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ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION (OSCE)

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, also known asthe Hel Sinki process, tracesits
origintothesigning of theHelsinki Final ActinFinland on August 1, 1975, by theleadersof 33 European
countries, theUnited Statesand Canada. Sincethen, itsmembership hasexpanded to 55, reflecting the breskup
of the Soviet Union, Czechodovakia, and Yugodavia (TheFedera Republic of Yugodavia, Serbiaand Mon-
tenegro, hasbeen suspended Snce 1992, leaving thenumber of countriesfully participating a 54.) Asof January
1, 1995, theforma nameof theHelsinki processwas changed to the Organi zation for Security and Cooperation
inEurope (OSCE).

TheOSCEisengagedin dandard sttinginfid dsincduding military security, economicand environmental
cooperation, and human rightsand humanitarian concerns. In addition, it undertakesavariety of preventive
diplomecy initiaivesdesgned to prevent, manageand resolveconflict withinand among the participating States.

TheOSCE hasitsmain officein Vienna, Austria, whereweekly meetingsof permanent representativesare
held. Inaddition, gpecidized seminarsand mestingsareconvened invariousl ocationsand periodic consultations
among Senior Officids, Ministersand Headsof Stateor Government areheld.

ABOUT THE COMMISSION (CSCE)

The Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), adso known as the Helsinki
Commission, isaU.S. Government agency created in 1976 to monitor and encourage compliance with
the agreements of the OSCE.

The Commission consistsof ninemembersfromthe U.S. House of Representatives, nine members
from the U.S. Senate, and one member each from the Departments of State, Defense and Commerce.
The positions of Chair and Co-Chair are shared by the House and Senate and rotate every two years,
when anew Congress convenes. A professional staff assists the Commissionersin their work.

To fulfill its mandate, the Commission gathers and disseminates information on Helsinki-rel ated
topics both to the U.S. Congress and the public by convening hearings, issuing reports reflecting the
views of the Commission and/or its staff, and providing information about the activities of the Helsinki
process and events in OSCE participating States.

At the same time, the Commission contributes its views to the general formulation of U.S. policy
on the OSCE and takes part in its execution, including through Member and staff participation on U.S.
Delegations to OSCE meetings as well as on certain OSCE bodies. Members of the Commission have
regular contact with parliamentarians, government officials, representatives of non-governmenta orga-
nizations, and private individuals from OSCE participating States.



PARLIAMENTARY AND PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS
INANINDEPENDENT CROATIA
August 2, 1992

PREFACE

Thisreport isbased on thefindings of a staff member of the Commission on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe (the Helsinki Commission) who visited Croatia fromJuly 30 -- August 4, 1992, to observe
the August 2 elections for president and for parliamentary seats in that country. These were the first
electionsin Croatia sincethisformer congtituent republic of the now defunct Socialist Federal Republic
of Yugodavia achieved international recognition as an independent state, and became a member of the
United Nations and a participant in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).

During the course of the visit, the Commission staff met with member s of the Election Commission
of Croatia, other Croatian Government officials, representatives of several political parties fielding
candidates, and journalists. On election day, the staff observed the voting and the counting of ballots
whilevisiting many polling stationsin and around Zagreb, the Croatian capital, aswell asin the much-
damaged town of Karlovac. After the eections, the Commission staff remained in Croatia to attend
several post-election press conferences and to examine immediate post-el ection devel opments.

Other sourcesused for thisreport includethe Croatian press, trand ations of that press provided by
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service and private contacts, U.S and European press articles,
Radio Free Europereports, previous Commission reports, and materials provided by the Election Com
mission of Croatia and by the Department of State.

The Commission staff who observed the eections would like to thank the American Consulate in
Zagreb, which has recently been elevated to an Embassy, and the U.S Department of Sate for their
assistance in organizing the visit and providing background information on the political and economic
situation in Croatia leading up to the elections.

SUMMARY

*  OnAugust 2,1992, Croatiaheld eectionsfor the position of President of the Republic aswel| asfor
seetsintheHouse of Representatives, oneof two chambersin Croatias™ Sabor,” or Assembly. These
werethe second multi-party electionsin Croatiasince 1990, when dternative politica partiesfirst
competed for power. They were, however, thefirs snce Croatiaproclameditsef anindependent Sate
in 1991, and achievedinternationa recognition assuchin 1992, following theviolent disintegration of
Yugodavia

*  Incumbent Franjo Tudjman easily won afirst-round victory among afield of eight presidentia candi-
dates. Hisparty, theruling Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), dsowonjust over hdf of theparliamen-
tary seetsdlocated in proportiontovotesfor thelisgtsof 17 parties, and avery largenumber of the seets
desgnatedfor particular dectord didricts Thisresult dlowstheHDZ toformanew government done
rather thanin coditionwith other parties. A shifttothefar right, whichmany feared, did not materidize.



Despiteanumber of open questions, thed ectionresultslikdy reflect thelegitimatechoiceof Crodtias
voting population. At thesametime, thed ectionsdemondirated di sgppointingly littledemocratic progress
in Croatiasince 1990. Detracting most fromthed ectionswasthelack of seriouseffort by theauthorities
toindtill confidenceinthedectord system, followed by the perceived palitical mativationinscheduling
themin August. Thedectionsd so reved ed someshortcomingsonthepart of theoppostion, induding
alack of coordinated effort to ensurethat they were conducted fredy andfairly.
Croatiahasawestern-oriented, well educated and sophisticated society which provideabasisfor
democratic government. Decadesof communist ruleand afiercenationdismlinked to Croatiassearch
for independence have, at the sametime, unleashed societd trendscontrary to democratic devel op-
ment.

The context inwhich these d ectionstook place wasa so complicated by the conflict in Croatiathat
beganinearnest in July 1991 asmilitantsamong thedienated ethnic-Serb popul ation of Croetia, with
theencouragement of the Serbianleadershipin Belgradeand thehd p of the Yugod av military, demon-
drated violently their oppositiontotherepublic'sindependence. After severehuman casudties, popula:
tion digplacement and destruction, the conflict generaly endedin January 1992 withaU.N. negotiated
ceasefirethat included the deployment of U.N. protection forceson much of Croatiasterritory.

A new condtitution and growing stability argued for holding new € ections. Despite opposition com-
plaintsthat August wasnot an gppropriatetimefor € ections, President Tudjman scheduled themwith
thelikely caculation that hisparty stood itsbest chancesinaquick eection beforegrowing economic
hardship and pressurefor genuine democrati zati on replaced thejoys of independence and renewed
pesce.

Duringthecampaign period, 29 palitica partiesfid ded candidates. They faced nomgor difficultiesin
organizingrdliesand digributing therr literaturetothepublic. At thesametime, the Croatian mediawas
only moderately free, with televison and radio broadcastsmuch less so than newspapersandjourndss.
Only toward theend of the campaign did themediaseemto openup fully.

Thedated objectiveinorganizing thee ectionswasto befar andimpartia toal contending parties. At
thesametime, thedectora procedureswerenot asfully satisfactory asthey easily could have been,
rasing suspicionsof anintent tomanipulatetheresults However, opposition palitica partiesconsdered
the processsufficiently fair for them to compete. They a so had the opportunity to have observers
present at polling Sationsand € ection commissonsoneection day.

Accordingtoaconditutiona law onthemetter, Croatiasnationd minoritiesenjoy certainrightsregard-
ingtheir representationin governmenta bodies. Ethnic Serbs, theonly large minority withsome 12
percent of the popul ation, were guaranteed agreater number of seetsinthenew Sabor thanal other
minoritiescombined, but, unlikethesmaller minorities, no dectionswereheldinwhich ethnic Serbs
aonecould chosether representatives. Thiswasviewed asdiscriminatory treatment of the Serbian
minority, despitegpparently small Serbian participationinthedections.

Bdlloting on dection day wasorderly, despitetheenormouscomplicationscauised by the conflict and
questionsaf citizenshipand voter digibility inanewly independent country. Therewerefew complaints
inregardtotheway inwhichthevoting and counting werecarried out, though severd isolated prob-
lemswerereported and the security of balotscast by voters abroad wasaconstant concern.



» Despitethesefaults holding dectionsmight well havebeen awatershed for Croatia. Problemsinthat
country'sdemocratic devel opment weregiven closer scrutiny, and public concernscan now shift from
therecent past to future progpects. Thewinnerscould view their easy win asamandatefor continuing
current policies, largely viewed asnationdigtic and insufficiently democratic. However, thefar right's
poor performance couldlessen pressureon the HDZ to show itsnationalist colorsand permit greeter
democratic development. Thebehavior of HDZ |eadersto datefavorsthe statusquo intheshort run,
but domestic and internationd pressure could both encouragemoresignificant democratic reformthan
hasbeen seenthusfar.

BACKGROUND

Geography, Demography and History of Croatia. Croatiaislocated in south-central Europe, withan
Adriatic coadlineof morethan 1,000 milesand borderswith Sovenia, Hungary, Serbia, BosniaHercegovina
and Montenegro. Whileit now exigsasanindependent sate, thebas sfor itsexistencewithinitscurrent borders
derivesfromthe 1974 Condtitution of the now-defunct Socidist Federa Republic of Yugodavia, whichlisted
Croatiaasoneof Sx condtituent republics(theathersbeing Serbia,® Bosnia-Hercegovina, Sovenia, Macedonia
and Montenegro). Thecapitd of CroatiaisZagreb, acity of Some950,000inhabitants. Split, Rijekaand Ogjek
follow Zagrebingze, with 150-200,000 inhabitantseach.

Whileitissmdler inareathanthestateof West Virginia, Croatiasboomerang-shapesretchesacrossthree
principa geographicand climatic regions. Firgt, thereistherdatively flat region of Savoniaoccupyingthe
northern and eastern partsof the country, which hasalargely continental climate. Stretching fromthelstrian
Peninsulainthenorthto Damatiainthesouthisacoagtd region, whichhasaMediterranean climate. In between
thesetwo regionsisthemountainousregion of centra Crodtia

Croatiascurrent population of 4.76 millionisfairly diverse, with 78 percent ethnically Croat and 12
percent ethnicaly Serb. Thereared so sizable populationsof Mudim Savs, Hungarians, Itdians, Albanians,
Czechs, Sovaksand Ukrainians. Two percent of the popul ation cong stsof peoplecong deringthemsdavestobe
ethnic Yugodavs, many thelikdy result of mixed marriages

TheSouth Savsmoved into theBakan regionsfrom thenorth during thesecond hdf of thefirst millennium
A.D., where geography and foreign occupationsover time caused their subdivisioninto the Croats, Serbs,
Sovenesand other nationdities. Of particular importanceto thedifferentiation anongthemwasthedividingline
established beforether arriva between the Eastern and Western Roman Empires, which geographicaly split
modern Yugodaviain half. The Slavstothewest, the Croatsand Slovenes, eventually adopted the Roman
Cahdlicfath, theLatin script and theinfluencesof Frankishruleasaresult. Thosetotheeed, indudingthe Serbs
and Macedonians, adopted the Eastern Orthodox faith, the Cyrillic script and theinfluences of Byzantium.

