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Frelimo landslide marred by misconduct

Frelimo and its presidential candidate Armando Guebuza won an overwhelming victory in Mozambique's third national multiparty elections 1-2 December 2004. Guebuza won 2.0 million votes compared to 1.0 million for Renamo candidate Afonso Dhlakama..
Turnout was down sharply. Only 3.3 million people voted (43% of those eligible to vote), compared to 5.3 million in 1999. The abstention was mainly of opposition voters. Guebuza’s 2.0 million votes compared to 2.3 million for Joaquim Chissano in 1999, whereas Dhlakama’s vote crashed from 2.1 million to 1.0 million. Results were announced on 21 December, four days after the legal deadline.

The election was marred by misconduct including widespread ballot box stuffing which may have cost Renamo at least 2 parliament seats.

The electoral machine was seen as both more partisan and worse organised than in the two previous national elections, and this also worked against Renamo. The head of the European Union election observation mission, Javier Pomés, gave an angry press conference in which he attacked the “inadequate and last minute planning” which meant polling stations could not open, opened late, or never received voting materials. He said the National Election Commission (CNE) could have done much better, but failed to make use of time, money and expertise available to it.

International observers were highly critical of the lack of transparency and Mozambique’s unique secret system of “correcting” the results. Observers had been promised some additional information, but this promise was not kept. For example, the head of the technical secretariat for election administration, Antonio Carrasco, did tell donors that more than 600 polling stations (over 5% of the total) were excluded from the totals, but he gave no explanation. Although this titbit of information has been given to the international community, it has not been released to the Mozambican press and voters.

Renamo has rejected the election alleging “massive fraud”. It called for the election to be annulled and said it may not take up its seats in parliament. It will also file a complaint with the Constitutional Council, which must validate the election and has some flexibility to respond to irregularities.

The Bulletin concludes that there has been significant fraud and misconduct, and that this would have made a difference to the outcome had the election been as close as the one in 1999, as had been widely predicted. If that had happened there would surely have been much wider discontent and claims that the election had been stolen; in that case, calls to annul the election might have been justified. But the unexpected collapse of the opposition vote means that the irregularities cannot explain the overall outcome. Dhlakama and senior Renamo officials seem to be sincere in their belief that they were robbed of victory, but our analysis suggests this is not so. International observers and the national Electoral Observatory are all counselling Dhlakama to accept defeat.

Observers highlight irregularities

National observers from the Electoral Observatory and international observers from the Carter Center and European Union highlighted the irregularities. They were also critical of the electoral administration both for its partisan nature and for the sloppiness of its work and its tendency to leave things to the last minute.

All stressed that the shortcomings and irregularities were not enough to change the overwhelming Frelimo victory, but all noted that they were enough to take parliamentary seats away from Renamo. The Carter Center said that the “serious weaknesses” and irregularities "undermine the credibility of Mozambique's electoral authorities".

Brazão Mazula, head of the Electoral Observatory, commented to the Bulletin, “if you want to prepare a fraud, you start by disorganising the process.” He thought preparation was sloppier with more left to the last minute than in the past.

Ballot box stuffing was directly linked to observer reports that both they and opposition party delegates had difficulty obtaining credentials and were excluded from some polling stations. Misconduct seems to have occurred particularly in those places. They also cite harassment of opposition delegates and observers and partisan action by the police. Finally, they pointed to polling stations being in the wrong place or having the wrong register books, meaning people could not vote, and said this seemed to occur most in rural areas which in the past had supported Renamo. (These issues are detailed in subsequent articles.)

Southern African observers were also critical. Both the SADC Parliamentary Forum and the Electoral Institute of Southern Africa (EISA) criticised the length of time it takes to count votes in Mozambique, EISA noted that on average southern African countries report results within five days, compared to more than two weeks for Mozambique. 

● The CNE reports the there were 3900 national observers (including 1550 working on the Electoral Observatory sample parallel count), 488 international observers, and 520 journalists watching the electoral process.

Most polling stations OK but rain creates havoc

The actual voting days were peaceful and polling station staff and voters won high praise from all observers.

Voting was marked by heavy rain in many areas, and polling station staff, often working in temporary shelters, coped valiantly with the problems. Watching the revalidation of invalid votes, the Bulletin noted one group which were mud-spattered and stuck together, indicating that the count in the polling station had been done in pouring rain. The rain caused huge logistical problems and many polling stations opened late; some only opened late in the afternoon of the final day of voting. The National Election Commission (CNE) reported at different times that 37 or 43 polling stations did not open.

Observers found that at least 85% of polling stations ran normally. They opened on time and had most materials. The staff was well trained and acted correctly. Party delegates from Frelimo and the opposition were present. And the count in the polling stations was done properly. All this drew effusive praise from observers.

But 15% of polling stations had irregularities or misconduct. This is not enough to change the Frelimo landslide, but was considered by observers to be excessive and unacceptable. Reports below look in more detail at this 15%.

SADC says ‘vote in dry season’

The SADC Parliamentary Forum made the sensible recommendation of “scheduling elections during the dry season in order to avert the inevitable problems associated with the rainy season”. Why did no one think of that before?
Observers hit ‘unique’ and secret tabulation process

Mozambique’s long and secret tabulation process is unique and has drawn extensive criticism from international observers. 

Former US President Jimmy Carter said that this was the 53rd election he had observed, and he looked back at the 1999 elections. He said the “amount of corrections made to the results in 1999 exceeded anything in any similar election I have ever witnessed” and the exclusion of more than 600 polling stations that year was “extraordinary. It is simply hard to believe that so many results sheets could not be used”. Exactly the same thing happened this year, with extensive corrections and 600 polling stations excluded.

Because of the experience of 1999, international observers led by the European Union pressed for more transparency. Unusually, the European Union Observer Mission never signed a memorandum of understanding with the CNE because they could not reach agreement. Jimmy Carter stressed that the level of access was unacceptable and said that in elections in other countries “we have rarely been excluded from any significant part of the process.”

The CNE took the line that the law prohibited increased access. The Electoral Observatory submitted in independent legal opinion by distinguished jurists saying this was not true, but the CNE did not even acknowledge receipt of the opinion. Jimmy Carter said it was simply “not true” that the law barred access.

In meetings with observers and the press, the CNE did informally offer some increased access, but even these promises were not kept. For example, it was promised that although CPE and CNE meetings were held in secret, the final minutes (actas) would contain details and explanations of decisions. Instead, actas this year were very brief. Similarly, after Carter’s concern about excluded editais, a promise was made that observers could see these, but this promise, too, has not been kept. Even the CNE’s submission to the Constitutional Council has been kept secret.

In part, the secrecy is simply covering up things left to the last minute and often then done sloppily. Electoral registers were never made public because they were still being corrected and cleaned up two days before voting started. A complete list of polling stations and their register books was declared a “state secret” but probably never existed. Last minute updating of the computer software and many errors in the data bases meant that corrections of editais and of the final results were done in a rushed and chaotic manner, and that a full record of changes may not exist.

