» are more active 22,1 7,9 222 37,8 50,0
70 O “New” parties

become more

60 active
50 @ No difference
40 in the activity
30 m “Old” are
20 more active
10

West Centre East

5. (1) Activity of political parties during the campaign in general

(1 — maximally passive, 7 — maximally active).

Political Parties Rating
1 Party of Regions 5,99
2 Strong Ukraine 4,81
3 Batkivshchyna 4,06
4 Front of Changes 4,04
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5 Svoboda 3,25
6 Unified Centre 3,14
7 Communist Party of Ukraine 2,68
8 People’s Party 2,58
9 For Ukraine! 2,34
10 UDAR 2,23
11 Our Ukraine 2,18
12 People’s Movement of Ukraine 1,96
13 Socialist Party of Ukraine 1,94
14 Ukrainian People’s Party 1,93
15 European Party 1,90
16 Pora 1,80
17 Civic Position 1,77
18 Christian Democratic Union 1,65
19 Progressive Socialist Party of Ukraine 1,62
20 Reforms and Order 1,60
21 Union of Leftist Forces 1,53
22 Youth Party of Ukraine 1,49
23 | Ukrainian Party 1,47
24 | Ukrainian Social Democratic Party 1,45
25 Vidrodzhennya 1,39
26 Ukrainian Platform 1,39
27 People’s Democratic Party 1,34
28 | Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists 1,34
29 | Republican Party of Ukraine 1,30
30 | Social Democratic Party (united) 1,23
31 Party of Free Democrats 1,12
6. (1) Efficiency of political advertising
(1 = very low, 7 — very high).
Political Parties Rating
1 Party of Regions 4,57
2 Strong Ukraine 4,21
3 Batkivshchyna 3,52
4 Front of Changes 3,51
5 Svoboda 2,76
6 Unified Centre 2,49
7 Communist Party of Ukraine 2,25
8 People’s Party 2,18
9 For Ukraine! 2,06
10 UDAR 2,04
11 Our Ukraine 1,97
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7.
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12 People’s Movement of Ukraine 1,75
13 | Socialist Party of Ukraine 1,74
14 Ukrainian People’s Party 1,71
15 European Party 1,69
16 Pora 1,67
17 Civic Position 1,65
18 Christian Democratic Union 1,58
19 Progressive Socialist Party of Ukraine 1,53
20 Reforms and Order 1,46
21 Union of Leftist Forces 1,42
22 Youth Party of Ukraine 1,41
23 Ukrainian Party 1,34
24 Ukrainian Social Democratic Party 1,34
25 Vidrodzhennya 1,28
26 Ukrainian Platform 1,27
27 People’s Democratic Party 1,26
28 Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists 1,26
29 Republican Party of Ukraine 1,21
30 Social Democratic Party (united) 1,20
31 Party of Free Democrats 1,13

(1) Use of various types of resources by political parties in the election

campaign

(1 — not used, 7 — used most actively).

5,23

RN TN - |

Rating
1 Printed media 6,23
2 vV 6,19
3 Radio 5,23
4 Universities and students 4,42
5 NGOs 3,60
6 Volunteers 3,55
6,23 6,19

O Printed media

oTv

O Radio

@ Universities and students
B NGOs

B Volunteers



28

8.

Section I1. EXPERT ASSESSMENT OF 2010 LocaL ELECTIONS

(1) Main topics in the election campaign

%
1 Infrastructure, housing and municipal charges, and city improvements 57,1
2 Social and economic development 16,8
3 Local elections and election issues 4,4
4 Social care 4,0
5 Corruption 3,5
6 Price growth and inflation 2,7
7 Political confrontation 2,2
8 Local self-governance 2,2
9 Construction, property problems etc 2,2
10 Environment 0,9
11 Language issue 0,9
12 Regional identity 0,9
13 Foreign policy issues 0,9
14 EURO 2012 0,4
15 Land affairs 0,4
16 Other 0,5
Total 100,0

Regional identity 0,9%
Language issue 0,9%
Environment 0,9%
Construction, property
problems etc 2,2%

Local self-governance 2,2%
Political confrontation 2,2%

Price growth
and inflation 2,7%

Foreign policy issues 0,9%
EURO 2012 0,4%

Land affairs 0,4%

Other 0,5%

B Infrastructure, housing and
municipal charges (57,1%)