Thesediffering culturd outlookswerefurther accentuated by thelaer divison of the Balkansbetweenthe
Ottoman and the Austro-Hungarian Empires. It wasduring thisperiod that the present-day Mudim Savsof
Bosnia-Hercegovina, under Ottoman control, converted to Idam. It wasa so during thisperiod that ethnic

1. Two autonomous provinces, Kosovo and Vojvodina, are within the Serbian republic and had, according to
the 1974 Constitution, afederal status aswell as considerable autonomy. In 1990, the Serbian Government revoked the
autonomy of these two provinces, and the large Albanian popul ation of Kosovo has since sought to break completely
from Serbia
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Sarbs flesing Ottoman encroachments, settled on Croatianterritory withinthe Austro-Hungarian Empire Most
of these Serbs settled a ong the frontier, where they weretreated well by the Habsburgsinreturn for their
defending theborder from Turkish advances.

Withthecollgpseof both empiresfollowing their defeat in World Wer |, Croatiaand other regionsinhab-
ited by South Savic peoplesjoined an aready independent Serbiato formtheKingdom of Serbs, Croatsand
Sovenes later renamed Yugodavia. Increasing centrdization by Belgrade, however, encouraged anti-Serbian
sentiment in Croatia, which gained someautonomy in 1939. Yugod avia, however, wascompletely dismem-
bered during World Wer 11. Croatiaachieved nomina independenceasafascist datethat severdly persecuted
itsSerbian, Gypsy and Jewish popul ations, including through masskillings, deportations, forced conversons,
andinternment in camps. Such atrocities caused Serbsto swell theranksof theresistance, especidly that of
communist Partisansunder Josip Broz Tito. Titoliberated and reunified Yugodavia, and Serbstook adispropor-
tionateshareof important postionsin Croatiaonceit wasagan under Belgrade'scontrol.

Titowasableto maintainthe country'sunity, and independencefrom Soviet control, through acombination
of genuine popularity, reformed communism and economic progresson theonehand, and centralized power and
repressvemeasures, especidly againgt nationdist dissent, ontheother. Thepurgeof Croatian nationdistsand
libera sduringthefalled Croatian Spring of 1971 ledtothevirtud disappearancecf avisbleCroatiannationdism
until well after Tito'sdeath. Similarly, checkswere placed on Serbiato prevent it fromagain dominating the
Yugodav date. At thesametime, theopening of Yugodaviatothe West benefitted Croatiaeconomicaly, espe-
cdlyinthedeve opment of tourismaongthe Adriatic coadt. It d so alowedincreased opportunitiesfor resdents
of Croatig, asfor dl Yugodavs, to establishand maintain contactswith foreigners.

After Tito'sdegthinearly 1980, palitical power in Yugodaviawasspread anong thesix condituent repub-
licsand provincesin such away that none, intheory, could cometo dominatethe otherswithinthefederation.
Higtorica mistrust, however, ultimately led to disputesamong them over thefuturepalitica courseof thecountry,
withapardld resurgenceinnationalism, ethnic srifeand separatist sentiment. Thiswasexacerbated by growing
economicdifficulties induding unemployment, austerity measuresbrought on by alargeforeigndetat, and hyper-
inflation. Soveniaand Croatiaweredready sgnificantly better off economically than the othersand became
increasingly S0, adding to disagreement over thegeneration and ditribution of the country’swedth. Meanwhile,
Sobodan Milosevic, riding anincreasing tide of Serbian nationaismfocusing on Albani an-inhabited Kosovo,
eevaedintheranksof Serbiaspaliticad sysem promisngtorestoredl that Tito had dlegedly takenaway from
thelargest of Yugodavidsrepublics.

1990-1992: Yearsof Transformation, Conflict and Independence. While Yugodavia-- consdered at
thetimethebest that coul d beexpected of acommunist country -- wasgrappling withthesedifficulties, theEadt-
Centra European countriesof the Warsaw Pact werethe sceneof revolutionary political developmentsin 19838
and 1989. Pressuresfor democratizationwerefeltin Yugodaviaaswdl, andwere, infact, viewed asapossible
answer tothepalitica crisisdevel opinginthecountry. However, thereformist and independent character of
Yugodav communissmedethem|essvul nerablethan their counterpartsinne ghboring countrieswho depended
on Soviet support. Moreover, growing nationaism made democratic devel opment possibleonly at therepublic,
not thefederd, leve, especidly after thed |- Yugodav L eagueof Communistscollapsedin December 1989. As
aresult, theeconomicaly advanced northern republicsmoved infront of thewaveof sweeping politica reform
intheregion, whileothersinthefederationfdl increasingly behindit.



Theboldinitiativestoward gregter opennessand paliticd plurdismtaken by Soveniaduringthisperioddid
muchto stimulatealiberaization movementin Croatia, still tempered by Tito'scrackdownin 1971. Neither
cons dered themselvesaslocated squarely in nor historically looking toward the Balkans, but rether Central
Europe, and democracy increasingly became synonymouswith sovereignty, independenceandintegrationin
Europe. Soon after Soveniahdd, in April 1990, thefirst multi-party e ectionsin post-War Yugodavia, Croatia
didthesame. TheL eagueof Communistsof Croatia, renamed the Party of Democratic Changes, wasousted by
anaiondig blocled by the Croatian Democratic Union ("HDZ" in Croatian) ind ectionsthat were conducted
generally inafair and open manner, abeit with problemson el ection day duelargely to inexperiencewith
competitivedections Thenew HDZ parliament sdlecteditsleader, Franjo Tudjmean, astherepublic'spresident.

Intheaftermath of thed ections, therd ationship between the Croatian mgority and theethnic Serbminor-
ity of therepublic'spopulation polarized S gnificantly.® Thenew Croatian Government embarked onanationdist
program calingfor Croatian sovereignty inwhat would be, a most, alooseconfederd arangementin Yugoda
via Indoing 50, it ignored the concernsand sengitivitieswithin certain segmentsof therepublic'slargeethnic-
Serb population, which retained the strong memories of what theindependent fasci st state of Croatiahad done
during World War [1. Symbol sreminiscent of wartime Croatiasfascist Satewererestored, and the history of
that period beganto bereinterpreted in many quarters. Ethnic-Serb authorities, especialy withinthepolice
forces, werequickly replaced. Thisproduced an anti-Serbianimagefor thenew government despiteitsclam
that it wasmerely addressing the problemaleged by Tudjman during thecampaignthat ethnic Serbs, comprising
12 percent of the popul ation, accounted for 45 percent of the peoplerunning things' in Croatia

Serbidsdill communist regime, led by President S obodan Milosevic, took full advantageof thisstuation
by ingtigating leadersof the Serbian community in Croatiatoincreased militancy for the purposesof establishing
a"Greater Serbid’ under thebanner of seeking to preservethefederated Yugodav state. Indeed, itislikely that
Milosavicwould have sought to agitatethe sengtivitiesof ethnic Serbsin Croatiaregardlessof the measures
taken by the Croatian Government; the onesthat weretaken only madeit easier. Militancy wasespecially
evidentintheheavily Serb region known asKrginasurrounding thecity of Knin, which proclameditsown
autonomy and sought to separatefrom Croatiato remaininaunified Yugodav saewith Serbia. Serbianroad-
blockswereformed, and violence eruptedin several locdlities between resident Serbsand Croatian forces
during the remainder of 1990 and into 1991. In the meantime, Croatia proceeded with its movestoward
independence, adoptingin December 1990 anew condtitution and holding areferendum onindependencein
May 1991.

Following anill fated attempt to determinethe Yugod av federation'sfuturethrough negotiationstaking
placein pardle with these devel opments, acivil war beganin earnest after the June 25, 1991, declarationsof
independenceby Soveniaand Crodtia. The Yugodav military, withitsown, separateagendabut under increes-
ing Serbian control inBelgrade, attempted but failed totake control of Soveniaby force. It later joined Serbian
militantsfightingin Croatia. European Community (EC) mediationwaslargey invain. Over onedozen ceasdfire
agreementswere negotiated by EC envoy and former British Foreign Secretary Lord Carrington, or by the
Dutch Presdency of the EC; these effortsmay havekept fighting from soreading even more quickly but were
largely ignored by local combatants, despite depl oyment of aEuropean Monitoring Missionto observecompli-

2. For details on the Serbian community in Croatiain the year following Croatia's multi-party elections, see:
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, "Serbsin Croatia," Minority Rights: Problems Parameters and
Patternsin the CSCE Context, June 1991, pp. 129-138.



ance.® Thefighting finally subsided in January 1992 in what could best be called afragileand occasiondly
broken peace under aceasefireagreement mediated by United Nationsenvoy CyrusVance, whichincludedthe
deployment of U.N. Protection Forces(UNPROFOR) in severd regionsof Croatia By thetimeof thisagree-
ment, an estimated 10,000 were dead, 700,000 peopleweredisplaced from their homes, reportsof atrocities
abounded, and many townsand citiesthroughout Croatia, epecidly inthe Savonian and Damatian regionsof
Croatia, were severdly damaged or destroyed.

The continuation of thefighting over such along period of timediminated any hopefor maintaininga
Yugodav federation, and, after much internationa squabbling, Croatianindependencewasrecognized, along
withthat of Sovenia, by most of theworld during thefirst monthsof 1992. Unlike Sovenia, however, toobtain
recognition by the European Community -- which generaly hastakentheleadin recognizing or not recognizing
former Yugodav republics-- Croatiahad to provideassurances on the protection of humanrightsand funda:
mentd freedoms, especidly thoseof nationd minorities, whichitinevitably did through theadoption of aconsti-
tutiona law onthemaiter.® Both Croatiaand Soveniawereabletojointhe United Nationsand the Conference
on Security and Cooperationin Europe (CSCE) later intheyear.

Atthesametime, the ceasefireagreement | eft significant portionsof Croatianterritory effectively out of
Zagreb'scontrol. Moreover, thefighting uprooted alarge portion of therepublic'scivilian population, forcing
themto moveto safer partsof Croatiaor abroad. Meanwhile, asthefighting intensifiedin neighboring Bosnia-
Hercegovina, hundredsof thousandsof refugeesfrom that republic strained Croatian resourcesto the point that
by July the authorities announced that they could take no more and would thereforetransit them to other
countries. Combined with alack of genuineeconomic reform (madevirtudly impossibleduring thecourseof a
war), thedifficultiesinde-linking the Croatian economy fromthat of theother Yugod av republics, andtheheavy
physica destruction, theconflict caused aseriousdeteriorationineconomicwell-being.