● Comment: Mozambicans often cite the country’s “exceptionalism” – it is very poor and very large and always leaves things to the last minute, and thus they are proud that the election ran as well as it did. But this year, international observers have presented an alternative view – of a country which is unique only in its secrecy, its need to make last minute corrections, and its inability to make good use of the time and money available.
--------------------------------------------------------

National election results

Presidential election

Number who voted    3,329,177

Valid votes                 3,144,168 (94.44%)

Blank votes                     96,684 (  2.91%)

Invalid votes                    81,315 (  2.65%)

Candidates (percentages of valid votes)

Armando Guebuza (Frel.)  2,004,226 (63.74%)

Afonso Dhlakama (Ren.)      998,059 (31.74%)

Raul Domingos (PDD)            85,815 (  2.73%)

Yaqub Sibindy (PIMO)            28,656 (  0.91%)

Carlos Reis (MBG)                  27,412 (  0.87%)

Compared to prior elections (million votes)

                       2004           1999            1994

Guebuza       2.0 (64%)

Chissano                         2.3 (52%)     2.6 (56%)

Dhlakama     1.0 (32%)   2.1 (48%)     1.7 (34%)

Parliamentary election

Number who voted     3,321,926

Valid votes                 3,045,429 (91.68%)

Blank votes                   166,540 (  5.01%)

Invalid votes                  109,957 (  3.31%)

Three main parties (percentages of valid votes)

Frelimo                        1,889,054 (62.03%)

Renamo                          905,289 (29.73%)

Party of Peace, Democracy and

   Development (PDD)       60,758 (  2.00%)

18 smaller parties were on the ballot paper; none received more than 1% of the vote, and the smallest received only 448 votes.

To obtain seats in parliament, a party must have at least 5% of the national vote. Only Frelimo and Renamo had more than 5%. Seats in the new parliament, compared to seats in the past, are given below. (Figures for seats in the 1999 and 1994 parliaments are given in brackets; the underlined figure is the largest party; in 1994 there were also 9 seats for a small coalition which is not listed here):

Province            Seats        Frelimo          Renamo

Niassa            12 (13,13)         9 (6,7)          3 (7,4)

Cabo Delgado  22 (22,22)     18 (16,15)       4 (6,6)

Nampula         50 (50,54)     27 (24,26)    23 (26,32)

Zambézia        48 (49,49)     19 (15,18)    29 (34,29)

Tete                18 (18,15)      14 (8,5)         4 (10,9)

Manica            14 (15,13)       7 (5,4)          7 (10,9)

Sofala             22 (21,21)      6 (4,3)       18 (17,18)

Inhambane      16 (17,18)     15 (13,13)      1 (4,3)

Gaza               17 (16,16)     17 (16,16)     0 (0,0)

Maputo prov.   13 (13,13)     12 (12,12)     1 (1,1)

Maputo city     16 (16,18)      14 (14,17)     2 (2,1)

Emigrants

Africa                  1 (-)              1 (-)                 0 (-)

Europe               1 (-)               1 (-)                 0 (-)

Total                 250    160 (133,129)   90 (117,112)

Renamo had a majority in 5 provinces in 1994,

6 provinces in 1999, and only 2 provinces this year; in Manica the two parties have an equal number of seats. This is the first election in which Mozambican emigrants have voted, and both seats allocated to the emigrants went to Frelimo.

Accurate parallel counts were a check on official count

Every polling station does its own count and then posts the results on the door, typically between midnight and 3 am. These can be used to do alternative or parallel counts.

Radio Mozambique had more than 200 correspondents simply reading out local results live on the air. By 7.30 am on Friday 3 December the Frelimo landslide was becoming clear and it was confirmed as they day went on and Radio Mozambique had reported from more than one-fifth of polling stations. By mid-day Saturday they had more than one-third of polling stations, and when they stopped on Sunday they had reported more than half. Radio Mozambique reports consistently and accurately showed the low turnout and Guebuza with double the votes of Dhlakama. The rapid and widespread coverage of Radio Mozambique clearly contributed to the calm following the election.

A more structured parallel count was done by the Electoral Observatory, a coalition of seven prominent Mozambican civil society groups, with support from the Carter Center. This was based on a structured sample of 792 polling stations, chosen by selecting every 16th polling station on the list published by CNE on 4 November. They obtained results from 98% of the sample and the forecast was highly accurate, all four of the key predictions were within 0.5%: 

President

● Guebuza - actual 63.6% parallel 63.3%

● Dhlakama - actual 31.7% parallel 31.8%

Parliament

● Frelimo - actual 62.0% parallel 61.5%

● Renamo - actual 29.7% parallel 30.0%

The main reason for doing the Electoral Observatory parallel count was the widespread concern about the computer tabulation system, which had been subject to major concerns in 1999. It seemed important to national and international observers to produce a count independent of the STAE computer system, which would serve as a check on that count, and which could be given to the CNE and the main parties before the final count was produced.

Results of the Observatory count were clear by 6 December and it was completed on 9 December. On that day the Observatory contacted the CNE, Renamo and Frelimo and asked to make a presentation. Observatory head Brazão Mazula was invited that day to present to the CNE and to Armando Guebuza, but Afonso Dhlakama could not find time to see Mazula until 17 December. Dhlakama told Mazula that he rejected the parallel count because he believed it was based on polling station editais which had been faked.

--------------------------------------------------------

What caused the opposition abstention?

Although Frelimo’s vote was down 15-20% on 1999, most of the abstention was on the side of the opposition. Afonso Dhlakama lost 53% of his 1999 vote and Renamo lost 45% of its 1999 vote. In large numbers, potential opposition voters decided that the rains had started and their day was better spent planting seeds than voting for Renamo.

There has been much discussion about the abstention, but two factors stand out. Renamo’s lack of organization and its negative campaign. Lack of funds may play a part as well.

Social marketing expert Juarez da Maia said that Renamo had provoked the high abstention through its "strategy of defeat". By constantly stressing its claim that it was denied power through fraud in 1994 and 1999, it created the image that there is no point in voting because Frelimo will win no matter what. Renamo was undermining its own image and forcing disinterest. In each election Renamo has been weaker, and it can only win, da Maia argued, if it shows itself to be a real alternative to power, if it creates a serious party structure, and if it creates confidence within the party. Foreign advisors to Renamo support this view; they advised Dhlakama to look forward and present a vision of a Renamo government, but he rejected their views. Da Maia was speaking at an academic round table at ISPU - Instituto Superior Politecnico e Universitario.

Renamo’s lack of an organisationl base was clear in the 2003 local elections (see Bulletin 29). Renamo lost then in cities it expected to win like Milange and Mocuba because its supporters did not vote. By contrast in 2003 turnouts were above average and Renamo did well in cities were it mobilised, notably Beira, Nacala, Ilha de Moçambique and Mocimboa da Praia. But it failed to learn the lesson. Dhlakama assumed that if people came to his rallies in large numbers they would also vote for him, and failed to create a party structure. There were few Renamo youth urging supporters to vote; traditional leaders who in the past backed Renamo seem not to have been organised to get out the vote this time. The contrast with Frelimo cannot be more sharp. Armando Guebuza spent more than a year travelling around the country rebuilding the party grassroots and ensuring its fidelity to him. And it worked. When the low turnout was apparent part way through the first day, Frelimo mobilised its party machine to make a new push to urge its supporters to vote; its turnout suggests that the party did successfully mobilise the core supporters. Renamo has no machine to mobilise. Dhlakama runs the party in a very personalised way, virtually from his own pocket, and has dismissed those capable of creating a party machine because he feared they would challenge him. But elections this year and last year show that people will only vote when a party urges them to do so.

Money is the final issue. Frelimo admits to spending $10 million. Renamo had only a fraction of that, in part because he was largely abandoned by his international backers after his poor showing in local elections. The lack of money clearly showed, but Renamo failed to capitalise on it by stressing the importance of volunteers. Meanwhile, Raul Domingos had substantial funding yet made a very poor showing. Of course money makes a difference, but it does not seem to be the central issue in Mozambique.

--------------------------------------------------------

Who runs the election?

The main body running the election is the National Elections Commission (CNE, Comissão Nacional de Eleiçoes) composed of a chair nominated by civil society (Rev Arão Litsure), 10 members nominated by Frelimo and 8 nominated by Renamo. There are also provincial election commissions (CPEs) and district election commissions (CDEs), which are smaller but have the same structure.

