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Pavel Kozlovsky, general-colonel, former minister of defence of the Republic of Belarus

We have to save Belarus! 
Dear readers!

The 19th issue of the bulletin "IISEPS News" calls your attention to the most important results of surveys and analysis conducted by our Institute in the first quarter of the new century. 

While in the fall of 2000 the parliamentary election became a counterpoint of social-political life in Belarus (the previous issue of the bulletin was dedicated to analysis of its results), this year social-political life will undoubtedly go under the sign of the presidential election. Though officially the election date has not been announced yet, passions are simmering: there are contenders already, political and civic coalitions are being formed, election platforms and scenarios are being developed, various international delegations (from members of the Belarus-Russia Union Supreme Council to members of NATO Parliamentary Assembly) have become regular visitors to Belarus, and the confrontation of authorities and the opposition is entering a news phase. 

In this murky social-political atmosphere the need of objective information, unbiased analysis, sound conclusions and recommendations becomes one of the most essential needs. How does Belarusian society sense this atmosphere, does it feel like electorate (in other words, is it ready to election)? Does it consider presidential election as a mechanism of social changes or maintaining status-quo? Is it united in its feelings and moods or split? How do opinions and moods of public and elite (ruling and opposition) differ? Which factors could affect strengthening or changing such opinions and moods: power, opposition, Russia, the West? Which mechanisms of this influence could be the most efficient, i.e. acceptable for society? As the election approaches and social-political atmosphere gets tenser, information and analysis providing answers to these questions becomes more valuable. Clearly, IISEPS does not lay claim to fullness of its information, or the truth in the last resort. We are just convinced that in this situation results of professionally conducted surveys and analysis are needed by everyone: opposition, power, Russia, the West, and the most important – by society as a whole. Experience shows that in situations of crucial importance as presidential election biased information or analysis leads to grave consequences, and not only for candidates, but for the whole society. 

The new issue of the bulletin is almost completely based on the results of the project "Belarus: ways of social transformation," carried out by IISEPS jointly with colleagues from the Belarusian Think Tanks in cooperation with the Democratic Forces Coordination Council, as well as the new project "Belarus: prospects in the 21st century," launched by IISEPS together with colleagues from BTT and carried out in cooperation with a wide representation of democratic forces in Belarus. Realistically, results of a monthly sociological monitoring of public opinion and opinion of elite, their comparative analysis, and "live information" presented in the points of view of the most important social-demographic groups and trends provides not full, but quite credible and actual picture of society’s condition before the presidential campaign. 

This time out traditional rubric "Open Forum" is given to former Belarusian defense minister Pavel Kozlovsky. Unlike other well known Belarusian politicians, views of this candidate for presidency are little known to the majority of people. Some perceive his presidential ambitions with hope: "a strong hand appears!" Others – with fear: "a general goes into power!" But some – with bewilderment: how someone with no "political affiliation" could count on success? We believe that life experience of General Kozlovsky is worth considering and paying attention to his assessment of Belarus’s present and future. 

As usual, we express hope that materials of this issue would be interesting and useful to you and your colleagues. We are looking forward to receiving your comments!
IISEPS Board
LIFE IN OUR TIME

In December 2000 – January 2001 within the framework of the project "Belarus on the threshold of the 21st century: ways of social transformation", carried out by the Belarusian Think Tanks, IISEPS conducted surveys among leaders and experts (more than 70 people, including leading policy-makers, experts, mass media leaders and businessmen, evenly representing state-run and non-state structures). In February-March of 2001 within the framework of the new joint project of independent analysts for democratic politicians "Belarus: prospects for the 21st century" IISEPS conducted a nationwide opinion poll jointly with the Center for Social and Environmental Studies (1489 people aged 16 and up, margin of error did not exceed 0.03). 

