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INTRODUCTION

As national representative of the global anti-corruption organization Transparency International in 
the last 15 years Transparency International – Bulgaria has focused its efforts on preventing and 
countering corruption in Bulgaria. Since 2001 countering political corruption has been one of the main 

areas of research and analysis for the organization. This is when the financing of the election campaign for 
President and Vice President of the Republic of Bulgaria was monitored for the first time. The monitoring 
was based on a methodology, which included a series of legal analyses and sociological surveys on the 
basis of which an Index for Transparency in the Financing of the 2013 Parliamentary Elections Campaign 
and a Political Party Financing Transparency Index were developed. These indexes were the first research 
instruments that allowed trends in the financing of Bulgarian politics to be determined.

The outcomes of the election campaign monitoring conducted by Transparency International – Bulgaria 
between 2001 and 2011 show that the level of transparency and control over the financing of political 
activities in Bulgaria remains extremely low1. This is corroborated by the Global Corruption Barometer2 
survey conducted by Transparency International, which measures political corruption as one of the most 
serious challenges for Bulgaria.

One of the direct results of the lack of efficient control of political activity financing in Bulgaria is the 
spread of the detrimental effect of political corruption to other areas of public life and the inherent threat of 
such spread eroding the very foundations of the democratic political system and undermining the political 
rights of Bulgarian citizens. This problem gained particular prominence during the 2007 local elections and 
the 2009 general elections when serious attempts at organized vote buying were detected and significant 
amounts of money with an unclear origin were used to finance the election campaigns of the different 
candidates.

In recent years, the issues relating to election campaign financing were overshadowed by other problems 
with a strong detrimental impact on the election process such as vote buying, different forms of control and 
unlawful pressure on voters as well as deficiencies in the organization and the conduction of the elections.

Although the latest local and presidential elections in 2011 were conducted in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the Election Code (enacted in 2011 with a view to adequately addressing a number of 
deficiencies with implications for the election process), the sustained trend registered in previous elections 
was maintained with organizational violations being the highest on record. 

In response to public expectations for active civil participation that would ensure greater transparency 
and integrity of the election process and raise the awareness of Bulgarian voters, Transparency International 
– Bulgaria monitored the 2013 general elections by covering as many players and participants in the election 
process as possible – political parties and election coalitions, the media, all levels of the electoral administration 
and public institutions to which tasks and responsibilities relating to the procedure for conducting elections 
and for their legality and oversight were delegated. 

The analysis of the outcome of the monitoring and the studies conducted in recent years have convinced 
Transparency International – Bulgaria of the need to launch a public initiative that includes a new monitoring 
tool – a Road Map to the Parliamentary Elections – 2013, which is used to evaluate the manner in which 
public institutions tasked with key functions designed to ensure that free, fair and democratic elections carry 
out their responsibilities. 

This report sets out the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of Transparency International – 
Bulgaria based on the monitoring conducted during the election of members of the 42nd National Assembly 
of the Republic of Bulgaria on 12 May 2013.

1 The lowest value of the index was registered during the 2007 local elections campaign (1.82), and the highest during the 2011 
presidential elections campaign (4.85 points) on a scale from 0 (total lack of control and transparency) to 10 (maximum transpar-
ency and control over election campaign financing). Source: Transparency International Bulgaria, http://www.transparency.bg/
media/publications/Book_TI-Bulgaria_Report_Monitoring_Elections_2011.pdf
2 In the last nine years political parties and the national Parliament have featured prominently in the Bulgarian study because 
according to citizens they are the institutions that are most seriously affected by corruption. Source: Transparency International, 
http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/ surveys_indices/gcb, and Transparency International – Bulgaria. http://www.trans-
parency.bg/bg/researches/svetoven-barometr/svetoven-korupcionen-barometr/
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Scope of the monitoring conducted by 
Transparency International – Bulgaria. 
Civil coalition for election process monitoring

At the beginning of 2013 Transparency International – Bulgaria, acting jointly with other Bulgarian non-
governmental organizations, launched a civil society campaign for the monitoring of the election of 
members of the 42nd National Assembly. The initiative is fully based on the successful approach to 

independent civil monitoring and the It’s my decision public awareness campaigns conducted in 2009 and 
2011. 

The monitoring of the parliamentary elections was conducted in partnership with 23 non-governmental 
organizations from all around the country3, with assistance from 266 observers who were formally registered 
by the Central Election Commission (CEC)4. The organizers – participants in the informal Civil Society 
Coalition for Free and Democratic Elections, and the hundreds of volunteers who took part in the advocacy 
campaign joined their efforts in order to raise the transparency and integrity of the election process and the 
awareness of Bulgarian voters of their electoral rights as well as assist institutions in their endeavors to limit 
the violations of citizens’ political rights and the attempts to compromise the outcome of elections. 

The initiative was implemented in the period March – May 2013 and focused on two main issues with 
implications for the election process: 

1) democratic standards, integrity and transparency of the election process; and
2) transparency and accountability of election campaign financing.

The initiative was based on three main components for monitoring and assessment of the election 
process:

3 Civil coalition for election process monitoring: Transparency International Bulgaria; Centre for Liberal Strategies; Bulgarian 
School of Politics „Dimitar Panitsa“; European Information Centre; European Institute; Social Integration Institute; Centre for Policy 
Modernization; Centre for Independent Life; Civil Society Initiatives – Ruse; Centre for Educational Programs and Social Initiatives 
(CEPSI), Yambol; Icarus Association Haskovo; Danubian Regional Citizens’ Forum, Vidin; Regional Development and Qualifica-
tions Institute, Shumen;  NGO Club Targovishte; Plovdiv Citizens’ Club, Plovdiv; Personal and Human Communities Development, 
Pleven; Balgarka Maternity Centre, Vratsa; Liberal Alternative for Civil Roma Unification (LACRU), Kyustendil; Southern Develop-
ment Network of Community Centers, Kardzhali; Alternatives 55 Civil Association, Stara Zagora; Agency for Regional Development 
and Business Centre 2000, Montana; Alliance for Regional and Civil Initiatives, Silistra; and the Open Society Institute, Sofia. 
4 http://www.cik.bg/nabludateli?no=4 
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1) performance of the institutions relating to the organization of the parliamentary elections; 
2) election campaign of major election contestents – registered political parties, coalitions of parties 

and nomination committees of independent candidates; 
3) and the election day.
The monitoring of the election process (including the election campaign and the day of elections) was 

conducted by mobilizing the efforts of observers who worked as volunteers in 31 municipalities that were 
equally spread throughout all multi-mandate constituencies in Bulgaria. 

The scope of the monitoring conducted under the initiative covered all main participants in the election 
process, and in particular: 

1) Institutions with powers and responsibilities in relation to the election process:
. Electoral administration – Central / District and Precinct Election Committees;
. Council of Ministers;
. Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works (Civil Registration and Administrative Services 

General Directorate);
. Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
. District administrations;
. Local government institutions – mayors and municipal administrations; 
. Ministry of Interior;
. Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria.
2) Registered candidates in the parliamentary elections:
. Political parties;
. Coalitions of parties;
. Independent candidates nominated by nomination committees;

The civil society monitoring relied on three main evaluation instruments:
1) Election Process Roadmap – a new instrument for assessment of the work of the public institutions 

concerned in the preparation and conduct of the elections; 
2) Integrity Pact for Free, Fair and Democratic Elections in Bulgaria – an instrument for the monitoring 

of political parties and their involvement in the implementation of measures designed to address deficiencies 
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of the election process and conducting a campaign that conforms to the standards for transparency, publicity 
and accountability; 

3) Election Day monitoring – direct monitoring of the election process via officially registered observers 
who monitored the work of the electoral administration at all levels throughout Bulgaria.

Election Process Roadmap

For the first time during the campaign for the election of members of the 42nd National Assembly, 
Transparency International – Bulgaria developed and used a new instrument for civil monitoring of the work 
of central and local government institutions in the course of the preparation and conduct of democratic and 
free elections (an Election process ROADMAP). It combines two main approaches: 

. Enables a proactive interaction with institutions – the main goal of the roadmap is to deploy 
an early notification system in respect of deficiencies in implementing the main activities designed to 
ensure efficiency and transparency of the election process;

. Provides a framework for follow-up assessment of the deficiencies and the strengths and 
weaknesses of the mechanism for inter-institutional cooperation and ensure comparability between 
the actions of national institutions and leading international and European standards. 

Advocacy Campaign for transparency and integrity of the elections

Along with the monitoring of the election process, Transparency International – Bulgaria also conducted 
a broad public awareness campaign dedicated to the rights and responsibilities of Bulgarian voters. 

The campaign was launched under the motto It’s my decision and during its course press conferences 
and discussions took place and a video, cards and calendars were produced and disseminated throughout 
the country. The initiative was supported by 14 countrywide and regional electronic and printed media, which 
published interviews, analyses and messages of Transparency International – Bulgaria5.

An important element of the information and awareness campaign was the website www.samizbiram.bg 
on which information about the monitoring, results from conducted polls and surveys, analyses and campaign 

5 Bulgarian National Television, NOVA Television, Bulgarian National Radio, bTV Radio Group (N-Joy, Z-Rock, Melody, Btv Radio, 
Jazz FM, Classic FM), Mediapool, Haskovo Net, Pernik.com, „Telecable Pazardzhik, Radio ASTRA+ Dupnitsa.
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promotion materials were published. An interactive page dedicated to the initiative was also created in 
Facebook. 

One of the major highlights of the advocacy campaign of Transparency International – Bulgaria was 
the interaction with the institutions tasked with the organization, conduct and oversight of the legality of 
the election process. This approach was underlined by the understanding that an effective application of 
electoral laws and countering violations of the electoral rights of citizens will not be possible without active 
efforts of all public institutions in these areas. 

In the context of the development and implementation of the Election Process Roadmap in the period 
April – May 2013 Transparency International – Bulgaria conducted a number of meetings with the Central 
Election Committee, representatives of the Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Council of 
Ministers, the Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works (Civil Registration and Administrative 
Service General Directorate), the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Justice. As a result, a framework 
for cooperation with the institutions concerned was agreed on, which enabled their work to be appraised 
and their support elicited for the purposes of investigating tips alleging violations and reports on possible 
irregularities, which Transparency International – Bulgaria received from citizens. 

It is particularly important to note cooperation with the missions of foreign observers from the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe and political 
parties represented in the European Parliament. TI – Bulgaria experts conducted a series of meetings with 
the experts from international missions of observers during which information was exchanged about the 
scope, outcome and main conclusions drawn on the basis of the monitoring of the last local and presidential 
elections. 

Registration of Transparency International – Bulgaria 
as official observer of the elections

On 3 April 2013 by Decision No 2367-NS of the Central Election Committee (CEC) Transparency 
International – Bulgaria was registered as an official observer of the elections for members of the 42nd 
National Assembly. The organization registered 266 observers who monitored the election process on the 
day of elections at all levels of the electoral administration. 

The registration was obtained in accordance with the new rules laid down in the Election Code6 for 
the parties that may conduct monitoring of the election process. The new rules were enacted following the 
long-standing insistence of non-governmental organizations for clear regulation of the status of observers 
in the election process. In accordance with the new requirements observers may be properly authorized 
representatives of non-governmental organizations, members of the European Parliament and the parliaments 
of other countries, representatives of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe; foreign 
political parties and movements and nominees of political parties and their coalitions when participating in 
the elections and following an invitation extended by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

The new provisions laid down in the Election Code created certain limitations for observers and 
their work on Election Day. These notably include: (a) the limitation according to which a maximum 
of one observer from a Bulgarian organization can be present on the premises where voting takes 
place (failure to ensure equal access to Bulgarian and international observers); (b) the limitation on the 
maximum number of observers to be registered countrywide, which should be equal to that of advocates;                                              

6 Article 101b(1) (new, SG No 17/2013) Until Election Day the Central Election Commission shall register observers who may be 
members or properly authorized representatives of non-governmental organizations on the basis of an application to which a list 
setting out the names, personal identification numbers and powers of attorney of the authorized representatives of each organisa-
tion is annexed. 
(3) The total number of observers registered by a single properly registered non-governmental organisation may not exceed the 
number of electoral sections in the country. 
(7) In the cases envisaged in Article 20a the Bulgarian non-governmental organizations may send up to one observer for the 
purposes of monitoring of the respective type of elections taking place. 
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(c) insufficiently clear differentiation between the status of observers and advocates due to the identical 
sets of requirements for the documents necessary to justify their presence on the premises where voting 
takes place. 

The legislative Framework of the Election Process

The election campaign, respectively early parliamentary elections, were conducted in line with the rules 
laid down in the Election Code7, which was amended following heated debates during the last session 
of the 4st National Assembly in February 2012. On the basis of deliberations a number of changes 

were enacted and some of them may be described as a step towards increasing the transparency and 
accountability in the election process.

The express amendments that provide for greater transparency and publicity in the work of the Central 
Election Committee merit special notice. In response to deficiencies identified in the course of previous 
elections and the criticism levied by several non-governmental organizations the Central and District Election 
commissions were obligated to provide access to key documents relating to their work by means of their 
publication on dedicated web pages (protocols, decisions, registered candidates, a record of complaints, 
registered advocates and observers). The law now also makes provisions for the live broadcasting of their 
meetings online. A further requirement was introduced for the publishing of the scanned protocols from all 
constituencies on the webpage of each District Electoral Committee and a timeframe for the information 
campaign to be conducted by the Central Election Committee was stipulated. The proposal to make all 
decisions of the CEC subject to judicial oversight was not endorsed by Parliament although the scope of 
instruments for contesting key decisions of the body concerned was expanded. 

An additional instrument that enables the mutual oversight of the main participants in the elections is the 
rule according to which the heads of all election commissions (chairpersons and their deputies as well as 
the respective secretaries) must be representatives of different political parties.

One of the most important amendments of the Election Code concerned the altered status of the 
advocates of political parties, coalitions and independent advocates. The enacted amendments can be 
described as an adequate response to one of the major problems identified during the elections that took 
place in 2011 – the presence of large numbers of advocates who were frequently used as an instrument for 
control of other voters or as officially paid voters. In order to address this issue rules were introduced that 
ensure greater transparency and provide for a more efficient control over advocates and their activities. These 
include introducing a limit for the maximum number of advocates (equal to the number of constituencies), a 
limit of their number in each constituency (one advocate per polling station); ensuring public information 
is available about their number, the name of the party/coalition/candidate and the respective polling station 
by means of creating a register of advocates, which is publicly available on the webpage of the regional 
electoral committees. The limitation of the number of advocates who can be present on the premises of 
each polling station was a measure designed to counter violations in the election process. However, in 
parallel a requirement was introduced, which creates difficulties for the political parties (especially smaller 
ones) in their efforts to monitor the progress of elections in the majority of polling stations. 

Additional rules for the financing of election campaigns were also introduced on the financing of 
political parties, including a requirement for publication of the contracts signed with media for promotion 
of the events in which candidates participate during the election campaign, an explicit ban on the use of 
administrative resources free of charge, reducing the amount of donations (exceeding the minimum wage) 
that have to be declared to the National Audit Office, introducing requirements for making donations of more 
than BGN 1,000 by bank transfer only and for declaring donations to the National Audit Office within three 
days, introducing possibilities that enable checks to verify the origin of the funds to be conducted, appointing 

7 Election Code promulgated SG Nos 9 of 28 January 2011; 36 of 10 May 2011; amended and supplemented SG Nos 45 of 14 
June 2011 and 17 of 21 February 2013.
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financial officers responsible for the campaigns, introducing possibilities to check whether declared funds 
match actual expenditure made during the election campaign, etc. 

The introduction of a status of observers’definition was in the focus of public attention both during the 
deliberations of the amendments and during the election campaign itself. The status and powers of observers 
are laid down in Article 101b of the Election Code. The possibilities for monitoring of the election process 
have been expanded, including the preparation of the elections (observers gained the right to monitor the 
procedures of handing over of ballots and election protocols, organizing the space on the premises of polling 
stations on the day prior to elections) and the entry of vote results into an electronic database. 

At the same time, the legislator failed to adequately address a number of deficiencies in the election 
process.

The newly enacted provisions of the Election Code did not define the status of observers with sufficient 
clarity. The rule on the presence of only one observer per organization on the premises of polling stations and 
on the maximum number of observers countrywide, which should not exceed the number of polling stations 
have already been noted. The failure on the part of the lawmaker to grasp the significant differences in the 
status of observers and advocates resulted in the enactment of provisions, which created difficulties in 
the functioning of Precinct Election Commissions with implications for the registration of observers and 
introduced different requirements for international observers and those acting on behalf of Bulgarian 
non-governmental organizations. 

One of the main deficiencies of the election process – the approach underlying the compilation of 
electoral rolls, which can be used as an instrument to neutralize the possibilities to manipulate and abuse 
personal data of voters, remained unaddressed. Although according to the amended Election Code the CEC 
„compiles and maintains an up-to-date list setting out the names of the persons with electoral rights on the 
basis of the Vital Statistics Register – National Data Base of the Population kept by Civil Registration and 
Administrative Service General Directorate of the Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works“ the 
principle of mechanical copying of the data contained in the national register remained unchanged and the 
CEC was not allowed to carry out this task independently. 

The proposals tabled by Transparency International – Bulgaria and other non-governmental organizations 
for lowering of the requirements for registration of participants in the elections were not endorsed despite 
the great number of citizens who signed petitions in support of nominated parties/coalitions/independent 
candidates. This requirement is considered a limitation that restricts the access of a wider pool of potential 
candidates in the election process. The monitoring of the election campaign subsequently showed that the 
high requirements are a prerequisite for unlawful practices relating to obtaining the personal data of citizens 
and that the safeguards in place designed to prevent violations are inadequate. 

Despite the proposals for a change in the manner in which the election campaign is presented in the 
media the requirement for a fully paid access of candidates to the media, including public media, 
remained unaltered.

A change that removed the possibility for a preferential vote on ballot papers was taken without a 
discussion although it was considered an important instrument for more active engagement and participation 
of citizens in the election process. 

The failure to address these deficiencies represents a major gap in legislation, particularly in light of the 
broad public discussion of the need for changes in all areas of public life and the election of new political 
representatives, i.e. for a renewal of political parties. 

Despite the declared intentions of political parties, the opportunity to expressly incorporate the 
methodology for calculation of the distribution of mandates in all constituencies into the law was ignored. 
Addressing this issue will undoubtedly raise the clarity and transparency of the conditions upon which 
candidates join the political race. The subsequently conducted monitoring showed that the incorporation of 
express legal provisions in this regard (with the participation of a broader range of stakeholders, experts and 
MPs) may also be used as an instrument for the prevention of deficiencies and errors in the development of 
the methodology (a finding, which has been supported by many civil society experts and observers). 
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Election Campaign and General Context

The parliamentary elections were scheduled to take place after large-scale street protests sparked 
by high electricity prices, unchecked monopolies and the hard economic and social conditions in 
Bulgaria. Following the resignation of the GERB-led government on 20 February 2013 the President 

of the Republic scheduled early parliamentary elections to take place on 12 May 2013, the 41st National 
Assembly was disbanded and a caretaker government took over. 

The dynamics of attitudes amongst citizens focused public discontent on all political parties and the 
model of government of the country in the last 23 years. The mistrust between the major players in political 
life – the citizens and the political parties emerged and reached the proportions of a crisis that called into 
question the representative nature of public institutions in the country.

The last election campaign can be described as highly negativistic and dominated by several clearly 
outlined problems. Two in particular should be noted: (1) the nearly totally absent public discussion of the 
political programs and governance priorities of political actors vying to be elected and (b) the desire to 
tarnish the reputation of political opponents with observers at local level repeatedly detecting cases of 
dissemination of printed materials aiming to ruin the reputation and good name of political opponents. 

It should also be noted that immediately prior to the start of the campaign one of the topics that fuelled 
public discontent was the failure to ensure compliance with the legal requirements for collecting a certain 
number of signatures from citizens for the purposes of registering a political party, coalition or an independent 
candidate. Following an inspection of collected signatures DG Civil Registration and Administrative Service 
announced that 14127 signatures were invalid. This yet again highlighted the need to enact legislative 
changes in order to lower the unreasonably high requirements for registration of participants in the 
elections and focused public attention on the need to ensure strict compliance with the requirements 
for personal data protection of voters.

The first part of the campaign was dominated by a discussion of the social and economic situation in 
Bulgaria and the necessary action to be taken in order to lower the price of energy sources. During the 
campaign two scandals broke out in the public domain, which left their mark on the situation in which the 
elections took place. The wiretapping of political figures and senior ranking officials defined the framework 
for the entire campaign and turned into a dominant theme for discussion. It subsequently escalated with the 
scandal in the wake of the leaked information about the excessive numbers of printed ballot papers that 
reached the media on the day of election silence (“the day of reflection”) prior to the day of elections.

The scandal with the ballot papers on the day of electoral silence uncovered several major deficiencies 
in the functioning of all key players in the public domain: (1) firstly, the absence of sufficiently effective 
supervision of the printing and storage of ballot papers and the low transparency surrounding the 
contract signed by the Council of Ministers with the contractor; (2) secondly, the inadequate safeguards 
against the leakage of information from investigating bodies to the media, which meant that the case 
was partially, selectively or incorrectly reported in the media on the day of electoral silence; (3) the failure 
to comply with the rules for the reporting of election campaign developments on the day of electoral 
silence and with the minimum ethical standards for media reporting, which created pressure in society 
immediately prior to elections; (4) last but not least, the lack of willingness on the part of representatives 
of the major political parties to follow election campaign rules. 
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Civil Board for Fair and Transparent Elections (Electoral Board)

The Civil Board for Free and Transparent Elections (Electoral Board) was set up on the initiative of the 
President of the Republic acting on a proposal of the Bulgarian Prime Minister. Invitations to join the board 
were extended to the non-governmental organizations registered as observers in the last and previous 
elections and to independent experts and members of the academic community. Created as an informal and 
independent group, it failed to achieve sufficient emancipation from its founders. In other words, throughout 
its existence it has been consistently regarded as an annex to the executive branch of power. 

However, it should be noted that against the backdrop of ever more radical public attitudes at that 
time, the Electoral Board contributed to overcoming a part of the doubts that a rigging of the vote was 
being prepared. The know-how of leading non-governmental organizations, which command a wealth of 
experience and rely on long-standing traditions in election monitoring, was partially integrated into the work 
of the Electoral Board. The main positive aspect of its work was the possibility to receive information from 
government institutions tasked with the preparation and conduct of the elections. The failure to correctly 
identify the board as an independent and self-contained working platform, however, became a barrier 
that defeated the very purpose for which it was originally established, i.e. increase trust in the process of 
preparation of parliamentary elections in a situation of strong public discontent and continuing protests. 
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ROAD MAP TO THE ELECTION PROCESS – 

NEW INSTRUMENT FOR ASSESSMENT 
OF THE INSTITUTIONS

I.         Monitoring Outcome
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The current summarized evaluation sets out a summary of the activities of Bulgarian institutions directly 
concerned in making efficient organizational arrangements and conducting the entire election process. 
The scope of the monitoring relying on the use of the Roadmap as an instrument allows both the 

significance of each to be evaluated vis-ђ-vis the integrity and transparency of the election process and their 
efficiency in terms of the subordination and coordination between them. 

The current summarized evaluation sets out a summary of the activities of Bulgarian institutions directly 
concerned in making efficient organizational arrangements and conducting the entire election process. The 
scope of the monitoring relying on the use of the Roadmap as an instrument allows both the significance of 
each to be evaluated vis-ђ-vis the integrity and transparency of the election process and their efficiency in 
terms of the subordination and coordination between them. 

The run-up to the early parliamentary elections has also highlighted certain gaps in the Election Code 
and the general level of administrative capacity of the public institutions concerned in making the necessary 
arrangements for a smooth election process. From this point of view the outcome of the use of the instrument 
for evaluation of the efficiency of institutional cooperation in the election process (the Roadmap) allows the 
identification of certain deficiencies and possibilities for increasing the capacity and accountability of public 
institutions responsible for the election process. 

A team of experts of Transparency International – Bulgaria monitored the implementation of the main 
steps envisaged in the Roadmap across all institutions included in the scope of the study on a daily basis. 
The following deficiencies were identified on the basis of the outcome of the monitoring:

Electoral Administration – the greatest shortcoming in the work of the electoral administration remains 
the training of the Precinct Election Commissions (PECs) members: conducted at the very last minute, it had 
a detrimental impact on the standard of work of the committees on Election Day and resulted in a significant 
number of detected violations (see Nature of Identified Violations bellow); 

Council of Ministers – despite the efforts to introduce new forms of publicity and dialogue with civil 
society, the main shortcoming in the actions of the Council of Ministers was the lack of consistency in the 
policy pursued to ensure transparency in the public procurement calls and the subsequent control of contract 
implementation and the failure to apply the basic standards for publicity and prevention of conflict of interest 
(in light of the contract awarded for the printing of ballot papers, election papers and the manufacturing of 
stamps); 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs – the main shortcoming in the work of the institution is the failure to keep 
a database of voters overseas, which was the main problem that created difficulties in the work of PECs in 
other countries (London, Vienna etc.); 

Ministry of Interior and Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria – a delay was registered in the 
launch of the implementation of a policy for efficient investigation of information reported by citizens alleging 
violations of their electoral rights and the absence of a sustainable policy for transparent disclosure of such 
information and the actions taken on it (the Bulgarian Prosecutor’s Office was a case in point as the failure 
to apply such a policy played a critical role on the day of electoral silence); 

Given the absence of a specialist electoral administration, the organizational arrangements and the 
conduct of elections (particularly early elections) creates additional challenges for the work of public 
administration at national, regional and local level. Practice to date indicates that such additional tasks 
increase the burden placed on administrative bodies, which are often underfunded and not have sufficient 
resources to cope with the additional challenges. Public servants are not sufficiently motivated to carry out 
the tasks delegated to them in connection to the elections well and within the stipulated timeframes.

Very often these additional tasks are delegated to administrative bodies that do not have sufficiently 
competent experts or their employees have not received special training. The successful implementation of 
the tasks envisaged in electoral legislation by the administrative bodies concerned largely depend on the 
experience of staff who have already handled similar tasks in previous election campaigns. In most cases 
the experience of staff who have already been involved in the preparation and conduct of prior elections 
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is relied on. Where no such institutional capacity is available, this increases the risk of technical errors 
and inadequate institutional cooperation in operational terms. Such technical mistakes may sometimes be 
construed as an expression of party-political bias although in reality they are typically due to insufficient 
administrative capacity. The practices of district and municipal administrations in the run-up to the 2013 
early elections and Election Day reiterates the need to set up a specialised electoral body, which has proper 
powers and that specific comptenecies are vested within the structure of its general administration, which 
will be a solid safeguard for and a guarantee that the election process conforms to the requisite standard.

1. ELECTORAL ADMINISTRATION 

CENTRAL ELECTION COMMISSION

On the whole, the Central Election Commission performed its tasks and duties in line with the provisions 
laid down in the Election Code in respect of its guiding role and oversight of the work of election 
administration at district and prescinct levels. The CEC adopted timely decisions on the rules and 

administrative procedures to be followed on Election Day, the manner in which the campaign was to be 
conducted, the practical application of the provisions laid down in the law, the rules for the monitoring to be 
conducted and on the work of observers, the generation of files setting out the election results and their public 
announcement. During all stages of the election process the CEC took the necessary actions to ensure a 
smooth election process. The main deficiency in its work was the absence of precision and a failure to prioritize 
tasks. The CEC approved a time-frame action plan of the tasks of all parties envisaged in the Election Code, 
but consistently failed to meet the deadlines set for its own work. A serious delay occurred in the approval and 
dissemination of methodological guidelines, which were published literally on the last day before the training of 
DECs was to commence, which compromised the efficiency and usefulness of the training exercise. 