Under each election commission is a Technical Secretariat for Election Administration (STAE, Secretariado Técnico do Administraçaõ Eleitoral) which actually does the work. At national level, STAE has been headed by António Carrasco since 1998. Each STAE has a pair of deputy directors nominated by Frelimo and Renamo and provincial and national STAE have computer technicians nominated by the two main parties.

Polling stations

There was a registration from scratch in 1999 with updates in 2003 and 2004. People are supposed to vote in the same place they registered. Each registration place, often a school or other public building, becomes a polling centre. Within that centre, there are individual polling stations. Thus a school will be a polling centre and each classroom may contain a polling station. Each polling station has one to three register books and normally up to 1000 voters (although a few went up to 1500 and even 2000). Each polling station operates independently, with a team of five people (know as the mesa) headed by a president. Voting took place over two days, 1-2 December. Each party has the right to a delegate or party agent in each polling station. Observers and journalists are also permitted.

How the vote is counted

Mozambique’s vote tabulation system us apparently unique, time-consuming, and mix of transparency and secrecy.

As soon as voting closed at 1800 on 2 December, each polling station did its own count, typically by lamplight and taking until after midnight. The results are summarised in an edital. One copy of this is immediately posted on the door of the polling station, and copies are given to any party delegates present. This is the most transparent part of the process because it allows parallel counts. One edital is sent to the CPE and one copy is sent to the CNE. All invalid ballot papers (nulos) and any protested ballot papers are also sent to the CNE.

The next step is the provincial count. Data from editais are input into the provincial computer system and the results copied on a CD-rom and sent to the CNE along with any editais which could not be processed. Apparently more than 1000 editais were sent to Maputo.

At national level, the CNE does is own provisional count, supposedly to compare to data sent by the provinces. The CNE also checks all invalid ballot papers (nearly 300,000 this year), accepting perhaps one-quarter of these as valid, and checks the handful of protested votes. These are added to the provincial totals. 

The CNE also receives all editais which could not be processed at local level and tries to include them.

The final step is a set of “corrections” taking to account the provisional count, additional editais which the CNE choose to include, and any other changes which the CNE and STAE feel are necessary. 

These final processes are almost all done in secret and no details have been published. Observers and press were restricted to watching the reclassification of nulos for two half hour periods each day. In some provinces and at national level, computer terminals gave a running total of votes tabulated and allowed a check of the editais as input. These terminals were turned off a soon as the data input was done and data was passed to CPEs and the CNE for corrections and checks. A few provinces, notable Gaza, also restricted access to observer and press terminals. But checking of problem editais and other corrections was done entirely in secret and, so far, no information has been released.
--------------------------------------------------------

Fraud, misconduct and sloppy work

Although 85% of polling stations functioned normally, the problems in the remaining 15% were serious and widely considered by observers to be unacceptable. They do not change the global outcome, but are serious enough to change the number of parliamentary seats won by the two parties. Problems ranged from outright fraud through to laziness, incompetence and cover-ups. In the following articles we look in detail at the problems and try to evaluate their relative importance.
Comment: Does it matter?
“At the end of the match, all the matters is who wins. No one remembers the yellow cards,” a friend commented to me after the election. And fulsome congratulations for victor Armando Guebuza from key international players including the European Union and the United States suggest that harsh criticisms of the electoral process from international observers will be ignored by key donors. 

So does it matter that the pitch was not level and had holes in it, and that the referee was not allowed to see some of the fouls?

We think it does, for two reasons.

First, if the election had been as close as the one in 1999 – which was widely predicted, even within Frelimo – then the misconduct and irregularities could have caused widespread discontent which might have become violent. There should be concern that some people were willing to run that risk in order to ensure victory.

Second, the collapse of the opposition has now firmly established Frelimo as the dominant party for years to come. There is now a question as to how much space will be allowed for civil society, business and opposition politics not linked to Frelimo. There is a fine line between the legitimate prerogatives of power and abuse of that power. In Tete and some other places, Frelimo abused its power. Will civil servants, the police and others take from this election the message that they are encouraged to give preference to Frelimo and discriminate against people without Frelimo links?  
    jh 

How we estimate: 300 polling stations with too many votes and two seats stolen from Renamo
Ballot box stuffing – either putting extra ballot papers in the box or simply reporting too high a number on the results sheet (edital) – is probably the most common electoral fraud the world over. It is done when no one is looking, so people are rarely caught in the act. Instead, you look for excessively high turnouts and unusual voting patterns. 

There are two things to look for. The first is simply that the turnout is impossibly high. The second is to compare a polling station with a high turnout to a neighbouring polling station and see if there is a big difference. Consider two polling stations in adjoining classrooms in a school in Mutarra in Tete, based on register books done one after the other in 1999. One classroom had 709 voters registered, of whom 221 voted (31%, typical of the country as a whole), of whom 90 voted for Guebuza and 104 for Dhlakama (typical of what would be expected there). But the next classroom had 205 registered and 211 voted (103% turnout), of whom 170 voted for Guebuza and 33 for Dhlakama. This looks suspiciously like the votes for Dhlakama were correct, and all the people who did not vote were simply assigned to Guebuza. We think that staff in the first polling station were honest and in the second they stuffed the ballot box.

There have been three registrations – a registration from scratch in 1999 plus updates in 2003 and 2004. Registration books and polling stations all give the year as part of the book number, so it is easy to tell when people registered. In 2003 and 2004, many young people who had turned 18 registered for the first time and were enthusiastic to vote; many others had moved but took the opportunity to register, and thus are more likely to vote. Thus we should not be surprised to see high turnouts from 2003 and 2004 books.

But on average, 10% of the people in a 1999 book will have died, some will have moved away, and some will have been ill or away on polling day. Thus, for nearly everyone in a 1999 book to vote is highly surprising. Of course, this may happen once in a while. But for nearly everyone in a whole set of 1999 books to vote would, if true, attract medical researchers from all over the world to the area to see why people are so healthy – to find out why no one has died or moved away.

Finally, it is important to note that polling stations can have turnout of over 100% -- polling station staff not on the register and police can vote, as well as people whose card says they are on the register but whose names do not appear. Thus a few polling stations near or over 100% are possible.

The Bulletin, with help from AIM and observers, searched for polling stations with 1999 registers, which had a turnout of over 90%, and which had a very high vote for one candidate. We think such ballot boxes are highly likely to have been stuffed.

With only a partial search before the computer tabulation system was closed, we found 91 such polling stations – 34 with 100% or more turnout, 35 between 55% and 100%, and 22 with 90% to 95%. Of these, 64 were in Tete, 15 in Gaza, 11 in Niassa, and 1 in Maputo province. Of these 90 were hugely benefiting Guebuza and one was benefiting Dhlakama. We were unable to search the entire country, and we think that we found less than two-thirds of such polling stations. Thus we believe that there are probably at least 125 polling stations with 1999 registers and impossibly high turnouts. Thus at least 1% of all polling stations seem to have had the ballot boxes stuffed. 

Often these occur in districts such as Changara and Tsangano in Tete and Chicualalcuala in Gaza where opposition party agents were not allowed to be present. Often, too, nearby polling stations with 2003 and 2004 registers had suspiciously high turnouts, and others with 1999 registers had turnouts of over 75% with nearly everyone voting for Guebuza. So we suggest that at least 300 ballot boxes had extra votes for Guebuza and Frelimo. It seems that stuffing affected at least 2% of polling stations and occurred in an organised way in several provinces.

Tete seems to have had the most ballot box stuffing, and this is also clear when we compare with 1999. In 10 of 11 provinces, Guebuza gained roughly the same vote as Chissano in 1999 or somewhat less. But Tete was different. In 1999 Chissano gained 128,000 votes, whereas this year Gubuza gained 235,000 – a jump of more than 100,000. Similarly, parliamentary votes for Frelimo increased by 95,000. We believe these reflect ballot box stuffing.