E Social and economic
development 16,8%

Local elections and
election issues 4,4%

O
O Social care 4,0%
O Corruption 3,5%

9. (2) Determinative factor for winning the elections

(a number of options could be chosen, therefore the summed up percentage does not make up

100%).
% Ukraine West North Centre East South
Qualitative content of political
advertisements (slogans and promises) 105 10,7 0 10,7 95 938
Meetings with voters 23,2 17,9 55 17,9 19 21,3
Demonstrations and street events 5,2 4,8 5 4,8 11,9 4,9
Door-to-door campaign 16,9 23,8 20 23,8 14,3 9,8
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5 Entertainment events 2,6 4,8 5 4,8 2,4 1,6
6 | Outdoor advertising 24,7 28,6 0 28,6 7,1 16,4
7 Printed media advertising 14,6 16,7 10 16,7 14,3 9.8
8 | Radio advertising 2,6 4,8 0 4,8 0 1,6
9 | TV advertising 29,2 19 35 19 45,2 24,6
10 | Internet-media advertising 2,2 2,4 0 2,4 0 4,9
11 | Distribution of encouragement presents 24,7 25 10 25 11,9 39,3
12 | Ideological position 24 40,5 20 40,5 31 18
13 | Use of administrative resource 67,8 50 55 50 76,2 88,5
14 | Other 31,8 34,5 15 34,5 35,7 311

Distribution over Ukraine:

10.

80
60
40
23,2
20 10,5
’: 5,2

0

O Qualitative content of political m Outdoor advertising (24,7) Distribution of encouragement
advertisements (10,5) W Printed media advertising (14,6) presents (24,7)

O Meetings with voters (23,2) B Radio advertising (2,6) 73 Ideological position (24)
O Demonstrations and street events (5,2) m TV advertising (29,2) &3 Use of administrative resource (67,8)
8 Door-to-door campaign (16,9) M Internet-media advertising (2,2) Other (31,8)

@ Entertainment event (2,6)

(2) Determinative factor for winning the elections: in more details:

Over Ukraine %

1 Pseudosociology 1,2

2 Targeted improvements 7,4

3 Party brand 23,5

4 Low turnout 19,8

5 Particularities of the law 4,9

6 Manipulations and falsifications 43,2
Total 100,0
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B Pscudosociology (1,2)

B Targeted improvements (7,4)

E Party brand (23,5)

O Low turnout (19,8)

O Particularities of the law (4,9)

O Manipulations and falsifications (43,2)

4,9

Business in the Elections

e Despite of the business high activity, the entrepreneurs’ expectations for the local elec-
tions did not come true.

11. (1) Business activity — 5.13

(1 — almost inactive, 7 — very active).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
5,13 5,33 5,16 4,97 4,38 5,57

12. (2) Correspondence of the election results to the business
expectations — 3.94

(1 — no expectations came true, 7 — all expectations came true).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
3,94 3,73 4,8 4 3,81 4,11

Comparative diagram of the business activity in the election campaign and correspondence of
the election results to the expectations.

7
5,57
6 5,13 5,33
4,38
5 ’ 4,11
3,94 3.81

4
3
2

Ukraine West North Centre East South

O Business activity in the B Correspondence of the election results

election campaign to the business expectations
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Administrative Resource

e Administrative resource was used quite intensely during the local elections, mainly
during the campaigning stages;

e Despite of the little less administrative resource used on the voting day and during the
establishment of the election results, it still was used quite intensely.

13.1. (1) Use of administrative resource— 5.69

(1 — not used, 7 — used quite intensely).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine

West

North

Centre

East

South

5,69

5,21

3,57

5,63

5,72

6,45

13.2. (2) Use of administrative resource on the voting day and during the
establishment of the election results — 5.22

(1 — not used, 7 — used quite intensely).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
5,22 4,75 4,85 547 5,45 5,85
6,45
5,69 5,85
5,22
0O 1 stage
W 2 stage
Ukraine West North Centre East South

Media

e Candidates did not have equal access to the media and there was no objective coverage of
the campaign at the proper level.

e Local radio stations and Internet-media were the least influential among the media dur-
ing the local elections.

14. (1) Equal access of candidates and political parties to the media — 4.39

(1 — all have equal access, 7 — access to the media is essentially limited).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine

West

North

Centre

East

South

4,39

4,12

4,70

3,89

4,60

4,70
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=N W s g O N

West Centre East South

Ukraine

North
15. (1) Objectivity of the media coverage of the local elections — 4.45

(1 — fully objective coverage, 7 — very subjective coverage).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine

West

North

Centre

East

South

4,45

4,54

4,28

4,08

4,51

4,65

=N W s gl O N

Ukraine

16. (2) Importance of the media support for certain political parties or

West

North

Centre

candidates in view of the efficient results

South

(1 — not important at all, 7 — very important).