Thesefactors inturn, degply affected Croatidspolitical deve opment. Many Croatian citizenswerecritica
of theoverly nationditic tendenciesof the HDZ from the beginning, and morelibera parties, trouncedinthe
1990 d ections, neverthe essmaintained their support. M oreimportant, however, wasthefact that many others,
supposedly thoseinthewar zonesin particul ar, felt Zagreb had abandoned them and therefore supported more
militant and right-wing politica forces. It wasdifficult, prior tothedections, to determinewheremore Croatian
citizensstood, but it wasclear that the polarization of palitica viewsnorma to ademocratic systemwascon-
drained by the preservation of unity during thewar and, afterwards, supporting independence asthe causefor
whichit hadto befought. To proclaim viewsdeemed " Yugodav" waspoalitically dangerousif not suicidd,, for
example, especidly as"Yugodav" becameincreasingly synonymouswith " Serbian.” On net, theeffectsof the
war on Croatian politics seemed favorableto thefar-right and, not unexpectedly, hampered the short-term
prospectsfor increased plurdiam.

3. For adescription of the European Community attemptsto halt the fighting in Croatia, see the testimony of
Ambassador Dirk Jan van Houten in; Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, Hearing on the Yugoslav
Republics: Prospectsfor Peace and Human Rights, February 5, 1992, pp. 8-13.

4. 1n December 1991, the European Community established four pointsto be used as criteriafor deciding which
Yugoslav republics should be recognized asindependent states, two of which had strong human rights elements. Of the
four republics considered in January 1992 -- Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-hercegovinaand Macedonia-- only thefirst and
thelast were viewed as meeting those conditions. Recognition of Macedoniawas neverthel ess bl ocked by Greece, while
Germany successfully |obbied for recognition of Croatiawith new assurances by President tudjman that minority rights
would be respected.



Mutudly reenforcing theeffectsof thewar weredemocraticaly suspect factionsof therulingHDZ, anti-
communistintheir rhetoric but withapolitica outlook shaped by decadesof communist rule. Indeed, many were
former communists, and some, including President Franjo Tudjman and Justice Minister Viadimir Seks, had
earlier runafoul of thecommunist |eadership and persondly suffered under it, adding avengeancefactor toHDZ
policies. Withtheir nationdist outlook, they acted inmany wayslikecommunistsasthey purged mid- and high-
levd officdadswhowerenct loyd totheHDZ intherepublic'sgovernment andinmany loca governments, aswell
asinmuchof themedia Asoneforeignvisitor noted a thetimeof thedections, Croatiaseemed still toberunby
aparty and not by agovernment. At thetime of the eections, it was hard to discern the degree to which
democratic development in Croatiawas understandably stunted by thewar and thedegreetowhichtheHDZ
would havekept itin check anyway.

Inany event, Croatian soci ety wassufficiently open and pluraisticto create pressurefor new dectionsin
Croatia Asanew statewith anew condtitution, such eectionsweredesired much earlier, but they clearly were
impossibleduring thecourseof theconflict. AstheU.N. ceasefireagreement wasviewed asincreasingly steble,
thispressurewasrenewed, especidly asopposition partiesto bath theleft and right of theruling HDZ grew more
critica of current policies. For gpparently politica reasons, theHDZ resisted these pressuresat firgt, but then, on
June24, 1992, eectionsfor President and for seatsin the House of Representatives of anew Croatian Sabor
wereannounced. Thedecisonfor eectionsat thistimeseemedto be, in part, aresponseto the pressuresof the
oppositionaswdl ashy foreign actorswanting to quicken the pace of democratic developmentsin Croatia. In
part, however, thedecison seemed to behighly political. By setting e ectionsfor August, an amost unprec-
edented act in Europe, theHDZ government hoped to catch Croatian voters, totheextent they werenot focused
onthesummer holiday season, inatrangtory state, from crediting the current HDZ government for thelong-
awaited and newly gained independence, to blamingit for their growing economicwoes.

THEELECTIONS

TheElectionInfrastructure. Thebasisfor the August 2 dectionsweretwo € ectionlawsadopted by the
Sabor onApril 9, 1992, and brought into effect by President Tudjman six dayslater. Thefirst law regardsthe
election of the Presdent of theRepublic, and the second, thed ection of representativesto the Sabor. Intermsof
polling, thetwo electionsweretreated separately. Also relevant to the el ectionswerelawsregarding such
mattersasnationa minority rights, citizenship, theregistration of politica partiesand thecrestion of electord
didricts

Contested Seats. Themost visible seet being contested in the Croatian € ectionswasobvioudy thet of the
republic'sPresdent, whoseterm of officeisset at fiveyears. Any Croatian citizen 18 yearsof ageor older was
eligibletorunfor President and wasplaced onthebal ot if nominated by oneof themain politica partiesor a
petitionwas submitted whichindicated the support of at least 10,000 voters. Eight candidateswerelistedonthe
ballot, and therewereno reportsof problemswith theregistration process. If noneof the candidateswereto
achieveamgority of thevotescadt, arun-off race between thetwo top candidateswould be held two weeks
|ater.

Also being contested were 124 or more seatsfor the Sabor'sHouse of Representatives, tobeheldfor a
four-year term. Electionswere not scheduled for the other, smaler chamber of the Sabor, the House of Prov-
inces, duetothewar leaving many provincesout of Zagreh'scontrol. Oppaosition partiescomplaned about this,
askingwhy the August 2 d ectionscoul d not have been postponed until dl seatscould becontested. Intheir view,
theanswer liedinthebdief thet, by theend of theyear, theHDZ would havel ogt asufficient amount of itspopular
support and, therefore, d sothed ections. Government officid smaintained, ontheother hand, that it wasbest to
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proceed with el ectionsunder the new congtitution now that it waspossible, abeit only inpart, and that asa
practical matter the House of Representativesisthemoreimportant of thetwo chambersand canfunctionasthe
full Sabor until suchtimethat additiona eectionscould behed.

TheHouseof Representatives seatswere contested using both the proportiona and themgority e ectora
sysems. Sixty wered ected fromtheproportiond system, inwhichthe17 politica partiesobtainingtherequisite
5,000 or moresignaturesfor their 60-candidate party lists participated. Seatswould beassignedtoindividuas
asindicated onthelistsin proportionto thevotesrece ved by each party that obtained at | east three percent of
thetotal number of votes. Another 64 seatswere €l ected by the majority system, with about 624 eligible
candidates-- thosefrom oneof 26 partiesor the 31 independent candidatesthat obtained at least 400 Sgnatures
on petitions-- runninginoneof the60 dectord districtsestablished,® or for oneof thefour seatsestablished for
thesmaller nationd minoritiesin Croatia. The candidate with thelargest number of voteswould bethewinner
regardlessof whether heor sheobtained amgority of thetotd votescadt. In other words, therewereno run-offs
planned for the House d ection except in arareinsance when therewoul d beatiefor themaost votesor where
therewereirregulaitiesthat wouldinvaidatetheresults.

Asareault of thissystem, each voter would be given two ball otsthat were the same throughout the
republic, oneligting theeight presidentia candidatesand theother the 17 parties, in each casebeing asked to
voteonly for one. They would dsobegiven onebdl ot ligting the candidetesfor their respectivedectord digtrict
or, if gpplicable, minority, which thereforevaried throughout therepublic. Thenumber of candidatesonthese
ball otsranged between six and 16 individuasfor thedectord didtricts, and three candidateseach for thefour
minority ballots

Minority Representation. Therepresentation of thenationa and ethnic minoritieswasthemost confusing
agpect of thisprocedure. Thefour seatsfor thesmdller nationa minoritiesweredivided asfollows onesegt each
for theltdian and the Hungarian minorities, oneseet representing both the Czech and the Sovak minorities, and
onesext for Ruthenian, Ukrainian, Germanand Audtrianminorities. Specid dectord didrictswereestablishedin
minority-inhabited regionsfor thispurpose, with balotsin thelanguageof therespectiveminorities.

According tothe congtitutiona law on minorities, however, minority groupscondituting lessthan eight
percent of thetotal population of Croatiaarecollectively entitled tofivemembersinthe House of Representa
tives, meaning that one additional person listed asamember of one of theseminoritieshad to beelected or
sdectedfromaparty ligt, increasing theoveral number of seatsintheHouse. Article 71 of the Croatian Condti-
tution permitted this, tipul ating that thetota number of representativesintheHouse could range between 100
and 160 seats. The assigned seats would be distributed in order of thetotal proportiona vote each party
received.

For minoritiescondituting morethan e ght percent of Croatiaspopulation-- inpractice, meaning only the
Serbianminority -- the congtitutiona law providesfor representationinthe House proportiond tothat for the
populationasawhole With Serbscongtituting 11-12 percent of therepublic'spopul ation, thismeansthat, based
on 120 seatsasdtipulatedinthedectionlaw, at least 13 seatsshould beheld by ethnic Serbs. Unlikethesmaller
minorities, however, therewereno e ectionsfor oneor more seetsdesignated for ethnic Serbsusing themgority
Sygem.

5. The electoral districts or unit -- "izborna jedinica" in Croatian -- should not be confused with the 102
administrative districts -- "opcine" -- into which Croatiais al so divided.
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Thiscomplex formulationraisesanumber of questionsregarding fair trestment of thevariousnationd and
ethnicminorities. The Serbian PeoplesParty (SNS), for example, argued that it wasunfair -- andinviolation of
the condtitutiond law -- for selected seetsassgned tothesmaler minoritiesto havetheir own dections, whileno
eectionswerehed specificdly for the Serbian minority. Thismeant that, whilethesma ler minoritieswould eect
their own representatives, the Serbian minority would haveno candidateschosen by ethnic Serbsadone. While
givingthesmdler minoritiesthisprivilegecould bejudtified asaway to ensurethat thefive-seat minimumwas
fairly divided between them, ethnic Serbswereneverthe essdenied thesameprivilegeof being thesolevotersfor
oneor morerepresentatives, evenif, intheend, amuch larger number of ethnic Serbswereguaranteed seatsin
theHouse.

Thislater acocommodation, moreover, wasnot satisfactory to SNSleaders, becauseit meant that, havingto
competewithdl other groups, including themgority Croets, they wouldlikely not reech thethree percent hurdle
for proportiond representation (they did not runinthemg ority-sest races). Epecialy whenthe potentia for a
low ethnic Serbian voter turnout istakeninto account,® thismeant that most and possibly al ethnic Serbian
membersof theHousewould befrom partiesother thantheir own. Sucharesult, SNSleadersargued, violated
thecondtitutiond law onminoritiesinthat ethnic Serbsrepresenting other politica partiesby definitionwerenct
representing their minority; they damed that only an ethnically based party such asther own coulddothat. This
argumentismuchlessconvincinginthatit calsfor agpecid privilegeto beprovidedtoaparty, not aminority, and
it assumesthat ethnic Serbsdo not havetheright tointegratethemsalvesinto Croatian society but mustremaina
segregated group. Moreover, asapractica matter the candidatesfor thefour smaler minority seatswerenot
membersof ethnically based but the mainstream Croatian parties. Had it been otherwise, however, politica
partiesrepresenting theexclusveinterestsof ethnic Hungarians, Itdiansor theother smaler minoritieswould
have had abetter chancefor aseat because of the specid dectionsheld for them.