If these “extra” 95,000 parliamentary votes are taken away, then the distribution of seats shifts from 14 Frelimo and 4 Renamo to 12 for Frelimo and 6 for Renamo. Thus ballot box stuffing would appear to have cost Renamo two parliamentary seats. 

● If 95,000 votes are removed from the national total, it cuts the national turnout to 3.2 million and 42%. It cuts Tete’s turnout from the highest in the country, at 61%, to a much more typical 44%. 

Making votes invalid with an extra mark

"This is sabotage", a woman helping to re-qualify nulos said out loud. She then showed a series of ballot papers from Cabo Delgado to the observer standing behind her, and pointed out that each one had a similar ink finger print on it, disqualifying votes for Afonso Dhlakama. It seemed clear to both her and the observer that there had been an intentional invalidation of ballot papers.

Renamo complained of polling station staff putting ink blots on ballot papers next to other candidates in order to make votes for Dhlakama and Renamo invalid. This is done, they say, during the late night count, when lighting fails or when Renamo delegates are not there.

In a detailed complaint submitted to Niassa provincial election commission (CPE) Renamo cites a polling station in Lichinga district (00A127/99) where Renamo delegate Jaime Nipepe made a formal complaint against the president of the polling station saying he was putting ink on papers during the count. An observer reports that the results sheets (editais) from that polling station show 62% nulos in the presidential race and 40% nulos in the parliamentary race, compared to national averages of 3% and 5%.

In a complaint to the Nampula CPE, Renamo reports that it caught a polling station president in Angoche with an inkpad in his hat and that he was putting extra fingerprints on votes for Dhlakama, so they would be invalid. The hat was confiscated and turned in to the district election commission and a complaint made to the police.

Some polling stations had very high rates of invalid votes, of 50% or more. Observers report that some polling station presidents misinterpreted the rules and wrongly classified many votes as invalid. One, for example, accepted an X but not a +, and such ballots were immediately accepted at national level.

But something odd was happening in some polling stations. In Macanga district in Tete, AIM looked at two nearby polling stations. In 04E815-99, of 1000 people registered, 302 voted - 199 of them for Guebuza, and only 1 for Dhlakama with 100 invalid votes. At 04E817-99 there was a similar turnout, with 305 voting out of 1,050 registered, but there were only 5 invalid votes; 249 votes were cast

for Guebuza and 44 for Dhlakama.

The Bulletin watched the reclassification of nulos at central level. Ballot papers are grouped by polling station, and normally show a wide variation from one ballot paper to the next -- one with a word, the second with two ink marks, another with an ink mark for one candidate and finger print for another, and so on. Many have fingerprints under a picture, so that it is not clear which of two candidates have been chosen, or bold Xs for two different candidates, clearly written by the same hand.

But in the limited time we are allowed in the room where the re-qualification of nulos is taking place, we also found groups of 10 to 30 with a very similar mark which disqualifies them, most commonly an ink finger print made from the side of the ballot paper in precisely the same position in a series of ballot papers. Because observers and press were excluded from the re-qualification of nulos most of the time, we cannot be sure how common it is. It definitely occurred a number of times.

Seeing the same thing in different ways

From some polling stations in Manica, there were large number of nulos which were obviously valid and were immediately reclassified in Maputo in favour of Dhlakama. But the two sides see this very differently.

To Renamo, this is proof that polling station presidents were falsely calling invalid votes which were really for Renamo. 

But Frelimo says that these were votes which had already been counted for Dhlakama, which at the last minute after the count were scooped up off the Dhlakama pile on the floor and dumped into the nulos bag, to be counted again in Maputo.
Renamo were no angels

The Bulletin's investigations also saw evidence of fraud benefiting Renamo. We saw at least one stuffed ballot box in Tete in favour of Dhlakama, and Frelimo says this occurred in Sofala and Zambézia as well. 

And we found hints in Niassa and in Mocuba, Zambézia, of votes for Guebuza and Frelimo being invalidated. At one polling station in Lichinga district in Niassa, 135 of 305 votes were declared invalid. The final result was 119 for Dhlakama and 45 for Guebuza. Two nearby polling stations averaged 140 for Dhlakama and 248 for Guebuza. This suggests that in the first polling station, votes for Guebuza were declared or made invalid.

A Renamo-appointed member of the Nampula provincial elections commission (CPE) was arrested after police found that he had thrown into the rubbish a polling station results sheet (edital) from Mogincual district which gave 239 votes to Guebuza and 32 to Dhlakama. According to the Radio Moçambique, he said he had discarded the edital "by mistake". But this reflects a major breach in security; it should have been impossible for any CPE member to take an edital out of the processing stream, and is highly unlikely to have happened by mistake.

Finally, we also had reports of Renamo party delegates being incompetent and aggressive, and of campaigning in queues.

On balance, however, the overwhelming number of incidents of fraud and harassment identified by observers and the Bulletin benefited Frelimo and Guebuza.

Harassment of Renamo & observers

Renamo staff and party delegates as well as national observers came under heavy pressure in some parts of the country. The problem was worst in Tete and Gaza provinces (see articles below) and parts of Niassa, but occurred in other parts of the country as well.
Nearly 100 national observers were never given credentials, including 40 in Nampula. Observers confirmed that police detained Renamo delegates on the polling days in several provinces, in violation of the electoral law (art 54). This occurred at least in Cabo Delgado, Niassa, Tete, Gaza, Manica and Nampula (including 14 in Angoche and 10 in Mecuburi). One international observer described a “climate of intimidation” in Angoche. Police also prevented some Renamo delegates from sleeping overnight with the ballot boxes, in violation of the regulations, and sometimes expelled Renamo delegates from polling stations. “The police are highly oriented to favouring Frelimo” and obviously partisan said Jimmy Carter on 4 December.

Credentials for observers and delegates were often issued late and with errors which sometimes led to their being rejected by polling stations. National and international observers confirmed many of these problems; in particular, they refute Frelimo claims that credentials were not issued only when applications were made late, and say instead that there were long  delays  and frequent  changing 

of rules at local level. Brazão Mazula, head of the Electoral Observatory, said some CPEs delayed or failed to issue credentials.

Tete: arrests & expulsions

Problems were worst in Tete province. In the 1999 election Renamo delegates were expelled from Changara district and there was ballot box stuffing. We reported in Bulletin 30 that during the registration period earlier this year, Renamo delegates were expelled from Changara and Chifunde districts and were beaten in Mágoè, Cahora Bassa and Moatize districts. During the campaign, houses of Renamo supporters in Changara were burned, and when Raul Domingos campaigned there a Frelimo gang beat up at least 20 people who accepted election material from Domingos. Renamo was later forced out of Changara. Renamo delegates had trouble obtaining credentials everywhere, with a special problem in Tsangano district. (It was Changara and Tsangano that had the worst ballot box stuffing.) 

Observers report that in Chifunde there were no Renamo delegates on the first day of voting, but large numbers of Frelimo delegates – up to seven in one polling station. By the second day, however, Chifunde polling stations had Renamo delegates.

Observers were coolly received in many places, and were not allowed to enter some polling stations. Polling station staff often demanded extra signatures – an observer credential signed by CNE President Arão Litsure was not adequate and it had to be signed by provincial and district election commissions as well. In Cahora Bassa district, Frelimo officials arrived during the count and forced two international observers to leave. In Changara, counting in several places was halted until observers left. Police were seen close to polling stations in violation of the law in some parts of Tete. Renamo says its delegates were forced to leave during the count in 45 polling stations in Mutarrara district, where it says the police confiscated credentials. This also occurred in Marávia district.