There were two areas where the inadequate cooperation between the CEC and other institutions 
hampered the organization of the election process. The first problem area was the later than expected 
launch of the e-forms to be used for voting outside of Bulgaria and the related problem of the late adoption 
of decisions on the manner in which the forms were to be sent by post. In both cases the disputes that 
occurred at different sections in other countries have implications for the working relations between the CEC 
and the MFA. With an increasing number of votes cast outside the territory of Bulgaria and the significance 
of those votes for the outcome of elections, more detailed rules and a clearer division of the responsibilities 
of the two institutions in terms of following strict protocols for cooperation is needed.

The second problem area concerned the cooperation between the CEC and DG Civil Registration and 
Administrative Service. Insofar as the General Directorate keeps the data clusters on the basis of which the 
electoral roll is compiled, it is recommended that a provision be included in the Election Code, which creates 
an obligation for the MRDPW to provide details of various parameters of the pool of voters and the dynamics 
in some of the general parameters in real time during election periods. At the time of drawing up this report 
DG Civil Registration and Administrative Service has not published a report setting out its findings on the so-
called double voting. Similarly, no information is available about the progress in making the necessary checks 
or the technical rules that will be followed. 

There were inefficiencies in the work of the CEC in terms of the filing, processing and adopting decisions 
on received complaints, particularly on the Election Day. The Commission was generally politicized, which 
had an overall negative impact on the election process. On many occasions CEC members acted on behalf 
of the political parties they represented and not as officials of an independent body. The workload of the 
individual members of the CEC appears uneven. The awareness campaign was delayed and inefficient. In 
the short span between the enactment of the amendments to the Election Code and the day of elections the 
CEC failed to put in place a proper administration, which made its work even more cumbersome. 

The CEC applied several practices in its work for the first time. These include a new understanding of 
publicity and the technical tools used by electoral committees. The possibility for web-based streaming of 
CEC meetings is a new practice, which along with the adequately maintained web page of the organization, 
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addressed the criticism of lacking publicity and/or delayed access to information about its functioning 
(issues that have been traditionally raised in the context of the administrative arrangements in place during 
previous campaigns). At the same time, the CEC refused to cooperate with non-governmental organization 
within the framework of the Electoral Board, which would have increased the transparency of its work and 
acted as a possibility to justify and defend some of its decisions and actions. 

Besides the usual file setting out the election outcomes at the level of polling stations that have been 
traditionally accessible via the CEC web portal during all elections conducted after 2003, scanned PDF 
copies of the original protocols of the Precinct Election Commissions were available this year. These are 
available to all stakeholders who wish to evaluate the quality of the documents concerned, any corrections 
made at the time of their acceptance at the reception points set up at the District Election Commissions 
(DECs). The scanned copies of the original Precinct Election Commission protocols are accompanied 
by Decision No 2622-NS of 15 May 2013, which lists all corrections made to the protocols pursuant to a 
dedicated decision of the CEC when the file setting out the election results was created for the second time 
for control purposes. 

The efforts to develop and implement a new design concept for the CEC webpage are also seen as 
a highly positive development as the page now lists individual directories containing the registers kept in 
respect of political parties, complaints received, observers, sociological agencies, the decisions adopted by 
the Commission, any documents/forms and links to the web pages of all DECs. 

Despite the new approach to the development of methodological guidelines for the Precinct Election 
Commissions – a key document designed to introduce uniform standards for the administration of Election 
Day countrywide – the pyramidal structure of training does not ensure a consistently high standard of training 
for the members of Precinct Election Commissions. In order to achieve such a consistently high standard, 
on-line training options have been developed dedicated to various aspects of work on Election Day, such as 
the filling of section protocols and the beta release e-forms of section protocols whose use is designed to 
improve the level of preparedness of Precinct Election Commission members. 

The CEC has approved a new methodology for the calculation of election results, which has not been 
applied to date. A serious analysis of its capabilities is yet to be made. In any case, the possibility of failure 
of the methodology in certain scenarios in terms of vote allocation well as the „strange“ distribution of 
mandates for the individual political parties across the constituencies should be closely scrutinized. 

The public interest and even debate sparked by the Methodology for the calculation of election results 
that has been approved by a decision of the CEC has reiterated the existence of a general problem, which 
should be resolved by the lawmaker. In principle there is no rational reason why the methodology should be 
developed by the CEC itself. The methodology is a part of the general rules to be applied in order to calculate 
the election results and for that reason merits detailed regulation in the Election Code. Furthermore, the 
rules for the calculation of election results of the presidential elections are laid down in the Constitution, 
whilst those for the local and European elections have been integrated into the Election Code. 

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE CENTRAL ELECTION COMMISSION:
62,5

Indicator Integral components 
of the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
62,5

Political neutrality 50

Certain decisions and actions of the 
CEC were politically motivated and aimed 
at creating different majorities amongst its 
members. In principle the provisions of the 
Election Code are sufficiently detailed and 
hence capable of limiting political biais. 

Judicial review 75

Some decisions of the CEC are not 
subject to judicial review. Besides the 
petition for annulment of election results 
that was filed with the Constitutional Court, 
all CEC decisions have been upheld by the 
SAC.
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RESOURCES 
62.5

Adequate financing 75

No information is publicly available 
about the shortfall in the CEC budget. 
The absence of a possibility for the 
CEC to plan the budget of elections is 
a deficiency that merits a broad public 
discussion.

Professionalism 50

In the course of continually gaining 
experience, the CEC is increasingly more 
professional in its work. The management 
of conflicts of interest with implications 
for the Commission’s members remains 
an open issue. The administration can be 
reinforced by hiring additional experts.

TRANSPARENCY 
62.5

Publicity 75
The publicity standards are nearly 

optimal and were largely implemented as 
envisaged in the Election Code.

Public oversight 50

The Election Code envisages solely 
judicial review as a form of control. 
The CEC has failed to increase the 
transparency of its work and reinforce its 
expert capacity through cooperation with 
the Civil Election Code.

EFFICIENCY
62,5

Timeliness 50
The CEC handled crucial matters with 

a significant delay. 

Achievement of results 75
The elections were held and in general 

no insurmountable challenges blocked 
their course. 

DISTRICT ELECTIONS COMMISSIONS

The DECs served two highly responsible functions in the election process: (1) registration of the 
candidates for election included in political party lists; and (2) the appointment and training of members 
of the PECs. The lack of sufficient experience due to alterations in the composition of the committees 

and the delay in approving the methodological guidelines caused discrepancies to occur in the practice of 
the DECs on the ground. This created additional obstacles in the work of the CEC, which dedicated significant 
expert resources and time to assisting DECs in their efforts to ensure compliance with the Election Code. 
There were weaknesses in the organizational arrangements for the elections, notably inefficient training of 
PSEC members and a high staff turnover rate. The REC failed to carry out adequate controls and respond 
to complaints contesting actions of the CEC that it received on Election Day. In a number of constituencies 
the acceptance of election papers and protocols after the closure of the polling stations turned into a real 
nightmare for PSEC members. 

The REC members were appointed within the timeframe stipulated in the CEC chronogram. The lists of 
party candidates for MPs were also registered in a timely manner. Disputes arising in this connection lasted 
longer than usual but this did not cause a serious delay in the organization of other aspects of the work 
of DECs. The few nomination committees that registeredcandidates as participants in the parliamentary 
elections did not create any difficulties in the work of the DECs. All committees complied with the timeframe 
for announcement of the number under which independent candidates for MPs appear on ballot papers. 
Certain delays and difficulties occurred in connection to access to information. Nevertheless, DECs observed 
the timeframes for the announcement of information about the provisions for voting by people with disabilities. 
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At the same time, no effort was made to provide information in greater detail or additional information that 
would have helped citizens to make an informed decision. 

Almost all DECs registered the PECs within the stipulated timeframe. Due to failure to reach an agreement 
on the heads of PECs, the DECs followed the procedure adopted by the CEC in terms of the appointments 
concerned. They complied with the requirement for the proportional representation of the respective political 
parties thereby raising concern over favoring candidates from one of the eligible parties, which became a 
topic for debate during the election campaign. The failure to follow a consistent information policy was a 
permanent feature in the conduct of the district and municipal administrations and the election commissionsat 
regional and section level alike. 

On the Election Day the most frequently encountered difficulties related to inefficient communication 
and the actions taken by DECs on the ground. The absence of consistency in respect of the registration of 
advocates, representatives of political parties and observers, created difficulties, which had an impact on the 
adequate and expedient communication of the DECs. In individual cases there was no adequate response 
to information alleging violations due to insufficient capacity to take action and carry out inspections on the 
ground and the inadequate arrangements made by DECs in terms of observers and media representatives. 

The slight delay in the work of DECs after the closure of polling stations occurred due to delays caused 
by PECs in preparing, scanning and dispatching of section protocols. Nevertheless, the technical problems 
were addressed and did not have a pronounced impact on the work of DECs. 

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE DISTRICT ELECTORAL COMMITTEES:
40,625

Indicator Integral components 
of the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political neutrality 50

Despite the efforts to achieve greater 
political neutrality, the conflicts between 
representatives of different political parties 
created difficulties for most DECs, particularly 
in the last two days of the campaign.

Judicial review 50
Certain decisions, including ones 

concerning complaints received on Election 
Day, are not subject to judicial review.

RESOURCES 
25

Adequate financing 25 Planned budgets failed to ensure the 
proper functioning of DECs

Professionalism 25

Besides representatives of certain 
political parties, some REC members were 
neither prepared for not specifically trained, 
except for the training sessions organized by 
the CEC

TRANSPARENCY
37,5

Publicity 25

Low level of publicity of DECs decisions 
and of the reasons for their adoption. The 
publicity rules laid down in law failed to 
achieve the desired effect.

Public oversight 50
Better conditions for effective civil 

oversight ensured through the presence of 
observers of the proceedings of DECs.
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EFFICIENCY
50

Timeliness 50

Formal compliance with most deadlines 
envisaged in the CEC chronogram but 
insufficient capacity to ensure greater 
predictability and a higher standard of 
organization in the preparation and holding 
of elections.

Achievement of results 50

Achievement of the goals for the 
preparation and holding of elections 
although outcomes rather depended on the 
situational mobilization of REC members 
and the staff of district administrations than 
on a sustainable organization of the process.

PRECINCT ELECTION COMMISSIONS

The PECs were confronted with new challenges during the Election Day – excessively complicated 
procedures and rules for the work of observers, advocates and political party representatives and for 
the photocopying of protocols after the end of the voting. During the training of PECs a great deal of 

attention was placed on pure technicalities, including the handling of photocopiers as opposed to the election 
process per se. Despite this, the work of PECs overall can be described as satisfactory insofar as their 
members worked in an extremely difficult environment. The work of PECs overseas remained outside the 
focus of public attention. A more detailed analysis of vote casting outside of Bulgaria is yet to be conducted. 
It is, however, clear that legislation remains inadequate and that despite the efforts of the CEC and the MFA 
to carry out their responsibilities the elections conducted overseas remain a highly problematic area. 

The political parties failed to make use of the possibility to propose members of the PECs who have the 
necessary experience in conducting elections. As a result many PECs were lacking the human resources 
capacity to handle their tasks, which increased the risk of technical and organizational deficiencies giving 
rise to infringement of rules. The training of PEC members remains one of the outstanding issues that call 
for immediate action. 

The delay on the part of the CEC in respect of the training of REC members caused a subsequent 
delay in the training of PECs. As a result, the latter were set up and commenced their work on the basis of 
the rules stipulated by law with the assistance of municipal administrations. In the three-week period prior 
to the elections during which PECs were set up no agreement was reached on crucial details relating to the 
organizational arrangements for Election Day. Given the failure to standardize procedures, in many places 
PSEC members relied on the experience of their colleagues who had been involved in previous elections. A 
typical example of such a systemic error was the advance separation of the ballot papers from the adhesive 
rolls to which they had been attached by the manufacturer similarly to all other election papers received by 
the sections. This meant that on Election Day the CEC and DECs had to repeatedly instruct PECs that this 
was incorrect. Wishing to ease the burden of their tasks on Election Day the members of certain PECs had 
separated the ballot papers from the adhesive rolls the night before. 

Yet again due to the unavailability of a uniform standard to be followed on Election Day, some PECs 
had introduced their own rules for the admission of voters into the polling stations. Some had compiled 
alphabetical lists based on the given names of voters to make their identification in the electoral roll easier. 
According to PSEC members such measures were necessary in order to facilitate the work of those looking 
up the names and details of voters in the printed roll. Those practices manifestly failed to improve the 
arrangements on the premises and in certain cases caused crowds of voters to gather in front of polling 
stations. 

Similarly to elections held in previous years, there were cases in which PEC members had to be replaced 
on Election Day. This required intervention on the part of DECs to ensure the smooth course of elections. 
Although this affected a relatively small number of sections the spread of this practice is directly linked to the 
unavailability of a well-trained electoral administration and the inadequate remuneration for PEC members, 
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which have compromised the organizational arrangements in place and thus created a risk of violations and 
violations with implications for the organization of the overall voting process. 

As expected, the relatively high number of registered observers, advocates and political party 
representatives created additional difficulties in the functioning of some PECs. Their different status and the 
different rules for access to the proceedings of the committees caused confusion and warranted requests for 
additional instructions from DECs and the CEC. On Election Day observers discovered that PECs demanded 
that their certificates be handed over; in other cases PEC members indicated the section number on them 
whilst certain sections did not allow observers to rotate on Election Day. 

The heads of PECs responded to information that unlawful electioneering was taking place in proximity 
to polling stations on a very small number of occasions despite the widespread nature of the complaint. 
The inadequate organizational arrangements prevented the heads and deputy heads of PECs to adequately 
respond to information received from observers and efficiently coordinate their work with the other institutions 
concerned in the holding of elections. The coordination of the activities of the DECs and the CEC was also 
problematic. This is due, on the one hand, on the limited capacity of DECs and, on the other hand, on the 
insufficient advance preparation of PECs. As a result, up to the time of handover of the final protocols and 
papers at the end of Election Day, DEC members insisted that the PECs were encountering difficulties 
because their members had not taken part in the training organized by DECs. 

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE PRECINCT ELECTION COMMISSIONS
31,25

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
37,5

Political neutrality 25

A part of the technical and organizational 
violations and mistakes in the proceedings of 
PECs and their members were due to failure to 
ensure political neutrality.

Judicial review 50
The prerequisites were in place for efficient 

judicial review but its scope is not directly relevant 
to the work of PECs.

RESOURCES
25

Adequate 
financing

25
The smooth functioning of PECs was not 

backed up by adequate funding.

Professionalism 25
Most PEC members did not have prior 

experience and practical knowledge of prior 
elections

TRANSPARENCY 
25

Publicity 25
The provision of information depended to an 

unreasonable extent on the skills and training of 
the heads of PECs

Public oversight 25
Severely limited possibilities for any form of 

public control;

EFFICIENCY
37,5

Timeliness 25
Delays in the preparation of elections; relative 

delay in decision-making at PEC level;

Achievement of 
results

50

Regardless of complicated rules, in most cases 
no serious violations affected the completion of 
protocols; the difficulties experienced in certain 
sections were due to malfunctions of photocopiers 
and the lower than necessary number of 
photocopies.
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2. EXECUTIVE POWER

COUNCIL OF MINISTERS

In line with the Election Code the Council of Ministers has responsibilities in several main areas: 
In the first place powers are vested in the CoM to finance the elections. In line with Article 13(2) of the 

Election Code the CoM approved an election budget in consultation with the Central Election Commission 
and makes the necessary funds available from the State budget. 

The budget necessary for the preparation of the 2013 parliamentary elections was adopted by the 
Council of Ministers that had tendered its resignation pursuant to Decree No 67 of 8 March 2013. The 
approved budget was 21 295 000 BGN. From the very beginning Transparency International – Bulgaria 
voiced its concerns that the allocated amount was objectively insufficient. 

Following the amendment of CoM Decree No 67 on 10 April 2013 the additional sum of BGN 160,000 was 
made available to the MFA to finance the technical equipment and communication costs with polling stations 
outside of Bulgaria. In parallel, without cutting the original budget allocated to the MFA in which funds had 
been earmarked for setting up an international press center, this task was delegated to the Bulgarian News 
Agency (BTA). To enable the BTA to comply with this task the sum of BGN 50,000 was made available to it. 
Thus within a month the election budget increased to BGN 21,505,000.

Within a short period of time thereafter – on 24 April 2013 – CoM Decree No 67 was amended yet again. 
The National Audit Office received the additional sum of BGN 85,000 to upgrade its software in connection 
to the requirement stipulated in Article 158 of the Election Code according to which the institution keeps 
a Single Public Register of Political Parties, Coalitions and Nomination committees that participate in the 
elections. This was necessitated by the higher number of participants in the elections in 2013 as compared 
to previous elections and the difficulties the NAO encountered in keeping the register. Thus the election 
budget was increased to BGN 21,590,000.

For the purposes of completeness of the analysis of the manner in which the 2013 parliamentary elections 
were financed it should be noted that the idea to rotate police officers tasked with the security aspect of 
the elections also had financial implications for the budget. According to the initial budget parameters as 
envisaged in CoM Decree No 67 of 8 March 2013 the Ministry of Interior was to receive funds for security 
services only. Despite the assurances that additional funds will be made available for the rotation of police 
officers no action has yet been taken in this regard. 

The summary of presented information warrants the conclusion earlier made by Transparency 
International – Bulgaria that the initial budget allocated for the preparation and organization of the 2013 
parliamentary elections was objectively insufficient. This is the reason why the underlying budget-making 
mechanism must be seriously reconsidered. Provisions should be made in the Election Code that will 
enable the CEC to draw up a budget for the different types of elections upon consultations with the 
CoM. This will represent a step towards reinforcing the leading role of the CEC in the election process 
and will remove the reasons for the constant shifting of responsibilities between the two institutions. 

The second major responsibility of the CoM in relation to the elections that is envisaged in the Election 
Code (Article 13(1) EC) concerns the organizational and technical arrangements for the elections. In order 
to comply with its obligations thereunder the CoM adopted a decision delegating responsibility for:

– The overall coordination of the implementation of organizational and technical tasks to the Minister 
of Justice; 

– The coordination of the work related to the publication of electoral rolls to the Deputy Prime Minister 
and Minister of Regional Development and Public Works; 

– The organization and holding of elections outside of Bulgaria to a Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs 
nominated jointly by the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs (the decision failed to be publicly 
disclosed but at the time there was only one Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs to whom the task could be 
expressly delegated); 

A significant part of the organizational and technical arrangements for the 2013 parliamentary elections 
involved the supply of photocopiers and supplies for them at PECs and DECs in light of the requirements laid 
down in the Election Code, the printing of ballot papers and other election documents and the manufacturing 
of stamps. Although a slight delay occurred, the public procurement call for the supply of photocopiers and 
supplies for them was launched in a timely manner in line with the rules for publicity and transparency. 
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Information about each stage of the call was published on the CoM website and the deadline for contract 
implementation (9 May 2013) was observed. The shortfall in supplies and minor technical difficulties 
encountered in the course of operation of the photocopiers were due to the low election budget. The 
parameters specified by the CoM for the equipment to be supplied (and for attending activities) matched 
the stipulated financial parameters for other aspects of the election process. This meant that the shortfall 
had an impact on the quality of the equipment supplied and resulted in technical difficulties associated with 
its use. 

The public procurement call for the printing of ballot papers and other materials for the elections and 
for the stamps to be used by the PECs and wax stamps intended for DECs took an entirely different course. 
Although the call was launched in timely manner publicity was below standard and transparency was non-
existent – concerns, which Transparency International – Bulgaria voiced on several occasions. With the 
exception of the invitation to tender, no official information was disclosed about the date on which tender 
offers were opened; who the participants were and how the contractor was selected. Information about the 
public procurement call was disclosed at the very last meeting of the Electoral Board on 8 May 2013 by the 
Secretary General of the CoM. 

The CoM failed to disclose full information to the public subsequently despite the events that followed 
and the doubts they raised in respect of the ballot papers discovered after all quantities should have been 
transported and delivered, the discrepancies between the number of ballot papers ordered and actually 
printed and the mismatches with implications for the stamps). For this reason TI Bulgaria has submitted an 
application to the CoM for access to the information about the tender launched as it considers it an important 
prerequisite for conducting a comprehensive analysis. The letter received in response to the application 
warrants the conclusion that either the communication between the CoM and other institutions concerned 
in the election process was inadequate or that it fell significantly below the requisite standard, particularly 
in light of the fact that the CoM had failed to officially request or receive information about important issues 
such as the number of voters and of polling stations throughout Bulgaria. 

The delegation of coordinating functions to the Minister of Justice proved to be an unsuccessful solution 
insofar as the incumbent has not powers to govern and supervise the bodies and institutions directly 
concerned in the technical and organizational arrangements for the elections (CoM and district governors). 
No mechanisms for cooperation with fellow ministers responsible for finance and regional development and 
public works exist at horizontal level. These are the reasons why the Minister of Justice failed to perform 
the tasks delegated to them. Within the scope of the powers vested in their office the Minister of Justice 
failed to respond to the question of how a significant number of convicts effectively serving prison sentences 
found their way into electoral rolls. No information was publicly disclosed as to whether an inspection had 
been carried out by DG Execution of Sentences at the Ministry of Justice and what the results of such an 
inspection are. 

Last but not least, the powers vested in the CoM to set the tariffs for participation in election programs 
on the Bulgarian National Television and the Bulgarian National radio (Article 147(1) of the Election Code) 
should be mentioned. The CoM adopted a Decree in compliance with its obligations, which entered into force 
within the prescribed statutory period (not later than 40 days prior to the day of elections). 

One of the most heavily criticized provisions of the Election Code relates to the requirements for fully 
paid access of candidates to the public media. This raises a significant barrier before the principle of 
political pluralism. In view of the above, a discussion of the proposal to introduce nominal fees or ones that 
are sufficiently low to allow the participation of all registered candidates in election debates on public media, 
which TI Bulgaria supported, is necessary.
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TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS:
46,875

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political neutrality 50
Individual events during the pre-election period 

and on Election Day created a perception of breach 
of the requirement for political neutrality.

Judicial review 50
One of the cases referred to judicial review is still 

pending before the court.

RESOURCES
50

Adequate 
financing

50
The inadequate financing created certain 

difficulties during the pre-election period and on 
Election Day.

Professionalism 50
A perception was created that a routine was 

being followed that does not take into account the 
specifics of the elections.

TRANSPARENCY
50

Publicity 50
Selectivity in the provision of information at the 

different stages of the election process.

Public oversight 50

The establishment and functioning of the Electoral 
Board is a platform for dialogue with civil society 
and the refusal of the electoral administration to 
take part in its work is a deficiency.

EFFICIENCY
37,5

Timeliness 50
Procedures, albeit not sufficiently transparent, 

were implemented in a timely manner.

Achievement of 
results

25

From a formalistic point of view, the task was 
carried out but the failure to carry out controls on 
the contract for the printing and storage of ballot 
papers has given rise to serious doubts as to the 
fairness of the election process, particularly on the 
day of electoral silence.

GENERAL DIRECTORATE CIVIL REGISTRATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, MRDPW

Overall General Directorate for Civil Registration and Administrative Services (DG GRAO) handled its 
functions and responsibilities relating to the election process well. The compilation of electoral rolls 
on the basis of existing statutory regulations was handled competently. The check on the signatures 

required for the registration of candidates was diligent and completed in a timely manner. Problems occurred 
with the compilation of the list of citizens under prohibition to vote and the process of removal of errors in 
them.

The checks for double voting carried out after the elections take time and act as a barrier for the cases 
pending before the Constitutional Court in respect of the contested election results. The idea of creating and 
maintaining a database of Bulgarian citizens residing overseas maybe considered with a view to compiling 
separate electoral rolls for them that include more citizens. 

The established standards in the area of electoral roll compilation require the maintenance and updating 
of lists with ICT tools that allow the inclusion of all citizens who have active voting rights. The underlying 
principle is that the act of inclusion in the electoral roll does not create voting rights but is the result of a 
citizen having that right. Errors and gaps in the electoral roll should be brought to a minimum and where they 
exist a mechanism should be in place that allows them to be rectified. In any case the actions and decisions 
of the administration should be subject to judicial review to ensure that each citizen who has the right to vote 
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is included in the electoral roll. Another outstanding problem in Bulgaria is the possibility for voters to contest 
the so-called prohibitive lists before the competent administrative bodies and the court.

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR DG GRAO:
50

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political neutrality 100 DG GRAO discharged its functions during the 
election process with complete political neutrality.

Judicial review 0 No mechanism for judicial review of the decisions 
of DG GRAO in relation to the elections exists.

RESOURCES
62,5

Adequate 
financing

50
It remains unclear whether funds should 

be redirected from other activities or provided 
separately for the purposes of elections.

Professionalism 75

No indications of errors made although an 
adequate mechanism for the provision of information 
about the inclusion of citizens in the electoral rolls 
is necessary.

TRANSPARENCY 
25

Publicity 25
The publicity campaign was limited to the 

information citizens may seek and receive by law.

Public oversight 25
No special mechanisms for control exist, with SG 

GRAO remaining outside the scope of monitoring of 
observers.

EFFICIENCY
62,5

Timeliness 50

The checks of the signatures for the candidates 
to be registered were carried out in a timely manner 
but the delays in the checks to ascertain cases of 
double voting remain problematic.

Achievement of 
results

75
No significant problems arising from the electoral 

roll were registered prior to and during the elections..

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

In accordance with the Election Code the heads of diplomatic and consular missions must request the 
consent of the host country to hold parliamentary elections on their territory. Those requests were delayed 
and the information was conveyed later than expected.

The diplomatic and consular missions of the Republic of Bulgaria observed the timeframes stipulated 
in the Election Code in terms of the acceptance of applications to vote outside of Bulgaria. A deficiency in 
the arrangements made by the MFA is the failure to ensure constant access to its webpage, which created 
difficulties in the process of receiving information about the applications for voting overseas received. It 
should also be noted that a very short timeframe was set, especially in light of the short period prior to the 
early elections. 

The provision of information to the CEC about the overseas voting applications received by the heads 
of the diplomatic and consular missions of the Republic of Bulgaria was delayed. With very few exceptions 
the Bulgarian citizens who had filed applications to vote overseas were struck off the national electoral roll 
in a timely manner. 

Another deficiency in the work of the MFA was the absence of sustainable practice of keeping a 
reliable database of Bulgarian citizens who have the right to vote but reside abroad. This was the reason 
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why a greater than needed number of ballot papers were ordered to be printed for the overseas vote, which 
resulted in a significant surplus of unused ballot papers. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs is obligated to hold consultations for the purposes of appointing the 
members of PECs overseas. Such consultations did indeed take place and PSEC members were appointed 
pursuant to dedicated decisions of the CEC on the basis of an agreement reached with the participants in 
the consultations. 

Overall the organizational arrangements for the overseas vote were handled well. Due to the large 
number of people willing to vote more than one voting booths were set up on the premises of certain 
PECs but this turned out insufficient in some cases such as the UK, Austria and Spain. Due to this being a 
recurrent feature of elections the lawmaker should consider amending the procedure for the compilation of 
electoral rolls so as to take into account the actual number of Bulgarian citizens who cast their vote during 
previous elections of the same type (parliamentary, presidential etc.). nt administrative bodies and the court.

