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UNPACKING THE 2018 ELECTIONS

In the parliamentary elections of 2018, over 130,000 Lebanese were
registered to vote in Beirut 1. Eight seats are assigned to this district:
Three for the Armenian Orthodox, and one each for Greek Orthodox,
Maronites, Greek Catholics, Christian minorities, and Armenian Catholics.
Beirut 1 has a high degree of confessional fragmentation with no group
representing the majority of voters. Five lists competed in the district,
with a total of 33 candidates.

} REGISTERED VOTERS AND ALLOCATED SEATS BY CONFESSION IN BEIRUT 1

WHO VOTED?

Turnout in Beirut 1 was the lowest across the country, with only 32.5% of
those registered voting, compared to the national average of 49%. There
were significant variations across confessional groups: Greek Orthodox,
Maronite, and Sunni voters had the highest turnouts (between 42% and 38%
each), followed by Shias and Greek Catholics (35% and 32%), while turnout
was lowest among Christian minorities, Armenian Catholics, and Armenian
Orthodox (between 23% and 27%)." The lower turnouts among the latter
reflect trends observed at the national level. Across genders, men were
slightly more likely to vote (32%) compared to women (31%).

WHO WON?

The race in Beirut 1 was highly competitive, and three of the five lists running
won seats. The list formed by the Free Patriotic Movement (FPM) and
Tashnag won the highest share of votes (42%) and seats: Two for each party,
which went to Nicolas Sehnaoui and Antoine Pano, and Hagop Terzian and
Alexandre Matossian. The second list, formed by the Lebanese Forces (LF)
and Kataeb closely followed (39%), winning three seats: Two for the former,
which went to Imad Wakim and Jean Talouzian (affiliated), and one for the
latter, obtained by Nadim Gemayel. Kulluna Watani, with 16% of votes, won
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the final seat, obtained by Paula Yacoubian.

In line with the confessional character of Lebanese politics, FPM, LF,* and
Kataeb winners won the majority of their votes from Christian voters,

while Tashnag winners obtained the majority of their votes from Armenian
Orthodox voters. Paula Yacoubian, by contrast, had more diverse supporters.

} VOTES FOR WINNERS RECEIVED FROM EACH CONFESSIONAL GROUP IN BEIRUT 1

WHO WERE THE MAIN WINNERS AND LOSERS
OF THE ELECTORAL SYSTEM?

Due to the mixed proportional representation law and the confessional
allocation of seats, winners are not always the most voted for candidates.
Under a fully representative system, Pano (FPM), who won with only 539
votes (ranking 16th out of 33), and Matossian (Tashnag), who won with 2,356
votes (ranking 9th), would lose their seats to Massoud Achkar (independent
with FPM-Tashnag) and Michel Pharaon (independent with LF-Kataeb), who
obtained 3,762 and 3,214 votes, ranking 5th and 7th, respectively.

DID VOTERS VOTE FOR CANDIDATES
OF THE SAME CONFESSION?

Beirut 1 saw the lowest bias toward candidates from the same confession,
with only 39% of voters casting a confessional vote. Only among Armenian
Orthodox voters did the majority vote for a co-confessional candidate
(72%). However, rather than voting for a candidate of the same confession,
Christians tended to choose Christian candidates (80%), while Armenians
tended to choose Armenian candidates (81%).

HOW DID WOMEN CANDIDATES PERFORM?

Seven women candidates ran in Beirut 1, and obtained nearly 9% of votes
(3,755 votes). One woman, Paula Yacoubian, won with 2,500 votes, and
received over 4% of every confessional group'’s votes. Most of the remaining
of the votes cast for women candidates were distributed between Joumana
Haddad (Kulluna Watani) and Michelle Tueni (independent), who won 1%

of preferential votes each, while no other woman won over 0.5%. While
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there were no significant variations in support for women candidates across
confessional groups, large variations existed across genders: Women
candidates performed much better among women voters, receiving 10% of
their votes compared to slightly less than 8% of men’s votes.*

HOW DID EMERGING POLITICAL GROUPS PERFORM?

Kulluna Watani obtained almost 16% of votes and one seat in Beirut 1—

its highest share and single seat across the country. The success of each
candidate was highly unequal: Winner Yacoubian obtained 37% of the
votes received by her list, and was the preferred or second-preferred
candidate among all confessional groups. She only ranked second among
Greek Orthodox and Shia voters, who mostly voted for Ziad Abs, and was as
successful as Gilbert Doumit among Maronite voters. Across confessional
groups, Shias were the most likely to vote for Kulluna Watani,® followed by
Greek Orthodox and Catholics, while Armenian Orthodox voters were the
least likely to do so. However, the highest share of votes received by the

list came from Greek Orthodox voters (28%), followed by Maronites (16%),
and Armenian Orthodox (15%). There were significant variations across
genders, with women (17%) being significantly more likely to vote for the list
compared to men (13%).

WERE THERE SIGNS OF IRREGULARITIES?

There are some minor signs of irregularities in Beirut 1. In regular elections,
votes for a party should not significantly vary across turnouts by polling
station. A party receiving significantly better results in polling stations that
had very high turnouts could therefore point at pressure to vote.® FPM

and LF obtained significantly better results in stations that had abnormally
high turnouts. This could suggest pressure to vote on the part of these
parties through vote buying.” There are also some signs of vote counting
manipulations from the three main Christian parties. One way of detecting
these is by looking at the distribution in the last digits of votes for a party.
Normally, if there was a lack of fraud, this distribution of last digits should be
uniform, i.e. each last digit should have an equal chance to appear (10%).®
However, the last digits of votes for FPM, Kataeb, and LF were not uniformly
distributed, which may suggest vote counting manipulations on their part.
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