As usual, questionnaires encompassed a wide range of problems dedicated to the most acute and important aspects of Belarusian reality. Below are analysis materials of results of these and earlier sociological procedures, comments on the most important results prepared by IISEPS workers. Materials are placed in chronological order of surveys. Following the tradition, some information and typological characteristics of respondents go without comments. We express hope that new results of sociological studies would be useful to our readers. 

DECEMBER – 2000

Parliamentary election: landscape after battle

1. Election is valid

Sociological surveys on problems of the parliamentary election were conducted both before and after the first round, which took place on October 15 of 2000. Therefore, we could talk about its results and possible outcomes with confidence. The most important result: in line with the results of the nationwide opinion poll, some 58.8% of the adult population took part in the election (and only one third of surveyed leaders and experts – but what elite decides in our country?…), and three control questions confirm credibility of this figure. A more detailed analysis showed that in Minsk, regional centers and large cities (with population over 50.000), where more than half of the country’s population lives, the number of those who voted and who did not levels at 50%, whereas in small cities, where another half of the population lives, 69% and 31%, correspondingly. As it is known, independent monitoring (on which results the opposition made its conclusions) was conducted in 43 constituencies – it was mainly organized in the first group of settlements. The results of this monitoring were extrapolated on all 110 constituencies, which resulted in distortion of the real voting picture. 

We shall remind that according to the results of a previous nationwide survey carried out three weeks before the election, 59% of respondents expressed intention of participating in the parliamentary election (it seems that the August tendency of diminishing readiness to take part in the parliamentary election was not confirmed: on the contrary, a previous growth tendency was seen, mostly due to those who hesitated). Our preliminary conclusion was that "though an absolute prognosis (i.e. defining the number of those who would come to the polls) is impossible because of great number of the vacillatory, it can be assumed with high probability that the election would be valid regardless of not meeting demands of OSCE and boycott declared by the opposition". (See Table 1-5). 

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question: "Parliamentary election will take place in the fall of 2000. Are you going to participate in it?", %



Varian of answer
04'00
06'00
07'00
08'00
09'00

1. Will participate in the election
52.9
59.7
65.9
53.7
59.0

2. Will make decision whether to participate or not depending on political situation during the election campaign
15.0
16.9
18.4
15.4
11.8

3. Will not participate in the election 
10.3
11.0
10.1
12.2
15.7

4. Find it difficult to answer (DA)
21.8
12.4
5.6
18.7
13.5

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question: "If authorities do not fulfil the demands, put forth by the opposition and OSCE, will you participate in the parliamentary election in the fall of 2000?", %



Variant of answer
07'00
08'00
09'00

1. Yes, I will participate in the election 
51.3
44.3
46.3

2. No, I will not participate in the election
16.3
17.5
17.6

3. Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
32.3
37.9
36.1

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question: "If the opposition decides to boycott (i.e. not to take part) the parliamentary election because Belarus’s authorities have not fulfilled the demands of the opposition and OSCE, what would be your attitude towards this boycott?", %



Variant of answer
07'00
08'00
09'00

1.  I will not support the boycott, because I believe that in any case it is 

necessary to participate in the election
50.5
42.3
47.3

2. I will support the boycott 
11.7
13.7
10.4

3. Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
37.8
44.0
42.2

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question: "If prior to the parliamentary election international community declare it does not recognize its results because of the failure to fulfil the demands of the opposition and OSCE, will you participate in the election?", %



Variant of answer
11'99
07'00
08'00
09'00

1. Will participate in the election
43.1
48.4
39.1
48.2

2. Will not participate in the election
19.6
18.6
18.2
19.1

3. Find it difficult to answer (DA)
37.3
33.0
42.7
39.6

Table 5

Social types depending on attitude towards the parliamentary election of 2000, %



Attitude towards the parliamentary election of 2000
07'00
08'00
09'00

Convinced supporters (answers 1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.1)
33.3
25.7
30.0