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS: 
43,75

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political neutrality 75 No information is available that the MFA 
compromised the principle of political neutrality.

Judicial review 25

The decisions of the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
concerning elections overseas are practically 
outside the scope of judicial review. Certain 
responsibilities of the institution are connected 
to decisions of the CEC and these cannot be 
contested before a court of law as well.

RESOURCES
62,5

Adequate 
financing

75
No information is available about a shortage of 

funds that affected the work of the MFA.

Professionalism 50

The arrangements for the submission of 
applications to vote overseas and for the 
compilation of electoral rolls can be improved. 
The same holds true for the organization of PECs 
outside of Bulgaria and the premises on which the 
polling booths are situated.

TRANSPARENCY 
25

Publicity 25 Low publicity of MFA actions.

Public oversight 25
The MFA provided information solely before the 

members of the Electoral Board.

EFFICIENCY
37,5

Timeliness 25 Delays were registered in a number of cases.

Achievement of 
results

50
Overall the MFA handled its tasks well. 

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIONS

The competencies and responsibilities of district governors in their capacity as representatives of the 
central government in the province (coordination and interaction between the bodies of the legislature, 
the judiciary and the executive branch of government, local authorities and non-governmental 

organizations) play a crucial role vis-ђ-vis the performance of the functions of district governor and the 
administration under their jurisdiction as envisaged in the Election Code. On the one hand, the district 
governor is responsible for cooperation whilst, on the other hand, they are expected to carry out tasks 
that are directly linked to the advance arrangements for the elections. They are also responsible for the 
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coordination and supervision of the work of the administration under their jurisdiction and are engaged in the 
implementation of the information policy and therefore works with the media. 

The scope of the competencies of the district governor and the specific features of their responsibilities, 
including those of the administration of the province, determine the specific role of that institution in the 
election process. An assessment of the work of district administrations would allow both the dynamics in the 
subordination between the activities of the central government and in the capacity for efficient coordination 
with other institutions at regional and local level to be traced. As a representative of the central government 
at local level, the district governor provides the necessary feedback and coordination between the actions of 
the central government, the political parties, the media, non-governmental organizations and local government 
bodies during election campaigns. 

The increased complexity of the rules laid down in the Election Code and the parallel deployment of 
the process of election preparation (at minimum between the Central Election Commission and the Council 
of Ministers) meant that district governors had to mobilize additional efforts and create an appropriate 
environment for a more efficient process even where no special guidelines to that end had been provided by 
the CoM. With regard to the administration of the province this meant that arrangements had to be made by a 
body that is understaffed in the first place and that employee had to be relocated and tasked solely with the 
functions relating to the preparation of the elections. The failure to ensure any advance preparation created 
difficulties and delays in the handling of specific procedures such as the choice of a provider responsible 
for the streamed meetings of the DECs. 

At the same time, at the political level, district governors were expected to hold preliminary consultations 
between the political parties represented in Parliament and those whose members were elected to the 
European Parliament for the purposes of determining the members and the heads of DECs. In order to carry 
out this important function, district governors were expected to show initiative and create the necessary 
conditions for political consensus. The failure to ensure that efficiently functioning mechanisms were in place 
for conducting negotiations and reaching political agreement at local level created additional difficulties in 
the implementation of these responsibilities of district governors. Such an active political dialogue has never 
before been considered a part of the competences of district governors. 

The constitutional framework defines the figure of a district governor as political rather than an expert 
appointment. For this reason, Prime Minister Marin Raykov conducted a meeting with district governors for 
the first time at which he insisted that they withdraw from their positions or take paid leave if they were in 
any way involved with the election campaign of political parties, which had previously had a majority at the 
CoM, which acting on a proposal from former Prime Minister, had secured their appointments. 

The implementation of the tasks envisaged in the Election Code by district governors and the 
administrations under their jurisdiction as provided for in the CEC chronogram and the guidelines received 
from the CoM outlined several groups of difficulties. 

Most district administrations failed to comply with the requirement for public announcement of the 
outcome of the consultations on the appointment of members and heads of DECs conducted with the 
political parties represented in Parliament. The best practices in this regard included the publication of brief 
notices in regional media indicating the date on which the consultations were to take place. Where detailed 
information was published, it originated from articles written by local journalists on the basis of the uniform 
press release sent to the media by the Information Department of the local district administration. In fact, 
this information event designed to focus public interest and attention on the forthcoming elections was 
almost entirely discarded as a useful instrument. Nearly everywhere the invitation to the political parties was 
published only on the web sites of the district administrations. 

The consultations with the political parties were conducted in line with stipulated requirements but 
were formalistic in nature. In most cases the consultations were delayed until the very last minute vis-à-vis 
the timeframe envisaged in the CEC chronogram. The formalistic approach failed to ensure an agreement 
between the political parties on the heads of DECs. In fact, an agreement on the positions of chair, deputy 
chair and secretary of DECs was reached in five provinces only. In all other cases the third position (that of 
REC secretary) proved the most problematic one. In light of the situation, most district governors forwarded 
the necessary documents to the CEC for the purposes of an ex officio appointment of REC members. This 
caused strong political backlash and prompted different political parties to contest the appointments on the 
grounds of over representation of the former ruling political party GERB at senior REC level. 
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The outcome of the consultations and the appointment of DECs received a lot of interest from regional 
and local media but commentaries effectively turned into an element of the election campaign of the 
different political parties. District governors yet again failed to use this opportunity to conduct a wide-
reaching information campaign aimed at raising the level of awareness of local communities. No effort was 
made to present the responsibilities and competencies of DECs in any detail. 

At the same time, district administrations were to create the necessary conditions for the functioning of 
newly-appointed DECs. Providing premises for the meetings to be held was handled smoothly almost without 
exception. However, delays occurred in conducting the various administrative procedures for the dissemination 
of information about the work of DECs. Those delays were the reason why the DECs commenced their work 
and adopted the first 50-60 decisions without arrangements having been made for the live streaming of 
their meetings. Because of the lack of administrative preparedness the statutory provisions on the online 
streaming failed to be observed, which compromised one of the prerequisites for publicity of the proceedings 
of DECs. 

The minutes from the meetings of DECs also consistently failed to be published in self-contained sections 
of the web sites of the competent district administrations. On many web sites such sections appeared with a 
significant delay. In addition, the way in which they were structured was not based on a uniform template or 
model and almost without exception the visibility and accessibility of the information about the work of DECs 
depended on the initiative of the local experts responsible for the design and maintenance of the webpage 
of the respective district administration. 

The minutes were published in different formats and the different DECs failed to agree on a single 
template. Regardless of guidelines, in many cases the minutes were sketchy, did not contain the necessary 
explanations and were neither signed nor stamped by the commission. This is compounded by the fact 
that the software maintenance services used by some district administrations are sub-standard. Although 
this problem had implications for the preparation of the elections its broader scope reflects on the work of 
district administrations in broader terms (a similar issue reflected on the work of the CEC insofar as the 
applications received from Bulgarian citizens who wish to vote abroad received a risk flag and had a low 
level of protection when processed by the CEC server). 

The district administrations received the electoral papers in a timely manner and organized their delivery 
to the PECs within the stipulated timeframes. Few inaccuracies and problems arose in this respect. Similarly, 
no major issues were encountered in the process of receipt of electoral papers following the closure of 
polling stations. Indeed, with regard to logistical arrangements district administrations did not encounter any 
serious difficulties. Likewise, supplied photocopiers were distributed in a smooth manner. Despite some 
concerns voiced in advance in respect of potential problems, the district administrations did not encounter 
serious difficulties with logistical arrangements. 

The delay on the part of the CEC in producing guidelines on the work of DECs and the planning of 
training for their members meant that by the time a series of intensive training events was launched the DECs 
had already made a significant part of the decisions necessary for the registration of parties, candidates, 
nomination committees and independent candidates. In turn, this caused a critical delay in the training DECs 
were to organize for PECs and their members. Thus, although DECs were not originally responsible for the 
delays that occurred, it only launched training for PECs and their members at the beginning of May, i.e. less 
than ten days before the elections. Some of these problems caused various problems to arise in the context 
of the coordination of the work of DECs and PECs in the territory of the province. The inconsistent practice 
of admission and registration of observers, political party representatives and advocates is a case in point 
in this regard. In some cases the difficulties relating to the drawing up of protocols were also due to the 
inadequately organized and formalistic training events conducted by DECs. 

The problems that occurred in the context of the coordination and organization of the work of district 
administrations caused delays in the implementation of other tasks. Compliance with the stipulated 
timeframes for holding consultations by district governors was the only positive example in this regard. 
All other stipulated timeframes were extended and this created difficulties both in terms of the necessary 
publicity and transparency in the preparation of the elections and in the planning of the subsequent stages 
in the election process. 



31

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIONS:
46,875

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
75

Political neutrality 50

There are indications that warrant a conclusion 
that in most cases the political nature of the 
appointments of district governors had a direct impact 
on the manner in which the incumbents carried out 
their duties.

Judicial review 100
All necessary prerequisites were in place for 

efficient judicial review of the actions of district 
governors and their administrationsл

RESOURCES
50

Adequate 
financing

50

The activities to be carried out by district 
administrations were not adequately funded. A telling 
example in this regard is the arrangement for the 
functioning of DECs. Initially, no funds were allocated 
in the budgets of district administrations that would 
allow them to cover the expenditure necessary to 
ensure the functioning of DECs, particularly in the 
context of early elections. 

Professionalism 50

The competence of the staff of district 
administrations presupposes an ability to carry out 
their basic duties. These bodies do not have the 
necessary administrative capacity and staff to carry 
out all tasks related to holding early parliamentary 
elections. During the period of the monitoring, they 
handled that group of tasks at the expense of their 
routine work and responsibilities. 

TRANSPARENCY 
25

Publicity 25

During the initial stage in the preparation of the 
early elections no additional measures were taken to 
raise the transparency and accountability of district 
governors. 

Public oversight 25

No additional efforts were made to create an 
environment that is conducive to effective civil control 
over the work of district administrations insofar as 
they were responsible for making arrangements for 
the proper functioning of DECs. 

EFFICIENCY
37,5

Timeliness 25

Delays occurred in the work of district 
administrations not only vis-ђ-vis the CEC chronogram 
but also in terms of the coordination between the 
different bodies and institutions at regional level, 
which were engaged in the preparation of the election 
process to varying degrees.

Achievement of 
results

50

With very few exceptions, the provisions laid 
down by law were observed. Electoral papers were 
received, distributed and then handed over to district 
administrations, which conforms for the minimum 
requirements for the legality of the election process. 
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MAYORS AND MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION

Most mayors carried out their initial responsibilities in relation to the publication of the electoral rolls 
and sending information about them to the DECs in a timely manner. In most municipalities electoral 
sections were also set up in a timely manner. The tasks of the local government in relation to 

electoral rolls were accompanied by the same problems that were due to there being no possibility to update 
them on the basis of a reliable database. Following coordination with DG GRAO and providing information 
to the DECs within the stipulated timeframe most municipalities published their respective electoral rolls on 
their web sites on time. 

The mayors conducted consultations at local level with members of the political parties represented in 
parliament for the purposes of appointing members and head of SECs. In most cases no agreement could 
be reached in respect of the heads of PECs. Most mayors sent to the DECs the necessary documents 
for the appointment of PSEC members on time despite the failure to reach a political agreement. The 
consultations were not used as an occasion allowing the dissemination of additional information through 
regional and local media in respect of voting procedures, the timeframes for the publication of lists, the 
addresses of the different sections etc. The failure to conduct a proactive information policy on the part of 
municipal administrations did not contribute to a higher level of awareness of voters and an improvement in 
the work of PECs. 

By and large municipal administrations complied with the requirements stipulated in the law and by the 
CEC in respect of the updating of electoral rolls and the registers of issued certificates allowing citizens 
to vote in other locations. In this respect, it should be noted that the CEC and MoI agreed on a simplified 
procedure, which reduced the requirements whilst easing the work of the municipal administration and 
improving its efficiency. The removal of the list of citizens who had been previously struck off the electoral 
roll and could not be added to it significantly eased the work of municipalities. 

It should be noted that despite the observance of the stipulated timeframes the election process 
progressed smoothly because of the experience of municipal employees and their additional efforts and 
because of any high standard of planning or programming of actions at the level of the general administrative 
arrangements for the elections. In critically understaffed municipalities, which did not have prior experience 
in making arrangements for elections, consultations were sought on a daily basis in an effort to make up for 
the low capacity.

It should be noted that with respect to the work of municipalities, the National Association of Municipalities 
in Bulgaria organized and conducted training events for the municipal secretaries and members of staff who 
were directly concerned in the organization of elections, which were attended by representatives of the 
CoM and the CEC. This additional initiative of local governments had a significant contribution to helping 
overcome practical difficulties and resolve controversies. 

TOTAL VALUE FOR THE INDEX FOR MAYORS AND MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATIONS: 
40,625

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
62,5

Political neutrality 25

In most cases mayors were not able to place 
a sufficient distance between their actions and 
political affiliations and did not create the necessary 
conditions for political neutrality during the pre-
election period and on Election Day.

Judicial review 100
All necessary conditions for efficient judicial 

review were present.
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RESOURCES
25

Adequate 
financing

25
Election related activities were underfunded. 

Professionalism 25

The municipal administration does not have 
special competence nor has it received additional 
training that would guarantee a higher standard of 
professionalism in carrying out its duties.

TRANSPARENCY 
25

Publicity 25

Failure to demonstrate initiative and provide 
information during the pre-election period and 
on Election Day; no dedicated efforts were made 
to ensure the necessary publicity in respect of 
decision-making.

Public oversight 25
Limited possibilities for effective public control 

and civil participation.

EFFICIENCY
50

Timeliness 50

Most of the activities relating to the preparation 
and holding of the elections that depended on 
the mayors and the municipal administration were 
implemented in line with the CEC chronogram. 

Achievement of 
results

50

A satisfactory result was achieved largely due 
to there being no serious violations that would have 
disrupted voting or caused the election results to be 
declared partially unlawful. 

MINISTRY OF INTERIOR

The Ministry of Interior Act (ZMVR) lays down imperative provisions on the tasks of the Ministry (Article 6) 
and the activities it conducts in order to implement those tasks (Article 7). According to the provisions 
on delegation (Article 8 ZMVR) other activities may be delegated to the MIA without their link to other 

tasks carried out by the institution being derogated. In connection to this Article 56 of the Election Code 
raises serious concerns because it creates an obligation for the MIA to provide information to DG GRAO 
about citizens who have left the country more than 2 months ago for the purposes of compilation of the 
electoral rolls. According to the Civil Registration Act the address registration of citizens is administered by 
bodies other than the MIA. Address registration is the criterion on the basis of which citizens are included 
in the electoral roll. According to the obligation stipulated in Article 56 of the Election Code information has 
to be submitted to DG GRAO about the citizens who have left the country in a certain timeframe before the 
elections. Insofar as border control is within the area of competence of the MIA, the Border Police Service 
is the only body that can provide such information. For systematic reasons, however, Article 56 of the 
Election Code has been integrated into Chapter III Electoral Rolls, and in particular Section II Electoral rolls 
in elections for members of the National Assembly and for a President and Vice President of the Republic. At 
the same time Article 42 of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria and Article 3(1) of the Election Code 
do not stipulate a requirement according to which active voting rights for these types of elections depend on 
whether a citizen has been present in the country for a certain period of time prior to the elections. In other 
words the power envisaged in Article 56 of the Election Code assumes a new meaning, which the lawmaker 
may not have intended. 

The main tasks of the MIA in connection to the election process indisputably include protecting public 
order and security prior to elections and on Election Day. No information has been received of cases in 
which the institution has refused to comply with its duties during the period concerned. The report on the 
activities of the MIA during the term of office of the interim government8 states that a part of 654 requests 
received via different channels were for assistance to be provided to DECs and SECs. 

8 http://press.mvr.bg/NEWS/news130528_02.htm 
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For the first time during the 2013 elections an arrangement whereby police officers are rotated on the 
day prior to and on the Election Day was implemented. The main argument underlying this arrangement was 
the prevention of potential conflict of interest due to people being related (spouses or registered partners, 
relatives in the direct and collateral line up to the fourth degree included and in-laws up to the second degree 
included) to the police officers tasked with protecting the premises of polling stations and the security of 
transported ballots and other electoral papers. According to information disclosed by a Deputy Minister of 
Internal Affairs before the Electoral Board and the media, police officers were expected to carry out checks 
in the lists of REC and SEC members in the lists of candidates for MPs in the constituencies on their own 
initiative and file statements of conflict of interest where a person featuring on either list was related to them. 
Where a relative was a SEC member, police officers were rotated to another section and where a relative 
was a REC member they were released from duty on the days concerned. In connection to the practical 
arrangements for the rotation the MIA also checked the personal data of REC and PEC members and the 
candidates for MPs, which became public knowledge. According to information from the same sources 480 
police officers disclosed a conflict of interest. However, more than 3 000 were rotated9. Regrettably, no public 
information was made available as to the scale of the rotation exercise, the underlying criteria for selection 
of the locations for rotation of police officers (i.e. whether within a single location or another). The rotation 
did not cover police officers who prior to elections were working on the prevention and detection of crimes 
with implications for the political rights of citizens. Furthermore, no information was disclosed about the 
source of funding insofar as Decree No 67 of 8 March 2013 on the budget for the preparation and holding of 
the 2013 parliamentary elections envisaged funds for protection of public order and security services only. 

A significant part of the tasks delegated to the MIA in connection to the elections involved the detection 
and investigation of crimes with implications for the electoral rights of citizens. In order to facilitate work a 
dedicated hotline was established that enabled citizens to report information about detected crimes. However, 
it did not become functional before 25 April 2013, i.e. with a notable delay vis-ђ-vis the commencement date 
of the election campaign. According to the MIA report 654 alleged violations of the election process were 
reported via different channels, including telephone calls of which 347 concerned alleged crimes against 
the political rights of citizens. In 72 cases pretrial investigations were opened. As at 22 May 2013 MIA 
investigators had finalized 21 investigations of which 12 had been sent to the Prosecutor’s Office with an 
opinion that criminal charges should be brought against the perpetrators. Statistical information in this regard 
was made available on a regular basis during the election campaign albeit certain discrepancies were noted 
in the number of opened investigations reported by different representatives of the MIA, on the one hand, 
and by representatives of the Prosecutor’s Office, on the other hand. These may be due to the dynamic 
development of the situation but it should be noted that they created a perception that communication lines 
had broken down not only within the MIA internally but also between the institution and the Prosecutor’s 
Office. The information disclosed is not sufficiently detailed to allow an appraisal of the types of crimes 
encountered and the actions taken by the MIA in each case.

An important part of the monitoring conducted by Transparency International – Bulgaria was building 
efficient mechanisms for cooperation with public bodies and institutions, in which powers are vested to 
act in order to prevent, discontinue or punish electoral crimes. In the framework of the 2013 parliamentary 
elections Transparency International – Bulgaria signed a cooperation agreement with the MIA as it had 
done in the 2011 elections for President and Vice President of the Republic and the local elections held 
in the same year. It sets out in detail the communication mechanisms to be used when information about 
violations of electoral law are received via the hotline of the Association, which warrant a conclusion that 
crimes against the electoral rights of citizens have been committed. In line with its commitments under 
the agreement Transparency International – Bulgaria forwarded 14 received reports to the MIA. Acting in 
accordance with the agreement the MIA submitted summary statistical information about the checks carried 
out in all cases and confirmed that they have been referred for appraisal to the Prosecutor’s Office on the 
grounds of competence. 

The cooperation between the MIA and Transparency International – Bulgaria in connection to reported 
violations can be described as a good practice and an example of cooperation between a government 
institution and a non-governmental organization. 

9 Same source.
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TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE MINISTRY OF INTERIOR:  
46,875

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political neutrality 50
Overall the manner in which the MIA carried out 

its tasks warrants a conclusion of political neutrality.

Judicial review 50
The internal decisions of the Minister of IA on 

conducting investigations and protecting public 
order are not subject to direct judicial review.

RESOURCES
37,5

Adequate 
financing

25
No information is available as to whether the 

budget allocated to the MIA was sufficient and 
whether or not funds had to be reallocated internally. 

Professionalism 50

A platform was created that enabled the reporting 
of violations within the area of competence of the 
MIA and providing feedback on action taken in each 
case.

TRANSPARENCY 
50

Publicity 50

The provision of clear and structured information 
about the response to alleged crimes against the 
electoral rights of citizens remains a deficiency. A 
delay occurred in setting up a dedicated hotline.

Public oversight 50
Public control was limited to the provision of 

information to a limited number of stakeholders (the 
participants in the Electoral Board).

EFFICIENCY
50

Timeliness 50

The information received is insufficient and does 
not allow conclusions to be drawn in respect of 
the expedience of the actions taken by the MIA in 
cases where information alleging crimes against the 
electoral rights of citizens had been received.

Achievement of 
results

50
Low level of initiative in taking independent action 

in the prevention and investigation of crimes against 
the electoral rights of citizens. 

3. THE JUDICIARY

PROSECUTOR’S OFFICE OF THE REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA

The activities of the Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria (PS) do not have a direct bearing 
on the election process but only to those violations that may be construed as criminal offences. Due 
to this specific aspect the work of the Prosecutor’s Office can be appraised at a relatively later stage, 

i.e. after the elections have already been conducted. 
The organizational arrangements for investigating alleged violations of the electoral rights of citizens, 

which the institution set in place in advance, can be given as an example of a good practice. The Supreme 
Prosecutor‘s Office of Cassation developed methodological guidelines on the procedure to be followed in 
the investigation of such information. A national inter-institutional coordination unit was set up between the 
Supreme Prosecutor‘s Office of Cassation, the MIA and the State Agency for National Security (SANS), 
which was headed by a prosecutor with the SPO. Responsibility for the monitoring of its work was delegated 
to a Deputy Prosecutor General. 
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One of the shortcomings detected was the insufficient publicity of the content of the methodological 
guidelines and of the work of the inter-institutional unit. Addressing this deficiency will significantly improve 
the work of non-governmental organizations in the area of civil control of the election process and the 
monitoring conducted, particularly in the case of Transparency International – Bulgaria. A broader familiarity 
with the methodological guidelines will contribute to the achievement of greater accuracy in handling reports 
of alleged violations by means of ensuring that a set of largely uniform criteria are applied to determine 
whether alleged violations constitute criminal offences against the electoral rights of citizens. This will also 
facilitate the work of the observers registered by civil organizations and the investigations conducted by the 
Prosecutor’s Office in respect of reported violations. 

It should be noted that information about conducted checks and pretrial investigations launched on 
the basis of received information alleging violations of electoral law, when these were within the area of 
competence of the Prosecutor’s Office, was made available on a relatively regular basis. However, we would 
like to yet again emphasize the discrepancies between the information disclosed about the number of 
checks carried out and pretrial investigations launched as compared to that announced by the MIA because 
they created an impression that communication lines between the two institutions had broken down. 

Summary information about the number of cases opened, pretrial investigations launched, including 
a breakdown per type of office against the electoral rights of citizens, and the refusal to launch such 
investigations was disclosed in a timely manner. We noted that refusals (529) make up two-thirds of the 
total number of cases on record (622). This ratio warrants a detailed analysis with a view to determining 
the reasons for the high share of cases, which the Prosecutor’s Office dismissed without opening pretrial 
investigations. The conclusions drawn on the basis of this analysis will have a significant contribution to an 
improvement of the work of the Prosecutor’s Office itself and of the NGOs that monitor the election process. 

TOTAL VALUE OF THE INDEX FOR THE BULGARIAN PROSECUTOR’S OFFICE: 
 56,25

Indicator
Integral 

components of 
the index

Value
(from 0 to 

100)
Final justification of the value

LEGALITY
50

Political 
neutrality

50
Individual events and actions of the SPO on 

the day before elections created a perception of a 
breach of political neutrality.

Judicial review 50

The guidelines on the work of the three services 
– the SPO, the MIA and the SANS – is not subject 
to direct judicial review although they are crucial to 
efficiency. 

RESOURCES
62,5

Adequate 
financing

50
No special budget provisions were made.

Professionalism 75
No information is available about special training 

courses dedicated to criminal offences against the 
electoral rights of citizens. 

TRANSPARENCY 
50

Publicity 50

The failure to provide clear and structured 
information about the action taken in response to 
alleged violations within the area of competence of 
the SPO is a deficiency.

Public oversight 50
Inadequate information about the work of the 

inter-institutional unit

EFFICIENCY
62.5

Timeliness 75
Taking timely action in response to information 

alleging violations

Achievement of 
results

50
The final evaluation should be based on a 

summary setting out the outcomes achieved by the 
SPO in investigating alleged violations.
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ELECTION CAMPAIGN
MONITORING

II.          Monitoring Outcome
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Integrity Pact for free, fair and democratic elections
An initiative of the Election process Monitoring Civil Coalition

At the beginning of April 2013 eight non-governmental organizations10 with know-how and experience in 
conducting studies and civil coalitions in Bulgaria launched a civil coalition with a view to raising the 
transparency, accountability and integrity of the election process.

On 4th April 2013 they pooled their efforts by forming a CIVIL COALITION FOR ELECTION PROCESS 
MONITORING for the purposes of conducting independent citizens’ monitoring of the activities of the 
candidates running for the 42nd National Assembly. The priority goal of that initiative was public oversight 
that contributes to holding free, fair and democratic elections in compliance with Bulgarian legislation and 
international standards. 

The organizations that initiated the campaign proposed a Integrity Pact for free, fair and democratic 
elections by which they tried to engage all political parties in an election campaign that conformed to 
the international standards for transparency and accountability and with implementation of measures that 
prevent violations of the electoral rights of citizens. 

The free elections contract was an instrument for the:
. engagement of political parties, coalitions and independent candidates in a civil coalition designed to 

foster the adoption of leading principles and standards in the election process; 
. monitor and evaluate the efforts of the different players in political life with a view to ensuring compliance 

with their publicly undertaken commitments; 
By the launch of the election campaign 22 political parties joined the contract11, taking on a commitment 

to apply high professional and ethical criteria in the nomination of members of SECs, take action to raise 
their competence, ensure that public information is available about the number of their advocates and the 
financing of their election campaigns. 