Toanextent, it could beargued thet the Serbian minority waslimited mosily by therefusal of somany of its
membersto accept thenotion of anindependent Croatia, and thedecision of someof themtoresort toviolence
asaresult. Thisisprobably true, but it could beequally argued that those Serbswilling to participateinthe
political system of anindependent Croatiawere discriminated against because of their militant brethren by
denying them specid dectionsaswasdonefor theother, smaller minorities. Thesmall percentageof Serbsin
Croatiawho wereexpected to votewoul d havemademaking al Serbian seetssubject to such dectionsimprac-
ticd, butit could havedtill been donefor some. A smdler but till important questioniswhy, assuming it was
aright toaccord somerepresentation to Someminarities, ethnic Roma, Mudims, Albanians, Sovenesand Jews
werenot accorded thisprivilegeaswell, especialy since someof thesegroupswere specificdly citedinthe
Croatian Condtitution.

Ultimatdly, theanswersto these questionsand the vdidity of the SNScomplantsarebased onwhether the
conditutiond law onminoritiesisfar inthefirs place. For example, whileit saysthat therepresentativesof the
smdler minoritiesareobliged to protect theinterestsof their condtituencies, thisprovision doesnot gpply tothe
larger, i.e., Serbian, minority. Morebroadly, even the bas ¢ gpproach the Croatian Government hastaken -- and
was, infact, encouraged to take by the European Community with thespecificaim of protecting minority rights

6. According to Milorad Pupovac of the Serbian Democratic Forumin Croatia, 400,000 Serbs either joined the
separatist rebellion, remained in occupied areas or left Croatia, |eaving only about 200,000 able to vote. Asquoted in:
Andrej Gustinic, "Croatia Readies for Election but Dodges Tough Questions,” Reuters Information Service Newswire,
August 1, 1992.



-- may not actudly bethe most gppropriate one. Regardless, theinability of Serbsto choose Serbian represen-
tativesinthe Sabor by themsel ves, whilethesmaller minoritiescould, ssemstorai sequestionsof fairness, even
if thelarger number of Serbian seetsrdativeto thesesmaler groupsistakeninto account.

Election Commissionsand Polling Stations. To carry out the el ections, athree-tiered apparatuswas
established by thedectionlaw. At thetopisthefive-person El ection Commission of Croatia, responsiblefor
carryingout thedectionsgenerdly, ind uding direct respongibility for organizing thed ectionsaoroad, thepublica:
tion of ingtructionsfor thelower-level bodiesand theannouncement of theresults. Directly below therepublic's
Election Commission arethethree-person € ection committeesfor each of the 60 dectora didtrictsthroughout
Croatia, respongblefor thedectionswithinther repectivedistricts.

Findly, therearecommitteesat thegpproximatey 6,316 polling Sationsfor thepresdentid dections, and
the 6,545 for the Sabor e ections. Thecommitteescons st of three personsand their deputies, who overseethe
actud bdloting onection day and then count thebd | otsafter thepollsclose, each serving anaverageof 300 but
never morethan 1,500 voters.”) Of these polling stations, closeto 500 werefor the severa hundred thousand
displaced personsfrom areasnow under UNPROFOR control and, therefore, outsdetheir respectivedigtricts.
Thesegtations, divided between the presidentia and Sabor races, wereusuadly staffed by committeesdrawn
from the displaced themseal ves, or thosewho had sometieto the district for which the polling station was
established. Theneed for such extraordinary measuresagain raised questionsastowhy dectionsshould beheld
a thistimeinthefirg place, dthoughwaiting until evenalargenumber of theseindividudscouldreturntother
homewould have postponed the el ectionsfor theforeseeablefutureand, inall likelihood, to the detriment of
democratic progress.

Another 111 polling Sationswere established in 12 other countriesfor presidentia and Sabor voting by
Croatian citizensliving abroad. Whilethese stationswere by law limited to official premisesof the Croatian
Government, in practicechurches, Croatian cultura centersand other locationsweretemporarily " contracted”
by the Government for thispurpose, muchto the concern of opposition partiessuspiciousof thegreet effort that
wasexerted by theauthoritiesto get the votesfrom abroad.

For therepublic's Election Commissionand for each of thedigtrict € ection committees, memberswere
requiredto bejudgesor lawyers. Zlatko Crnic, chief judge of Croatia's Supreme Court, headed therepublic
commission. Polling committee membersdid not haveto havealega background and, in most cases, were
nominated localy and gpproved by thedistrict committee. Somehad previousexperiencein handling thebalot-
ing, but most seemed to be new to thetask.

Atadl threelevds, paliticd party membershipwasprohibited. Rather thandlowing thepalitica partiesto
havetheir in-houserepresentatives on the commissionsand committees, which wasthe casefor many other
electionsin Eagt-Centra Europe (including the 1990 dectionsin Croatia), dection officidsat al levelswere
supposed to beneutra. Theargument madefor thisapproach wasthat thelarge number of political partiesin
Croatia, which, evenif limited only to those partici pating, could not be adequately accommodeated. They there-

7. For the polling stations observed by the Helsinki Commission team, an average of just over 700 voterswere
registered at each station, ranging from 250 to 1350 voters. Visits to several polling stations for displaced persons,
however, could have skewed the average upward as they tended to have the larger numbers of registered voters.
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forewerelimited to observers. Opposition partiesexpressed suspicionsregarding thisarrangement. While
officidshadtoreinquishtiesto politica parties-- aswasa ready the casefor judges-- therewasconcern that
someinformal tieswould continueand biasthedlegedly neutrd participants. Infairness thisbiascanexiginany
country, but inanemerging democracy, theabsence of asystemwith provenimpartidity greatly magnifiesthe
problem and, hence, the burden on the authoritiesto compensatefor it. Inthe case of Croatia, the authorities
wereviewed asfdling shortinthisregard.

Thegreatest difficulty for thed ection apparatuswasthe short period of timebetween theannouncement of
thedectionsand dection day itsdf, which waslessthan six weeks. Thiswaswithintheboundsof thelaw, but it
placed an enormousburden on theorgani zersand the contendersaike.

THEPLAYERS

A total of 58 palitical partieswereregistered in Croatiaat thetime of the elections. Smilar to other
countrieswherethe sudden gppearance of abasisfor democratic devel opment hasled to aplethoraof politica
parties, thelarge number of competing opposition playersin Croatiawasviewed asworking to thegenera
advantageof theruling party. Inthecaseof Croatia, infact, someof theexigting partieswerereportedto have
been offshoots of the HDZ which generate support for HDZ positionsfrom an opposition viewpoint. The
Croatian Party wassingled out asparticularly blatant in thisregard. Combined with the commonality of the
namesof thepartiesandtheover-usedf initids, thepalitical scenewashighly confusng until & leest thefew mgor
partieswere separated from themany minor ones.

Of the 58 parties, half participated inthe e ectionsin oneway or another. Eight fielded candidatesfor
president, inmost casesthe head of the party. Thesameeight parties, aswell aseeven others(threeof which
wereincodlition), submitted atota of 17 listsfor the seatsof the Houseto bedecided by proportiona voting.
Tenadditiond partiesfielded at least onecandidatein theditrict races, dthough threeof thosesubmitting party
ligtsfor theproportiona seatsdid not field candidatesfor mgority seets.

Most of the 29 partiesparticipating inthee ectionshad generd platformsreflecting thethinking of one
segment of Croatia'spolitical spectrum onabroad range of issues. Of these, their nameswereusualy quite
smilar and therefore confusing; morethan half began with theword " Croatian” and ended with " Party™ or
"Union", with"Peoples™ "Peasant's,” "Democratic’ or "Republican” inbetween. Reflecting Croatidsdiveraty,
however, some partieswerenarrower, claiming to represent specific regiona or ethnicinterests. Threeparties
hailed fromthel strian Peninsula, for example, onewasfrom Damatiaand another fromthecity of Rijeka Two
Mudim parties, and one Serbian and one Roma party, also participated. L essthan ten of the 29 partieswere
sgnificant players

Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ). Fromthetimeof itsformationinlate 1989, therulingHDZ had a
clear nationaist orientation, athough, asthebest organized and financed of the opposition partiesformedinthe
cosng monthsof thecommunigt era, it atracted awidevariety of individua swith differentideol ogical outlooks.
Holding them together was Franjo Tudjman, 70, aHDZ founder who was chosen by the Sabor to serveas
President of therepublic. A Partisan during World Wer 11, aYugodav Army genera under Tito, andtwicea
politica prisoner for his"anti-Yugodav" activities, Tudjman hasan educationd backgroundinhistory, andhehas
writtenextensvely on Croatian higtory, stirring controversy a timesfor hissometimesrevisonig viewsof Croatia
during the second world war. Tudjman hasoften been criti cized during Croatiasindependencedrive, including
for dienating ethnic Serbsand othersintherepublic, tactical migudgmentindedingwith Serbiaand responding
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totheconflict, questionabledemocraticingincts, and anindinaiontolead an opulent lifestyleeven ashundreds
of thousandsof Croatian citizensweredisplaced fromtheir homes. Atthesametime, no other palitica figurein
Croatia, fromtheleft or theright, could serioudy chalengethenationaist gpped and leadershipimageof Franjo
Tudjman. Moreover, by August 1992, hecould point to the achievement of indegpendenceand agradud recov-
ery fromthemonthsof violent conflict. Inthissense, Tudjmanbecameaunifyingfigurein Croaian politicsashe
sought election, thistimeinadirect, popular presidentia vote.

Themorethantwo yearsof HDZ rule, moreover, had engbled theparty totakethefullest advantage of the
powersof incumbency. TheHDZ took aconsderableshareof power inloca governmentin Croatia. ASHDZ
loydistsdominated themedia, especidly the state publishing house Vjesnik and televison and radio stations,
reporting increasingly conformed with theruling party'spositions. In many respects, theHDZ grew froma
popular party toapoalitical machine.