Convinced opponents (answers: 1.3, 2.2, 3.2, 4.2)
2.5
2.1
3.5

Vacillatory majority (the rest of answers)
64.2
72.2
66.5

As we could see, our latest election figures (considering the margin of error) almost coincide with official results – 61%. That means that the election to the House of Representatives is valid, and that figures of 40%-45% announced by the opposition (and a logical conclusion – "People supported us!"), do not correspond to the reality. Naturally, this fact does not change political assessment of the election. Independent observers documented more than 5.000 violations of all sorts (See M. Grib’s article "Black Technologies" recently published in Narodnaya Gazeta), including coercion of citizens to vote in favor of authorities’ candidates, undoubtedly, show that the election was neither free, nor fair. Therefore illegitimacy of the new parliament causes no doubts, and is unlikely to be recognized by the international community. What really raises doubts is perhaps stubborn unwillingness of "strong opposition" (i.e. those who boycotted the election, and condemned colleagues that participated in the election, and suggested mass protest actions as an alternative) to develop strategy and tactics depending on practical, but not invented (desired) reality. 

2. Attitude towards boycott campaign

Only 9.5% of respondents said that failure to fulfil the demands of the opposition and OSCE affected their decision to participate in the parliamentary election, and in this respect only 7.5% pointed at the opposition’s decision to boycott the election. To what opponents of the boycott would say: even though there are a few such people, they are our strong supporters, and at least we managed to persuade them. However, a more detailed analysis shows that this statement does not correspond to the reality. So, answering the direct question: "If you did not participate in the October 15 election, what was the reason?" only 2.9% said they "supported the boycott announced by opposition parties" (compare: 9.2% said they could not get to the polling station because they were busy"). Only 14.7% of those who did not take part in the election said that the failure to fulfil the demands of the opposition and OSCE affected their decision. That means that the majority of the electorate, which refused to poll, motivated their decision not by solidarity with the opposition, but by other reasons: for example, disappointment with parliamentary system (9.5% said "deputies are unlikely to stand for my interests", the same number of people "do not trust any of the candidates"), or unbelief in progressive changes. Answers to the direct question about assessment of the boycott campaign (asked in November) leave no doubts about its results (see Table 6).

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question: 

"A significant part of the opposition actively 

boycotted the parliamentary election, i.e. it called voters no to go to the polling stations. How do you assess the results of this campaign?"



Variant of answer
%

Boycott campaign did not succeed
45.0

Boycott campaign was a success
8.1

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
46.9

It shall be noted that negative assessment of the opposition boycott campaign efficiency might be explained not by the fact that in principle Belarusians do not support the idea of boycott (see Table 7). 

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question: "Shall voters, in your opinion, have the right to boycott election, if they are not satisfied, for example, with conditions of its holding or registered candidates?"


Variant of answer
%

Yes, voters shall have such right
45.8

No, people have to cast their votes in any case
23.9

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
30.3

That means that negative or indifferent attitude of the majority of voters to the boycott campaign is explained first of all by its non-cogent character (for many irrelevant) in the specific political situation. 

De facto non-recognition of the newly elected House of Representatives by the international community is based not so much on the boycott declaration, as on testimonies collected by "screened" candidates and independent observers (57.2% of those who participated in the election said there were observers at their polling stations) – i.e. by representatives of political, civic and social opposition, who took an active part in the election process. 

Basically, that was not the boycott campaign, but evidence and personal experience of pollers why public did not consider the election as democratic, corresponding to international standards. (See Table 8-10). 

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "After the first round of the parliamentary election the opposition and OSCE technical mission claimed that this election could not be recognized as democratic. What do you think in this respect?"



Variant of answer
%

Election was democratic
28.0

Election was not democratic
23.3

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
48.7

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "The opposition asserts that during the parliamentary election numerous law violations took place (voting for other people, giving out voting bulletins with no passport at sight, coercion of voters to take part in early election, cutting down voters’ lists, etc.). Do you agree with this statement?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes, there were numerous violations during the election
20.5

Minor violations took place during the election, which did not affect its returns
15.3

There were no violations during the election
19.2

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or no answer (NA)
45.0

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you believe that there were violations during the parliamentary election, which violations did you spot?"