Under the Integrity Pact the political parties took on commitments to:
. nominate PSEC members who are experienced in organizing the election process, have the necessary 

skills and integrity and command personal respect;
. Raise the competence of their representatives on electoral commissions through additional training on 

the rules for the election process; 
. Conduct information campaigns against vote buying and controlled voting and their detrimental impact 

on voters’ rights and the democratic process in Bulgaria; 
. Ensure transparency of the information about the number of their advocates by publishing it on the 

websites; 
. Ensure greater transparency in the financing of the election campaign by making information about 

received donations available to the NAO in a timely manner; 
. Cooperate with independent observers (representatives of the CIVIL COALITION FOR ELECTION 

PROCESS MONITORING) whilst carrying out their duties relating to the monitoring of election campaign 
financing on Election Day;

The non-governmental organizations that joined the CIVIL COALITION FOR ELECTION PROCESS 
MONITORING undertook the following commitments: 

. Conduct independent civil monitoring of the election process in line with recognized international 
standards; 

10 The organizations that initiated the Civil Coalition for election process monitoring are: Transparency International Bulgaria; the 
Dimitar Panitsa Centre for Liberal Strategies; the European Information Centre; the European Institute; the Social Integration Insti-
tute; the Policy Modernization Centre and the Centre for Independent Life. Subsequently, fifteen other non-governmental organiza-
tions joined in (see footnote 3 in the report).
11 The following political parties: Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria (GERB); Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP); Move-
ment for Rights and Freedoms (MRF); Democrats for Strong Bulgaria (DSB); Union of Democratic Forces (UDF); Allied Agrar-
ians (AA); Bulgarian Social Democratic Party (BSDP); Law, Order and Fairness (LOF); Movement Bulgaria of Citizens (MBC); 
the Radical Bulgarian Political Alliance (RBPA); Democratic Alternative for National Unification (DANU); Bulgarian Women’ Party; 
New Time; National Movement for Stability and Progress (NMSP); Freedom and Dignity People’s Party; Bulgarian Spring Coalition 
(Bulgarian Social Democracy and the Green Party); Proud Bulgaria (Civil Alliance for Real Democracy (CARD), Free People and 
Allied Labor Block – Bulgarian Labourists, Alliance of Patriotic Forces Protection and the Christian Social Alliance). 
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. Comply with the principles of political neutrality, transparency and integrity in the framework of the 
monitoring;

. Conduct an awareness campaign amongst Bulgarian citizens in respect of their participation in the 
election process, the obligations of institutions and the detrimental impact of the controlled vote and vote 
buying on electoral rights; 

. Inform Bulgarian citizens and EU institutions of the outcome of the monitoring; 

. Draw up legislative amendments and suggest changes to the practices of institutions with a view to 
achieving greater integrity of the European Parliament elections and support the competent institutions by 
sharing their know-how. 

Evaluation of contract implementation

Out of 45 political parties and coalitions registered by the Central Election Commission, twenty-two 
joined the Contract (either as independent parties or coalitions), i.e. less than 48.8% of the participants in 
the parliamentary elections declared their willingness to join the initiative. 

Five political parties or 22.7% of parties that signed the document (11.1% of all officially registered 
political parties and coalitions) took tangible action to implement the commitments undertaken. The following 
parties made information available about the implementation of the clauses set out therein: Citizens for 
European Development of Bulgaria; Democrats for Strong Bulgaria, law, Order and Justice, the Bulgarian 
Socialist Party and the Movement Bulgaria of Citizens. 

Main findings set out in respect of contract implementation:
1. Application of strict criteria for the election of political party representatives in electoral 

commissions
This clause applies to the political parties represented in Parliament as they are only ones whose 

representatives may be appointed commission members. Political parties have established a set of criteria 
for the selection of their representatives on PECs and DECs: for GERB the leading criterion was practical 
experience and participation in prior elections. The party has created a database of its representatives 
of whom less than 5% do not have prior experience as commission members; for DSB the main criteria 
included experience in the election process, integrity and proven reputation; BSP placed an emphasis on 
criteria that allowed the inclusion of younger, well educated people in electoral committees; 

2. Additional training for the members of electoral committees
This clause is also applicable to the political parties represented in Parliament, which have representatives 

on the electoral committees. Training was organized by CEDB, DSB and BSP and it should be emphasized 
that some of the parties have developed detailed guidelines for their representatives on the committees and 
for their advocates. For example, BSP has developed detailed methodological guidelines, which contain 
references to pertinent provisions of the Election Code and emphasize important details of the electoral 
procedure; the political party conducted its largest scale training in 23 years in which 15 000 people were 
trained. As a part of an established tradition, DSB also conducted additional training for its representatives 
on electoral committees. The CEDB conducted the training events on the basis of methodological guidelines 
from the CEC. The training took place locally, i.e. in individual constituencies and small groups with a view to 
raising its efficiency and ensuring committee members were better prepared.

3. Campaigns against vote buying and other violations in the run-up to the Parliamentary elections
Overall, the political parties failed to furnish proof that promotion materials dedicated to this specific 

clause in the contract were developed and published. The actions of most political parties were limited to 
the inclusion of the mandatory warning against vote buying on their materials and to sending messages 
during the course of election meetings aiming to raise electoral activity as a mechanism for limitation of the 
negative impact of controlled and paid votes. 

4. Publicity of the information about the number of advocates through timely publications on the 
web pages of the political parties

In the period 2009-2011 advocates became a hot and contentious topic of discussion as in previous 
elections some had been used as an instrument for controlled voting and putting pressure on voters whilst 
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others were used in their capacity as voters to ensure that payments can be officially exchanged by 
circumventing the law. The amendments to the Election Code introduced a significant element of publicity 
and information about the advocates of the different political parties was published on the DEC website. 
However, no countrywide information is available, which was the main reason why the non-governmental 
organizations included this clause in the contract. The clause concerned allowed observers and journalists 
to receive information about the total number of advocates mobilized in the election process.

A check conducted on the web sites of political parties showed that none had published the list of their 
advocates. According to the joint statement of representatives of the five political parties the information made 
available to the DECs constitutes compliance with this principle. In addition, according to the representatives 
of the DSC, LOJ and MBC another obstacle for the fulfillment of this commitment was the fact that the 
registration of advocates with the respective DEC was a slow process, i.e. it took place on the day of 
elections and last-minute substitutions did not allow an accurate database to be compiled three days before 
the elections.

5. Publicity of the information about campaign financing through timely disclosure to the NAO of 
donations received during the campaign

The implementation of this commitment is based on two actions – granting direct access to the campaign 
related financial documentation to the observers of Transparency International – Bulgaria and the timely 
declaration of donations received to the National Audit Office12. Under this component access to information 
was granted by CEDB, DSB, LOJ, BSP and MBC. 

The overall evaluation of the implementation of this clause is parties are increasingly showing greater 
readiness to grant direct access to information about the financing of election campaigns to civil society 
organizations. This is a direct result of the amendment of the Election Code and the introduction of a 
single register thereunder. Clearly, the requirements for online disclosure have had a positive impact on 
the willingness of the parties to grant direct access to the information concerned to representatives of the 
monitoring organizations. The new provisions laid down in the Election Code13 have had a disciplining effect 
on the participants in the parliamentary elections. Although according to some of them (mainly coalitions 
of parties) the three-day period for declaration of donations was a serious challenge, it allowed citizens to 
receive information about the resources that political parties disbursed during the election campaign, in a 
timely manner. 

According to the information entered into the register kept by the NAO, a total of 676 donations were 
officially made and registered (of which 675 in cash in the amount of BGN 667,236.99 and 1 in kind in the 
amount of BGN 100); a total of 851 items of moveable and immovable property and services were rendered 
(766 moveable property items, 33 immoveable property items and 52 services); a total of 155 declarations 
were filed in respect of the source of origin of the funds disbursed by candidates nominated by nomination 
committees.

6. Assistance received by independent observers representing the Election process Monitoring 
Civil Coalition in the course of the monitoring of election campaign financing and compliance with 
electoral rules on Election Day. 

The following political parties accepted the invitation to hold working meetings dedicated to the 
implementation of the Integrity Pact: Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria; Law, Order and Justice; 
Bulgarian Socialist Party; Bulgarian Women’ Party; Democrats for Strong Bulgaria; Stability and Progress 
National Movement; and New Time. The New Time political party subsequently withdrew from the election 
campaign (hence we cannot evaluate the actual implementation of its commitments under the contract but 
only its declared willingness for assistance). Five parties took actual steps to implement the contract: GERB, 
DSB, LOJ, BSP and MBC.

12 Other aspects of the financing of election campaigns of participants are also appraised in the report, such as compliance with 
the provisions laid down in the Election Code in respect of the accountability before public institutions and the public disclosure 
of contracts with the media as well as the outcome of the monitoring of the election campaign carried out with the assistance of 
organizations working at local and regional level.
13 Article 158(4) (amended SG No 17/2013) During the election campaign the parties, coalitions of parties and initiative committees 
shall submit the information referred to in paragraph 2 on paper and in an electronic format to the National Audit Office for the 
purposes of its entry into the register within a period of three days from the date of receipt of such information. 
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The overall appraisal of the implementation of the Integrity Pact demonstrates that the level of 
engagement and commitment of political parties and coalitions in civil coalitions aiming to ensure an 
open and transparent election campaign is still low. The initiative has had a positive impact on the 
level of preparedness of electoral committee members through additional training and raising the level 
of publicity of election campaign financing. Regrettably, the desired effect of conducting more active 
and independent awareness and information campaigns against vote buying and raising transparency 
in respect of the number of advocates of political parties countrywide was not achieved.

Transparency and Accountability of the Election Campaign Financing

Transparency International – Bulgaria has monitored the financing of election campaigns in the country 
since 2001. The first monitoring exercise of this type was conducted during the run-up to the presidential 
elections in 2001. The methodology for it was developed by the Bulgarian office of the organization. 

The main indicators serving as a basis for the approach applied in the independent civil monitoring of the 
financing of election campaigns are transparency, accountability and publicity. 

Based on this approach applied over the past 12 years, Transparency International published an Index of 
the transparency in financing election campaigns, which is a composite measure used to identify the positive 
and negative trends in this investigated area. The survey of this indicator was one of the key sources used 
by the experts of Transparency International – Bulgaria in developing the analytical reports and proposals for 
amendments to the legislation regulating the financing of the political life in Bulgaria14.

Monitoring Scope 

The monitoring of the financing of political campaigns is performed at two levels: (1) national and (2) 
local. At national level, the monitoring activities consisted of observation and expert assessment of the 
political parties’ financial reporting in relation to their election campaigns. At local level, the monitoring 
took place in 28 municipalities (administrative centers for the districts in Bulgaria) and was conducted in 
partnership with 22 NGOs. 

Subject of monitoring and assessment were: (1) the officially registered candidates for seats in 
parliament – political parties, coalitions and independent candidates; (2) the media – in light of their key 
role in covering the candidates’ election campaigns and in view of the significant financial allocations in the 
campaigns earmarked for media publications; (3) the voters whose opinion and assessment of the financing 
of election campaigns are one of the basic components in the Index for transparency in the financing of 
election campaigns. 

Several instruments for observation and assessment were applied during the monitoring exercise in 2013: 
(1) the Integrity Pact for Free, Fair and Democratic elections; (2) standardized questionnaires for a nation-
wide representative public opinion poll; (3) templates for monitoring the election campaign at local level; 
(4) templates for monitoring the media and their compliance with new provisions in the electoral legislation.

New legal provisions concerning the financing of election campaigns

2013 saw the introduction of several new legislative provisions with a direct bearing on the financing 
of election campaigns. Explicit bans (and respectively sanctions for non-compliance) were introduced in 
relation to placing campaign materials along roads from the national and municipal network before the 

14 See the comparative study of 25 EU member states conducted by the TI’s international branch entitled „Money, power, politics: 
corruption risks in Europe“, whose comparative data indicate that Bulgaria has in place a relatively good regulation governing the 
financing of political activities. At the same time, the study points out to a discrepancy between the adequate legislation and its 
inefficient implementation as one of the main issues in the country.



45

launch and after the end of the election campaign. These were coupled with a prohibition of the free-of-
charge use of public administrative resources for campaign purposes. 

More detailed requirements and caps on the donations for election campaigns were laid down: declaration 
of the origin of funds should be submitted for all donations exceeding one minimum salary; donations over 
BGN 1,000 (that are paid via bank transfers) are checked for compliance with the donor’s income; all 
revenues and expenditures exceeding BGN 1,000 may be paid only via bank transfers. 

For the purposes of control over the financial reporting, mechanisms were introduced to facilitate the 
cooperation between the National Audit Office (NAO) and other institutions. A legal provision was introduced 
requiring from the NAO to appoint employees in charge of checking the revenues, spending and the financial 
reporting of political parties, coalitions, nomination committees and independent candidates. 

Additional mechanisms for ensuring transparency were put in place as a result of the explicit requirement 
for disclosure to the National Audit Office of all donations within three days of their receipt. This information 
should be published in the Single register under the Election Code. All media are obliged to publish on their 
web pages the contracts signed with the candidates in the elections15.

In 2013 the monitoring by Transparency International – Bulgaria placed a special focus on the new 
provisions of the Election Code.

Main findings from the election campaign

Based on the monitoring of the election campaign conducted by the teams of observers, we can outline 
the following more significant departures from the established rules:

1. Illegal campaigning – this was the most commonly identified irregularity throughout the country. The 
monitoring teams detected covert advertising in local and regional printed and electronic media, most often 
in the form of published materials by unknown authors that describe the profiles of some candidates in the 
elections. Such publications offered a strongly biased view and focused only on the positive features of the 
respective candidates. There were also comprehensive interviews with candidates of only one political party, 
etc., which were not classified as paid publications; a number of publications covered charity campaigns, 
refurbishment of monuments, participation in cleaning campaigns, etc.

2. Consistent negative campaigning – as stressed in the resent report, negative campaigning was one 
of the main phenomena characterizing the 2013 election campaign. In this respect, it is worth mentioning that 
the findings do not show isolated events but rather consistent campaigning against political opponents in the 
form of series of publications against registered participants in the elections (e.g. a number of newspaper 
issues circulated in Plovdiv; similar signals  were also in Pleven and Kyustendil).

3. „Buying“ voter’s support through charitable donations to the benefit of specific persons, which 
were broadly advertised in the media – a new means of „bribing“ the voters was identified in this election 
campaign. National and regional media ran spots advertising charitable donations to ill, elderly, and socially 
disadvantaged people in the form of paying bills, medication or medical devices, giving out medicines; 
providing discounted medications, etc. 

4. Canvassing activities prior to the official launch of the campaign – despite the explicit prohibitions 
in place, this issue was still identified by the observers.

Disclosure of the financial relations with the media

As stated above, subject to evaluation were also the new requirements regarding the publicity of relations 
between political parties and the media. The role of the media was included in the monitoring not only because 
of the importance that the political parties attach to the media access as a means for communicating with 
the voters, but also because of the significant share of financial allocations that the political parties earmark 

15 In line with art. 138а (new – SG, issue 17 from 2013) „Suppliers of media services shall disclose on their web pages the full 
contents of the contracts signed with all registered participants in the elections – political parties, coalitions of parties and initiative 
committees, not later than three days following the signing of these contracts“. This provision supplements the old art. 138 and 
art. 148 of the Election Code mandating the media to announce their tariffs on their web pages not later than 40 days prior to the 
Election Day and to submit those to the National Audit Office and the Central Electoral Commission.
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for canvassing and advertisement in the media. It was extremely important for Transparency International – 
Bulgaria to identify and assess the impact of the compliance with the provisions in the reformed electoral 
legislation. In 2013, the focus of attention was on compliance with the legal requirements relating to: 

. Disclosing the conditions and pricing of the media coverage through publishing information of the 
financial relations with candidates on the relevant media web pages and reporting them to the National Audit 
Office and the relevant Election commissions(art. 138 and art. 148);

. Disclosing the contractual terms and conditions for media coverage of the election campaigns by 
publishing the full contents of the contracts on the relevant media web pages (new provision in the Election 
Code – art. 138а).

. In April and May 2013, the teams from partner NGOs conducted monitoring of the media coverage of the 
campaigns of candidates running for seats in Parliament in 177 local and regional media throughout the country. 

Based on this monitoring, the following general conclusions may be drawn:
. The requirement for publishing the contracts with the candidates in the election campaign was not 

followed strictly. The check of the web pages of local and regional media conducted at the end of the 
election campaign showed that the requirement was followed by only 10.17% of the media;

. The requirement for disclosing the terms and conditions and the tariffs for the campaign media 
coverage was not complied with strictly. Only half of the media (50.28%) published such information on their 
web pages within the statutory deadlines. It should be stressed that compared to 2011, there have been 
certain improvements – back then only 44.2% of the local and regional media complied with this requirement;

. There was a persistent trend of publishing mostly general and outdated information on the tariffs 
and information based on which it is impossible to glean the actual tariffs and which contains rather some 
general conditions for the media;

. The media web pages did not disclose whether the candidates complied with the requirements for 
payment in advance. Therefore, it was impossible to assess the impact of this provision. 

Diagram: Disclosure of the contracts for media coverage signed with the candidates in the elections 
(art. 138а)

Publishing the conditions and tariffs for media coverage of the election campaign 
(чл. 138а)

Total for the country 50,28%

100 % – 67% 
100% – Pleven, Vidin, Pazardzhik, Plovdiv;
Veliko Tarnovo (87%); Varna (82%); Haskovo (71%), Vratsa (70%); 
Burgas (67%) 

66 % – 40%
Shumen (60%); Kyustendil (57%); Montana and Smolyan (50%); 
Gabrovo (46%)

45% – 0%
Yambol and Blagoevgrad (33%); Razgrad, Stara Zagora (30%); Pernik 
and Sliven (25%); Kardzhali (22%); Rousse and Dobrich (17%); Silistra – 
0%
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Diagram: Tariffs and terms and conditions for media coverage disclosed on the media web pages 
(art. 138 and art. 148)

Disclosure of the contracts for media coverage signed with the candidates in the elections
(чл. 138а)

Total for the country 10.17%

100 % – 67% Plovdiv (75%)

66 % – 40% Haskovo (43%), Shumen (40%)

45% – 0%

Gabrovo (31%); Burgas (17%); Veliko Tarnovo (12%); Stara Zagora 
(10%); Varna (9%);
0% – Blagoevgrad, Vidin, Vratsa, Dobrich, Kardzhali, Kyustendil, Lovech, 
Montana, Pazardzhik, Pleven, Razgrad, Rousse, Silistra, Smolyan, 
Targovishte, Yambol

Publicity and accountability of candidates – compliance with the Integrity Pact
for free, fair and democratic elections 

The first part of this report contains detailed information on the compliance with the commitments 
in the Pact on behalf of the political parties, signatories to it. Two of the provisions in the Pact relate to 
the principles of accountability and transparency of campaign financing. In this relation, the following key 
findings are worth mentioning: 

1. Providing observers with access to the financial documentation relating to the campaign – the 
willingness of candidates and election headquarters to ensure access of external observers to financial 
documentation and to disclose such information publicly remains low. Although the information on the 
financing of campaigns has been made publicly available through its publication in the Register maintained 
by the National Audit Office, a significant portion of the political parties still refrain from ensuring direct 
access to their financial documentation.

As pointed out above, five political parties (11.1% of all officially registered political parties and coalitions) 
took actual steps for providing access to such information. These were: Political Party Citizens for Bulgaria’s 
European Development, Political Party Democrats for Strong Bulgaria, Political Party Order, Lawfulness and 
Justice, the Bulgarian Socialist Party, Political Party „Movement for Bulgaria to the Citizens“. 
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2. Reporting to the National Audit Office and timely disclosure of donations – the amendments to the 
Election Code16 revised the practices of evading the requirements for declaring the donations in the election 
campaign. The evasion of these legal provisions was identified by Transparency International – Bulgaria in 
2011. Based on it, TI-Bulgaria proposed the introduction of a requirement for specific deadlines mandating 
the candidates to disclose this information within the duration of the election campaign, thus enabling 
the citizens to make an informed choice, incl. based on the information about the sources of campaign 
financing. The monitoring for compliance with the new provision and with the commitments under clause 5 
of the Integrity Pact identified a better discipline – the political parties and coalitions published timely the 
information on the donations, services, movable and immovable property received for the purposes of the 
election campaign.  

3. In relation to the findings in item 2, it is worth pointing out that the last election campaign saw a 
restriction of the practices for raising funding from private individuals. According to representatives of the 
political parties, one of the reasons for that was the economic crisis reducing the availability of funds of the 
citizens who wish to support their candidates financially. Another factor is the relatively large state subsidy 
serving as a disincentive for the parties to actively seek broader public financial support for their campaigns. 

4. Still, there were suspected cases of attempts to legalize funds of shady origin by declaring them as 
donations from private individuals who are not the actual owners of the donated funds (an indication of this 
were the numerous donations of equal size right below the threshold of BGN 1,000 to avoid the mandatory 
bank transfer of the amounts and hence the check for correspondence with the income of the donors).

5. There was a persistent trend of non-disclosure of the expenditures for remuneration of proxies, 
associates and other individuals involved in the election campaign. Despite the common practice of hiring 
proxies who receive compensation for their services, the majority of parties and coalitions fail to declare 
their costs for such remunerations. 

Public perception of the elections’ transparency and integrity

At the end of the election campaign for the 42nd National Assembly (in the period between May 7 
and 8, 2013) the dominant public opinion was strongly critical – 85.9% of the poll participants reported 
specific issues having a negative impact on the elections. Regardless of the significant number of identified 
challenges, the main focus of attention was placed once again on vote buying. The public perception 
established over the recent years of vote buying practices somehow gained a larger importance and turned 
into a perception of „buying the elections“ or of a pervasive form of political corruption.

The general opinion about the past election campaign was marked by the perception that the most 
serious issue was the buying of votes. This answer was given by 56.3% of all respondents. Vote buying was a 
very serious concern for all socio-demographic groups, with the highest share being the one of civil servants. 
Most often criticism towards this practice was voiced by the groups of people receiving higher income – 
the share of respondents who revealed their negative attitude to this problem was directly proportional to 
their average monthly income. Among the respondents with monthly income of up to 100 BGN, 43.9% had 
a negative attitude to vote buying, whereas the proportion of respondents who condemn this practice in the 
group with monthly income exceeding BGN 500 was 61.5%.

When asked directly: „Have you personally been offered money or other gains in return for voting for a 
specific political party?“, 2.9% of the respondents gave a positive answer, and 96.6% responded negatively. 
The results show not so much the scale of this practice, but rather the general perception that such form 
of corruption should not be considered a general practice. The social profile of the persons most affected 
by the attempted vote buying was defined clearly in the opinion poll: most commonly these are citizens with 
primary or lower education; unemployed (8.7% of all with corresponding profile); Roma with monthly income 
of less than BGN 100. 

16 After the 2013 amendments in the Election Code, now its art. 158(4) prescribes a specific deadline within which the donations 
for the election campaign have to be declared to the National Audit Office: „In the process of the election campaign all parties, 
coalitions of parties and initiative committees shall be obliged to submit within three days to the National Audit Office any new 
information under paragraph 2, both on paper and electronically. This information shall be entered in the NAO Register.”
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At the same time, the persons who were approached with proposals for vote buying (in one form or 
another) chose to react in a specific manner – 2.8% of the respondents said they did not notify the relevant 
institutions. Only 0.1% responded that they sent signals to the municipal or district administrations and 
another 0.1% notified the media, whereas 96.9% responded that they did not receive such offers.

The second most common problem pointed out by the respondents was also related to vote buying, 
namely the „inadequate response to the signals for vote-buying practices“ (18.0%). Although broadly related 
to vote buying, the second most commonly identified group of problems focuses rather on the efficiency of 
the institutions mandated to counter this form of political corruption in the election process. 

At the end of the election campaign, the opinion about the institutions’ efficiency was rather hesitantly 
negative: 23.1% approved of the interventions by the institutions, 23.0% were of the opposite opinion, while 
all the rest (53.8%) did not have an opinion. After the elections a total of 39.8% had a positive opinion of 
the actions undertaken by the institutions. The share of critically-minded respondents grew slightly to 26.5%, 
whereas the increase in the positive assessments was at the expense of the group that did not have a clear 
opinion before the elections. In the post-electoral poll, 33.7% of the respondents did not have an opinion 
about the preparation for the election process.

Several issues should be added to the overall opinion about the problems in the election campaign. 
These were pointed out in the poll taken right before the Election Day. Part of these problems is directly 
relevant to the preparation and conducting of elections and the rest are problems relating to the political 
stake in the elections.

The first group of problems was directly or indirectly related to the preparation for the elections. A total 
of 17.6% of all respondents said that the citizens were not provided with sufficient information. Issues related 
to the electoral roll were reported by 12.3%; another 8.9% reported incompetent actions on behalf of the 
regional electoral committees; 5.9% referred to bad organizational arrangements on behalf of the mayors 
and the municipal administrations. We should add to this group also the negative opinion regarding the 
difficulties for the Bulgarians living abroad to take part in the elections – this issue was pointed out by 7.8% 
of all respondents.

Part of these problems point to a specific profile of the respondents based on their place of residence. 
Whereas there are no significant differences in all other socio-demographic characteristics, the breakdown 
by place of residence shows a greater sensitivity to organizational difficulties in the preparation of elections 
with the Bulgarians living outside the capital city. Residents of smaller towns (21.1%) report more often 
problems related to insufficient information for the citizens; problems with the electoral rolls surface most 
often in the answers by citizens living in the district centers (17.3%); the same group criticizes most often the 
functioning of the district election sommissions(12.9%); the inability of Bulgarians living abroad to participate 
fully in the election process was pointed out mostly by people living in villages (12.0%) and by respondents 
with primary or lower education (11.9%).

The second group of issues relate to the quality of the election process, more specifically to its political 
stake. According to 15.3% of the respondents, one of the main problems in the past election campaign was 
the lack of debates about the future of the country/ region. This opinion was mostly shared among the better 
educated respondents aged between 41 and 50 (21.6%). The second most significant aspect related to the 
quality of the political process in the election campaign was related to the attempts of business associations 
and employers to participate in the election process by „influencing the vote of their employees“. This 
problem was reported by 12.3% of the respondents, mostly people living in smaller towns (14.7%), aged 
between 41 and 50 (16.8%), typically unemployed (20.1%). This social profile clearly points to the main 
group of citizens that were the most common subject of similar pressures for corporate voting. 

An aggregate assessment of the election campaign offered on the eve of the parliamentary elections 
provided an answer to the question about the overall level of transparency in the campaign financing. 
We refer here to a classical indicator showing the public perception of the transparency in the campaign 
financing and the importance of the financial allocations at the disposal of the relevant political entities in 
forming the dominant public perception of the integrity in the election process.

To the direct question regarding the transparency in campaign financing only 10.6% gave a positive 
response. A total of 40.5% of the respondents were of the opposite opinion, while 48.8% abstained from 
giving a specific answer. Criticism towards the transparency in the elections was found mostly with the 
Bulgarians living in the district centers (46.8%) and in small towns (46.1%). More sensitive to this problem 
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were once again the respondents aged between 41 and 50 (46.1%), with higher education (60.6%), and the 
civil servants.

Post-electoral evaluation of the election process

The public opinion regarding the development of the election campaign and the preparation for the 
Parliamentary elections on 12 May 2013 changed drastically. This was shown in the outcome of the post-
electoral survey conducted between June 18th and 20th 2013. A little over a month after the Election Day the 
level of criticism towards the election process remained unchanged, however a number of issues that directly 
affected the election process came in the focus of attention. The registered opinion and assessments in the 
post-electoral survey were undoubtedly influenced by the actions of the political formations in setting up the 
42nd National Assembly and by the dynamics of the political debate accompanying the establishment and 
the initial actions by the new government. Looking at the preparation and the conducting of the elections 
from the distance of the past weeks, their integrity and transparency gained different dimensions.

The opinion about the most significant issues during the past campaign was altered significantly. The 
share of respondents who believed that the campaign and the election process were not marked by problems 
shrank to only 6.3%. The remaining 93.7% stated that the election campaign and process posed a number 
of problems that influenced to a certain extent the outcomes of the elections and the overall assessment of 
the integrity and transparency in the election process.