Julio Kalengo, the sample count coordinator in Tete, was jailed for five days and not allowed to contact the Electoral Observatory, which was desperately searching for him fearing he had had a car crash. He was finally released when the Observatory tracked him down in jail in Zumbo. Two other observers from the Electoral Observatory were also detained for several days in Tete.

On the night of the second day of voting, 2 December, Kalengo was detained as he was collecting data by polling station results sheets (editais). He was held overnight by a Chefe do Posto Administrativo in Zumbo district in the far west of Tete. He was transferred the next day to the district police headquarters and held until 7 December. Kalengo, a member of the Human Rights League (LDH), had already been was detained by the police in Chiuta district in central Tete for three hours on 23 November. He was detained then as he tried to conduct training for sample count observers in Chiúta district and accused of not having asked for permission from the local authorities to train observers.
Gaza: outsiders not welcome

In Gaza, it was made clear that outsiders – the opposition and observers – were not welcome. A heavy hand was used against an unexpected opposition attempt to push into this Frelimo heartland. In Chicualacuala, a sparsely populated district on the Zimbabwe border, district election commission members named by Renamo were forced to flee after they were attacked and their houses burned. Renamo representatives in Chicualacuala and neighbouring Massangena and Mabalane were beaten severely enough to require hospitalisation. In Chicualacuala and Massengena in particular, and in other polling stations where there were no Renamo delegates, there was evidence of ballot box stuffing.

In many places Renamo delegates or election commission members had trouble obtaining accommodation or were evicted as Frelimo warned people not to rent to them. 

Observers report that at least 10 Renamo delegates were arrested. On polling days at least 60 Renamo delegates were refused access to polling stations because polling station staff claimed their credentials were “false”, according to observers. 
--------------------------------------------------------

400,000 could not vote

More than 400,000 people in more than 700 polling stations, mainly but not entirely in pro-Renamo areas, were unable to vote, due to polling stations which did not open, opened very late, were in the wrong place, or did not have the correct register book. In addition, thousands had been unable to register in July.
It appears that 37, 43 or more polling stations failed to open, mainly because bad weather closed roads and made it impossible to send voting station materials. On 2 December the CNE said 37 polling stations did not open – 18 in Milange district of Zambézia, 8 in Gaza, 6 in Niassa, and 3 in Cabo Delgado. Four days later the CNE said 43 polling stations did not open – 33 in Milange and 10 in Cabo Delgado, with a total of 24,943 voters. But the final statement read out by CNE president Litsure on 22 December returned to the number of 37, giving no details. 

It was clear from Bulletin correspondents that many polling stations opened very late, sometimes in the late afternoon of the second day. Reports from correspondents and observers also showed a number of polling stations which had no register book or the wrong book. Some of these problems were resolved on the second day, but not all. The result was a very low turnout at some polling stations.

The Electoral Observatory did a sample of 775 polling stations, 6% of the total. It showed 4 polling stations (0.5% of the sample) where it appears that only the staff voted, which means the polling station had no register book or the wrong one. The sample shows another 20 (2.6%) where fewer than 5% of those registered actually voted, which probably means the polling station opened very late or received its register book very late and few people were able to vote. This group of 3.1% represents nearly 400 polling stations were people were effectively unable to vote.

Finally, we think at least another 200 polling stations opened very late in districts such as Pebane, Maganja da Costa, Ile, Morrubala, Caia, Erati, Lago and Chiure, and had turnouts between 5% and 10%. 

In all, this represents 640 polling stations where most or all of the voters were in practice unable to vote; this is 5% of the total number of polling stations and represents probably 380,000 people who could not vote. 

Renamo has repeatedly claimed that its voters in parts of Zambézia were forced to walk excessively long distances, and this has now been confirmed. Renamo gave observers a list of 41 registration books from 1999 from Alto Molocue, Mocuba and Gile which it said had been compiled by mobile brigades. Each village in which the brigade stops to register voters should have a polling station; where a register of 1000 voters has been compiled by a mobile brigade making several stops, each polling station has a copy of the book. This has been the case in most of the country. But Renamo says that with these 41 books, there is only a single polling station, meaning some voters have to walk 20 km or more. Observers discussed this with the Provincial Election Commission who confirmed that Renamo had raised the problem. They said their interpretation of the rules was that polling stations had to have as near to 1000 voters as possible, so that they could only have one polling station for a mobile brigade, despite the long distances between villages in some parts of Zambézia, and they accepted that this meant that distances were so long that many people could not vote. They said they had asked the National Election Commission for advice, but received no response. The CPE view was manifestly wrong, and seems likely to have deprived at least 20,000 people of the right to vote, bringing the total to 400,000. Observers noted in a few other provinces as well that some voters were 20 km or more from a polling station.

Finally there is the issue which we raised in Bulletin 30, raised again now by Renamo, which is that thousands of people were unable to register in July. Both the Carter Center and the Electoral Observatory cited significant organisational problems then. There were widespread reports of brigades being forced to halt registration, sometimes for several days. In many areas, mobile brigades were not able to cover all the ground they expected to, because of lack of transport and fuel, delays waiting for material, or simply poor planning. Observers in several provinces pointed to villages which were not reached. Renamo in Manica, Zambézia and Nampula provinces issued several lists of villages not covered, allegedly with several thousand potential voters.

Thus bad weather and poor organisation, both for the election and for the registration, led to many potential voters being excluded – surely more than 400,000. Of course, not all would have voted and not all would have voted for Renamo, but Renamo surely lost more potential votes than Frelimo.

--------------------------------------------------------

Afonso Dhlakama rejects the results

Renamo presidential candidate and party head Afonso Dhlakama said on 23 December that Renamo does not recognise the results of the election because they were “forged by members of Frelimo in the National Election Commission.” 
In particular:

● “a majority of the population in the zones where the opposition has most influence were excluded from the electoral registration” earlier this year;

● “all polling station presidents received orders to introduce ballot papers in favour of Frelimo and Armando Guebuza and at the same time to invalidate ballot papers for Renamo and its candidate Afonso Dhlakama with ink blots on the ballot papers”.

● “Frelimo with the help of the police on the night of 1-2 December carried out a generalised campaign in the entire country to expel Renamo party agents to permit Frelimo to swap ballot boxes for other ones containing ballot papers filled in for Frelimo and its candidate Armando Guebuza”.
● “more than one million votes were introduced into the computers in favour of” Armando Guebuza. He was then named president even though he received fewer votes.

The statement adds that during the collection of the 10,000 signatures required by the presidential candidates, Frelimo “forced all state employees and employees of public companies” to sign nomination papers. “This fact confirms that Frelimo is a communist party.”
Crying wolf?

"Renamo's protests and claims of fraud in 1994 and 1999 had no proof. We must accept that. But this year is different."

António Eduardo Namburete, head of the Renamo election office, speaking at ISPU, 14 Dec 2004.

Comment: Yes Mr Dhlakama, there was fraud, but not enough to explain your defeat
The Bulletin has confirmed significant fraud and irregularities, detailed in other articles, but it was not serious enough to account for the Frelimo landslide victory. The scenario painted by Renamo head Afonso Dhlakama in the previous article is simply impossible.

The problem is that he has extrapolated some fraud to the entire country, so he talks of “all” state employees forced to sign, “all” polling station presidents forced to manipulate the results, a “generalised campaign” to swap ballot boxes, and “a majority” of people in some areas not registered. This massive exaggeration fatally undermines his statement.

The key point is that all observer groups found that 85% or more of polling stations functioned correctly; in particular, they had opposition party delegates during the day, during the night of 1-2 December, and during the count.

To take his points in order:

● People excluded from the register. We discussed this earlier, but even at the time, Renamo only claimed this accounted for a few tens of thousands.