Ukraine West North Centre East South
1 | National media 4,58 4,49 3,06 4,78 4,63 4,83
2 | Local printed media 4,77 4,76 4,65 5,21 4,70 4,67
3 | Local Internet-media 3,10 2,99 2,53 3,05 3,43 3,13
4 | Local TV 4,91 4,78 4,32 4,76 5,35 5,30
5 | Local radio 3,53 3,59 2,42 3,85 3,98 3,46
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1 2 3 4 5
| 4,58
4,77
Ukraine
4,91
| 4,49
4,76
West
4,78
| 3,06
| 4,65
North 2,53
4,32
2,42
Centre
4,7
East
5,35
| 4,83
4,67
South
5,3
3,46
O National media O Local printed media E Local Internet-media
B Local TV B Local radio
Civil Society

33

e NGOs were not actively involved in the election campaign; their impact on the election

results was weak;

e Think tanks and monitoring organisations were most active among NGOs.
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17. (1) Involvement of civil organisations and initiatives in the election
campaign — 3.56

(1 — very low, practically no involvement, 7 — very high).

Regional Representation:

South
3,39

North
4,14

West
3,55

East
3,70

Centre

3,08

Ukraine

3,56

=N W s O

West Centre East South

Ukraine

North

18. (1) Involvement of various organisations to the election campaign by
different political parties and candidates

(1 = very low, practically no involvement, 7 — very high).

Rating
1 Think tanks, monitoring NGOs 4,38
2 | YouthNGOs 3,78
3 | Social and political NGOs 3,51
4 | Journalist NGOs 3,10
5 NGO unions and associations 3,01
6 Trade unions 2,82
7 Informal initiatives 2,63
8 Environmental organisations 2,56
9 National minority organisations 2,37
10 | Creative unions 2,34

19. (1) Use of the cooperation with NGOs by political parties and candi-
dates by types of activities

(1 — not used, 7 — used intensively).

Rating
1 Support to positions of certain candidates and parties 4,05
2 Street campaigning 3,90
3 Branding for elections 3,48
4 | Establishment of a support coalition 3,00




Section II. EXPERT ASSESSMENT OF 2010 LocaL ELECTIONS

20.
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(2) NGO influence on the voting results — 2.15

(1 — very low, practically no influence, 7 — very high, determinative influence).

Regional Representation:

Ukraine West North Centre East South
2,15 2,05 2,05 2,05 2,38 2,16
7
6
5
4
3
2 2,15 2,05 2,05 2,05 2,38 2,16
1
Ukraine West North Centre East South

Election Legislation

21.

The new election legislation was not able to ensure either fair political representation
in election commissions, or in local self-governance bodies;

There is no single vision on the optimal election system for oblast councils; about the
same number of experts support the proportional representation, majority, and mixed
election systems;

The majority of experts believe that elections to the district and city councils should be
done on the basis of the majority election system;

Mayors should be elected on the basis of the absolute majority of votes.

(2) Does the new Local Election Law ensure fair political representa-
tion in election commissions?
%
1 Yes, it does 6,5
2 This is not possible in Ukraine in principle 13,6
3 No, it does not 79,9
Total 100,0

B Yes, it does (6,5%f
I This is not possible in Ukraine in principle (13,6%)
O No, it does not (79,9%)
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Regional Representation:

% West North Centre East South

Yes, it does 48 5,0 19,5 4,8 1,7

This is not possible in Ukraine in principle 12,1 25,0 12,2 11,9 9,8

No, it does not 83,1 70,0 68.3 83,3 88,5

88,5

90 83,1 70,0 68,3 83,3
80
70
60
50
A 25,0
30
20
10 4.8 5,0 48 1,7

0

West North Centre East South
O Yes, it does @ This is not possible B No, it does not
in Ukraine in principle
22. (2) Does the new election system ensure fair representation in local
self-governance bodies?
% | Ukraine West North Centre East South

Yes, it does 6,7 11,0 5,3 9,3 2,9 1,7
i;’sstrelre;zher better, nor worse than the previous 276 36.6 368 209 957 16.9
No, it does not 65,7 52,4 57,9 69,8 71,4 81,4