According to the predominant number of respondents (75.9%), the most important issue was the „ballots 
scandal announced on the day of electoral silence“. This negative opinion seems extremely homogeneous 
– it was shared to a great extent by the representatives of all socio-demographic groups covered by the 
survey. Indicative is also the fact that this critical attitude was equally shared by voters who supported 
various political parties on 12 May 2013 and by the ones who did not vote in these elections. Regardless 
of the different interpretations of this scandal, we rarely witness such shared opinion on the importance of 
similar developments in the election campaigns. 

Another scandal that marked the election campaign was also pointed out as one the main problems 
in the 2013 parliamentary elections. According to 32.9% of the respondents the most important issue was 
the „wiretapping of politicians and high-ranking officials“ that was revealed right before the start of the 
election debates, together with the overall attitude towards integrity and transparency in the election process. 
Compared to the ballots scandal that triggered similar negative reactions, this one received a much more 
significant response from the residents of the capital city Sofia (45.0%) than from the people living in villages 
(21.2%). People with tertiary education (42.2%), the elderly voters (with the highest share among the age 
group over 61 – 34.9%) and employees with higher income were most outraged by this signal that was 
referred to the Prosecutor’s Office.

The comparison between the outcomes of the two opinion polls based on the outlined problems in the 
election campaign shows an interesting trend towards changing the main focus and the perception of the 
past election campaign and parliamentary elections. Regardless of the short period between the two polls, 
there is a certain departure from or a partial fading of the perception about the acuteness of the problems 
that accompanied the election process, while at the same time there is a change in the leading elements 
that are basic for the aggregate perception of the level of integrity and transparency in the election process.

Problems 7 – 8 май 2013 година 18 – 20 юни 2013 година

. Vote buying 56,3% 41,2%

. Inadequate response to the signals  for vote 
buying

18,0% 13,4%

. Insufficient debate about the future of the 
state/ region

15,3% 17,8%
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. Inadequate information campaign for the 
citizens

17,6% 12,6%

. Barriers hampering the vote of Bulgarians 
living abroad

7,8% 6,6%

. Attempts of business associations and 
employers to participate in the election process 
by influencing the vote of their employees

12,3% 9,7%

. Incompetent actions by the regional electoral 
committees

 8,9% 5,8%

. Problems with the electoral rolls 12,1% 5,3%

. Poor preparation of the elections on behalf of 
the mayors/ municipal administrations

5,9% 3,3%

The comparison of poll data clearly shows that against the backdrop of the election campaign and 
process torn by scandals, individual problems loose importance and are mentioned much more rarely in the 
latter poll. The only exception was the issue related to the lack of any debate about the country’s future that 
from the distance of time seems more and more significant.

The personal experience of the respondents or their relatives and friends during the election campaign 
and on the Election Day accounts for a vast range of opinions that could be subject to a post-electoral study. 
The great majority of the poll participants did not witness any violations on Election Day – 92.6%. Their opinion 
about the integrity in the election process was rather formed based on facts, judgment and assessments 
taking shape outside their personal experience as voters. Meanwhile, the first-hand experience shared by 
the respondents covers a broad spectrum of election violations that had different influence over them.

Among the broadly recognizable figures most commonly associated with the respondents’ negative 
experience in the election process, most visible were the political party activists – they were engaged in 
canvassing activities on the Election Day (according to 2.8% of the respondents). The other recognizable 
figure was that of the election teller – based on personal experience, 1.3% of the respondents pointed 
out that „proxies and representatives of political parties controlled the vote of the electorate“. 1.1% of the 
poll participants reported to have been approached with a proposition to register as proxies and receive a 
certain payment in return for securing a number of votes. The representatives of the local authorities were 
also identified as part of the figures associated with unlawful canvassing and attempts to control the voters’ 
behavior (respectively in 0.4% and 0.6% of the answers).

The focus of attention on the election commissionsat the level of polling stations is also worth studying, 
despite the fact that a relatively small number of respondents mentioned them in the post-electoral 
survey. 0.8% of the poll participants described different forms of violations: the polling stations election 
commissionsfailing to tear off the ballots from the pad and stamp them in the presence of each voter; 
non-compliance with the rules for registration and access to the voting premises of proxies and observers; 
failure to enter correctly the identification data of the voters; attempts to substitute the election returns. 
The reporting of similar practices, although on a small scale, corresponds to the great number of registered 
violations on Election Day that were tackled by the competent authorities.

The respondents’ direct personal experience also points to certain electoral violations. A minimum 
number of respondents – 0.6% reported to have voted in a particular manner in return for payment, or under 
different forms of pressure due to their dependent position vis-ђ-vis the local authorities or under pressure 
by local political leaders. The majority of respondents who reported to have been subject of such pressure 
were university students, people with lower education degree, people with lower financial status, living in 
district centers or smaller towns.

Of significant importance for the interpretation of the vote buying phenomenon are the most common 
explanations of the root causes for it. As shown by the outcomes of the post-electoral survey, more than half 
of the respondents believe that those who are inclined to sell their vote are poor people who need money 
– 53.2%. The second explanation showed certain negative sentiments towards the „representatives of the 
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minorities“ – 36.7% of the respondents believe that by selling their votes these people make a living. This 
was the underlying logic behind the accounts that „anyone would take money if offered“ (28.3%), „It is not 
important for them who they vote for, they are only interested in making some money“ (21.9%), as well as 
the specific idea of receiving advance compensations for a future robbery – „people believe that they will be 
robbed for four years and prefer to take something in return now“ (17.3%).

There was a group of explanations related rather to the „low political culture“ (29.1%) or lack of 
understanding of the legislation that incriminates vote buying and selling – 11.6%. With certain conditionality, 
we can add to this understanding the fact that 23.2% of the respondents believe „this is a common practice 
in Bulgaria“. Regardless of the different shades of meaning, the provided accounts point to a dominant 
opinion that such practices are being permitted, that they are some sort of a deal that is acceptable under 
certain circumstances or at least less reproachable than the behavior of the political parties and the entities 
financing them. By all means, the outcomes of the survey do not show that the citizens are strongly critical 
and oppose unconditionally to the vote buying practices and with them to all forms of political corruption in 
the election process. 

Unlike the examples based on personal experience or the experience of people close to the respondents, 
the outcomes gave a much greater clarity regarding the public perception of the accountability for the 
election violations. The vast majority of respondents – 85.5% pointed to different figures accountable for 
them. Almost half of the respondents (49.5%) said that the responsibility lied with the political parties that 
were „mainly interested in the outcome of the elections and not in ensuring their fairness“. We should add 
here another 6.2% of the respondents who were of the opinion that separate candidates should be held 
accountable, since they were people used to achieving their goals at any cost. A much smaller number of 
respondents – 15.8% believed that organized criminal groups were behind these violations. Another 7.5% of 
the citizens saw fault in the behavior of the voters. 

Certain part of the respondents tried to blame for the election violations the institutions mandated 
to prepare and conduct the election process. According to 5.7%, the government is responsible for the 
violations because of the inefficient preparation of the elections. The Ministry of Interior was identified by 
4.7% as the institution responsible for preventing election violations. At the same time, the respondents found 
it difficult to point a finger to the responsible institutions: 1.1% believed the Central Election Commission 
should be held accountable, whereas 0.7% put the blame on the PECs. Although less in number (0.4%), 
there were respondents who believed the mayors and municipal administrations were responsible for the 
violations during the campaign for parliamentary elections.

A number of public opinion polls conducted over the recent years show a consistent public belief that 
there is a sustainable relation between money and power. The access to power ensured by the elections 
is considered to a large extent to be dictated by the access to financial means, which is in turn a key 
prerequisite for the access to the execution of power. In this regard, the post electoral survey enables us to 
identify the prevailing opinion about the sources of financing for the political parties and candidates in the 
past elections and their impact on the independence of the candidates.

The financing of the election campaign is believed to be a form of interaction between the political 
parties and different business structures. According to 78.8% of the respondents the financial means of 
the political parties come from entities external to the political life, such as corporations and media. A little 
over 40% identified as sources of funding the political parties themselves (through their own revenues or 
subsidy) and the individual candidate. This ratio outlines a clear public perception about the political parties 
being specific intermediaries between the money and power, hence potential hostages to their donors and 
sponsors. 

Relatively equal number of respondents said that the funding was raised most often by companies 
close to the political parties and by „shady economic groups related to the parties“ – respectively 32.9% and 
31.8%. We should add here another 8.2% of the respondents who pointed to the municipal and state-owned 
companies, and the 5.9% who believed that the financing came from the media close to the respective 
political parties. Quite indicative in this regard was the small number of respondents who suggested that part 
of the funding for the political campaigns came from donations by citizens – only 2.8%.

These results show a prevalent public opinion that the members of parliament are dependent on the 
entities that finance their campaigns – 40.4% of the respondents are convinced of this, whereas another 
32.6% think that this is a very plausible option. Only 5.9% are of the opposite opinion. They are partially or 
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fully convinced that the members of parliament will remain independent in their actions from the sources of 
funding for their campaigns. It is worth mentioning though, that 21.1% remained hesitant in answering to this 
question.

The idea that the political actions of the MPs are dependent on the sources of financing for their 
election campaigns has been a sustainable basis for the public opinion in Bulgaria. Directly related to this 
opinion is the understanding that the transparency in financing the election campaigns is a key indicator for 
the legitimacy of the political institutions and the newly-elect National Assembly. Therefore, by establishing 
the level of transparency of the campaign, we are able to (although indirectly) identify the predominant 
perception about the legitimacy of the political system at large. 

Index of transparency in the Financing of Election Campaigns – 2013

Key components 

The methodology adopted by TI-Bulgaria in 2001 defines the level of transparency in financing election 
campaigns in Bulgaria based on three major criteria: 
(1) Public perception of the level of transparency in financing the election campaigns;

(2) Accountability of the participants in the elections;
(3) Publicity of the information regarding the financing of election campaigns (access to the financial 

documentation).
These three components form a composite index showing the achieved level of transparency in the 

financing of election campaigns. The index is defined based on a scale ranging from 0 – lack of transparency 
to 10 – maximum transparency. Any score lower than 5 indicates significant problems related to ensuring 
transparency in the financing of the election campaigns and hence transparency in the overall election 
process. 

Index of transparency in the financing of the election campaign
for the 42nd National Assembly – 2013

The first component of the index is based on the public perception of transparency in the financing of 
the election campaign. The value of this component measured for the campaign preceding the parliamentary 
elections on 12 May 2013 outlines a clearly negative trend. A significant part of the respondents in the poll 
taken at the end of the election campaign (48.8%) said that they were unable to judge to what extent the 
financial sources for the campaign were disclosed to the public. There is a consistent deteriorating trend in 
this component of the Index, which corresponds to the deepening crisis of the legitimacy of the Bulgarian 
party-based political system.

The measured value of this first component of the Index reflecting the public perception of transparency 
in the financing the campaign for the parliamentary elections held on 12 May 2013 for members of the 42nd 
National Assembly is 1.06.

The second component of the Index reflects the level of accountability or the degree to which the parties, 
coalitions and nomination committees running in the elections submitted within the statutory deadlines the 
required reporting documents on the financing of their election campaigns. This component is calculated 
based on the ratio between the political entities that provided their financial reports in compliance with the 
law and the ones that failed to do so. Therefore, since this component provides an objective indication, its 
value is not based on any subjective perceptions or on the outcomes of public opinion polls.

A comparison of this year’s gauge for this component with the values from previous campaigns monitored 
by TI-Bulgaria also shows a negative trend. The value measured based on the official data published by the 
National Audit Office regarding the elections on 12 May 2013 is 8.92. 

The third component of the Index reflects in general the level of publicity of the financing of election 
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campaigns. It helps identify the degree of publicity expressed in actual provision of access to the underlying 
accounting documents in relation to the election campaign provided by the political parties, coalitions and 
nomination committees to TI-Bulgaria in line with the Integrity Pact for Free, Fair and Democratic Elections 
signed between the political entities and NGOs. 

The value of this component is based on the ratio between the political parties, coalitions and nomination 
committees that made a commitment to ensure such access to the experts from the civil organizations on 
the one hand, and the number of political entities that actually fulfilled their commitment in compliance with 
all requirements for confidentiality and openness, on the other. The value of this component also marks a 
negative trend in comparison to previous election campaigns, this year’s value being 2.27.

The outcomes of the pre-electoral and post-electoral surveys together with the indicators formulated 
based on objective criteria produce the aggregate value of the Index for transparency in the election campaign 
for the 42nd National Assembly (2013), which stands at 4.08.

Index of transparency in the financing of election campaigns: trends

The value of this index marks a decline compared to the levels of transparency ensured in the 2011 
elections. Regardless of the legal changes and the inconsistent efforts for enhancing transparency, 
accountability and publicity in the financing of election campaigns in Bulgaria, the index shows that the 
country’s party-based political system still experiences a legitimacy crisis in relation to the transparency 
of its financing. The political corruption in the election process remains one of the most significant issues 
challenging the democratic development in Bulgaria.

Based on comparative data for the period 2005-2013, we can draw a valid conclusion that the levels of 
transparency and accountability in the presidential campaigns remain higher compared to the campaigns 
for local and general elections.
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TI’s index marks a progress in the compliance with the rules and the minimum standards for ensuring 
accountability of the political entities during election campaigns. Parallel to that, there is a certain positive 
trend in the component showing greater publicity and commitment to provide access for independent civil 
observers to the documents related to the financing of election campaigns.

Following the several years of debates on the principle for calculating the state financing of political 
parties, a public subsidy was introduced as an instrument of public scrutiny over the financing of the political 
life. Prior to these changes, the public debate on the topic focused on whether the National Audit Office was 
in position to check the financing of political parties and to require reporting from them in light of the fact 
that the financing came mainly from private sources. After the amendments in the Political Parties Act, there 
has been an increase (although gradual) in the share of parties that comply with the formal requirements 
for financial reporting to the National Audit Office – in relation to their daily political activities and to their 
election campaigns. 

In contrast to this trend, the past decade saw a strictly negative trend vis-a-vis the constantly low public 
opinion of the transparency in financing election campaigns. Against the backdrop of the positive changes 
regarding the requirements for accountability, there is a consistently low public confidence in the commitment 
of political parties and their candidates to comply with the law and to invest systematic efforts in ensuring 
transparency in the financing their election campaign. Observations show that this relates not only to the 
lasting negative stereotypes formed during transition periods in the development of the party-based political 
system in Bulgaria. The lack of transparency about raising funding for the election campaigns and about 
the spending for them account for the sustained lack of confidence based on the understanding that the 
political parties are motivated to participate in the government in order to secure for themselves access to 
the financial resources, while the money spent for election campaigns is considered a specific „investment“ 
that will bring returns during the term of office.

Regardless of the significant development towards better accountability, observations of the election 
campaign in 2013 show that the achieved level of accountability still does not correspond to the willingness 
of political parties to ensure access for independent civil organizations to the information about the financing 
of election campaigns – only 5 out of the 22 parties signatories to the Integrity Pact took actual steps to 
provide access to such information. As a result, the index of transparency in the financing of parliamentary 
elections remains low. 

The established practices and trends do not encourage the setting up of pre-election behavioral models 
based on higher involvement of the voters in the process of financing the election campaigns. Observations 
show that this financing is not perceived as being part of the campaign itself as an instrument that would 
ensure higher mobilization of potential voters and higher transparency of the funds origin. In light of the 
rather closed model of ensuring access to financing of election campaigns established in Bulgaria and the 
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very high share of the costs for media coverage, we cannot expect any significant improvement in the level 
of publicity and transparency in the management of financial allocations for the political activities. 

Meanwhile, it is noteworthy that the consistent efforts to enhance transparency in the financing of 
election campaigns are bearing fruit not only with respect to the legislative changes expanding the scope 
of regulation, but also with regards to the public expectations for increased transparency and integrity in the 
political process.
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Election Day Monitoring

12 may 2013
Elections for members of the 42nd 
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III.           Monitoring Outcome
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Main Findings of the Monitoring: Typology of Violations

The monitoring was conducted based on the methodology designed by TI-Bulgaria in 2009. The main 
focus in this methodology is on compliance with the generally accepted democratic standards in the 
election process and on ensuring an environment conducive to free and democratic elections. In line 

with this approach, the TI’s observers watched for violations grouped in four main categories: deficiencies in 
the organizational arrangements, violations to the rules for electioneering, vote buying and controlled vote.

TI’s officially registered observers monitored the work of the Central Election Commission, of 31 district 
election sommissionsand 290 risky election commissionsat the level of polling stations in all constituencies 
throughout the country.17

Access of observers to the work of the Electoral Administration

In general, TI-Bulgaria’s observers conducted their monitoring of the election process in the regional 
and polling stations election commissions unobstructed. During the first part of the Election Day, some 
observers were hampered from implementing their monitoring activities. These were the cases in the following 
regional electoral committees: Blagoevgrad, Stara Zagora, 23rd multi-mandate election constituency in Sofia, 
Garbrovo, and Sliven. During the second half of the Election Day, certain difficulties concerning the access 
to information were experienced in the 25th Regional Constituency in Sofia and the Regional Constituency in 
Veliko Tarnovo, where the observers were refused access to the electoral committee for a significant period 
of time – between 13 and 17 h.

The PECs in different constituencies applied contradictory practices in registering proxies, representatives 
of political parties and observers. Often proxies were registered in the election papers as observers from 
political parties, which is a non-existent category according to the electoral legislation. 

In many cases the PECs (in Sliven, Burgas, Gabrovo, Belovo, Blagoevgrad, Shumen) required from the 
observers to leave their certificates in the respective polling station or wrote down the number of the relevant 
polling station on them (N.B.: these requirements are valid for proxies, but they do not apply to observers who 
have different functions in the election process and are subject to different registration regimes). 

Evidently, these contradictory practices were due to insufficient knowledge of the new provisions in 
the Election Code that distinguish between the status of proxies and observers, and respectively lay down 
different requirements for the documents certifying their status. Another reason was the general nature of the 
guidelines for registration of observers included in the methodological guidance for the work of the PECs.18

Based on this, TI-Bulgaria sent an official request to the Central Election Commission to circulate clear 
instructions regarding the access of observers to the work of the regional and PECs and to ensure the 
unobstructed civil monitoring throughout the Election Day. During the second half of the day, the observers 
were given access to all regional election committees with the exception of Blagoevgrad where such access 
was denied till the very end of the Election Day. 

The observers were provided access to the vote counting process; they received copies of the tally 
sheets. There were only two cases in Plovdiv where the observers were refused access to the tally sheets.

17 The monitoring exercise was conducted by 31 teams of observers during the election campaign and on the Election Day in 
all constituencies throughout the country. This was made possible thanks to the cooperation with a large coalition of 23 non-
governmental organizations working at national, local and regional level. 
18 Page 11 of the Methodological Guidebook issued by the Central Electoral Commission for the application of the Election Code, 
which was provided to the Precinct Election Commissions (endorsed with Resolution No 2435-NC on 17 April 2013 and supple-
mented with Resolution No 2460-NC from 21 April 2013 of the Central Electoral Commission).
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Typology of violations

The total number of violations and violations registered during the Election Day was 1167. The data was 
gathered based on direct observation in the polling stations and the regional electoral committees. In line 
with the monitoring methodology, we can distinguish four main types of deficiencies: 

. Violations of the organizational arrangements;

. Illegal forms of advertising and campaigning;

. Vote buying; 

. Various forms of controlled vote. 
The aggregate statistical data shows that the organizational violations account for the most significant 

share (58.9%) of all deficiencies. The second most common group of violations are the unlawful advertising 
and canvassing practices in contrast with the legal requirements – in total 1/4 of all identified violations, or 
19.37%. The share of the different forms of controlled vote remains high (18.68%), and this is an indication of 
attempted influence over the will of the voters or of vote buying. The fourth group of violations (3.1%) relates 
to the cases of direct vote buying. 

The dynamics of violations during the Election Day (12 May 2013) pointed to the following trends: during 
the early hours of the Election Day the organizational issues were prevalent (slow work of the election 
committees, adding new members to the committees, refusing access to the external observers), while the 
following hours saw an increase in the number of signals  concerning unlawful campaigning (propaganda in 
close proximity to the polling stations, home visits, dissemination of canvassing materials, incl. placing such 
materials on vehicles) and the later hours were marked by controlled voting practices. 

Organizational Violations

The observation of the election commissions showed that the insufficient preparation and training of 
the members of PECs remains an issue. While the Central Election Commission made efforts to respond 
more adequately to the recommendations for better transparency and more efficient communication with 
the observer organizations (compared to 2011), the issue of timely and effective training of members of the 
regional and PECs is still worthy of criticism. 

The members of regional and PECs were not fully acquainted with the legal provisions and did not 
comply strictly with the procedures regarding the handling of election papers and the registration of different 
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categories of persons monitoring the election process (observers from NGOs, proxies, representatives or 
parties and coalitions). 

The following forms of organizational deficiencies were observed during the election process: 
. Failure to comply with the requirements for handling ballot papers – ballots had been torn off from 

the pads and stamped in advance.
In this regard, the most commonly identified deficit in the work of the PECs was the failure to comply 

with the instructions for handling ballot papers – a common practice was tearing off and stamping the ballots 
in advance. The common understanding was that these actions were motivated mainly by the ambition to 
ensure expedient operation of the committees, but in practice they represented a departure from the strict 
methodological guidance issued by the Central Election Commission. In light of the scandal with the seized 
large number of ballots of undetected origin and purpose, which raged in the media on the day of electoral 
silence, this procedure should have been be complied with strictly to avoid raising any additional issues and 
contradictions. 

. Non-compliance with the requirements for registration and identification of proxies, political party 
representatives and observers.

The second deficit in the work of the PECs took the form of non-compliance with the legal requirements for 
registering proxies, representatives of political parties and observers: some election commissionsauthorized 
the presence of a larger number of proxies than permitted by law,; in some cases the different categories of 
persons authorized to be present in the electoral premises were not wearing due identification signs.

Signals were received throughout the day concerning the unregulated presence of a larger number of 
political party representatives than permitted by law. This practice proved the validity of the issue raised by 
TI-Bulgaria during the election campaign, namely the impossible effective control of the compliance with the 
requirement of having only one election agent per political party present in the election premises (Kardzhali, 
Plovdiv, Smolyan, Dupnitsa, Blagoevgrad, Montana, Sliven, Sofia, etc.). In the Ovcha Kupel polling station 
(25th multi-mandate constituency in Sofia) the observers detected the presence of persons not wearing 
badges identifying their status who intervened in the work of the electoral committee. 

There were also cases of mayoral representatives being present in the polling station without any 
registration (Valchi Dol, Varna district). Such kind of issues may be defined as organizational deficiencies; 
however, their nature gives reasonable grounds to suspect attempted unlawful control over the election 
process and the vote of the citizens.

The section of this report entitled „Access of Observers to the Work of the Electoral Committees“ 
describes in detail the problem related to applying inconsistent criteria to the registration of observers and 
proxies. In some cases proxies were registered in the electoral papers as observers from political parties 
(a non-existent category in the Election Code); in others, the observers’ certificates were taken from them 
and kept in the respective polling station (a requirement which is valid for proxies only).

In relation to the registration of observers and proxies, it is worth noting that one of the most common 
violations was the lack of identification badges. This was partly due to the specific interpretation of the law 
on behalf of the Central Election Commission according to which the lack of identification badges is not 
considered grounds for obliging the person to leave the election premises, since there is no explicit provision 
in the law to that end. In contrast, the wearing of identification signs that did not correspond to the prescribed 
templates was considered grounds for removing the persons from the election premises, since there is an 
explicit provision for that in art. 101а, paragraph 7, art. 101b, paragraph 8 and in the methodological guidelines 
issued by the Central Election Commission in relation to the implementation of the Election Code by the PECs.

. Technical problems with the photocopying equipment
Towards the end of the Election Day, problems with the photocopying equipment arose in some 

constituencies – running out of toner cartridges or delaying the process due to slow operation of the copy 
machines. Problems with insufficient toner cartridges were detected in the regions of Blagoevgrad (available 
information for around 40 polling stations), Plovdiv (the polling stations in the Stolipinovo residential area), Pernik 
(three polling stations), Haskovo (several polling stations), Vidin (several polling stations), Vratsa, and Rousse.

. Other isolated cases of deficiencies in the organizational arrangements
In some isolated cases the blue pens used to fill out the ballots were substituted with red ones (Montana). 

Other observers detected failure to fill in the personal identification data in the electoral roll (Pazardzhik), 
taking the stamp of the electoral committee out of the polling station (Pernik), failure to stamp the ballots 
(Dupnitsa). 
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Two signals that members of the election commissions signed the ballots immediately before their 
casting in the ballot boxes (Dobrich and Pazardzhik). 

In the 10th Constituency (Kyustendil district – town of Dupnitsa) there was information that certain 
members of PECs nominated by one and the same party sat on more than one election commissionsand 
were not suspended by the regional electoral committee throughout the day. In Stara Zagora there were pads 
of ballots attached incorrectly – ballots for two constituencies (Stara Zagora and Vratsa) put together in one 
single pad. 

The observers present during the vote tallying insisted on the recounting of ballots in the polling station 
in Dupnitsa. The recount showed that 6 votes in favor of a certain party were not taken into consideration 
during the first count. 

These instances deserve special attention, because they are directly relevant to the election realities 
and the outcome of the elections. 

. Organizational violations related to the access of people with disabilities.

TI’s observers identified a significant number of organizational violations related to ensuring the voting 
rights of people with disabilities. The most common signals in this regard were of hampered physical access 
to polling stations earmarked for people with visual impairment or impaired motor skills. In the majority of 
cases the observers reported formal compliance with the requirement to locate polling stations for people 
with disabilities on the first floor, however, in many cases they identified lack of wheelchair platforms to 
facilitate access into the building or platforms that were impossible to use or outright dangerous. Impaired 
access to the polling stations for people with disabilities was registered in constituencies with the following 
central cities: Blagoevgrad, Burgas, Varna, Vratsa, Dobrich, Kyustendil, Pernik, Silistra, Sofia, Sliven, Stara 
Zagora and Shumen. 

The observers reported also a number of violations related to the right of people to vote accompanied by 
another person – a common practice during these elections was to allow people to vote with accompanying 
persons without having presented the relative document from a medical board and without reflecting this 
circumstance adequately in the election papers. The significant number of these violations (although they 
may be due to deficiencies in the training of the PECs) provide an opportunity for evading the rules and they 
may be regarded as an indication of controlled vote or abuse of the trust of elderly people with disabilities. 
Such violations were detected in Burgas, Montana, Pazardzhik, Pleven, Plovdiv, Sofia, and Shumen. 

When assessing the nature of organizational deficiencies, we need to point out two major groups in this 
category:

1. Organizational violations of technical nature that do not influence the outcome of the elections;
2. Organizational violations that may influence the election outcome, part of which may be indications 

of intentional influence.

The outcomes of the monitoring exercise show that up to 1/6 of the organizational violations may be 
classified as attempted influence over the election returns (failure to report the ballots of political parties 
that are not represented in the election commissionsat the level of polling stations by destroying, writing on 
or not counting these ballots; entering ID information of voters in the electoral roll without the actual voters 
being present in the polling station; taking ballots, stamps or electoral rolls out of the polling stations; failure 
to enter the ID of accompanying persons in the election papers; failure to sanction proxies who are trying to 
take over the function of the election committee, etc.).
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Controlled vote 

The controlled vote is a specific category that encompasses a number of indicators for violations 
and/ or violation of the citizens’ voting rights. It can be an indication of arranged or actual vote buying. It is 
also an indirect indicator of pressure exerted over the voters to cast their vote (without being paid for it) in 
accordance with instructions from other individuals. 