● “All” polling stations received orders to falsify the results. Whether or not this is true, only a small portion actually did so. We do think that 2-3% of polling stations inflated results for Guebuza, and that there are perhaps 100,000 extra votes for Guebuza in Tete. See earlier article.

● “Generalised campaign” on the night of 1-2 December. This runs into three problems. Although observers confirm that police did prevent Renamo agents from sleeping with ballot boxes in some places, they also report that nearly everywhere they were allowed to do so. Second, there is a another security control – the numbered seals which are put on when the ballot boxes are closed and cut the following morning, both in the presence of party delegates to assure the seals have the same numbers; this happens even where delegates are not permitted to sleep with the boxes. Third, we consider it beyond the capacity of even Frelimo to organise hundreds or, as alleged, thousands of extra ballot boxes and alternate sets of numbered seals and to carry out such a complex swap, and do so with no one noticing. We don’t consider it plausible.

● “More than a million votes” added in the computers. The Electoral Observatory parallel sample count was done based on pooling station editais before they were computerised, and it showed clearly the Renamo rout. We have no confidence in the computer system and are sure it could have been used to manipulate the result, but there was no need. In the end, the results were almost identical to those predicted by the parallel count.

It seems to us that it would make more sense to accept the defeat, but also to demand the extra parliamentary seats which were, indeed, stolen. That would be enough to demonstrate that fraud did occur and that the system needs to be reformed.                Joseph Hanlon
‘Theft is theft’

“The law does not distinguish between stealing a little and stealing a lot. It is all theft,” commented Renamo press spokesman Fernando Mazanga. Similarly, Renamo argues, it does not really matter if Frelimo stole part of the election or all of it – it is still theft and unacceptable.

In fact, the law does distinguish between stealing a little and stealing a lot. In particular, article 176 says that voting in a polling station can be annulled and run again only “if the irregularities could substantially influence the results of the elections”. Our estimate is that the irregularities do not influence the presidential race or the parliamentary majority, but do influence at least two seats in parliament. It will be for the Constitutional Council to decide if that is “substantial”.
Wrong date
When the computers finally produced the first summary results sheets a week after the election, Renamo announced they had proof that the results had been put into the computer three months before. They pointed to the date at the bottom of the sheet, which seemed to show 12 September 2004, long before the election. Indeed, the date read 12/9/2004. Renamo later admitted to the Bulletin that this was a misreading of the United States date format, still being used on the printout, for 9 December. (US uses 12/9 and Europe uses 9/12.) But at the announcement of the results on Tuesday 21 December, Renamo was still using this as “proof” of fraud and of Frelimo pre-programming the computer to give false results.

--------------------------------------------------------

Computers inadequate and insecure – again

The computer system for the count proved to be inadequate and insecure, despite repeated last minute attempts at patches. This is identical to what happened in 1999.
The system should be relatively simple. In each of the 11 provinces and at national level for the provisional count, there is a computer system. It starts with a data base containing the list of polling stations, the list of register books with the number of people in each book, and a table linking the two lists. There is a double entry system for editais, with each edital entered twice by two different people, both to avoid fraud and to prevent errors. If the two versions of the editais agree, agree with the data base entry for that polling station, and meet certain tests (for example, the number of ballot papers cannot exceed the number of registered people plus 15, to allow for polling stations staff and people left off the register) then the result is put into a new results data base, which is then used at the end to automatically produce official reports on the results.

But this apparently simple task faced repeated problems. The software was written in-house by a team headed by the controversial STAE informatics head Orlando Comé. However, they only started in September so there was no chance to publish and test the software.

At the last minute the CNE decided on an audit, which had to be in the week before the election, and in only four days. Only one Mozambican firm was prepared to take on the task, Soluções Lda, a company better know from banking and cash machine systems. It reported to CNE on 26 November and held a public presentation the next day. Soluções head Carlos Garcia made clear he was appalled by what he found, and made a wide range of recommendations, which were accepted.

His main concern was about the lack of security. The data base this year uses Oracle as the system for storing data rather than Access, which was used in 1999. Access has very little security, whereas Oracle can have quite tight security. But as written, the software did not use Oracle’s security provisions, leaving gaping holes which would have allowed the introduction of false editais. Comé and senior computer staff had free access to the system and could have made unlimited changes, as they were able to do in 1999. Soluções insisted that this access be removed and a much tighter password and security system be introduced.

The audit report noted that the programmers had only a limited knowledge of Oracle and that their inexperience caused weaknesses in the system.

Once CNE decided to implement the recommendations, which included ending open access to the system, STAE computer staff were reluctant to cooperate and sometimes were even obstructive, and it was increasingly left to Soluções to implement the changes. Reprogramming was necessary to take into account the fact that register books compiled by mobile brigades which stopped at different places can be used by several polling stations which are based at each place the brigade stopped.

The underlying data bases of polling stations and register books were put in by STAE computer staff. This occurred at the last minute, in part because the last minute clean up of register books did not finish until two days before polling began. 

STAE technicians only distributed the software to the provinces two days after polling closed, which meant provincial counting started late. And problems began to appear quickly. For example, there were register books in different provinces which had the same numbers, and this had to be corrected.

But the biggest problem was that the data bases proved to have been input hastily and without proper checks, so had a huge numbers of errors. Valid editais were rejected because they did not correspond to errors in the data base. In the end, STAE had to breach the new security system to allow editais to be input manually. At provincial level, each CPE acted differently. Tete input most excluded editais manually, sending only 4 to Maputo, while Sofala and Zambézia sent hundreds of editais to Maputo.

Meanwhile, in Maputo the system crumbled. Renamo CNE members delayed the sending of editais for processing, which meant data input stopped several times. Computer staff at STAE were sometimes obstructive in petty ways, incorrectly entering passwords and refusing to provide paper. Software errors kept cropping up and being corrected. 

More and more things were being processed outside the system, totally breaching any security controls. Editais were being “corrected” and entered on other simpler computer systems. By law, results had to be announced by Friday 17 December. The provisional count was abandoned on Sunday 19 December when it was clear it would not be finished in time. Monday was spent trying to pull together an acceptable set of results, which the CNE considered at a meeting which ran until 5 am Tuesday. Formal results were released that afternoon. But detailed results by province and by district remain secret. And the CNE spent the next two days making further corrections before making their submission to the Constitutional Council.

Like watching a film of 1999

The computer crisis of 2004 was an almost identical rerun of 1999. In that year, software was written in-house by staff under Orlando Comé. At the last minute there was an audit, in 1999 by Anderson Consulting and the Independent Electoral Commission in South Africa. 

The tabulation system was written in Microsoft Access, which the report notes “has limited security features”. Nonetheless, it recommended major security improvements, including a reduction in supervisor access and the development of a log system so that it would be possible to know who had gained access to the data base.

The auditors were not pleased with the software, which they said violated some of Microsoft’s own recommendations and used formats which were likely to generate errors. Updates had been hastily done.

Patching took so much time that distribution of the software to the provinces was delayed and counting in the provinces started three days late. Unexpectedly, the computers did not accept huge numbers of editais, which were then sent to Maputo.

Processing of the provisional count proved very slow and there was fear that there would not be a result by Christmas. On Sunday 19 December, processing of the provisional count was abandoned. On Mondays 20 December STAE officials struggled to cope with corrections and the pile of editais sent from the provinces; all security and record-keeping was abandoned. The informatics department produced results sheets, but they were riddled with errors, including simple arithmetic errors. The final national edital was produced on a STAE laptop computer. Results were announced on Wednesday 22 December 1999.