Ukraine

B Yes, it does (6,7)

E It's neither better, nor worse
than the previous systems (27,6)

O No, it does not (65,7)
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East 2,9 North West

South 17 Centre

23. (2) Optimal Election System for Oblast Councils

% | Ukraine West North Centre East South
1 Proportional Representation, Open Lists 8,4 6,7 0 0 7,7 16,6
2 Mixed System 28,0 38,7 36,8 23,7 17,9 20,4
3 Plurality System 28,0 26,7 26,4 39,5 384 16,6
4 Proportional System 24,7 17,3 36,8 31,6 23,1 277
5 Mixed System, Open Lists 2,5 53 0 2,6 0 1,9
6 Mixed System, Self Nomination 2,5 4,0 0 0 2,6 1,9
7 Plurality System, Party Nomination 0,9 0 0 0 2,6 1,9
8 Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 0,4 1,3 0 0 0 0
9 Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4 0 0 0 0 1,9
10 Other 4,2 0 0 2,6 7,7 11
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

0,4% 0,9%

0,4%
2,5%

2,5%

Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4%
Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 0,4%
Mixed System, Self Nomination 2,5%

Mixed System, Open Lists 2,5%

Proportional System 24,7%

Plurality System 28,0%

Mixed System 28,0%

Proportional Representation, Open Lists 8,4%
Other 4,2%

Plurality System, Party Nomination 0,9%

EODEEEODOOOO
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24. (2) Optimal Election System for District Councils

% | Ukraine West North Centre East South
1 Proportional Representation, Open Lists 59 71 0 27 1] 9,4
2 Mixed System 191 31,0 10,0 27,0 12,5 7,6
3 Plurality System 54,2 39,4 60,0 56,8 57,5 67,9
4 Proportional System 10,3 8,5 25,0 10,8 15,0 3,8
5 Mixed System, Open Lists 0,4 0 0 0 2,5 0
6 Mixed System, Self Nomination 1,7 4,2 0 0 2,5 0
7 Plurality System, Party Nomination 0,8 1,4 0 0 2,5 0
8 Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 1,3 4,2 0 0 0 0
9 Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4 0 0 0 0 1,9
10 Other 5,9 4,2 5,0 2,7 7,5 9,4
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

B Other 59%

B Proportional Representation, Open Lists 5,9%

B Mixed System 19,1%

@ Plurality System 54,2%

@ Proportional System 10,3%

O Mixed System, Open Lists 0,4%

O Mixed System, Self Nomination 1,7%

O Plurality System, Party Nomination 0,8%

O Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 1,3%

B Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4%

25. (2) Optimal Election System for Local Councils
% | Ukraine West North Centre East South
1 Proportional Representation, Open Lists 5,8 2,7 0 2,7 7,5 10,9
2 Mixed System 13,2 20,0 0 13,5 7,5 12,7
3 Plurality System 62,4 58,7 75,0 70,3 70,0 58,2
4 Proportional System 58 4,0 5,0 8,1 5,0 55
5 Mixed System, Open Lists 0,8 0 0 0 2,5 0
6 Mixed System, Self Nomination 2,9 6,6 0 0 2,5 0
7 Plurality System, Party Nomination 1,7 2,7 0 0 2,5 1,8
8 Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 1,2 4,0 0 0 0 0,0
9 Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4 0 0 0 0 1,8
10 | Other 58 1,3 20,0 54 2,5 9,1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
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5,8% 5,8%

2,9%
0,8%

E000000EEE

26. (2) Optimal Mayoral Election System

39
Other 5,8%
Proportional Representation, Open Lists 5,8%
Mixed System 13,2%

Plurality System 62,4%

Proportional System 5,8%

Mixed System, Open Lists 0,8%

Mixed System, Self Nomination 2,9%

Plurality System, Party Nomination 1,7%

Mixed System, Open Lists, Self Nomination 1,2%
Any System, Provided Fair Rules Are Applied 0,4%

% | Ukraine West North Centre East South
1 Absolute Majority 44,5 41,0 35,0 37,5 65,0 43,6
2 Absolute Majority (Cities) 1,6 1,3 5,0 2,5 2,5 0
3 Relative Majority 26,3 38,5 45,0 22,5 10,0 20,0
4 Other 27,6 19,2 15,0 37,5 22,5 36,4
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

44,5%

W Absolute Majority 44,5 %

@ Other 27,6%

O Relative Majority 26,3%

O Absolute Majority (Cities) 1,6%