The signals  of controlled voting received during the Election Day point to three main groups of persons 
trying to control the vote of others: (1) representatives of employers demanding from persons who are 
economically dependent on them to vote for the candidate supported by their employer; (2) local political 
leaders or representatives of the local government, that have resources to exercise power and influence at local 
level; (3) informal leaders of communities whose members have low economic status or are socially vulnerable.

During the Election Day the observers witnessed practices for controlling the voters that were also 
identified during previous elections: presence of proxies or persons accompanying groups of voters to the 
polling stations; organized transportation for groups of voters; employers threatening their employees with 
dismissal or other economic sanctions; presence of leaders in front of the polling stations in their capacity 
of proxies for specific candidates.

It is worth pointing out that in 2013, certain representatives of the local authorities – mayors of small 
towns and villages, and mayoral representatives were present in close proximity to the voting premises trying 
to pressure the voters to vote in a certain manner, or trying to prevent the voters from voting (such signals 
were received from 4 towns and villages in the Sliven District).

Most often signals of controlled vote during the Election Day were received from Sliven, Kyustendil, 
Shumen, Kardzhali, Blagoevgrad, Dobrich and Montana.

Among the most common attempts to control the vote of the electorate were the following:
. Organized transportation of voters to the polling stations (Burgas, Tsarevo, Varna, Kardzhali, Kyustendil, 

Dobrich, Pazardzhik, Plovdiv, Pleven, Montana, Pliska, Shumen district, Slavyani, Samokov, Lovech); 
. Vehicles with foreign registration plates observing the election process (Pleven, Dolna Mitropolia);
. Presence of representatives of local authorities obstructing the voters from casting their vote (village 

of Sadievo pole, Sarmenovo, Konyovo – Sliven district);
. Representatives of the local authorities controlling the voters’ political preferences by using a list (Shumen);
. Permanent presence of individuals in front of the polling stations observing the behavior of the voters 

(Varna, Veliko Tarnovo, Vidin, Gabrovo, Dobrich, Kyustendil, Pazardzhik, Pleven, Plovdiv, Silistra, Stara Zagora, 
Shumen, Montana, Sliven);
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. Representatives of the local authorities instructing the voters which party to support in their vote 
(Kardzhali);

. Individuals with undisclosed status instructing the voters which party to vote (Padina, Kardzhali, 
Kyustendil);

. Proxies accompanying voters to the polling stations election commissionsand giving instructions to 
voters in close proximity to the polling stations (Kyustendil, Sliven);

. Massive presence of proxies of one political party wearing identification signs (Blagoevgrad);

. Voters’ personal data being provided over the phone, so that the respective persons could be entered 
in the electoral rolls as having cast their vote (Sliven);

. Collecting personal IDs (Kyustendil) and attempts to vote using other people’s IDs (Rusalsko, Kardzhali);

. Representatives of political parties visiting voters in their homes (East Residential Area, Kyustendil);

. Breaching the secrecy of the vote by showing a filled in ballot (Sliven, Dobrich, Sofia, Veliko Tarnovo);

. Admitting voters with an accompanying person, without checking their certificates for disability 
(Draganovo, Burgas);

. Elderly people voting with accompanying persons without presenting documents from a Medical 
Board to certify their disability and without documenting this fact in the electoral papers (Draganovo, Burgas 
district);

. Representatives of the local authorities canvassing in favor of a particular political party (Pamukchi 
village, Shumen District; Rosalsko village, Kardzhali district);

. PECs failing to remove sample ballots with checked fields pointing to a certain political party 
(Blagoevgrad, Yambol);

. A suspiciously large number of voters casting their vote within a very short period of time (Pleven 
district);

. Taking a copy of a filled out ballot (Samokov);

. Attempt to substitute a ballot before the voter casts it in the ballot box (Dobrich).
The 2013 amendments in the Election Code enabled voting in the so-called mobile polling stations. As 

early as the election campaign TI-Bulgaria and the Center for Independent Living alerted that the envisaged 
practice for voting from the voters’ homes using the mobile polling stations did not provide sufficient 
guarantees against abuse of the voting rights and unlawful influence over the voters. 
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Vote buying

The third group of identified violations is related to the buying of votes. This significant election-related 
problem has a relatively small share compared to all other violations – only 3.1%. Nevertheless, during the 
election campaign the public attention was strongly focused on vote buying, and somehow neglected the 
other forms of influence over the free will of the Bulgarian citizens. The focus on this problem is easily 
understandable against the backdrop of its devastating potential and its ability to undermine the election 
process in general, as well as due to the fact that the abuse of electoral rights is incriminated in Section 
Three of the Criminal Code „Crimes against the political rights of the citizens“.

Two main clarifications should be made here. First, the present report discloses information of the vote 
buying practices only based on the direct findings of the observers during the Election Day. Despite the low 
share of these findings, the observers’ general impression was that the issue related to vote buying has not 
been rectified; it has only become more difficult to detect through direct observation of the Election Day. The 
public focus on the topic is mainly due to the series of findings by journalists and the actions undertaken by 
the law-enforcement bodies to investigate the signals of vote selling and buying.

Second, the local observers report that the practices of arranging vote buying and selling have become 
more refined; the preparation and hence the detection have become more complex and take longer rather 
than being concentrated during the Election Day only.

In 2013 indications of vote buying practices came most often from the regions of Sliven, Pleven, 
Kyustendil, Blagoevgrad, Montana and Burgas. 

This practice took several expressions during the most recent elections: 
Offering money, giving out money (Burgas, Sandanski, Kyustendil, Lukovit -Lovech district, Slavyanovo 

– Pleven district, Plovdiv, Stara Zagora, Shumen, Levski, Gabrovo, Yambol);
Handing out foodstuffs (Pleven);
Promises to pay long overdue salaries, if the employees vote for the „right“ party (directly observed by 

one of the TI’s observers in Plovdiv);
The newest and most non-traditional form of vote buying in 2013 was registered in Svishtov – flyers for 

free entrance to a disco being offered to students who vote for the right party.
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Illegal campaigning on Election Day 

Throughout Election Day the observers identified a number of breaches to the ban for canvassing on 
the day. The Election Code prohibits any form of oral campaigning and dissemination of campaign materials 
on this day. As reported above, in 2013 these violations accounted for 19.37% of all irregularities. The most 
common types were:

. Availability of campaign materials nearby the polling stations (a practice which was detected in all 
constituencies);

. Representatives of the political parties wearing T-shirts, hats and badges with the logos of their parties; 

. Vehicles with posters of political parties circulating among the polling stations or parked in close 
proximity to the polling stations; 

. Direct phone-calls to voters (Lovech);

. Representatives of the local authorities campaigning directly in favor of a political party (village of 
Pamukchi – Shumen District; village of Rosalsko – Kardzhali district);

. Direct advertising using T-shirts with the logo of specific political parties (Radovene – Vratsa district);

. Candidates visiting polling stations. 

. In 2013 the observers in Rousse witnessed some new and attractive forms of campaigning – giving out 
scratch cards with instructions to vote for a specific party. 

Trends in the election process: Comparative analysis based on the findings 
by Transparency International – Bulgaria in the period 2009-2013

In 2013, the total number of violations and violations registered during the Election Day was 1167. As stressed 
above, the organizational violations account for 58.9%, illegal forms of advertising and campaigning – 
19.37%, controlled vote – 18.68%, and vote buying – 3.1%. 

Information was gleaned based on direct observation in the polling stations and the regional electoral 
committees. The scope of the direct (embedded) observation was as follows: subject to the monitoring exercise 
were 290 highly risky polling stations and 31 district election sommissionsin all constituencies throughout the 
country. 
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Key problems in the election process

During the 2009 elections19 the key problems identified through direct observation of the Election Day 
boiled down to „electoral tourism“ and vote buying (witnessed by the observers); in 201120 these were the 
incorrect electoral rolls/ prohibitive lists, the incorrect filling out of ballots and the organizational chaos in 
the work of the election commissionsat the level of polling stations and regions. The dominant issues in 
2013 were the different practices related to breaching the rules for handling the ballots and for registration 
of observers and proxies in the polling stations, together with the growing practices of controlled vote that 
remain unpunished.

Dynamics in the number and nature of violations 

The monitoring of the parliamentary elections held on 12 May 2013, confirmed the trend identified 
in 2009 and 2011 – the dominant share of organizational violations remains stable (more than half of all 
registered deficiencies). The number of cases of controlled vote is growing (from 174 in 2011 to 218 in 2013), 
while new subjects exerting control over the voters are coming to the fore. 

TYPES OF VIOLATIONS
(comparative data from the monitoring exercises conducted in 2009, 2011 and 2013)

2009 2011 2013

Organizational violations 51,81 % 50,75 % 58,9 %

Illegal campaigning and advertising 20,47 % 25,86 % 19,37 %

Vote buying 11,51 % 4,63 % 3,1 %

Controlled vote 16,2 % 18,75 % 18,68 %

19 According to the monitoring report on the 2009 elections, the violations that peaked during that period were related to the 
so-called „electoral tourism“ (voting using non-resident voting certificates – between 41 and 70 thousand according to different 
estimates), incorrect registration of proxies; entering data in supplementary electoral rolls and incompetence on behalf of the 
members of the electoral committees. 
20 In 2011, the main share of deficiencies in this category is related to the incompetence of the members of electoral committees; 
organizational violations in place; long queues of voters and chaos in front of the polling stations and the district electoral com-
mittees; incorrectly filled out election papers (mainly stamping of ballots and filling out of tally sheets); allowing the presence of 
a large number of proxies in the polling stations; preventing the citizens from voting due to incorrect electoral rolls, prohibitive lists 
and failure to present certificates from medical boards. 
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As stated above, in 2013 the total number of registered violations in the PECs and the signals received in 
the district election sommissionswas 1167. For comparison, in 2011 the total number of identified violations 
was 928, and in 2009 – 348. The growing number of violations witnessed in relation to the parliamentary 
elections is due mainly to the fact that these are the most important type of elections in Bulgaria that 
predefine the composition of parliament and the priorities in the government in the following 4-year period. 
Therefore, broader interests are mobilized and different lines of influence over the election outcomes are 
being employed. 

The second most significant development in 2013 that contributed to the growing trend of violations 
was the large number of identified organizational violations that could potentially compromise the fair and 
democratic nature of elections. Most common among them were the inadequate practices of the election 
commissionsin registering proxies and observers. As mentioned above, due to the insufficiently detailed 
guidance, specific interpretation of the law and insufficient training of the election commissionsat the level 
of polling stations, the latter made numerous omissions in their work, such as: failure to enter in the election 
papers the required identification data of the proxies, observers, accompanying persons; requiring from the 
observers certificates of their status, which they are not mandated to submit by law; failure to comply with 
the methodological guidance for handling the ballots (tearing the ballots off from the pad and stamping them 
in advance). This category should also include the unexpected problems with the copying equipment. 

Another part of the violations to the organizational arrangements however, are worth special attention 
for two main reasons: 

1) They indicate recurrent deficits in the work of the electoral committees, which have not been rectified 
(e.g. reading out loud the voter’s identity data; failure to put a second stamp on the ballots; failure to enter in 
the electoral roll the personal data of voters who have actually cast their vote; allowing the presence in the 
polling station of persons without identification badges or the presence of more proxies than sanctioned by 
law; errors in drafting the tally sheets);

2) They may be considered attempts to manipulate the election returns and control the voters (e.g. not 
reporting the ballots for political parties that do not have representatives in the relevant polling station by 
destroying, writing on or not counting these ballots; entering in the electoral roll the personal data of voters 
who are not present in the polling stations; taking ballots, stamps or electoral rolls out of the polling station; 
failure to enter the identification data of accompanying persons in the electoral papers; failure to sanction 
proxies trying to take over the functions of the electoral committee).  

The other two categories of problems that are worth special attention are controlled vote and vote 
buying. Transparency International – Bulgaria introduced the term „controlled vote“ in its analysis of the 
election process back in 2009 to denote a number of practices that are in essence violations of the citizens’ 
election rights, but due to their specificity, may not be detected directly by the observers or there is no 
conclusive evidence for them. The controlled vote is an indirect indicator of arranged or actual vote buying, 
which is registered indirectly; it also serves as an indirect indicator of pressure over the voters to cast their 
vote (without receiving payment for that) in accordance with the will of other individuals. 

Between 2009 and 2013 these practices gained strength while at the same time the circle of individuals 
engaged in them was broadened: (1) representatives of the employers exerting pressure over individuals who 
are economically dependent on them; (2) local political leaders and representatives of the local authorities 
who have the power and influence at local level; (3) informal leaders of communities of people with low 
economic standard or socially vulnerable groups.

The main forms of controlling the vote of the citizens that were employed during the previous elections 
were also applied in 2013: presence of proxies or persons accompanying groups of voters to the polling 
stations; prearranged transportation of groups of voters; employers threatening their employees with dismissal 
or other economic sanctions; managers being present in front of the polling stations in their capacity of 
proxies or presence of representatives of the local authorities. 

When assessing the controlled vote dynamics, we need to stress the following:
1) There has been an increase in the number of identified controlled vote practices – while in 2011 their 

total number was 174, in 2013 they grew up to 218;
2) There is a new practice falling within this category – preventing the voters from casting their votes. 

This was practiced by mayors and mayoral representatives in small towns and villages who have the capacity 
to exert influence in the relevant place of residence;
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3) Despite the growing number of accounts for unlawful pressure over the voters by journalists, observers 
and representatives of political parties, this form of offences was not prevented and sanctioned effectively 
by the law-enforcement bodies;

4) There is a persistent reverse proportion between the controlled vote and vote buying – the directly 
detected attempts of vote buying are declining at the expense of the increasing number of controlled vote 
cases.

This trend was outlined by Transparency International – Bulgaria as early as 2011 and was subject 
to special focus in the monitoring of the most recent elections. It is worth noting here, that the schemes 
for vote-buying become more complex and clandestine, while the means for preparing and conducting 
such offences have been refined learning from the „negative past experience“ (e.g. practices detected and 
sanctioned by the authorities).

The focus of the public attention on vote-buying encouraged Transparency International- Bulgaria to 
apply additional means for verifying the results of the direct observation. Right before the Election Day TI 
conducted a nation-wide representative opinion poll21, where one of the questions focused on the direct 
personal experience of the citizens with attempted vote buying. The outcomes show consistency between 
the share of bought votes identified by the observers (3.1%) and the share of citizens who responded that 
they had personally been approached with proposals to vote in return for payment or other material gains. 
2.9% of the adult citizens covered by this nation-wide representative survey gave an affirmative answer, while 
0.5% were unwilling to answer this direct question. 

Signals from citizens received via the free hotline

During its business hours the free hotline received the following signals from citizens: 
. Group renewal of personal IDs for the Roma population in Kamenar village (Varna) and preparation 

for vote buying; 
. Numerous signals  from citizens that the members of PECs handled the ballots inadequately – failure 

to put a second stamp, pre-stamped ballots (Sofia);
. Officials in Bulgarian missions overseas treating the voters inappropriately (Helsinki, Finland); 

21 See the outcomes of the survey annexed to this report.
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. Large-scale controlled voting (Kotel, Terelik village, Dobrich); 

. Continuous unlawful Internet advertising; poorly trained members of the of PECs (Pernik);

. Failure to ensure physical access and sufficient information for people with disabilities in the Poduyane 
residential area (Sofia).

Response to the signals on behalf of the competent authorities – 
the Ministry of Interior and the Prosecutor’s Office

In its activities related to monitoring the election process, Transparency International-Bulgaria pays special 
attention to the established efficient mechanisms for cooperation among the government authorities 
mandated to respond to signals of electoral violations that represent violations of the citizen’s voting rights. 

Such bodies are the Ministry of Interior and the Prosecutor’s Office. The implementation of their duties, 
although not directly related to the election process, is of significant importance as a guarantee for lawful 
elections.

Back in 2009 in relation to the parliamentary elections and in 2011 in relation to the presidential and local 
elections, and now in 2013 prior to the general elections, TI-Bulgaria signed an Agreement for cooperation 
with the Ministry of Interior. This agreement outlined the means for communication in case of receiving at TI’s 
ad hoc hotline of signals about violation of electoral rights. In compliance with this agreement Transparency 
International – Bulgaria referred 14 signals to the Ministry of Interior. Based on the same Agreement, the 
Ministry sent back summarized statistical information of all conducted investigations. All files of these checks 
have been referred to the Prosecutor’s Office.

As mentioned above, 14 signals received by the TI-Bulgaria hotline were referred to the competent 
authorities. An indication of the significant progress in the cooperation was the fact that Transparency 
International – Bulgaria received back copies of the orders issued by the Regional Prosecutor’s Offices in 
Sandanski, Dobrich, Lom, Kyustendil, Stara Zagora, Svoge, Kozloduy, Montana, Pleven, Rousse, Blagoevgrad 
and Sofia. 

This feedback is extremely important for the civil monitoring conducted by TI-Bulgaria. Based on it the 
organization may draw conclusions for improving its monitoring activities.

Both institutions submitted timely feedback in relation to their responses to the signals. The report on 
the activities of the Ministry of Interior during the caretaker government22 states that „the Ministry received a 
total of 654 signals for violations in the election process via different information channels“. Out of them, 347 
were allegations for violation of the citizens’ political rights. Seventy-two pre-trial procedures were initiated in 
response to the signals. Through 22 May 2013, the investigative teams of the Ministry of Interior finalized and 
submitted to the Prosecutor’s Office 21 case-files, 12 of them with recommendation to initiate trial.

The Prosecutor’s Office submitted to TI the requested generalized information on the number of initiated 
prosecution files, pre-trial proceedings, incl. by types of offences related to violating the citizens’ electoral 
rights, and the cases that were dropped23. It is noteworthy, that the dropped cases form more than 2/3 of 
the total number of case-files. This ratio requires a detailed analysis of the reasons for refusals to initiate 
pre-trial procedures in relation to this type of offences. 

Before the Election Day, both institutions provided comparatively regular feed-back on the checks 
and pre-trial procedures in relation to the signals for violations of the electoral rights that fall within the 
competencies of the Prosecutor’s Office. There is, however, certain contradiction in the feed-back provided 
by different representatives of the Ministry of Interior on the one hand, and on the other – between the 
feedback from the Ministry of Interior and that coming from the Prosecutor’s Office. The inconsistency is 
probably due to the dynamics of the situation, but it should be born in mind that such discrepancies created 
the feeling of noise in the communication channels both within the Ministry of Interior and between the 
Ministry of Interior and the Prosecutor’s Office. 

22 http://press.mvr.bg/NEWS/news130528_02.htm.
23 Two sources were used for the analysis in this part – data published at: http://www.prb.bg/main/bg/News/3569/ (tital number 
of case files 622, out of which 529 dropped) and the data provided to TI-Bulgaria by the National inter-institutional unit of the 
Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria (total number of case files – 599, out of which 573 dropped). The data from the 
first source cover also additional types of offences relating to the election process, not reported by the latter source.
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Good practices of these institutions were the preliminary organizational arrangements put in place in 
relation to the signals for violations of the electoral rights. 

The Ministry of Interior opened a hotline for such signals. However, for undisclosed reasons, this hotline 
became operational not earlier than 25 April 2013, i.e. long after the launch of the election campaign. To 
have good impact such hotlines should be made available much earlier in the run-up to the elections.

The Supreme Prosecutor’s Office of Cassation worked out methodological guidance for control in case 
of receipt of such signals. A national inter-institutional office was set up to coordinate the operations of the 
units on duty in the Supreme Prosecutor’s Office of Cassation, the Ministry of Interior and the State Agency 
for National Security. This task force was managed by a prosecutor from the Cassation Prosecutor’s Office 
and its operations were scrutinized by the Deputy Prosecutor General. 

The insufficient publicity of the methodological guidelines and of the operations of the above office 
was considered a poor practice. If made broadly available, such information could contribute to improving 
the work of NGOs, and of TI-Bulgaria in particular, in relation to the civil monitoring of the election process. 
Making the methodological guidance broadly available could ensure better precision in handling the signals 
for offences. This would enable bridging of the criteria for assessing whether the signals contain information 
for a violation of the electoral rights. It would facilitate significantly the response to the signals both on behalf 
of the observers from the civil organizations, and of the Prosecutor’s Office. It should be noted that the 
methodological guidance was made available at a later stage to the Civil Board for Free and Fair Elections.

Signals and institutional response during the election campaign
(12 April – 11 May 2013)

Signals Response

Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of 
Bulgaria (copy to the Ministry of Interior)

8 7

Central Election Commission 2 1

Regional Electoral Committees 2 0

Total 12 8

Signals  and institutional response during the Election Day
(12 май 2013 година)

Signals Response

Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of 
Bulgaria (copy to the Ministry of Interior)

6 6

Central Election Commission 5 2

Regional Electoral Committees 9 0

Total 21 8
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PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AND THE 
PRACTICES FOR ITS IMPLEMENTATION

The monitoring of the election process conducted by Transparency International-Bulgaria in 2013 
identified some recurrent deficits– a dominant share of violations in the organisation, unlawful 
practices of controlling the will of voters and vote-buying, violations of the rules for campaigning that 

go unpunished. To restrict and overcome the main deficits in the election process, four main groups of 
actions are necessary:

I. Changes in the electoral legislation to ensure a new approach to compiling the electoral rolls; lowering 
the strict criteria for candidate registration; ensuring wide and free of charge access of registered candidates 
to the media; and introducing guarantees for efficient functioning of the electoral administration bodies.

II. Changes in the practices of institutions vested with powers in relation to the election process to bring 
about a more efficient collaboration among them. 

III. Building the capacity of the elections administration at the lowest level where the main deficits in the 
election process have been identified – namely the election committees at the level of polling stations. 

IV. Changes in the media environment to ensure the principle of political pluralism, wide access of 
registered candidates to media coverage, adequate provision of information and guarantees against 
monopolistic positioning in the media market.

V. Ensuring consensus among the political parties regarding the actual implementation of measures 
against unlawful practices in the election process. This consensus should be part of a larger-scale 
transformation in the way political parties function, thus ensuring that the Bulgarian political parties truly 
represent the interests of their voters, and genuinely abide by the established democratic standards thus 
contributing to these standards being followed in the overall political life of the country.

Based on the conducted monitoring of the elections for Members of Parliament held on 12 May 
2013, we recommend the following amendments to the legislation:

1. COMPILING AND MAINTAINING ADEQUATE AND ACCURATE ELECTORAL ROLLS

One of the key prerequisites to organizing fair elections and restoring the voters’ confidence in the 
election process would be to change the manner for maintaining electoral rolls. A key priority is to eliminate 
all errors, inconsistencies and technical omissions in the lists of voters, and clean them of the so-called 
„ghost voters“. To achieve this, the following steps are needed:

1. Specifying clearly the powers of the Central Election Commission to implement the provisions 
laid down in art. 26, paragraph 1, item 22c regulating the Commission’s obligations to keep and maintain 
an updated roll of persons with voting rights based on data from the Population Register (National 
Database „Population”), and to ensure free access of all voters to this Register based on their Uniform 
Civil Identifier.”24 The current provision vests the Central Election Commission with only formal powers in 
this regard without providing for specific mechanisms for control on its behalf over the entry of data in the 
electoral rolls.

2. Regulating the mechanisms for cooperation between the Central Election Commission and 
the other institutions with powers to maintain databases based on which the electoral rolls are being 
complied. To this end, procedures for periodic flow of updated information from the relevant competent 
government authorities to the Central Election Commission should be put in place. The Commission should 
be enabled to require the receipt of such information in case of any delays. 

3. Ensuring public access to summarized statistical data from the electoral rolls (number of 
24 Electoral Code promulgated in SG issue 9 from 28 January 2011; Ruling No 4 of the Constitutional Court of the Republic of 
Bulgaria from 4 May 2011 – SG issue 36 from 10 May 2011; amended, SG issue 45 from 14 June 2011 enforced on 14 July 2011, 
SG issue17 from 21 February 2013.
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population in the respective constituencies – regions, districts, municipalities, towns and villages). The 
current Election Code ensures access only to individual personal entries of the respective citizens without 
providing information about the above-mentioned important features in the electoral rolls. 

4. Introducing imperative rules regarding the setting up of polling stations in line with Constitutional 
Court Decision No 2/201025 and allowing for placing more than one voting booth in one station when the 
number of voters is insufficient to dictate the need for a separate polling station. Compliance with this rule 
should be ensured through supervision over the Acts instructing the setting up of new polling stations and 
through imposing adequate sanctions. 

5. Determining the number of polling stations in foreign countries not only based on the number of 
filed applications, but also through taking into account the actual number of individuals who exercised 
their rights to vote during previous elections of the same type. 

There is no easy solution to the issues of adequacy and accuracy of electoral rolls that fully 
corresponds to the identified concerns. One of the possible approaches to cleaning up the voter lists 
is the so-called „active registration“. The introduction of this approach as a possible solution should 
be preceded by an in-depth expert level discussion taking the widest possible range of viewpoints by 
representatives of civil society organisations, the academia and the political parties.

2. EASING THE REQUIREMENTS FOR REGISTRATION OF CANDIDATES IN THE ELECTION PROCESS 

The eligibility criteria based on the requirement for a significant number of signatures (7,000) in support 
of a participant in the elections is in its nature a restriction of the active suffrage for the potential candidates. 
In addition, the established threshold also creates prerequisites for non-transparent practices on behalf of 
the candidates in trying to raise the needed number of signatures, such as misuse of citizens’ personal 
identification data. For example, in relation to the local elections in 2011, according to non-official statistics 
over 1 million citizens gave their signatures in support of candidates for local governments. In the run-up to 
the 2013 elections this problem became especially acute also due to the large number of individuals who, 
based on their collected personal data, were reported to have given their signatures in support of candidates, 
which was in effect not true. Other significant causes of concern were the dubious practices for compiling 
lists of supporting signatures that included persons without voting rights.

In this regard, we propose the following:
1. Reducing the eligibility requirement for minimum number of citizens expressing their support 

of a candidate through their signature. For national elections their number should be equal to or not 
higher than the number of members required to register a political party26. 

2. Equal criteria for the independent candidates and the political parties with regard to the financial 
deposit for participation in the elections, more specifically – recovering the deposited funds. In line 
with article 79, paragraph 2, item 2 of the Election Code, the independent candidates may recover their 
deposited funds, if they have received votes that are not less than 1/4 of the regional electoral quota in 
general elections; while item 1 of the same paragraph dictates that political parties are entitled to recover 
their deposited funds, „if they have received not less than 1 per cent of the actual votes at national level“. It 
should be kept in mind that the independent candidates run in only one multi-mandate election constituency 
and an equivalent eligibility criterion, i.e. 1% of the votes in the respective constituency, should be introduced 
for them. 

25 Constitutional Court Ruling No 2/2010 stipulating that not more that 936 voters may vote in a polling station with only one voting 
booth placed in it.
26 Art. 15, paragraph 1, item 7 of the Political Parties Act.
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3. ENSURING FAIR AND EQUAL MEDIA ACCESS – FREE OF CHARGE ACCESS TO THE PUBLIC 
MEDIA 

The access to media coverage in the run-up to elections should be governed by two main principles: 
1) compliance with the principle of political pluralism and ensuring equal footing for the participants in the 
political race; 2) compliance with the main function of public media, i.e. enabling the citizens’ informed 
decision and encouraging their participation in the social and political processes. The practices established 
in the election campaigns of the candidates in the 2011 and 2013 elections did not contribute to upholding 
the above principles. The significance of this matter increases in light of the current developments when civil 
society stresses the need for wide public discussion on the priorities in the country’s government.