● The 2003 local elections produced a similar fiasco, but it was more public. On 4 December, the last day allowed by law, CNE President Litsure announced they results. But they were riddled with errors, including the exclusion of seats won by minor parties. A somewhat improved set of results was posted on 8 December, but it still contained errors. A third set of results was announced on 11 December; in addition to corrections, it suddenly changed the number of assembly seats in 11 cities. All three versions were done in secret and there was never any explanation of the changes.
--------------------------------------------------------

Questions raised about 1999 election

Former US President Jimmy Carter publicly questioned the outcome of the 1999 election both in his press briefings and in meetings with CNE president Arão Litsure. The election was close and the official result gave Joaquim Chissano 52.3% of the presidential vote, to 47.7% to Armando Guebuza. The difference between the two candidates was only 205,000 votes.

Carter noted that the final tabulation and correction process was done entirely in secret and that editais from 6.6% of all polling stations were excluded from the presidential race without explanation, and without ever being shown to observers or party delegates. That was 550 polling stations and surely more than 300,000 voters – more than the difference between the two candidates.

Carter's point was that the whole final tabulation process was done in secret and the lack of transparency meant there was no check on possible manipulation. For that reason, international observers pressed hard for more openness this year, but the National Election Commission resisted, and the final processes were again done in secret.

Estimates by the Bulletin (issue 24) and European Commission delegate in Maputo Javier Puyol (Bulletin 28) suggest that if those polling stations had been included, Chissano's vote would have fallen to between 51.3% and 51.8%.

More evidence has emerged over the extent to which secret "corrections" were made to the data in 1999. The final editais were not produced by the official computer system, but on a STAE laptop, and changes were being made up until the last minute.

It has also been reported by several independent sources who were inside STAE in 1999 that 

computer technicians from STAE made "corrections" at provincial level, after observers and party delegates could no longer see the data but before it was presented to provincial election commissions. Concern about this was increased by the decision of several provincial STAE's to not allow observer access once results were announced, and the refusal of national STAE to publish the final data on a polling station by polling station basis. Instead it was published only for individual polling centres. In a large school with 10 or 15 polling stations, it would have been easy to add a new polling station or to change data for individual polling stations, without the changes being obvious. 

Nationally, there were 241,000 more votes in the presidential election than in the parliamentary election. Perhaps 100,000 of these are explained because more parliamentary than presidential editais were excluded, but that does not explain the whole total. In Nampula, in particular, nearly one in ten people voting in the presidential election did not vote in the parliamentary election. Strangely, no observer ever noticing a voter not putting a ballot paper in the parliamentary ballot box. Did the extra 241,000 votes come from "corrections"? Secrecy means we will never know.

--------------------------------------------------------

How many potential voters? Why we take 7.6 million

It really is impossible to know how many genuine live registered voters there are. The following choices are available: 11, 10.6, 10.4, 10.1, 9.8, 9.1, 8, 7.7, 7.6, 7.5 and 6.4 million.

Why is it impossible to answer such a simple question? The electoral register is such a mess that we do not even know how many people are on the books. Officially, 10.4 million registration cards have been issued, although this number appears inflated. There were 10.6 million names on the list, and this was reduced to 10.1 million after a 10 week cleaning process which finished just before the election. 

Now, in rural and suburban areas, some register books are being used at more than one polling station, because a mobile registration brigade used the same book in two or three places. This occurs in at least 10 per cent of polling stations. These polling stations all have copies of the entire register, even though only some people come from their polling station. So the sum of the number of names in all polling station registers is more than 11 million. When turnout is reported at an individual polling station, it is as a percentage of this larger number.

However, the National Statistics Institute says there are only 9.1 million voting age adults in Mozambique, so the real number of potential voters must be lower.

There have been three registrations -- a new, from scratch, registration in 1999 and updates in 2003 and 2004. In 2003 and 2004 there were 1.3 million people who said they were registering for a second time, because they had moved or lost their card. Because it was virtually impossible to clean these people out of the register, they all appear twice. STAE says 9.1 million people said they registered for the first time in 1999, 2003 and 2004. There were 9,095,185 first time registrations inside the country, which was used for allocating parliamentary seats, plus 46,966 outside Mozambique, giving the 9,142,151 that was the official number of voters registered as used in the final results. This is the number against which official turnout is calculated.

Of the 9.1 million people who registered for the first time in 1999, 2003, and 2004, National Statistics Institute figures suggest 1.1 million have died. This gives a figure of 8 million living voters. 

But there is a widespread feeling that because of confusion in the registers in 2003 local elections in which many people could not vote, many of those who said they were registering for the first time this year were actually registering a second time. Estimates of this number are around 400,000. This brings the number of living voters down to 7.6 million.

Paul Fauvet of AIM takes a different approach, saying that 85% of adults were registered in 1999, and if we assume the same percentage of the present adult population of 9.1 million, that gives 7.7 million.

Finally, three other figures have been given by prominent people. So here is the possible list:

● about 11 million – number of names on polling station tables (because of duplicated books)

● 10.4 million – number said to have registered

● 10.1 million – number of names in the register

● 9.8 million – date base estimate of number of names on register

● 9.1 million – official first time registration in 1999, 2003, 2004

● 8 million – 9.1 million less deaths

● 8 million – number given by CNE chair Arão Litsure in an interview with the magazine Tempo.

● 7.7 million – 85% of voting age adults.

● 7.6 million – 8 million live voters less people who did not admit they registered a second time.

● 7.6 million – figure cited by STAE head Antonio Carrasco.

● 7.5 million – figure cited by Jimmy Carter

● 6.4 million – figure used by Frelimo, based on assumption that only 70% of people registering for the first time were actually first time and are now living. 

In this Bulletin, we take 7.6 million as the number of living registered voters. 

We accept that this can only be a guess. But it is important because it means the turnout is higher than it seemed to press and observers. The turnout of 3.3 million is only 30% of the 11 million names on the lists at polling stations and this is what was seen by observers. It is 36% of the 9.1 million first time registrations used for official calculations. But it is 43% of our estimate of potential voters, which is low but a much more reasonable turnout. The Frelimo figure gives a 52% turnout.

Rushed clean-up of register books shows major errors

The electoral roll was an unbelievable mess. Every would-be voter filled in a form and a registration brigade gave the voter a photo-ID card and was supposed to write the name of the voter in a register book. This process had many errors, with different numbers on the cards and in the book and names simply left off the book even though a card had been issued. Names or numbers were often wrong. The problem was compounded when the handwritten register books were computerise; data input was slack and chaotic; there was no proper checking and huge numbers of errors were simply left unnoticed and uncorrected. 

After the 2003 local election, the Constitutional Council and international observers from the Carter Centre and the European Union all called for a clean-up of the register books. Thousands of people holding voters cards were unable to vote because they were not on a register. Indeed, no one knew how many people are on the register; last year STAE issued three sets of widely varying figures.

Registers were displayed during the July 2004 registration exercise, and observers reported that nothing had been done to correct the problems. This has caused an outcry. STAE tried to say the problems were not serious, but observers and civil society disagreed.

 Finally in September UNDP provided a consultant who was shocked at the state of the register books, but drew on two young Renamo-nominated computer technicians who were well-trained and anxious to do something useful, but who had never been allowed near the STAE computer system. Together, the three of them did a major clean-up of the register books in just 10 weeks.

First they discovered that some registration books had never even been computerised, while some had been put in two or three times. In Nampula 125 registration books had been copied and had had their numbers arbitrarily changed, which would have denied many people the right to vote.

The team then moved to simple software routines, for example to locate all of the cases where more than one person had been given the same number, and subsequent people with the same number had been included in the data base but excluded from the printed register, so could not vote. These people were given a new number at the end of the register book. 

Next they used a programme to identify names in the register more than once, either directly copied or with simple differences such as an extra space, and took out more than 300,000 names. Finally, they had to address hundreds of thousands of problem names manually, one at a time, with help from provincial STAE offices.