Inadditionto running Tudjmanfor redection, the HDZ submitted aparty list for the proportiona seatsas
well as63 candidatesfor the 64 mgjority seat races, morethan any other party. TheHDZ used for thedections
asomewhat ingenuousd ogan with aquestionableclam: "Without theHDZ, youwoul dn't havethefreedomto
vote"

ThePrincipal Challengers. the Croatian Social Liberal Party (HSLS), the Croatian People sParty
(HNS) and the Croatian Party of Rights(HSP). The chief challenger totheHDZ at thetime of theeections
wastheCroatian Socid Liberd Party (HSLS), thefirg dternative party registered oncetheruling communists
permitted alega oppostionin1990. During thee ectionsthat year, theHSL Swaspart of themoderate Codition
for Nationa Understanding that sought to providean dternative both to communismand nationaism but drew
littlesupport on eection day. TheHSL Sleader, Drazen Budisa, 44, wasimprisoned for four yearsand denied
theright totravel abroadfor 19 yearsfor hispaliticd activitiesastheleader of the student movement during the
"Croatian Spring” of 1971. Hisbackground, rdaiveyouth, paliticaly liberal toneand professiond associatesin
the party leadership helped greetly in the HSL S'sfortunes during the campai gn, outpacing other opposition
partiesinthepollsand presenting theonly seriouschalengeto Tudjmaninthepresdentia raceaseectionday
gpproached. Thesesame quditieswereresponsiblefor giving the campaign at least somefocuson Croetias
future, asopposed to the overwhe ming attention givento the conflict of thelast year. TheHSLS, inadditionto
running Budisafor president, submitted aparty list for the proportiond seetsand 60 candidatesfor themgority
seets. Givenhiscleanrecord, theparty ran Budisawiththed ogan, "amantotrug.”

Thechief rival of theHDZ at the outset of the e ection period wasthe Croatian PeoplesParty (HNYS).
Indeed, in challengingtheHDZ, it responded totheHDZ jingle"zna sg' (weknow how) withitsown " zna
bolje" (weknow better). The party wasorganized after the 1990 e ectionsby SavkaDabcevic-Kucar, 69, a
well-known opposition representative during the communist era. She had been CroatiasPremier inthelate
1960sbut wasremoved from the political scenefor her participationinthefailed 1971 liberalization effort.
Indicativeof her popularity, aswell asthelength of her name, wasthe degreetowhich shewasreferredtoas
"Savka' andtheHNSas" Savkasparty” during the campaign. Sheparticipated inthe Codition for Nationa
Undergtanding asanon-party figurebeforefounding theHNS, which hasapoalitica outlook somewhat smilar to
that of theHSL S. Asaresult, HNSand HSL Sseemed to berivasintheir oppositiontotheHDZ, and perhaps
dividedthenon-HDZ portion of Croatiaspoality totheir mutua dissdvantage. TheHSLS, infact, dleged thet it
offered HNSaplanto remove competing candidatesfrom racesto avoid splitting non-HDZ votes. Over time,
theHSL Sovertook the HNSispopularity. In additionto Dabcevic-Kucar, running asthe HNS candidatefor
president, theparty raninthe proportiona racesand fielded 60 candidatesfor themgority-race sets.
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Whilehaving lesssupport thanthe HSL Sand the HNS, theextremeright-wing Croatian Party of Rights
(HSP) becameamagjor player inthat itsstrength wasviewed asindicative of how muchfurther totheright the
Croatian political spectrum had moved since 1990 asaresult of the conflict. The HSPtakesitsnamefromthe
far-right party founded in the mid-19th century from which emanated the Ustase organi zation that, withthe
backing of Hitler and Mussolini, established thefascist independent Croatian statein 1941. Itshead, Dobrodav
Paraga, 31, first becameknown asapalitica prisoner and humanrightsactivigt.

Whileoften cloaking itself with democratic positions, the HSP has called for aCroatiawith expanded
bordersthat wouldincludelarge partsof Bosnia-Hercegovinaand, infact, extend dmost to Belgrade, insharp
contrast totheHSL Sand the HN'S, both of which opposed Tudjman'spaliciestoward BosniaHercegovinato
the extent towhich these policies sought to grab territory from that republic. A number of itsmembershave
adopted the black garb of aneo-fascist group and formed itsown paramilitary units-- the Croatian Defense
Forces-- separatefrom and, in some cases, chdlenging thegovernment'sown military organizationduringthe
courseof theconflict. Their determinationin battlewonthem supportinthewar zonesaswe| asthewrath of the
Croatian Government, whichfirs arrested Paragafor inciting arebel lionand for illegally obtaining wegponshbut
thenrd eased himwhilecontinuing tochargehimwith " spreadingfdserumors” i.e, for ariticdzing thegovernment
for losing the besieged Slavoniantown of Vukovar. Paragahas a so won considerable support from young
people, with someof hiscampagnraliescharacterized asrock concerts. Hehastravelled abroad in recent years
and generated support thereaswell. The HSPran Paragafor president, participated inthe proportiond races
andfielded 54 candidatesfor the 64 mgjority seats. A frequent chant of the HSP hasbeen "za domspremni,”
(ready for thehomeland), an old fascist dogan.

Other Major Participants. Whilethey presented aless serious challengeto the HDZ, severa other
politica partieswereadsovery activeintheeections. The Croatian Democretic Party (HDS) presenteditsheed,
former palitica prisoner Marko Vesdlica, asitspresdentia nominee, submitted alist for proportiond seetsand
52 candidatesfor themgjority seets. Thisparty isconsdered to betotheright of theHDZ, with some support
abroad but not alargefollowing at home. The Croatian Christian Democratic Party (HKDS), oneof severa
Chrigtian Democratic partiesin Croatia, smilarly put forward itshead, Ivan Cesar, for presdent, submitted a
party list for proportional seatsand fielded 51 candidates. The Croatian Peasant's Party (HSS), whose pre-
World War 11 predecessor wasadominating forcein Croatian politics, submitted aparty list and fielded 49
candidatesfor mgority seatsbut did not present apresdentia candidate.

Similar totheHSS, theformer League of Communistsof Crotia, today known asthe Socid Democrétic
Party of Croatia--Party of Democratic Changes(SDP), did not field apresidentia candidate but did runfor
proportiona seatsand 56 mgority seetsinthe House of Representatives. Theparty, whilehaving al thegppear-
ancesof being genuingly reformed asfar back asthe 1990 dections, Hill carried intothed ectionsthe burden of
being thesuccessor totheruling communist party of thepast. Neverthe ess, pointing toitsformer memberswho
now lead severd of theother politicd parties, the SDP could arguetheintegrity of itsmembers, led by Ivica
Racan, who did not hidetheir &ffiliation. Moreover, the SDP coul d beviewed asan attractive opportunity for
ethnic Serbswillingtowork withinthe Croatian politica sysleminthat many wereaready membersandthe
party had neither advocated the break-up of Yugodaviaor taken on nationalist overtones. For these same
reasons, however, the SDPwas not adominant force, although it wasableto rely onits past organizationa
grengthstofield agood number of candidates.
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A party worth noting despitethesmall prospectsfor itssuccesswasthe Serbian PeoplesParty (SNS), led
by Milan Djukic. The SNSfidded aparty list for proportiond seetsbut did not field apresidentia candidatenor
candidatesfor mgority Houseseets. The SNSwastheonly party claiming to represent theinterestsof Serbsin
Croatia The Serbian Democratic Party of Croatia, whichwon five Sabor seatsin 1990, withdrew itsparticipa
tionfrom Croatian palitics Serb-Croat tensonsgrew. Therewererumorsthat the SNSwasactudly subservient
tothe Croatian Government. Giventhecivil conflictin Croatiaanditsroot causes, of course, any collaboration
by Serbswiththe Croatian palitica system could easily lend credenceto such rumors, but SNSofficid sdid not
expresssatisfaction with official Croatian postionsontheédectionsor generdly asfar asthey affected ethnic
Serbs. It based itspositionson theground that Serbsweregiven guaranteesof autonomy in Croatiathroughthe
congtitutiona law, and that ethnic Serbinterestscoul d therefore only berepresented in Croatiawith their own
party, not throughintegrationin other Croatian parties. Thecomplaintsmadeby thisparty, and thelack of hope
for aggnificant Serbian turnout for thed ections, reved ed theopenwoundsthat remainin Croatiassociety asa
result of therecent and, in someplaces, ongoingwar.

Boycotts. With the exception of segmentsof the Serbian popul ation who oppose remaining apart of
Croatia, therewereno known boycottsof the Croatian € ections. Therewas, however, consderableskepticiam
onthepart of many opposition partiesregarding the degreeto which thee ectionswould befreeandfair. When
thed ectionswerefirs announced, there gpparently was some debate among thel eeding opposition partiesasto
whether they would participate. Indeed, it wasdleged that Dabcevic-Kucar andthe HNS, perhapsoverconfi-
dent of their strength, blocked aunited opposition effort to boycott the e ectionsuntil afairer eection process
wasdeve oped by theHDZ government. Persondity and other differencesbetween oppositionleadersmay dso
have precluded aunified pogtion. Regardless, without aunited Sand |l ssemedto believeit better to participate
thanto boycott. Those partiesthat did not participateinthedectionsat dl failedto do so primarily becausethey
wereunabletofield candidates

ELECTION OBSERVERS

Severd foreigndiplomatsand vistorsin additiontotheHe sinki Commissonwereon hand to observethe
Croatian dections, dthough, rdativeto the 1990 e ections, they weremuch fewer in number. Officiasfrom
diplomatic representationsin Croatia, incdudingtheU.S. Consulatein Zagreb, and representativesof thelnterna:
tiond Republican Inditute(IRI) and of the Council of Europewereamong theforeign observers, megtingwith
party leeders, themediaand ection officid saswell asviewing thevoting and counting of balotsondectionday.
Nonereported any troublesin doing so.

Politica partiesin Croatiahad the samerightsto observethe proceedings, with afew exceptions. First,
only partiesparticipating inthed ectionscould observethem, and those providing candidatesfor themgority
racesaonecould observeonly inthedidrictsinwhichther candidateswererunning. Second, nomorethanfive
at onetime could observethework of the republic's Election Commission, and no morethan three could
observethework of aparticular digtrict commission or polling committee. If morewantedto observe, theparties
wereto negotiatethearrangementsamong themsdves, or e sethe head of the respective commisson or commit-
teewould select them by | ot. Thereason givenfor thislimitation on domestic observerswasthat it would be
impossi bleto accommodateal arger number a many locations, with somepolling sations, for example, confined
tofarly smdl rooms,

Someopposition partiescomplained that, whilethey wereentitled to observethedections, in practicethe
authoritieswerenot very cooperative. They spokeof inadegquateand sometimesno accesstolistsof registered
voters, and of being denied admissonto somepolling Sationson eectionday inseverd locations, suchasHNS
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obsarversin Ogjek and Crnomerec. Whiletheselikdly wereisolated incidentsthat did not indicateadesreto
manipul ate the el ection results -- and they seemed too few in number to have been ableto do that -- they
neverthd essdid notindill confidenceinthedectord systemn, especidly Sncetheabsenceof membersondection
commissionsand polling committees made political partiesmorereliant on placing observersinthefieldto
monitor the proceedings. Theinability to observed ection activity abroad adequatly a so gaveriseto concerns
about thesecurity of theballots.