In this respect, it is important to create an opportunity for information provision, respectively for ensuring 
the informed decision of the voters, regarding the main focal points in the election campaigns of the 
candidates, their vision, priorities, policies, messages, etc. with respect to the government of the country/ 
region/ municipality.

To enable the effective implementation of these fundamental principles, we recommend the following:
1. Ensuring wide and free of charge access of candidates to participation in different programmes of 

the public media (Bulgarian National Television, Bulgarian National Radio, incl. their regional channels 
and sections): 1) information programmes; 2) organized election disputes and 3) analytical programmes. 
This access should be organized so as to enable the public media to present all candidates, not only 
the ones from the political parties represented in Parliament.

2. Clearly distinguishing the paid campaigning materials from the rest of the information and 
analytical programmes, and distinguishing between the editorial policy of the media and the paid 
participation of candidates. 

To ensure the implementation of the above recommendations, we need not only amendments in the 
Election Code, but also of the regulations governing the respective functions of the media. This should be 
done through specific discussions with representatives of the above-mentioned media in which they can 
share modern best practices and propose ways to overcome the obsolete model introduced at the beginning 
of the 90’s.

4. POWERS OF THE ELECTORAL ADMINISTRATION BODIES 

A number of new rules for the functioning of the Central and District Election Commissions were 
introduced with the most recent amendments to the Election Code. They were aimed mostly at ensuring 
better publicity and transparency in the work of the electoral commissions and regulated the publishing of 
comprehensive information on the preparation and conduct of the election process, incl. the maintenance of 
electoral rolls, of newly established registers, publication of tally sheets, etc.

To ensure the full execution of the Central Election Commission’s powers and to address adequately the 
identified deficits in the election process, the following amendments are needed:

1. In light of the leading role of the Central Election Commission in the overall preparation and 
carrying out of the elections, the Commission should have the initiative to propose to the Council of 
Ministers a draft budget for the elections. 

2. Strengthening the administrative capacity by increasing the number of staff in the expert units 
of the Central Election Commission to respond to the new mandate regarding the maintenance of the 
electoral rolls. 

3. Specifying the control functions over the process of working out the technical design and the 
printing of election papers (ballots, tally sheets, stamps, etc) incl. an authority for imposing administrative 
punishment. 

4. Introducing an explicit requirement for declaration of all possible conflicts of interest of the 
experts and members of the Central Election Commissions and banning the members and experts from 
engaging in other forms of operations, similar to the restrictions in place for the Members of Parliament. 
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5. REPLICATING THE MODEL OF REGIONAL VOTE TALLYING CENTERS

At the proposal of Transparency International – Bulgaria a new pilot model for processing the outcomes 
of the voting was introduced with the amended Election Code. This approach was applied during the 2011 
local elections in Boboshevo municipality and was assessed by the organization’s team of experts. This is an 
efficient model that restricts the possibilities for elections rigging; enhances the transparency, accountability 
and responsibility of the Precinct Election Commissions; and restricts the possibilities for pressuring or 
controlling the voters (so-called controlled vote or vote buying).

Therefore, we recommend the replication of the model of regional vote tallying centers to all small 
municipalities with population below 20,000 for all types of elections.

6. ADOPTING RULES FOR EARLY ELECTIONS

The lack of such Rules creates uncertainty and insecurity both in the institutions involved in the 2013 
elections preparation and conduct and in society at large. Early elections are a common element in the 
electoral legislation and should also be subject to legal regulation.

7. PRESCRIBING IN THE ELECTION CODE A METHODOLOGY FOR ELECTION RESULTS CALCULATION 

The introduction of clear rules regarding the calculation of the election outcomes in the Election Code 
itself could ensure transparency and predictability in the reporting of election returns. It could provide additional 
guarantees against last-minute decisions and against the preference of the Central Election Commission 
for decisions that best serve the current political situation. The adoption of a tallying methodology is always 
based on important political arguments. Therefore the methodology should be defined in the legislation and 
should not be influenced by one or another majority in the composition of the Central Election Commission. 
Long before the beginning of the election processes, all political formations should know and understand 
clearly the rules that would be applied to calculating the elections return.

Therefore, we recommend that the methodology for calculating the election results be regulated 
explicitly in the Election Code. This will ensure the necessary transparency and predictability in this essential 
process in the elections. It would bring about stability, openness and minimize the cases of challenging the 
election returns by some participants in the process.

8. INTRODUCING PREFERENTIAL VOTING WITH A LOW THRESHOLD

In a situation of crisis of the political representation and of voters insisting persistently on a change 
(incl. for modernization of political parties and for new political representatives), preferential voting may be a 
tool to encourage citizens to participate more actively in the election processes. To be effective, preferential 
voting should be introduced with a low threshold (up to 5%), which would make this principle meaningful and 
will ensure an actual leading role of the voters in electing their representatives.

9. CLEAR DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS IN THE LAW

OBSERVER STATUS
The regulation of the observer status became one of the topics that were in the focus of public attention 

– both in discussing the amendments to the law, and during the run-up to the elections. The status and 
powers of the observers were laid down in art 101b of the Electoral Code. It expanded the possibilities for 
monitoring the election process (incl. over the submission of election papers, the arrangement of polling 
stations before the Election Day and the entry of election returns in the electronic data base).
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Parallel to that, the new provisions in the Election Code introduced some restrictions for the observers 
that brought about certain difficulties and hampered their work during the Election Day. The following are 
worth mentioning: (а) a limit of not more than one observer per organization that may be present in one 
election premise; (b) a restrictive requirement that the number of observers nationwide may not exceed 
the number of political parties election representatives; (c) insufficient distinction between the status of 
observer and of political parties election representatives due to identical requirements regarding the type of 
identification documents to prove their right to presence in the election premises.

The legislator’s lack of understanding of the significant difference between the status of observers and 
that of political parties election representatives resulted in introducing legal provisions that hindered the work 
of the Precinct Election Commissions in registering the observers and once again led to introducing different 
requirements for the international observers and observers that are representatives of Bulgarian NGOs.

STRICT DEFINITION OF HOLDING ELECTION CAMPAIGN
The 2013 elections pointed to an omission in the definition of holding election campaign, i.e. a failure 

to cover one of the two key elements in campaigning – campaigning in support of, and campaigning against 
the registered candidates. The definition of campaigning should be amended to include both components 
in this process.

INTRODUCING EFFICIENT CONTROLS AGAINST FRAUD IN THE MOBILE POLLING STATIONS

Voting in mobile booths arranged through mobile polling stations was introduced without prior public 
consultations on the possible advantages and disadvantages for the election process. The model that has 
been introduced does not provide sufficient guarantees against abuse of the voting rights of citizens whose 
health status places them in a disadvantaged position. This model creates opportunities for unlawful influence 
over these citizens’ vote. Therefore, effective controls against malpractices need to be introduced.

RULES FOR THE FINANCING OF POLITICAL PARTIES STIPULATED IN THE POLITICAL PARTIES ACT 
AND IN ELECTORAL LAW

In connection to the discussions relating to the amendment of the Election Code, the rules for the 
financing of political parties, which are also governed by the provisions of the Political Parties Act, were 
brought up. In light of these discussions, several considerations relating to the relevant underlying principles 
are set out below:

ACCESS OF POLITICAL PARTIES THAT ARE NOT REPRESENTED IN PARLIAMENT TO STATE SUBSIDIES
In a situation of a continued economic crisis and low motivation and ability of voters to make donations 

to political parties, State subsidies can be an instrument of granting support to those political parties that 
have received support from a relatively significant number of voters but do not have financial resources that 
match that support. The different proposals to raise the percentage barrier above which a State subsidy is 
available (from 1 to 2, 3 or 4 percent) contravenes fundamental democratic safeguards of political pluralism. 
The enactment of such proposals will be effectively tantamount to the „closure“ of small political parties and 
will obstruct the development of projects seeking political alternatives.

AMOUNT OF THE SUBSIDY PAID TO POLITICAL PARTIES
The current subsidy amount ensures the availability of a significant financial resource to parties. In effect, 

parliamentary represented political parties do not disburse the funds solely for the achievement of specific 
party political goals such as finance the activities of political structures and disseminate materials promoting 
political messages and participation in election campaigns. The existing model does not encourage parties 
to seek and rely on and declare public financial support received from their supporters in the form of 
official donations. In connection to this, the amount of the State subsidy can be reduced and/or additional 
requirements that link it to the amount of the donations a political party has received can be introduced.
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DISBURSEMENT OF THE STATE SUBSIDY FOR THE ACHIEVEMENT OF SPECIFIC GOALS
The State subsidy should be disbursed solely on political activities (financing of the activities of party 

structures, publishing and disseminating promotion materials, party-political publications, canvassing and 
political advertising in connection to election campaigns) and not for donations or any other non-specified 
activities. During the course of the monitoring of the parliamentary election campaign in 2013 a new 
development was in canvassing ascertained, which contravenes the very principles of the laws governing 
the financing of political parties, i.e. the use of donations to vulnerable members of society, particularly sick 
and elderly citizens as a tool for political propaganda and the filming and broadcasting of videos during the 
campaign.

THE STATE SUBSIDY IS ESSENTIALLY INTENDED FOR THE PARTY AND NOT FOR THE MEMBERS OF 
PARLIAMENT

The main rationale for the introduction of an additional State subsidy is to introduce a set of rules 
that support the activities of political parties and to equip the government with a mechanism for control of 
spending in this area. However, in recent years we witnessed significant discrepancies in this regard, which 
open the doors to legitimizing political corruption. In principle, the subsidy is made available to parties, which 
have received a sufficient number of votes to be represented in Parliament and it should not „follow“ MPs.

In conclusion, the amendments to the existing Election Code or the enactment of a brand new Code 
can be used as an instrument for the improvement of the political process but should not be regarded as a 
universal solution that will remove all problems from the political process. Such changes should be pursued 
following broad and public discussions, which includes all stakeholders and takes into consideration a broad 
range of opinions.
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CONCLUSION 
The Parliamentary elections held on 12 May 2013 and the election campaign that preceded them took 

place in an environment of an acute and sharply felt social, economic and political crisis and prolonged 
civil protests. In that environment, public attention was focused on two key issues – ensuring the 

fairness of elections and the role of observers in the election process. Taking into account the significance 
of independent civil monitoring as a tool for greater transparency and public supervision over the most 
significant process in a functioning democracy, Transparency International – Bulgaria launched an initiative 
for monitoring and evaluation of the activities of the broadest possible number of players in the election 
process: the candidates running for seats in the 42nd National Assembly (political parties, coalitions and 
independent candidates whose nominations were put forth in all electoral districts) and public institutions 
in which powers relating to the election process are vested and which play a major role during the election 
campaign.

The election monitoring conducted by Transparency International – Bulgaria in cooperation with a broad 
coalition of non-governmental organisations from the entire country revealed a number of deficiencies in 
the election process, regardless of the enacted amendments to the Election Code and the efforts of the 
institutions to overcome the most serious problems such as vote buying, the exercise of unlawful pressure 
as a means of controlling the vote and a broad range of violations and organisational deficiencies.

In the first place, the issue of the insufficiently effective organisation of the election process and the 
work of the electoral administration remains unaddressed. It should be noted that the enacted amendments 
to the relevant laws and the actions taken by the Central Election Commission did address a significant part 
of the deficiencies in the work of that body in 2011. However, the capacity of the election commissionsat 
the level of individual sections – the primary and key element in the so-called electoral administration on 
which proceedings on Election Day, i.e. the most important stage in the election process depends – remains 
an issue.

In addition, it should also be noted that cooperation between the institutions in which powers relating to 
the election process should be clearly improved. A case in point in this regard is the lack of efficient inter-
institutional cooperation, transparency and supervision over the preparation, printing and storage of ballot 
papers, the compilation of the electoral roll etc. Another telling example that demonstrates the effectiveness 
in the work of law enforcement bodies is a discrepancy between an overwhelming number of journalistic 
investigations and media publications exposing vote buying schemes and the relatively small number of 
persons detained and effectively punished for such criminal offences.

Despite the action taken by law enforcement bodies and the campaigns mounted by the media and 
non-governmental organisations to raise awareness of the issue, vote buying remained a key issue for 
discussion in the public domain. Although they raised public intolerance for the phenomenon of vote buying, 
the observers of our organisation witnessed the deployment of new and more flexible schemes for exerting 
pressure and controlling the vote of citizens. 

It should also be noted that rules were incorporated into electoral legislation that raise transparency and 
accountability of electioneering. However, both experts and the general public remain strongly critical of the 
efficient application in practice of existing rules.

Addressing the deficiencies in the election process can be achieved by ensuring integrity and transparency 
as cornerstones underlying the entire election process and they remain of fundamental significance for the 
future. In particular:

1. Effective application of existing rules by the institutions in which powers relating to the lection process 
are vested by ensuring that they adhere to both the letter and the spirit of the law and ensure compliance 
with recognised international electoral standards; 

2. The political parties should undertake clear commitments in the election process based on the 
principles of transparency, accountability and integrity in the political process, including in respect of the 
participation of their representatives in election commissionsand the manner in which information campaigns 
raising awareness of vote buying, vote controlling and other unlawful practices and violations of the electoral 
rights of citizens are conducted. 
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On the basis of the conducted monitoring and its outcomes Transparency International – Bulgaria 
restates that ensuring transparency, accountability and integrity in the election process requires taking on 
board the assessment, positions and efforts of a maximum number of stakeholders – political parties, non-
governmental organisations, experts, media and members of the academic community in Bulgaria.

TRANSPARENCY INTERNATIONAL – BULGARIA
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Annex № 1

INTEGRITY PACT
FOR FREE, FAIR AND DEMOCRATIC ELECTIONS IN BULGARIA

We, the Signatories to this Integrity Pact: citizens, representatives of non-governmental organizations 
and of the academic community, of the one part, and representatives of the political parties in the Republic 
of Bulgaria, of the other part,

Expressing our conviction that the main civil and political task of the institutions, parties, non-governmental 
organizations and the media in the present crisis is to do their utmost so as to facilitate the conduct of fair, 
free and democratic elections,

Acknowledging that institutions and political parties should serve society and the public interest and only 
thus can foster the functioning of genuine democracy in this country,

Expressing our conviction of the need of broad citizen participation in the elections, as a result of which 
legitimate democratic institutions, working to the benefit of Bulgarian citizens, would be formed,

Realizing that the internationally established standards for conduct of elections should be invariably 
followed and should be used as a tool to enhance the effectiveness and transparency of the institutions 
which prepare the election process,

Have united behind the need for taking the following specific steps:

I. The political parties in Republic of Bulgaria hereby commit themselves to facilitate the conduct 
of fair, democratic and transparent elections of a 42nd National Assembly of the Republic of Bulgaria 
by means of the following political actions:

1. In nominating members of the election commissions, to be guided by their professional expertise, 
moral integrity, experience in the election process and personal authority.

2. To deliver additional training to their representatives in the election commissions which will be based 
on the training of the Central Election Commission and which will deepen their knowledge regarding the rules 
for conduct of elections.

3. To carry out information campaigns against vote buying and the controlled vote, explaining the negative 
impact of these violations on voters’ rights, the functioning of institutions and on the democratic process in 
this country in general.

4. To ensure publicity of the information regarding the number of their proxies through publication of the 
said information on the Internet at least three days prior to the conduct of the elections.

5. In conformity with the spirit of the law, to provide promptly up-to-date information to the Bulgarian 
National Audit Office regarding the contributions received in the course of the election campaign.

6. To cooperate actively with the independent observers representing the Civil Coalition for Monitoring 
of the Election process, upon conduct of the observation of the financing of the election campaign and on 
polling day.

II. The representatives of non-governmental organizations and of the academic community, united 
in the present Civil Coalition for Monitoring of the Election process, hereby commit themselves:

1. To conduct an independent civil monitoring of the election process in accordance to the internationally 
established standards and to inform Bulgarian and European citizens and institutions of the results of the 
observation conducted.

2. To abide invariably by the rules of political impartiality, transparency and integrity in honouring their 
commitments under the present Pact.

3. To carry out awareness campaign among Bulgarian citizens regarding their participation in the election 
process, the obligations of institutions and the negative impact of the controlled vote and vote-buying.

4. To alert the Bulgarian public, the European and international institutions to detected violations of 
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the rights of Bulgarian citizens as voters through the exertion of pressure, attempts to buy votes and other 
abuses of the election process.

5. On the basis of the results and the analysis of the conducted observation, to organize an advocacy 
campaign in favour of future legislative, organizational and administrative changes for the purpose of 
guaranteeing the freedom and legitimacy of the next elections of Members of the European Parliament, as 
well as to provide the requisite expertise to the competent institutions.

This Pact shall enter into force as from the date of its signing.
Sofia
4th April 2013

For Civil Coalition for Monitoring of 
the Election process:

For the political parties in the Republic 
of Bulgaria:

Transparency International – Bulgaria (initiator); 
Centre for Liberal Strategies (initiator); Bulgarian 
School of Politics „Dimitry Panitza”(initiator); 
European Information Centre (initiator); European 
Institute (initiator); Institute for Social Integration 
(initiator); Centre for Policy Modernisation 
(initiator); Center for Independent Living 
(initiator); Civil Society Initiatives, Ruse; Centre 
for Educational Programs and Social Initiatives, 
Yambol; Association „ICARUS“,  Haskovo; 
„Danube Euro-Regional Forum“,  Vidin; „Institute 
for Regional Development and Training“, Shumen; 
„NGO Club“, Targovishte; „Citizens’ Club“, Plovdiv; 
„Personal and Civil Community Development“, 
Pleven; „Bulgarian Mother Center“, Vratsa; „Liberal 
Alternative for Roma Citizen Union“ Kystendil; 
„Community Centres Association for Development 
– South“, Kardzhali; Association „Alternatives 55“, 
Stara Zagora; „Agency for Regional Development 
and Business Center 2000“, Montana; Association 
„Alliance for Regional and Civil Initiatives“, Silistra; 
Open Society Institute – Sofia.

„Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria“; 
„Bulgarian Socialist Party“; „Movement for Rights 
and Freedom“; „Democrats for Strong Bulgaria“; 
„Union of Democratic Forces“; „United Agrarians“; 
„Radical Democratic Party of Bulgaria“; „Order, 
Law and Justice“; Movement „Bulgaria for the 
Citizens“; Coalition „Bulgarian Spring“ (Bulgarian 
Social Democracy and Party of the Greens); 
Coalition „Proud Bulgaria“ (Civic Alliance for Real 
Democracy, Free Nation, United  Labor Block, Union 
of Patriotic Forces „Defense“ and Christian Social 
Union); Bulgarian Democratic Alliance – Radicals; 
„Democratic Alternative for National Unification“; 
„Bulgarian Women’s Party“; „The New Time“; 
„National Movement for Stability and Prosperity“; 
„National Party for Freedom and Dignity“.
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Annex № 2

Description of violations,
registered during the monitoring of the election process at the Precinct election commissions; 

complaints and reports received by the District Election Commissions

I . Organizational violations 
– Announcement of an incorrect polling station address:  DEC Blagoevgrad, Lovech, village of 

Aleksandorovo – PEC 111800071, Montana – PEC 28, Pazardzhik – PEC 42, Pleven, town of Levski – PEC 
8, Smolyan – PEC 24, Sofia – 25 MEC, PEC 2512007, Stara Zagora – PEC 65, PEC 93, Turgovishte, village 
of Rusets – PEC 93;

– Absence or late arrival of PEC chairman, secretary or member/members: Blagoevgrad – PEC 
010300010, Burgas – PEC 288, village of Bryastovets – PEC 261, Varna – PEC 13, Veliko Turnovo – PEC 
040400050, Gabrovo – PEC 36, PEC 40, Kyustendil – PEC 102900052, PEC 102900019, PEC 102900020, 
Dupnitsa – PEC 28, 70, 71, 10, 24, 44, 55 and 36, Lovech, village of Aleksandrovo – PEC 111800071, 
Montana – PEC 45, Pleven, village Buhovluk – PEC 152400205, Plovdiv Town and Plovdiv Region – PEC 
14, PEC 15, PEC 16220243, PEC 162202040, PEC 162202032, PEC 162202036, PEC 21, Sliven – PEC 60, 
Sofia, PEC 23 – PEC 58 „Krasno selo“ District, PEC 55 „Studentski grad“ District, Sofia, PEC 24 – PEC 323 
Oborishte, PEC 324 Оborishte, PEC 325 Oborishte, PEC 327 Oborishte, Sofia – Region – PEC 30, PEC 34, 
Stara Zagora – PEC 121, PEC 86, PEC 132, PEC 125, PEC 126, Dimitrovgrad – PEC 58, Shumen – PEC 9, 
PEC 4, PEC 71, PEC 88, PEC 113, Yambol – PEC 9, PEC 11, PEC 31, PEC 49; 

– Rapid decrease or lack of ballots for political party, coalition or independent candidate: Varna – PEC 
103, Pernik – PEC 143200019,  Sofia, 24 MEC – PEC 7, PEC 16 and PEC 21; 

– Failure to include citizens’ personal data in the voters list: Varna, village of Benkovski – PEC 030100002, 
Veliko Turnovo – PEC 67, Vidin – PEC 9, PEC 14, PEC 16, Dupnitsa, Pazardzhik – PEC 131900035, Silistra, 
village of Boil – PEC 435, Sliven – PEC 212-15, Sofia, 25 MEC – Vrubnitsa PEC 5, 12, 13,16, 402, Stara 
Zagora – PEC 64;

– Incorrect inclusion of a citizen in the voters list without him/her actually submit their vote: signal 
submitted to DEC Stara Zagora;

– Incorrect inclusion of voters in the voters lists: Varna, village of Benkovski – PEC 030100002, Veliko 
Turnovo – PEC 040400019, Pleven – PEC 109, PEC 025, PEC 151100012, village of Buhovluk – PEC 
152400205, Plovidv – PEC 16220241, PEC 24, Sofia, 23 МИР, „Studentski grad“ District, PEC 098, „Lyulin 
8“ District, Stara Zagora – PEC 12, PEC 54, village of Muglizh – PEC 3, village of Pavel banya – PEC 5, 
Turgovishte – PEC 31, Haskovo – PEC 68, Shumen – PEC 37, PEC 4;

– Refusal to enlist citizens with regular ID in the voters list (incl. problems with the prohibitive list): Pleven 
– PEC 007, Sofia – PEC 074, Stara Zagora, village of Radnevo – PEC 1;

– Enlisting a large number of voters in the voters lists: Veliko Turnovo – PEC 040400019, Sliven – PEC 
212-15, Smolyan – PEC 223100018, Stara Zagora – PEC 64;

– Presence of PEC members or proxies near the polling booth (less than 3 m): Blagoevgrad – PEC 
010300010, Varna – PEC 55, Veliko Turnovo – PEC 040400033, PEC 040400007, PEC 28, PEC 112, PEC 
040400001, Dobrich – PEC 82, PEC 83, PEC 115, Kyustendil – PEC 102900059, Pleven – PEC 006, village 
of Dolni Lukovit – PEC 007, Plovdiv – PEC 162202032, PEC 162202031, PEC 21, Sofia – PEC 025, PEC 010, 
„Ovcha Kupel“ District, Silistra – PEC 103, village of Aydemir – PEC 166, Sliven – PEC 212-15, PEC 212-21, 
PEC 62, PEC 59, PEC 63, Haskovo – PEC 68, Shumen – PEC 9;

– Allowance of voters to be accompanied by attendants without having disability certificates: Burgas – 
PEC 80, PEC 266, village of Draganovo – PEC 264, Montana – PEC 42, Pazardzhik – PEC 8, Pleven, town of 
Slavyanovo – PEC 152400224, PEC 152400226, Plovdiv – PEC 15, PEC 37/162202037, PEC 21, Sofia – 24 
MEC, PEC 010, „Ovcha Kupel“ District, Shumen – PEC 37;

– Not listing the attendants ID in the additional list for attendants: Veliko Turnovo – PEC 040400021, 
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Dobrich – PEC 96, PEC 123, Pleven, village of Buhovluk – PEC 152400205, Stara Zagora – PEC 56, PEC 65;
– Inaccessible environment for people with disabilities: Blagoevgrad – PEC 010300111, Burgas – PEC 

61, Varna – PEC 8, PEC 30601003, Vratsa – PEC 2, Dobrich – PEC 111, Kyustendil – PEC 102900020, PEC 
102900019, Pernik – PEC 1432000109, PEC 143200050, Silistra – PEC 103, Sliven – PEC 212-33, Sofia – 
PEC 254612003, PEC 074, Stara Zagora – PEC 86, PEC 115, Shumen – PEC 15;

– Omissions related to the use of second stamp of the ballots: Kyustendil – PEC 116, Dupnitsa – PEC 
27, 28 and 44, Pazardzhik – PEC 130800055, Pleven – PEC 119, Plovdiv – PEC 16220241, Ruse – PEC 106, 
Sliven – PEC 118, Sofia – 23 МEC, „Krasno selo“ District, 24 МEC, Stara Zagora – PEC 140;

– Preliminarily second stamping of the ballots: Blagoevgrad – PEC 010300034, Burgas – PEC 104, Vidin 
– PEC 8, Dupnitsa – PEC 43 and PEC 44 , Montana – complaint to DEC, Pernik comlaint to DEC related to 
preliminary stamping of the ballots in almost all PECs, Pleven – PEC 006, Plovdiv – PEC 35/162202035, PEC 
21, Stara Zagora – PEC 7, Turgovishte, village of Lomski, Popovo Municipality – PEC 43; 

– Exporting ballots out of the polling station: Vidin – complaint to DEC regarding several PECs, Plovdiv – 
PEC 162202040, PEC 35/162202035, Sofia, 23 МEC – PEC 8, „Izgrev“ District;

– Exporting other electoral papers out of the polling station: Vidin – PEC 29, Pernik – PEC 143200083, 
Smolyan – PEC 223100018;

– Denying access to a proxy with regular documents: Burgas – PEC 55, Lovech – PEC 005, Montana – 
PEC 55, Sliven – PEC 212-15, Sofia, 24 МEC – PEC 18, 25 MEC – PEC 52, „Ovcha kupel“ District, Shumen 
– PEC 88, Yambol – PEC 75;

– Denying access to an observer with regular documents: Blagoevgrad – PEC 010300065, DEC 
Blagoevgrad, Karnobat – PEC 80, Vidin – PEC 53-55, PEC 78, Gabrovo – PEC 53, Sliven – PEC 62, Sofia, 
25 MEC – DEC, Shumen – PEC 88;

– Lack of information on the registration procedure for observers: Burgas – PEC 80, Veliko Turnovo, 
village of Purvomaitsi – PEC 061, village of Resen – PEC 102, Gabrovo – PEC 41, Kurdzhali – PEC 91600006, 
Pazardzhik – PEC 38, Pernik – PEC 143200082, PEC 143200084, PEC 143200081, Pleven – PEC 152400083, 
Plovdiv – PEC 16220241, PEC 35/162202035, PEC 37/162202037, PEC 34/162202034, PEC 24, Silistra – 
PEC 143, Sliven – PEC 212-15, PEC 212-14, PEC 59, PEC 60, PEC 63, PEC 108, PEC 212-56 to PEC 212-59, 
Haskovo – DEC Haskovo, Yambol – PEC 2, PEC 32;