In all, nearly 250,000 missing names were added to the register and nearly 800,000 duplicated names dropped; the final reduction was of 532,000, reducing the size of the register from 10.6 million to 10.1 million.

The biggest changes in registration figures were in Gaza, where 21% of the names were duplicated and removed from the register, Maputo province down 18%, and Tete down 13%.

A close look at the data suggests that Tete has been allocated too many parliament seats. The number of seats is based on the number of first time registrations in 1999, 2003 and 2004, excluded people who obtained a second card or who moved and who registered again in 2003 and 2004. For Tete, the official number of first time registrations is 661,000 – yet the total number of people on the cleaned register book, including people who registered again, is only 603,000. This suggests Tete should have only 15, rather than 18 seats in parliament.

The clean-up of the register books only finished with Gaza two days before the elections. The clean-up was not perfect; many names were still missing from books and some books were completely missing. But observers reported that it was a major improvement on 2003. 

Voters should have been able to vote despite register chaos

Realising the register chaos, the CNE passed a regulation saying that if a person's name is not on the register but they have a voters card for that register, they should be allowed to vote. (The first part of a voter's number is the number of the register book.) In many places this worked well, with a few polling stations producing long lists of people with the right number but who were not on the book, and who voted.

But in many places polling station staff said they had not received the instruction, and domestic observers noted that hundreds of people were denied the right to vote, even though the CNE directive should have allowed them to.

Opposition parties also found a number of cases where voters' cards did not have any number written on them at all, which made it impossible for them to vote.

Linking books to polling stations was ‘state secret’
The final set of register books was neither clean nor complete, but it was vastly better than anything that had been compiled before. However the late start meant that the final complete list for the last province, Gaza, was not completed until two days after the voting was finished. 

Provinces in the north had a complete list of register books and the number of people on each register, so they could produce accurate lists assigning register books to polling stations and thus define how many polling stations were needed and where they should be.

In the south, where there were more problems, the cleaning took longer and provincial election commissions had to guess at how many polling stations they would need.

In either case, the list which was published on 4 November by the National Election Commission was of polling centres (such as school) and simply had the number of polling stations at that centre. People are supposed to vote where they registered, so there was a last minute rush to try to match up register books with polling stations. This did not always work correctly. 

Indeed, when provinces actually obtained a list of register books, Nampula found it did not need 8 polling stations while Tete needed 3 extra and Gaza and Niassa each needed 1 extra. (This means there were 12,741 polling stations inside Mozambique and 60 outside.) In a few places instead of creating extra polling stations, provincial authorities simply assigned extra books to polling stations. Officially polling stations are supposed to have no more than 1000 registered voters, but several had 1500 and at least one had 2000.

The CNE refused to publish a list of which register books went with which polling stations, which made observation and control by parties much more difficult. It also meant people sometimes could not find their polling station, since there was not list. Even a Renamo member of the CNE could not vote because her polling station was not at the school where she registered and there was no list telling her where her polling station was.

The law requires the publication a "definitive list of polling stations". The CNE argues that simply saying that there are X polling stations at a particular school is such a list. CNE member Rufina Nombora went further to argue that the list of register books was a "state secret". But all the bluster in fact seems an attempt, yet again, to cover up incompetence and an unwillingness to admit that, for some provinces at least, a final list did not exist.

Lack of proper list also caused computer chaos

The lack of a proper list of polling stations and register books also caused chaos for the computer tabulation system. It is built on a data base listing polling stations, number of people registered there, and registration book numbers for that polling station. Although STAE was eventually given an almost clean list of polling stations, it appears to have used an earlier inaccurate list. Data input was done hastily and, again, without proofreading, so there were many mistakes. 

This caused two problems. First, correct editais were rejected when the register numbers did not correspond to the incorrect register numbers in the data base. Hundreds had to be input manually or sent to Maputo. 

Second, it may have caused what looked like phantom polling stations. When observers looked at the computer terminals for summary results, they discovered that it said it was expecting more editais than there were polling stations – nationally 826 extra polling stations and 660,260 extra voters. This caused widespread allegations that fraud was being prepared, and for a week no clear explanation was forthcoming. STAE officials admitted they did not know precisely, but eventually suggested a plausible explanation. The data base has a list of polling stations, a list of register books, and a list of register books assigned to polling stations. But the data input errors meant the three lists sometimes did not agree. There was not a proper correspondence between the list of polling stations and list of register books, especially for those polling stations with more than one register book. The computer then seems to have generated a series of phantom editais, as it looked for the extra register books which never came -- because there were already included with polling stations. 

Although the explanation is plausible, the alternative possibility remains – that STAE officials did put extra polling stations into the system and could have used them to put in extra editais if the election had been close.

But the whole confusion points to a process in which work was done sloppily and late, people tried to cover up their mistakes, corrections were done late or not at all, and there was no time for testing so bugs in the computer systems and register books which should have been caught early were only seen when the systems were actually in use. 

No ink pad
Illiterate voters are able to vote with a finger print, and the electoral law requires that each voting booth have an ink pad for this purpose. This year, the ink pads were never ordered and were not part of the polling station materials. The kit did usually contain the stamp pad used for stamping official documents, such as observer credentials and editais, and presidents usually made the sensible choice to put that ink pad in one of the two voting booths. But this will surely have caused problems for some illiterate voters who went to the booth without the stamp pad and found themselves unable to vote. Again, this probably disadvantaged Renamo, which has more support in rural areas where illiteracy is higher.
Mostly peaceful campaign

The 43-day electoral campaign was largely peaceful and often festive. With both sides predicting a close election, there was some tensions and a few incidents early in the campaign. There were clashes between Frelimo and Renamo supporters and groups of Frelimo young men, known as “shock groups” (“grupos de choque”) harassed or attacked opposition rallies and parades. Almost inevitably there were punch-ups between young men of the two sides. Confrontations seemed particularly intense in Nampula, Gaza and Tete. The Electoral Observatory issued a statement noting its “profound preoccupation with occurrences of physical and verbal violence and the use of children and adolescents to disturb the campaigns of other parties.” But after a shaky start, both sides seem to have calmed their young supporters, and the campaign passed largely peacefully and in good spirits. 

● Observers and our correspondents noted widespread use of state vehicles in the Frelimo campaign. This violates article 40 of the electoral law which was added at the demand of Renamo and prevents the use by any party of government resources (“bens públicos”).

● The European Union observer mission monitored the national media and found that the state owned Radio Moçambique and TVM were “reasonably balanced. The incumbent party received more coverage, but not to an unusual degree”. The daily Notícias gave 57% of its coverage to the government and Frelimo, 19% to Renamo, and 10% to PDD.

Government funds for campaigns

The government allocated 45 billion meticais (over $2 million) to finance political party campaigns, as called for in the electoral law. This year, there was no donor money for parties.

The money was disbursed in the same way as in 1999 – one-third for presidential candidates, one-third for parties currently holding seats in parliament based on the proportion of seats held, and one-third for parties standing for parliament based on the number of candidates. 
Funds were disbursed in three tranches: 50% (released on 16 October), followed by 25% and 25%, with each additional tranche released only after a party justified the expenditures under the previous one

Frelimo received $550,000 and Renamo $500,000. PPD and PIMO, the only two smaller parties with presidential candidates and parliamentary candidates for all seats, were given $175,000. A party which stood only for parliament but which put up candidates for all seats received $33,000.

Mozambicans abroad vote

For the first time, Mozambicans abroad were able to vote. Under the electoral law, there is one parliamentary seat for Africa and one for the rest of the world.  In Africa, nearly 46,000 people registered, of whom 32,000 are in South Africa. Since the average MP inside the country represents 37,000 people, this seems reasonable. But for the rest of the world, only 1100 people registered in Germany and Portugal, and they, too, have a seat.
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