Atthesametime, not many obsarversfrom politica partieswereencountered at polling Sationsondection
day. Thosethat weremet by theHelsinki Commissionwereusudly fromtheHNS. Thescarcity of observers
fromthepoalitical partiesat thepolling Sationsindicated that perhapsthey did not teke sufficient effort themsdlves
to haveasmany obsarversaspossible, not only to policetheactud balotingondectionday but totaly their own
resultsto seehow they comparedto thoseofficialy announced.

The Campaign Period. Sincethe August 2 e ectionswere only announced on June 24, the campaign
periodwasardaively brief fiveweeks. Thislikdly benefitted theruling HDZ, especialy sincethisperiod was
essentialy themonth of July when potentia votersaremore concerned about vacationsthan dections. Stll,
announcing thed ectionsonly 39 daysin advancewasinfull accordancewith thelaw, which stipulated only a30-
day notification, and opposition partiescomplained more about thetiming of thed ectionsitsd f than about the
length of timeinwhichthey actudly had to preparefor them.

Thecampaign period wasre atively open. Opposition parties, for example, had no gpparent difficultiesin
holdingrdlies, or inhaving posterspprinted and plastered wherever therewasroom, epecidly in Zagrebitself.
Candidatesmoved about freely asthey met with potential voters. Theonly practica restrictionswerethewar
zonespresently under UNPROFOR control, whereactivecampaigning could eesily haveturnedlocd sengtivi-
tiesintoactud conflict. Campaigning on Croatianmilitary ingtdlationswasa so prohibited.

Opposition partiesdid complain about mediacoverage, whichthey felt wasgenerdly biased toward the
HDZ. Thiswasespecidly trueof thetelevisonand of theradio, which arereported to befarly well controlled.
Theprincipa complaint about Croatian Televison (HTV) wasthat it gave short shrift to opposition activities
comparedtothoseof theHDZ, eventakingintoaccount theofficid activitiesof Franjo Tudjman asPresident and
of the Croatian Government whichwould naturdly give HDZ candidatesadditiona coverage. Croatian Youth
Tedevison, OTV, wasreportedly moreopento opposition coverage. Affiliatesof Croatian Radiothroughout the
country weredlegedly under theclose control of themain officein Zagreb during the course of thecampaign.

Over time, theopposition partiesbelieved that televis on coverage had, however, improved. Commercids
of partiesthat could afford to producethem wereindeed broadcast, and dl partiesparticipatinginthee ections
weregiven 90 minuteseach to describether program. Inaddition, during theevening of the Thursday just before
thed ections, athree-hour programwasairedinwhich the partiescould makeabrief satement and comment on
thoseof theothers. Themain limitation herewasnot objectivity but thefact that theequa distribution of time
amongall theparties, including thosefid ding only asmall number of candidates, took timeaway fromthemagor
contenders. Thisworked somewhét to the advantage of theHDZ, sincethelesstimeavailablefor each, the
better it wasfor theincumbents. Also, thesmaller partiesthat were offshoots of theHDZ used their timeto
support HDZ positions.

15



A muchgrester divergty and degreeof opennessexisted intheprint media. Novi Vjesnik and someother
paperswere considered to beunder HDZ influence, but others, Sobodna Dalmacijaand Globusin particular,
wereviewed asfreefrom government contrals, athough therewere early effortsto bring someof them under
control aswdl. Whilesomeof ther journdistswereearlier chargedfor printing persond criticiamsof President
Tudjmanand HDZ officids, thisseemed only to embol den the newspaper'seditors, and hel ped the newspaper's
creulationgrow consderably inthepast year. Theweekly magazineNovi Danaswasa so somewhat victimized
by wrathful government authorities, forcingitsoperation, which may havebeeninsomefinancid difficulties to
vacaether Zagreb offices. Themagazineisnow printedin Graz, Audtria, but Vjesnik, which ownsmaost of the
newsstands, refusestodidributeit.

Inalarger sense, limitsonthemediawere problematic for thed ectionstotheextent that they havebeena
problemfor Croatialsdemocratic devel opment ingenerd. Not just during thecampaign period, but well before
then, thediversity of viewsevidentin afreemediahasbeen absent, especidly during the period of theconflict
whengovernment law and regul ationslimited thecontent of coverageof thefighting. Other lawvsandregulaions
maketheestablishment of anindependent tlevison gationin Croaiaeffectively impossble. Severd journdists
expressed fearsthat, astheeconomy worsens, the public will not purchaseasmuch print mediaand will there-
forebecomemorerdiant onthebroadcast media, narrowing further therangeof opinionsreachingthem. FHindly,
somehavecomplaned that the periodicintimidation of journdistisand mediaorganizationscritica of government
policesor officdds-- through satementsby publicofficas, legd actions, dismissal from employment, harassing
phone callsand, on afew occasions, physica abuse-- are detrimental to press freedoms and freedom of
expressiongenerdly inCroatia®©

Reated tolimitsonthemediawerelimitson financing. In 1990, theHDZ drew considerablefinancia
grengthfromitsability to obtain fundsfrom abroad, primarily from the Croatian diagpora. Funding fromabroad
wasmorerestricted for thiselection, making thepolitical partiesdependent ontheresourcesof their members.
PartiesbesidestheHDZ dlegedly didreceiveat | east some support from aboroad, however, suchastheHSLS
from Germany and theHSPfrom supportive segmentsof the Croatian diaspora. Theeection law provided for
proportiona reimbursement of Somecampai gn expendituresby the Croatian Government, providedtheparties
achieved sufficient supportinthedections.

Thefocusof thedectionwaspredominantly onthefeding of rdief among Croatian citizensthat theconflict
waseffectively behind them and of patriotism now that Croatiahad finaly gaineditsworl d recognized indepen-
dence. Thisbenefitted the party in power, and the oppostion partieswereobligedto play aong, focusng their
campagnson s milar themes. Whiletheworsening economy wasacommon complaint during thecampaign
period, thedevel opment of asound economic program did not seemto catch on asaseriousd ectionissue, even
thoughafew palitica partiesmadeatemptstodo so. Withther war experiencedtill looming large, nor wasthere
muchfocuson how toreconcile Serb-Croat differencesinthecountry. Evenmoderate Croats, critica of Tudjman's
nationalismandtheextremist viewsof Paraga, felt that those Serbsresponsiblefor thedeeth and destruction hed
yet to bebrought tojudtice, and that Croatswereunder no obligationto makethefirg movestoward the Serbian
community.

8. For examples of restrictions on press freedoms and freedom of expression in Croatia in recent years, see
Helsinki Watch report charging Croatian Government with human rightsviolations, February 13, 1992, pp. 23-30.
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Withthefocusontherecent past and not thefuture, someof the opposition sought to makeanissueof the
luxuriant lifestyleof President Tudjman, whichincluded the purchase of apresidentid jet and moving thepresi-
dentid officesto VillaZagora, Tito'sestatein Zagreb.® Whilethisdid seemtoirritate some segmentsof the
voting public, many believed that theaverage Crotian citizen had cometo expect thisof politiciansand wasnot

terribly appdled.

Otherssought to criticizethe highly nationdist toneof TudjmanandtheHDZ, andto criticizether policy
toward the conflict in Bosnia-Hercegovina, whichwasviewed asduplicitousinlight of reportsof Croatian-
Serbiantakson dividing the bel eaguered neighboring republic between them, despiteofficid Croatian Sate-
mentswhich supported theindependenceandterritorid integrity of theneighboring republic. Thiscriticismhadits
limitsaswell, however, with Croatsbelieving that someaction needed to betakento protect Croatsin Bosnia
Hercegovina. Moreover, thefar-right in Croatiawerecritica of the Croatian Government for beingtootimid
during the conflict in Croatiaand now in responseto Serbian aggressionin Bosnia-Hercegovina, making the
HDZ appear to be moremoderatein the context of Croatiaspolitica spectrum.

Inaccordancewith thedectionlaw, therewasno overt campa gning ontheday beforethedection, nor on
electionday itsdlf, dthough thereweredlegationsof HDZ supportersputting up new postersontheeveof the
dections

VOTING

Inaccordancewith the election law, the polling stationswere opento votersfrom7am.to 7 p.m. on
Sunday, August 2. Tobedigibletovote, Croatian citizenshadto be at least 18 yearsof age by dectionday.
According totheElection Commission, thisamounted to gpproximately 3.56 million voters, about 20,000 more
than theestimated number of digiblevotersin1990.

Theahility tovotewasdosdly tied totheissueof itizenshipinthenewly independent republic. Thisraised
seriousquestionsabout the poor performanceof theauthoritiesin providing a*domovnica’ -- thebas c docu-
ment attesting to resi dency and citizenship -- to alarge portion of the popul ation seeking Croatian citizenship.
Whilebureaucratic problems seemed aprimary causefor delaysin the provision of thisdocument, thosemost
frequently experiencing difficultieswerethosewho were not ethnic Croats and/or were born outside of the
republicbefore1947. Occasiondly evenrdativesof suchindividua swould experiencethesedifficulties.

Inresponseto these problems, e ection official sbroadened the documentation that could be shown by
personsto provetheir digibility tovote. Indeed, thoseonthevoter registrationlisswereto havereceivedadip
of paper indicating that they wereregistered and therefore coul d vote. For thosewho found that they werenot
registered on election day, municipa authoritieswere open so that they could obtain officia proof of their
resdency andthenreturntother repective polling sationsto vote. Whilemany hadtodothis, therewerefew
ingdancesobserved inwhich theindividua sconcerned did not comeback with proof and exercisetherr right to
vote. Atissue, therefore, wasnot thedenid of theright to votebut theaccuracy of thevoters lists, and theability
of opposition party observersto ensurethat eligiblevotersweretheonly onesactudly voting and wereonly
votingonce,

9. The office was moved to Villa Zagora after its center-city location was heavily damaged by the Yugoslav
military in an attack last October. Officialsallegethat these facilitiesremain too damaged to be used at present, whilethe
opposition claimsthat the added luxury of the Villaisthe explanation.
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Approximatdy 220,000 digiblevoterswereliving aoroad & thetimeof thed ections, and extraeffort was
undertakento ensurethat they, too, had the opportunity to voteon eection day. Polling stationswereopenedin
12 countriesfor thispurpose, and thosedigibleto voteweregiven balotsfor the presidentid raceandfor the
proportiond dlotment of seatstothe 17 qudifying parties. Opposition partieswere concerned about thisvote,
which couldtheoreticaly makeadifferenceif either of thesetwowerecd oseraces. It wasfdt tha theHDZ, as
theruling party, was probably themost popul ar abroad, especidly sincethe opposition partieswerenctina
positionto campaignin other countries. Theexpanson of stesfor polling sationsfrom diplomatic officesto
leased spacein churchesand cultural centerswasviewed by someopposition partiesasagrossover-sretching
of thelaw. Furthermore, therewaslittle possihility for political partiesto observetheéd ection processascarried
out abroad. Instancessuch asthe public boast by an officid transporting 60,000 balotsfor usein Austraiathat
50,000 or morewould comeback withHDZ votesdid not ingtill confidenceinthe security of theballotsused
abroad.