– Unauthorized presence of more than the permitted number of proxies in one polling station (one 
proxy in a PEC): Blagoevgrad – PEC 010300027, Veliko Turnovo – PEC 040400021, PEC 27, Dobrich – PEC 
96, Dupnitsa, Pernik – PEC 143200081, PEC 143200083, PEC 143200088, Pleven, village of Mecka – PEC 
152400216, Plovdiv – PEC 16220243, Razgrad, village of Samuil – PEC 15, Silistra – PEC 143, village of 
Aydemar – PEC 162, Sliven – PEC 212-15, PEC 212-14, PEC 60, Stara Zagora – PEC 140; 

– Admission to the polling station of visibly intoxicated, drugged or armed persons: Veliko Turnovo – PEC 
040400033, Dobrich – PEC 97, Montana – PEC 42 and PEC 45;

– Problems with the large number of voters in the polling station, allowance of chaos: Blagoevgrad – PEC 
010300027, complaints to DEC for chaos in a large number of polling station in Blagoevgrad, Veliko Turnovo 
– PEC 28, PEC 040400019, PEC 040400021, PEC 040400050, PEC 040400001, village of Yantra – PEC 
079, Dobrich – PEC 78, Кyustendil – PEC 16, Dupnitsa – PEC 44, Montanа – PEC 45, Pazardzhik – PEC 
44, Pleven – PEC 006, PEC 151100012, village of Mechka – PEC 152400216, town of Slavyanovo – PEC 
152400224, village of Buhovluk – PEC 152400205, Plovdiv – PEC 15, PEC 21, PEC 24, PEC 34, PEC 35, PEC 
36,  PEC 38, PEC 42, Razgrad – PEC 63, Sliven – PEC 212-15;

– Refusal to temporally suspend the commissions’ activity in order to eliminate the organizational 
violations: Stara Zagora – PEC 65;

– Opening the ballot box before the end of the Election Day: Karnobat – PEC 19, Plovdiv – PEC 32;
– Opening the ballot box in the absence of observers and proxies: Ruse – complaint to DEC, Stara 

Zagora – PEC 121;
–  Inaccuracies in the elaboration of the electoral papers: Blagoevgrad – PEC 89, Veliko Turnovo – 

PEC 19, Vidin – PEC 122, PEC 33, PEC 58, PEC 71, PEC 11, PEC 67, PEC 68, PEC 69, PEC 2, PEC 63, 
Vratsa – PEC 3, Dobrich – PEC 86, Lovetch – PEC 001, village of Aleksandorov – PEC 111800072 and PEC 
111800071, Montana – PEC 40, Pernik – half of the polling stations in 14th MEC, Pleven, village of Dolni 
Lukovit – PEC 007, Plovdiv – PEC 21, Ruse – PEC 67, PEC 23, PEC 69, PEC 150, PEC 82, Sliven – PEC 108, 
Smolyan – PEC 18, PEC 24, Stara Zagora – PEC 121, PEC 56, PEC 103, PEC 65, Omurtag – PEC 2;

– Refusal to provide a copy of the polling stations’ electoral papers to proxies and observers: Plovdiv – 
PEC 98 and PEC 100, Razgrad – PEC 48;



87

Problems with the copy machines: Blagoevgrad – PEC 10, PEC 09, PEC 65, PEC 52, Veliko Tarnovo – 
PEC 33, PEC 31, village of Samovodene – PEC 107, Vidin – PEC 18, PEC 74, PEC 55, PEC 7,PEC 50, PEC 
79, Vraca – in most of the polling stations (PEC 12, PEC 13, PEC 32, PEC 32, PEC 46), Kardzhali – PEC 
010, Montana – PEC 45, Pazardzhik – PEC 62, PEC 76, PEC 78, PEC 7, Pernik – PEC 82, PEC 84, PEC 83, 
PEC 88, PEC 77, PEC 76, Pleven – PEC 006, the city of Dolna Mitropolia – PEC 15100012, Plovdiv – PEC 
16220239, Razgrad – PEC 63, Car Kaloian – PEC 05, Silistra, village of Aidemir – PEC-166 , Smolian – PEC 
24, Targovishte – PEC 102, Haskovo – PEC 4, PEC 107, Dimitrovgrad – PEC 58, Yambol – PEC 20;

– Preliminarily ditaching the ballots from the bundle and placing the first stamp: Blagoevgrad – PEC 034, 
Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 058, PEC 015, PEC 001, PEC 021, Dobrich – PEC 57, PEC 32, Pazardzhik – PEC 38, 
PEC 33, PEC 35, Pleven, village of Buhovlak  – PEC 205, Plovdiv – PEC 88, PEC 87, PEC 39, PEC 35, Silistra 
– PEC 176, Sliven – PEC 059, PEC 021, Stara Zagora – PEC 54, PEC 56, PEC 125, PEC 126, PEC 113, PEC 
103, PEC 104, PEC 10, Haskovo – PEC 60, Shumen – PEC 44, PEC 009;

– Admission of voting with invalid document: Plovdiv – PEC 88;
– Commissions members’ ignorans about the Election Code regulations: Blagoevgrad – PEC 040, Veliko 

Tarnovo – DEC, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 042, PEC 102, PEC 058, PEC 061, PEC 015, PEC 001, PEC 112, 
PEC 28, Kilifarevo – PEC 130 и PEC 131, PEC 033, Vidin – PEC 059, PEC 122, PEC 70, PEC 69, Dobrich – 
PEC 96, PEC 26/96, Kardzhali – PEC 006, Dupnica – PEC 43 и PEC 44, Kyustendil  – PEC 009, PEC 006, 
Montana – PEC 40, Pleven, village of Buhovlak – PEC 205, Plovdiv – PEC 88, PEC 040, PEC 35, DEC Sliven, 
Sliven – PEC 102, PEC 108, Sliven – PEC 108, PEC 103, PEC 060, PEC 033, 25 DEC Sofia, Stara Zagora – 
PEC 132, Shumen – PEC 44,PEC 15, PEC 004;

– Non-admission of observers to the work of DEC: Blagoevgrad, Gabrovo, Veliko Tarnovo, Sliven, 23 and 
25 MEC Sofia;

– Inaccuracy on the information board in front of the polling station: Silistra – PEC 142, PEC 112, Yambol, 
village of Ledovo – PEC 026;

– Not entering data of the proxies and observers in the specific rolls and not knowing their status: Veliko 
Tarnovo – PEC 074, Kardzhali – PEC 006, Sliven – PEC 90, PEC 108, PEC 060, PEC 015, Shumen – PEC 44;

– Admission of voter with weapon in the polling station: Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 031;
– Admission of attendant to vote instead of the voter, who he/she accompanies: Dobrich, Pazardzhik – 

PEC 004;
– Collecting, by phone, data from citizens who have exercised their vote, but were not recorded: Sliven 

– PEC 015.
– Speaking out loud personal data of the voters: Burgas – PEC 222, Varna – PEC 75, PEC 259, Veliko 

Tarnovo – PEC 042, PEC 001, Kardzhali – PEC 011, PEC 010, Montana – in lot of the polling stations, 
Pazardzhik – PEC 78, PEC 043, PEC 76, PEC 42, Pleven, village of Buhovlak – PEC 205, Plovdiv – PEC 88, 
PEC 87, PEC 39, PEC 042, PEC 040, PEC 35, PEC 31, PEC 36, PEC 32, Silistra, village of Aidemir village of 
Aidemir – PEC 166, Sliven – PEC 108, PEC 063, PEC 059, PEC 033, PEC 021, PEC 015, Stara Zagora – PEC 
103;

– Attendance of more than one representative from political party: Kardzhali – PEC 006, Sliven – PEC 060;
– Unattended taking out of ballots outside the polling station: Varna – PEC 76; Veliko Tarnovo – the 

administrative building of Liaskovec municipality;
– Interference of proxies and/or observers in the ballots counting: Varna – PEC 178, Veliko Tarnovo – 

PEC 042, PEC 27, Sliven – PEC 108;
– Presence in the polling station of proxies and/or observers without distinctive features of their status: 

Burgas – PEC 80, Varna, village of Benkovski – PEC 002, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 042, PEC 27, PEC 001, 
PEC 050, PEC 021, PEC 031, PEC 019, PEC 033, Gabrovo – PEC 41, Dobrich – PEC 123, PEC 115, PEC 
094, PEC 132, Kardzhali – PEC 009, Dupnica – PEC 43 and PEC 44, Kyustendil – PEC 009, Plovdiv – PEC 
39, PEC 040,  Sliven – PEC 108, PEC 103, PEC 063, PEC 060, PEC 059, PEC 015, Stara Zagora- PEC 112, 
Shumen – PEC 44;

– Suspicion for incorrect counting of ballots: Dupnica – PEC 43 and PEC 44, Pleven – PEC 006, Sliven 
– PEC 103, Stara Zagora – PEC 132, PEC 103, Haskovo – PEC 60, Shumen – PEC 004, Yambol – PEC 50;

– Allowance of under-age person to vote: Burgas – PEC 62, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 050;
– Submission of voter’s data to a proxy/representative of political party by a member of commission: 

Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 007, Sliven  – PEC 063;
– Incorrect leader’s name in party list on the information board in front of the polling station: DEC Pernik;
– Aggressive attitude of proxies: Sliven – PEC 063. 
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II. Illegal advertising and campaigning 
– Campaigning materials near polling stations (less than 50 meters from the entrance of the building 

with polling stations): DEC Blagoevgrad – Razlog, Burgas – PEC 222, PEC in Sunny Beach, village of 
Kameno – PEC 006, Varna – PEC 30601003, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 112, PEC 040400096, PEC 3, PEC 4, 
Vidin – PEC 5, PEC 79, PEC, Novo selo – PEC 8, Vraca, villageof Glojene – PEC 19, Dobrich – PEC 96, PEC 
97, in stions in Balchik, Tervel and village of Priaspa, Kardzhali – near the stations in the city and in village 
of Gluhar, Kyustendil – PEC 59, PEC 52, PEC 19, PEC 20, PEC 32, PEC 28, PEC 70, PEC 71, PEC 10, PEC 
24, PEC 44, PEC 55, PEC 36, village of Nevestino, Lovech, village of Letnica – PEC 111700005,  Montana 
– PEC 42, village of Lehchevo, Pazardzhik – PEC 43, PEC 44, Pernik – PEC 76, 77 anc 78, Pleven, village 
of Dolni Lukovit – PEC 007,  village of Mechka – PEC 152400216, Levski town – PEC 8, the city of Dolna 
Mitropolia – PEC 15100012, signals from Cherven briag, Plovdiv – PEC 15, PEC 16, PEC 80, PEC 81, PEC 
37, PEC 38, PEC 24, PEC 21, PEC 97, PEC 99, Razgrad – PEC 6, PEC 10, PEC 30, Ruse – signals to DEC 
for multiple advertising materials near the polling stations, Silistra – PEC 434, village of Aidemir – PEC 166, 
Alfatar -PEC 202, Sliven – PEC 16, PEC 59, PEC 63, PEC 108, PEC 30, PEC 31, PEC 38, Smolian – PEC 
11, Sofia, 23 MEC – PEC 55, PEC 06, Targovishte, Haskovo – PEC 4, Shumen – PEC 44, PEC 26, PEC 14, 
PEC 66, Yambol – PEC 32;

– Campaigning materials put on vehicles: Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 67, village  of Parvomai – PEC 061, 
Vidin – PEC 50, PEC 79, signal to DEC, Vraca – signal to DEC, Lovech – PEC 079, Montana – signal to DEC, 
Pazardzhik – PEC 43, PEC 44, Plovdiv – PEC 15, Sliven – PEC 59, PEC 63, Shumen – PEC 4;

–  Distribution of campaigning materials: Blagoevgrad – signal to DEC, Burgas – PEC 61, village of 
Draganovo – PEC 264, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 67, Dobrich – PEC 82/83/84/85/86, Ruse – signal to DEC, 
Sliven – PEC 60, Sofia district, Samokov – PEC 4 and 5;

– Publication of materials in local, regional or national newspapers, which summon to vote in favor of 
some candidate: Samokov – complaint to DEC;

–  Proxies or other political parties representatives wearing badges, t-shirts, hats with political party’s 
logo: Burgas – PEC 04, Aitos – PEC 17 – 26, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 01, PEC 07, Vidin – PEC 69, Gabrovo, 
Drianovo – PEC 8, Dobrich – signal to DEC, Kyustendil – PEC 09, Dupnica – PEC 43 and 44, Montana – PEC 
56, Pleven, village of Buhovlak – PEC 152400205, Plovdiv – PEC 21, PEC 24, PEC 31, Silistra – PEC 154, 
village of Iordanovo – PEC 176, Sliven – PEC 15, PEC 16, Sofia, 23 MEC, Sofia district, Samokov – PEC 32 
Targovishte – polling stations in village of Liliak, Haskovo – PEC 4;

– Campaigning massages on local radio and tv broadcasting stations: Stara Zagora – in Facebook;
– Campaigning visits in voters’ homes on Election Day: Razgrad, Kubrat municipally, village of Belovec 

– PEC 30, Silistra, village of Iordanovo – PEC 176, Shumen – Pliska and villages of Pamukchi and Dobrich;
– Visits of member of parliament candidates in the polling stations: Burgas – PEC 61, Vidin – PEC 50, 

PEC 69, PEC 79, Kyustendil – PEC 59, Dupnica – PEC 004, Pleven – PEC 083, Stara Zagora – PEC 56, 
Shumen – PEC 53;

–Sending of short messages with instructions to vote for specific candidate: Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 67, 
Vidin –  signal to DEC, Dobrich – signal to  DEC, Lovech – PEC 005, Pleven – PEC 6, Русе – signal to DEC, 
Stara Zagora – signal to DEC;

– Campaigning in foreign language: Varna – PEC 75, PEC 256, PEC 259, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 11, PEC 
15, village of Draganovo – PEC 074, Dobrich – PEC 96, PEC 115, PEC 123, Kardzhali – village of Griviak, 
Kyustendil – PEC 16, Montana – PEC 56, Pleven, village of Mechka – PEC 152400216, Plovdiv – PEC 15, 
PEC 16, PEC 41, PEC 38, PEC 35, PEC 37, PEC 34, PEC 32, PEC 31, Silistra,  village of Iordanovo – PEC 
176, Sliven – village of Bania, Stara Zagora – PEC 132, PEC 65, PEC 64, Targovishte, Omurtag – PEC 15, 
Haskovo – PEC 50;

– Political party representative or member of commission with campaigning materials: Burgas – PEC 
222;

 – Campaigning in the polling station: Burgas – PEC 222, Vraca – PEC 002, Plovdiv, Razgrad, Car Kaloian 
– PEC 005, Sliven – PEC 015.
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III. Vote buying
– Giving away money in front of the polling station or near it: Blagoevgrad – PEC 089, Kyustendil – PEC 

28, PEC 70, PEC 71, PEC 10, PEC 24, PEC 44, PEC 55, PEC 36, Silistra, village of Dulovo – PEC 424;
– Distribution of food or other products in return of voting for concrete candidate: Varna, Suvorovo – PEC 

3, PEC 5, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 096, , Pleven – PEC 083;
– Signals for offering specific sum for voting: Burgas – PEC 61, Kamenovo, Kyustendil,  signal to DEC for 

offering money in village of Nevestino, Dupnica – PEC 004, Pleven, Slavianovo – PEC 152400226, Plovdiv – 
PEC 24, , Stara Zagora – 4 complaints in DEC, Shumen – PEC 15, Yambol – 2 complaints in DEC;

– Payment of postponed wages or other remunerations: Plovdiv – PEC 15;
– Proclamation of „tariffs“ for voting: Plovdiv – PEC 21, Sliven – PEC 16;
– Proclamation of readiness to sell votes: Dobrich – PEC 96, Kyustendil – PEC 009.

IV. Other forms of controlled vote
– Threats for physical assault: Kardzhali – 2 complaints to DEC for physical assault in the villages of 

Padina and Gluhar; Kyustendil – PEC 28, 70, 71, 10, 24, 44, 55, 36, Pleven – compliant to DEC for such 
violation in Cherven briag;

– Threats from employers with lay offs or other economic sanctions: Montana – PEC 42;
– Presence of persons without distinctive features of thir status near the polling stations, who are 

observing the behavior of the voters: Varna – PEC 3, PEC 265, Suvorovo –  PEC 5, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 
130, PEC 131, PEC 132, Vidin – PEC 122, PEC 50, PEC 79, Gabrovo – PEC 41, Dobrich – PEC 115, PEC 
123, Kyustendil – PEC 009, compliant to DEC for village of Nevestino, Lovech, village of Aleksandrovo – 
PEC 111800072, Montana – PEC 56, Pazardzhik – PEC 43, Pleven – PEC 083, village of Mechka – PEC 
152400216, Slavianovo – PEC 152400224,  Levski – PEC 8, Plovdiv – PEC 15, PEC 16, PEC 38, PEC 42, 
PEC 34, PEC 32, PEC 21, PEC 87, PEC 99, Silistra, village of Iordanovo – PEC 176, Sliven – PEC 16, Stara 
Zagora – PEC 132, PEC 140, 2 complaints to DEC,  Shumen – PEC 9, PEC 15, PEC 53;

– Mass presence of vehicles with different from the local registration in to the district or in front of the 
polling stations: Kyustendil – PEC 28, PEC 70, PEC 71, PEC 10, PEC 24, PEC 44, PEC 55, PEC 36, Montana 
– PEC 42, PEC 56, Pleven, Levski – PEC 8, Plovdiv – PEC 16, PEC 34;

– Presence of large number of proxies of a single candidate near or in front of the polling stations: 
Burgas – PEC 71, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 040400107, Lovech, village of Alexandrovo – PEC 111800072, 
Pleven, village of Mechka – PEC 152400216, Plovdiv – PEC 16, PEC 42, Sliven – PEC 21, PEC 63;

– Iransportation of voters to the polling stations: Burgas, Carevo – PEC 5 – 7, Varna, village of Benkovski 
– PEC 2, Gabrovo – PEC 10, Kardzhali – signal to DEC for transportation of voters in village of Liuliakovo, 
Kyustendil – PEC 59, PEC 15, PEC 16, PEC 19, PEC 20, PEC 111, signal for village of Nevestino, Pazardzhik 
– PEC 44, Pleven – PEC 083, village of Dolni Lukovit – PEC 007, Levski – PEC 8, Plovdiv – PEC 16, PEC 42, 
Ruse – signal to DEC, Sofia district, Samokov – PEC 34 and signal for transportation of voters to stations in 
Kostinbrod, Stara Zagora – PEC 132;

– Group voting of persons, who obviously are not relatives or close friends: Varna – PEC 75, PEC 76, 
PEC 259, Kyustendil – PEC 19, PEC 20, Montana – PEC 56, Pazardzhik – PEC 44, Pleven, village of Dolni 
Lukovit – PEC 007, Plovdiv – PEC 15, PEC 16, PEC 21, PEC 24, PEC 31, PEC 42, Stara Zagora – PEC 132, 
Shumen – PEC 9;

– A person accompanying number voters to the polling stations (more than two times): Burgas, village 
of Draganovo – PEC 264, Gabrovo – PEC 41 – PEC 44, Dobrich – PEC 78, PEC 96, Kyustendil – PEC 016, 
PEC 017, PEC 020, PEC 059, compliant to DEC for village of Nevestino, Pleven, village of Mechka – PEC 
152400216, Slavianovo – PEC 152400224, Levski – PEC 8, Haskovo – PEC 68, Shumen – PEC 9;

– Collecting ID cards of voters: Kardzhali – signals to DEC for the villages of Most, Padina and Rusalsko, 
Kyustendil – signal to DEC, Sliven – PEC 16, PEC 21, Sofia district, Samokov – PEC 34, Stara Zagora – PEC 
167, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 096;

– Compiling/using lists of personal data of voters: Gabrovo – PEC 37, PEC 38, Plovdiv – PEC 032, Sofia 
district, Samokov – PEC 34;

– Questioning the voters for who they vote for (without the interviewers of the authorized sociological 
agencies): Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 130, PEC 131, PEC 132, Kyustendil – PEC 018, PEC 019, PEC 020, Plovdiv 
– PEC 16, PEC 21, Razgrad – PEC 3, PEC 067, Sliven – signals to DEC for questioning the voters in the 
villages of Sadiysko pole, Sarmenovo, Bania and Kionovo;
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– Taking ballots out from the polling station: Dobrich – signal to DEC for the village of Zarnevo; Montana 
– PEC 56;

– Distribution of ballots near the polling station: Dobrich – signal to DEC for the village of Vedrina;
– Photo snapshot of a ballot in the polling booth: Dobrich – signal from Kavarna, Plovdiv – PEC 031, 

Sofia district, Samokov – PEC 32;
– Breach of vote secrecy (voter showing the ballot to the commission or proxy): Blagoevgrad – PEC 65, 

Burgas – PEC 61, Veliko Tarnovo – PEC 33, PEC 21, PEC 50, Vidin – PEC 74, Dobrich – PEC 96, Kyustendil 
– PEC 09, Montana – signal to DEC, Pernik – PEC 136, Pleven – PEC 006, Slavianovo – PEC 152400226, 
Plovdiv – PEC 16220243, PEC 162202040, PEC 37/162202037, PEC 162202032,  Razgrad – PEC 9,Car 
Kaloian – PEC 05, Silistra, village of Aidemir – PEC 166, Sliven – PEC 63, Stara Zagora – PEC 132, Shumen 
– PEC 137;

– The secrecy of vote of persons voting in mobile polling station is not assured: Vidin – PEC 122, 
Bregovo – PEC 15;

– High number of invalid ballots (more than 3 % of the total ballots cast in a single polling station): 
Kardzhali – PEC 006, Stara Zagora – PEC 132, Shumen – PEC 37;

– Removal of observers and proxies from the polling station during ballot counting: Varna – PEC 256, 
Montana – PEC 56;
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Transparency, accountability and integrity of the election process

Results from national representative survey of public opinion, conducted from 7th to 8th 
of May 2013 (pre-electoral research)

Do you find satisfactory the preparation of the elections by state institutions?

Yes 23.1%

No 23.0%

I don’t know 53.8%

What were the most serious problems of the pre-election campaign?

Vote buying 56.3%

Inadequate reaction to signals about vote buying 18.0%

Insufficient information campaign for the citizens 17.6%

Lack of enough debates about the future of the state/region 15.3%

There were no problems 14.1%

Attempts of business and employers’ associations to influence the employees 12.3%

Problems with the electoral rolls 12.1%

Incompetent acts of the District Election Commissions 8.9%

Inability of the Bulgarians abroad to vote 7.8%

Weak organization by the municipal authorities 5.9%

Annex № 3
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Has anybody offered you money or other benefits to vote in favour of a political party or coalition?

Yes 2.9%

No 96.6%

Refuse to answer 0.5%
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If you or your relative/acquaintance were offered money to vote for a certain party/candidate, did 
you submit a signal to the responsible institutions?

Refuse to answer 0.1%

I did not signalised any institution 2.8%

Yes, I did signalised the appropriate institution 0.1%

Yes, I did signalised the media 0.1%

I was not / my relative/acquaintance was not subject to such offer 96.9%

Do you think the financing of the pre-election campaign was transparent enough?

Yes 10.6%

No 40.5%

I do not know 48.8%
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Results from national representative survey of public opinion, conducted from 18th to 20th 
of June 2013 (post-electoral research)

What were the most serious problems of the past election campaign?

The scandal with the ballots announced on the elections silence day 75.9%

Vote buying 41.2%

The scandal with the illegal surveillance of  politicians and senior state officials 32.9%

Lack of enough debates about the future of the state/region 17.8%

Negative pre-election campaign 17.4%

Inadequate reaction to signals about vote buying 13.4%

Insufficient information campaign for the citizens 12.6%

Attempts of business and employers’ associations to influence the employees 9.7%

Inability of the Bulgarians abroad to vote 6.6%

There were no problems 6.3%

Incompetent acts of the District Election Commissions 5.8%

Problems with the electoral rolls 5.3%

Weak organization by the municipal authorities 3.3%

Did you/your relatives witness violations on Election Day?

We did not witness any violations 92.6%

Party activists performed political campaigning on Election Day 2.8%

Other violations 1.3%

Proxies or political party representatives controlled the way, in which the citizens 
vote 

1.3%

You were offered to be proxy and to ensure votes against money 1.1%

Local authority representatives controlled the voting 0.6%
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Local authority representatives performed campaigning on the Election Day 0.4%

The Precinct Election Commissions did not detach the ballot from the bundle 
and did not put the first stamp directly before giving it to the voter

0.3%

The Precinct Election Commissions did not strictly obey to the rules for proxies 
and observers registration and access to the polling stations 

0.3%

The Precinct Election Commissions missed to fill in all the data in the electoral 
rolls

0.1%

The Precinct Election Commissions did attempts to substitute the election results 0.1%

Have any of the following happened to you?

Without answer 0.5%

Yes, you vote under pressure because you are dependent form your employer 0.2%

Yes, you vote under pressure because you are dependent form the local authority 0.2%

Yes, you vote under pressure from local political leader 0.1%

None of the above have happened to me 99.0%
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Have any of the following happened to you on the Election Day?

Yes, you vote for whom you were paid to vote 0.1%

None of these have happened to me 99.6%

Without answer 0.3%
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Why do people accept to vote for payment?

They are pour and need money 53.2%

Because the minorities sustain themselves in this way 36.7%

They have weak political culture 29.1%

Anybody would accept if was proposed 28.3%

This is an established practice in Bulgaria 23.2%

The voting is confidential, they accept money and vote for whom they decided to 22.5%

It does not matter for whom you vote, it is better to receive some benefit 21.9%

They do not think about future 17.7%

They believe that the next four years they will be robbed, so it is better to receive 
some benefits now

17.3%

They do not know it is a crime 11.6%

They cannot take a decision for whom to vote 9.6%

Other 0.5%

I do not know 4.3%

Who is responsible for election violations?

Political parties, because they are interested only in results rather than in honesty 
of the election process 

49.5%

Criminal organizations, which in this way buy power 15.8%

Citizens themselves, because they do not stand for their rights 7.5%

Certain candidates, who are used to achieve their goals nevertheless the 
circumstances 

6.2%

The government, because of the weak organization of the elections 5.7%
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The Ministry of Interior, because of its ineffective work to prevent and disclose 
vote-buying and pressure on voters

4.7%

The Central Election Commission, because it does not ensure proper training to 
the election commissions members

1.1%

The District Election Commissions, because they did not react adequately 
enough to all signals and appeals

1.0%

The Precinct Election Commissions, because they did not obey strictly to the 
rules 

0.7%

The mayors/local administration, because of the insufficient information about 
changes in the electoral rolls and election sections  

0.4%

Other 0.6%

I do not know 14.5%

Смятате ли, че институциите подготвиха добре изборите?

Да 39.8%

Не 26.5%

Не мога да преценя 33.7%
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In your opinion, which of the following sources have major weight/meaning regarding this year pre-
election campaign financing?

Resources from companies close to certain party 32.9%

The parties themselves 32.8%

Close to the parties business groups from the grey economy 31.8%

Resources form municipal and state companies 8.2%

The candidate members of parliament themselves 7.3%

Close to certain party media 5.9%

Donations from citizens 2.8%

I do not know 23.5%
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Do you have any doubts that the elected members of parliament would be independent from those, 
who had financed their pre-election campaign? 

Definitely yes 40.4%

Rather yes 32.6%

Rather no 2.8%

Definitely no 3.1%

I do not know 21.1%
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