Theballotsthemsalveswereamarked improvement over those used in 1990, whichwereasourcefor
consderableconfusion. Thethreeball otsused for the 1992 e ectionswere of threedistinct colors-- red (party
lists), white(digtrict candidates) and blue (presidentid candidates) -- with separatebdl ot boxesfor each. Can-
didateswerelistedinaphabetica order, aswerethepalitica partiesonthebalotsfor proportiona seeting.

Thevoting processitsalf went smoothly, dthough there some confus on resulted from the separation of
presidentia and Sabor polling Sationsat somelarger sites. Polling committee members, someof whomhad
participatedinthepreviouseectord process, seemed to bewd | informed of therulesgoverningther activities,
andthey generdly werediligentingivingingructionson how tomark thebal ot properly, by cirding thenumber
and/or nameof the candidate of choice. Many indicated that seminarswere offered to committeemembersto
educatethem on how to carry out thebaloting. Only inafew locations, usualy wheremorethan onepolling
daionexigedinaparticular building, weretherelonglinesof peoplewaitingtovote. Whenindividua sseeking
tovotewerenct ontheregidrationligts, few complained asthey | eft to obtain certification of ther digibility.

During theafternoon of el ection day, two or three polling committee memberswere permitted to take
bdl otsto thosewho could not cometo the polling Sation duetoillnessor old age. Whenindividua sattempted
tovotefor relativesor friendswho could not comethemsd ves, polling committeesgenerally followed proce-
duresby denying them permissionto do so but taking thenameof theindividua concerned so that they could
takeabd|lot tothem. Soldierswereabletovotea military ingalations.

A fewisolated problemswereneverthd essobserved by the Commission observer duringthecourseof the
voting. InoneZagreb polling station for displaced persons, theHDZ candidatefor theelectora district was
reported to havevisted the station and spokento thevoterspresent. Thevoting wasreportedly suspended until
the candidateleft. Inanother polling station for displaced personson the second floor of abuildinginZagreb, a
gigantic pictureof Franjo Tudjmanwasplaced a thebottom of thegtairs. Polling committeeofficid smaintained
that, whilethe poster had to be passed to get to the palling station, it wassufficiently distant fromthegtation. In
severd polling stationsin Zagreb and Karlovac, therewaslittleintheway of voting boothstofacilitatethe
secrecy of the vote, although this did not seem to be used as a means to manipul ate the vote. Groups of
individuas, usudly gppearing to befamilies wereseenvating together.

Atvariousstations, observersfromvariouspolitica partieswereencountered, and noneindicated any

improper occurrences. Immediately after e ection day, however, someparties, and theHNSin particular, re-
ported thet itsobserversweredenied accessto somepolling sations, prevented fromviewingthevoters ligsat
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others, and witnessed variousofficids, ostensibly representing the HDZ, putting up postersor talking to pro-
gpectivevoters, sometimeswhilethe polling committeel ooked on. They a so reported other incidentswherethe
secrecy of thevoting washot adequatdly protected by voting booths.

Counting. Polling stationsclosed promptly a 7 p.m. Sincemost people had voted early inthe day, few
werewaitinginlineasdosngtimecame. If they were, thepolling committeeswered |l owed to remain openuntil
thosewhoweredreedy a thestation by 7 p.m. voted. Immediately after closing, thepolling committeesbegan
totabulatetheresults. For themost part, polling committee membersdid not seemto havefirmingructionson
howtodothis, but dl indicated that, regardlessof their tabul ation procedures, al ballotshad to beaccounted for
-- used and unused, valid and invaid -- and matched against thenumber of votersaccording totheregisiration
ligs Nodifficultieswereevident a the polling sationwherethe Commiss on observed thecounting. Asisusudly
the case, the only controversy surrounded the question of invalid balots. Inthe particular polling station ob-
served, threeball otshad only part of acandidate'snamecircled. After considerablediscussion, thepolling
committeeagreed toincludetheball ots, especidly sncetherewasonefor each of thethreeleading presidentia
candidatesand, asaresult, did not ater the outcome oneway or another.

RESULTS

For thepresidentia race, approximately 2.68 million voterscast ballots, about 74.9 percent of theesti-
mated voting population. For the Sabor races, 2.69 millionvoters, 75.6 percent of thevoting population, cast
bdlots. Thiswaslessthanthe 84.5 percent of theeligible popul ation that votedin 1990, aresult of thedifficulty
somepeople, particularly thedisplaced, had invoting; the non-participation of ethnic Serbssupporting separa-
tionfrom Croatia; thesummer holiday; the discouragement of votersdueto problemswiththedectora system;
andtheabsenceof thesamedegreeof enthusasmthat exist during thefirst multi-party eectionsheldinone-party
dates. Giventhesefactors, theturnout could beconsideredfairly good. A greater concernwasvoting by those
fromwar zones, which, accordingto officid statistics, wasso amazingly low for somedidtrictsthat it raises
guestionsasto thedegreeto whichthosed ected truly represent their congtituency.

Inthepresidentid race, incumbent Franjo Tudjmanwon an easy firs round victory. Hisparty, theHDZ,
alsowon over haf of the mgjority-race seatsin the Sabor, and aplurality of the proportional -based seats.
Comingin second, but still well behind, was Drazen Budisaand his party, theHSL S, athough Dobrodav
ParagasHSPwon onemore seat than did theHSL Samong themg ority-based seats. While SavkaDabcevic-
Kucar beat Paragain the presidential race, the HSP outdid her HNSinthe Sabor races. The outcomewas
worsefor both of thesetwo very different partiesthanwaspredicted. The HNSfeltitsalf closer in popularity to
theHSL S. Pre-dection pollsindicated astronger showing for the HSPthan turned out to be the case, causing
somerelief among those concerned about too strong ashowing by thefar right.

Theoutcomeof thevariousraceswasasfollows:
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Presidential Race

Percentage
Candidate Party of \botes
DrazenBudisa Croatian Socid Libera Party (HSLS) 21.87
Ivan Cesar Croatian Chrigtian Democratic Paty (HKDS) 161
SavkaDabcevic-Kucar Croatian PeoplesParty (HNS) 6.02
SivijeDegen Socidig Party of Croatia(SSH) 4.07
Dobrodav Paraga Croatian Party of Rights(HSP) 5.40
Franjo Tudjman Croatian DemocraticUnion (HDZ) 56.73
MarkoVesdica Croatian Democratic Party (HDS) 1.70
AntunVujic Socid Democratic Party of Croatia(SDH) 0.70
Invalid Ballots 1.89
Total 99.99
House of Repr esentatives. Proportional Seating
Poalitical Percentage Proportional
Parties of Vote Seats
Damatian Action, Istrian Democratic Parliament, and RijekaDemocratic
Union(incodition) 311 2
Croatian Democrétic Party (HDS) 2.69 0
Croatian DemocraticUnion(HDZ) 43.72 31
Croatian Chrigtian Democratic Party (HKDS) 2.63 0
Croatian PeoplesParty (HNS) 6.55 4
Croatian Republican Party 0.29 0
Croatian Peasant'sParty (HSS) 4.16 3
Croatian Socid Liberd Party (HSLS) 17.33 12
Croatian Party of Natura Law 0.28 0
Croatian Party of Rights(HSP) 6.91 5
Croatian Statehood M ovement 0.26 0
Chrigtian PeoplesParty (KNS) 044 0
Sociad Democratic Party of Croatia--Party of Democratic Changes(SDP)  5.40 3
Socid Democratic Party of Croatia(SDH) 0.59 0
Socidigt Party of Croatia(SSH) 117 0
Socid Democratic Union of Croatia(SDU) 121 0
Serbian PeoplesParty (SNS) 1.06 0
Invalid Ballots 221 --
Total 100.01 60
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House of Representatives: M ajority Seating

Poalitical Candidates Majority
Party Fielded Seats

DadmatianAction 4 0
Fatherland Citizen'sParty 4 0
Croatian Democratic Paty (HDS) 52 0
Croatian DemocraticUnion(HDZ) 60 50
Croatian Christian Democratic Party (HKDS) 51 0
CroatianMudim Democratic Party 2 0
Croatian PeopleésParty (HNS) 60 0
Croatian RepublicanUnion (HRZ) 11 0
Croatian Peasant'sParty (HSS) 49 0
Croatian Socid Liberd Party (HSLS) 60 2
Croatian Party 4 0
Croatian Party of Natura Law 12 0
Croatian Party of Rights(HSP) 54 3

Croatian Party of Rights-- Dr. Ante Starcevic 1 0
Croatian Statehood M ovement 1 0
|strian Democratic Parliament 4 3
IdrianLiberd Party 1 0
|strian PeoplésParty-HDS 1 0
Chrigtian PeoplesParty (KNS) 28 0
RijekaDemocraticUnion 3 1
Socia Democratic Party of Croatia--

Party of Democratic Changes(SDP) 56 0
Socid Democratic Party of Croatia(SDH) 33 0
Socidig Party of Croatia(SSH) 21 0
Party of Democratic Action-- Croatian Branch 3 0
Party of Independent Democracy 2 0
Party of Romain Croatia 3 0
I ndependent Candidates 31 1

Total 624 60

Minority Representation. For thefive seats guaranteed minoritiesrepresenting under eight percent of
Croatiaspopulation, four independent candi dateswered ected in mg ority-based races, and thefifth seat was
assigned to aJewish member of theCroatian Socid Liberd Party.

With anestimated 11.5 percent of the popul ation of Croatia, Serbswereby law entitled to 13 seetsinthe
House of Representatives. With no ethnic Serbswinning intheir ownright, these seatshad to beassgnedto
individua sfromtheparty lists. Two camefrom the Croatian Peopl€sParty, eight from the Socid Democratic
Party of Croatia--Party of Democratic Changes, and threefrom the Serbian People's Party. Thelatter three
wereableto obtain seats, becausethe Congtitutiona Court of Croatiadec ared that the"three-percent” ruleof
thed ectionlaw applicablefor proportiond seating did not gpply to the sdlection of ethnic Serbsfor their guaran-
teed sedts.
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Seating in the House of Representatives of the Croatian Sabor

Tosumuptheresults, in additionto thedection of Franjo Tudjman asPres dent the House of Represen-
tativeswill havemembersfromthefollowing parties

Politica Party Totd Seets
Croatian DemocraticUnion(HDZ) 81
Croatian PeoplesParty (HNS) 6
Croatian Peasant'sParty (HSS) 3
Croatian Socid Liberd Party (HSLS) 15
Croatian Party of Rights(HSP) 8
|strian Democratic Parliament 3
RijekaDemocraicUnion 1
Socia Democratic Party of Croatia--
Party of Democratic Changes(SDP) 11
Serbian PeoplesParty (SNS) 3
Damatian Action, Isrian Democrdic Parliament,
and RijekaDemocratic Union (incodition) 2
| ndependent Candidates 5
Total 138

POST-ELECTIONDEVELOPMENTS

Intheimmediate aftermath of the e ections, therewerecomplaintsby severa opposition parties, particu-
larly the Croatian Peopl€sParty and the Croatian Party of Rights, regardingtheway inwhichthedectionswere
conducted. Whilethese complaintsvaried fromreportsof actud incidentsa specific polling sationsoneection
day to commentsonthegenerd politica environmentin Croatia, the Election Commissionregjected themand
confirmed thelegitimacy of theresult. Thisview wassupported by the Council of Europeobserver ddegation,
which gated theday after thed ectionsgaing that " sofar asthed ectionswithinthepart of Croatiawevisted are
concerned, fromdl theevidenceat our digposd, we concludethat they can beregarded asfreeandfair andwe
shall report accordingly. . . "9 The SNS, however, reiterated its complaints about theway inwhich ethnic
Serbian representationin the House was sd ected and announced that it woul d soon dishand asaresult of what
it saw asan unfavorabledection outcome. Whileloosing their presdentid bids, theleadersof themain oppos-
tion partieswon proportiond seatsintheHouseby being at thetop of therespectiveparty ligts. Thismeansthat,
whiletheHDZ holds58.7 percent of the seatsin the House, the opposition will have some capableleaders
amongtheir ranks.

Withintwo weeksof thed ections, anew Croatian Government wasformedinwhich Hrvoje Sarinicwas
gppointed primeminigter, and Vladimir Seks, Mate Granic and Darko Cargonjadeputy primeminigters. Only
15 ministerswere gppoi nted, and the government announced itsintention to amend current law to lower the
number of exiging minigriesfromthetwenty whichexisted prior tothedections. Theminisersgppointed are:

10. "Freeand Fair Electionsin Croatia," apress statement of August 3, 1992, by L ord Finsberg, the Council of
Europe del egation leader.
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Defense: Gojko Susak

Internd Affars: lvan Jarnjak

Foreign Affairs Zdenko Skrabdo

Energy and Indudtry: FranjoKgfez

Finance ZoranJesic

Jugiceand Adminidration: lvicaCrnic

Trangport and Communications. lvicaMudrinic
Agriculture, Forestry, and Water Industry: lvan Mgdak
Education, Cultureand Sport: VesnaGirardi-Jurkic
Labor, Socid W fareand Family: Josp Juras

Trade BrankoMiksa

Ecology, Urban Planning, Housing and Public Services. Zdenko Karakas
Hedlth: Jurg Njavro

Science, Technology and Computer Science: [vo Sanader
Without Portfolio: Cedomir Paviovic.

At present, the degreeto which the composition of the new government complieswith thecondtitutiond
law regarding nationa minorities, which entitlesthoseover eight percent of the popul ationto proportiond repre-
sentationingovernment and judicid bodies, hasyet to bedetermined or chalenged.

CONCLUSION

TheCrodtiandectionsof August 2, 1992, took placeinanewly independent country, recoveringfromthe
impact of amgor conflict and emerging fromitscommunist shell. Thereisadefinitedemocratic basein Croatias
politica system, dlowingthed ectionstoreflect thewill of the people. Themanner inwhichthedectionswere
held, however, confirmed the belief that democraticingtitutionsholding public confidenceremaintobebuiltin
Croatia, and that democratic principleshaveyet to beingrained inthethinking of thecountry'scurrent politica
leadership. No oneproblemwith thed ection processreved ed agenuineatempt to ensurethat theruling party
maintained control of government, yet themany smdler problemsrai sed, taken asawhole, demongrateaneed
for amore seriouscommitment to democratic devel opment than hasexisted to dete.

Thegreatest problemwiththee ectionswasthelack of ared opennessinexplaning decisons, providing
information and seeking oppasitioninput. Thiscould havebeen donewithlittledifficulty and madetheresultsal
themorelegitimate. | nstead, the authoritiesencouraged suspicionsof their actionsand rumorsregarding their
moativations. Thetiming of thed ectionswasa so aseriousproblem; whilelegd,, holding August d ectionsseemed
blatantly politica and soured the palitica environment. Whilenorma conditionsaresofar off in Croatiathat
postponing e ectionsuntil thenisunredistic, del aying the el ections, even until September, would have added
gredtly totheir legitimacy. Thedectionsin Croatia, therefore, fell short of expectationsfor acountry oftenviewed
ashaving awestern-oriented, educated and rel ativel y sophi sticated society. Indeed, little progresswasto be
foundinthedemocratization of thiscountry from thetimetheruling Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ) took
power inmid-1990.

Toalargeextent, thisdisappointing concl usion cannot be separated from the situation inwhich Croatia
founditsef at thetimeof thedections. Thewar and itsimpact cannot beunderestimated. It uprooted hundreds
of thousandsof people, creating achaotic upheava insociety that only now isbeginningto settle. Itimposed on
themgjority of Croats, throughitstremendousdeath and destruction, an unhedthy uniformity of politica views
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that drifted to theright, with seriousexpressonsof aternativeviewsoften labelled treasonous. It created a
seriouscrevasse between the Croatian mg ority and the s zable Serbian minority. Withthewar in Croatiaseem-
ingly over, progpectsfor improvement arebetter, but improvement will taketime. Moreover, thewar inneigh-
boring Basnia-Hercegovina, whichiseven morehorribleinitstoll, servesto perpetuatetheimpact of theearlier
war inCrodtia, bothinthephysica burdensof refugeesandinthethreat of renewed fighting.

Thewar, however, doesnot aloneexplan the shortcomingsof thedectionsor of democracy in Crodtia,
andit should not beused asan excuse, asit eadly canbe, for other problemsthat exigt. Croatidscurrent politica
|eadersdevel oped inthe communi st eraand perpetuate some of theundemocratic tendenciesof that era. Some
didwdl under communist auspi cesbut wereableto survivethetrangtion unrepentant with aquick change of
palitical hats. Others, induding Franjo Tudjman himsdlf, suffered under theold system, but thisdid not establish
democracy astheir priority either. Andtheonee ement binding themtogether -- nationdism -- hassofar proven
itsdlf to be, on net, undemocraticin Croatia, asit hasel sewherein East-Central Europeand theformer Soviet
Union. Inparticula, it hasencouraged thedivison of society into ethnicaly intolerant parts.

That the 1992 el ectionsin Croatiacannot beheld asamodd for what freeand fair eectionsshould beis
not tofault therulingHDZ done. Theoppostionfaledto pressgovernment officia sto hold thedectionsonmore
equitabletermsand to poli cethed ection processthroughjoint observation. While paliticaly manipul etive, the
government largely kept withinlegal means, andthelack of afull observation effort did not produce sufficient
complaintsto cal theresultsinto question. AstheweeklyNovi Danas commented in the aftermath of the
elections "In contrast to the opposition, theruling party'ssdf-lovedid not get intheway of itsshrewdness. . ..
Theoppositionworked toward itsown defeat whenit agreed to d ectionsin thestuation inwhich Croatiafinds
itsdlf. . .. [I]t was not sensible enough to ward off the election law imposed onit. . . . The opposition did
everythingit could to be defeated, and, comparedto thisfactor, al previousobjectionsto theway thedection
wascarried out areof margind significance."Y Someopposition parties, however, deservegreater blamefor
thisthan others, andtheir collectivelack of devel opment asapalitica forcewithwhichtheHDZ hadtoreckon
canbemoreeasly attributed to the effectsof thewar.

Inthissense, thed ectionsmay beacatdystin Croatian palitica development just asthey wereanindicator
of itsshortcomings. Problemsthought to exist weremade undeniably evident, and should bemoreeesly tackled
asareault. Thelargenumber of opposition parties, whichworkedtotheadvantageof theHDZ, will likely decline
asthosewhichdid not succeedin gaining any representationfal tothesde. Thosethat remain, meanwhile, can
beexpected tomature palitically and organi zationdly. Representativesof theoppostionintheHouseof Repre-
sentativeswill include capabl e veterans such as SavkaDabcevi c-K ucar and paliticianswith promising futures,
suchasDrazen Budisa. AndtheHDZ itsdlf may beaffected. Asthefirst opposition party during thecommunist
period to garner masssupport, it attracted awiderangeof individua swith differing interestsand ideas. Now
confirmedinitspogtionastheruling party, theHDZ may divideintoitsdifferingfections or it may takeadifferent
directionitsdf asnew leedersemergefromit.

For themogt part, thiswill depend on President Tudjmanhimsdf. Thedectionscould beviewed by himas

amandateto continue present policies, and to consolidate political power through nationaismat theexpenseof
Croatian democracy. Asone post-e ection commentator suggested, "if the HDZ have both the presidency and

11. JelenaLovric, "A Croatian Madeto Tudjman'sMeasure,” Novi Danas, August 7, 1992, pp. 7-10.
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parliament, they will understand such aresult aslegitimization of their authoritarian rule."® Especidly withthe
surprisingly lackluster performanceof thefar right, however, thed ectionscould beviewed asasignthat demo-
craticgoascannow beemphasized with lessrisk and a theexpenseof nationaist godsat homebut dsointhe
Bosniaconflict. Indeed, Croatiaisa ready sufficiently democratic that economic problemsat homecould create
popular pressureon himto do so, ascoul d continuing internationd criticism from aoroad. Indicating thepossibil-
ity of movinginthisdirection, PrimeMinister-designate Sarinic told Croatian televis onon August 9that "the
former government worked under war conditionsand that thenew government isnow facing new condiitions"®3

Anevenmoredifficult chalengeto Croatian democracy will bearecondiliation of Croatsand Serbsliving
inCroatia Neither Sdeisyetwillingtoattempt this, asindicated by themanner inwhich Serbian representatives
werechoseninthedectionsand by thelow Serbianturnout. I nevitably, however, reconciliation mugt tekeplace
if Croatian authority isto be reestablished throughout itsterritory without additiona violenceor repression.
Bringing about thisreconciliation, and respecting therightsof minoritiesso that they find contentment within
exigting borders, will bethetest for atruly democratic Croatia.

Thetruevdueof the1992 e ections, therefore, hasyet to bedetermined. Whilethey raised many questions
about democracy in Croatia, they may aso havegivenindicationsof whereanswerscan befound. Whether or
not they arefound dependsontheHDZ and theoppositiondike. Theinternationa community, withthepalitica,
diplomaticand economicincentivesatitsdigposd, could play auseful roleinguiding Croatiaintheright direction,
not only for thesakeof building democracy inthat country, but asofor building greater sability intheentire
region.

12. Zarko Puhovski, as quoted in: Andrej Gustinic, "Tudjman Victory Shows Up Weak Opposition," Reuters
Information Service Newswire, August 4, 1992.

13. Zagreb HTV, August 9, 1992, as trandlated in: Foreign Broadcast Information Service, "Croatia," Daily
Report: East Europe, August 11, 1992, p. 28.
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