Variant of answer
%

Voting for other people
11.9

Giving out voting bulletins with no passport at sight
11.4

Coercion of voters to take part in the election
9.7

Coercion of voters to participate in early election
6.6

Campaigning for candidates on the election date
5.5

Members of election commission suggested whom to vote for
5.4

Election commissions cut lists of registered voters
2.1

Other violations 
3.2

But only testimonies of participants of the election process and personal experience of voters affected assessment of the parliamentary election. Almost openly the authorities ignored OSCE’s demands for staging a free and fair election. For example, a contents-analysis of publications about the parliamentary election from state-run and independent press for the period of June-August of 2000, carried out by IISEPS within the framework of this project (173 publications were analyzed: 55% – Belorusskaya Delovaya Gazeta, 15% – Sovetskaya Belorussia, 30% – regional state-run newspapers revealed the following picture). Almost half of BDG publications described positions of different political parties – major subjects of the election process, 6.2% – position of authorities. On the contrary, one third of SB publications were dedicated to position of authorities, with political parties enjoying a mere 12%. This ratio is even more revealing in regional state-run publications: 43.1% and 2%, correspondingly. An analysis of state-run and independent press’s attitude towards four demands set forth by OSCE reveals a more surprising picture! The demand about providing the opposition with access to state-run mass media is mentioned in 13.4% of BDG publications, the same number of publications were dedicated to the demand to stop harassment of people for their political views, the demand to change the Electoral Code, and the demand to widen powers of the parliament. Some 12% of SB publications give reference to the demand to change the Electoral Code (the only demand where authorities made some concessions), the other demands were not mentioned at all. There was not a single reference to OSCE’s demands in regional press (only the publications that dealt with the parliamentary election were analyzed). The whole international community was watching fulfillment of OSCE’s demands, and the failure to do so resulted in non-recognition of the newly elected parliament! 

3. Who won?

A preliminary analysis (i.e. carried out before the election) of political preferences of voters, who expressed intention of taking part in the parliamentary election, and those who supported the boycott, showed that first of all convinced supporters of A. Lukashenko and integration with Russia dominate the group of supporters of the election, second, a minority of convinced opponents of A. Lukashenko and integration with Russia actively supported the election boycott (see Table 11). 

Table 11

Attitude towards participation in the parliamentary election depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko and integration with Russia, %*



Social types
Attitude towards the parliamentary election of 2000


Convinced supporters

(30.0%)
Vacillatory majority

(66.5%)
Convinced opponents

(3.5%)

Attitude towards A. Lukashenko

Convinced supporters (16.0%)

Vacillatory majority (55.0%)

Convinced opponents (29.0%)
55.9

31.2

13.5
44.1

67.9

75.9
0.0

0.9

10.6

Attitude towards integration

Convinced supporters (20.9%)

Vacillatory majority (60.4%)

Convinced opponents (18.7%)
43.7

29.8

15.5
55.7

68.2

72.7
0.6

2.0

11.8

*To read horizontally

A comparative analysis (carried out after the election) of groups of those, who participated in the October election and who did not, gives more important information for consideration and development of further strategy. (See Table 12). 

Obviously, those who participated in the election are mostly conservative-minded, whereas those who did not – are democratic-minded citizens of Belarus. At the same time, there were many democratic-minded people in the first group, and conservative-minded people – in the second group. Many of those who cast their votes support the demands of the opposition and OSCE (including the demand about a free and fair election – almost 54%!). The ratio of strong supporters and opponents of A. Lukashenko and his course is especially revealing: almost 22% of those who went to the polls are his convinced opponents, and about 8% of those who did not vote – are his convinced supporters. As we could see, this is not a "mirror" distribution. Figures of the last section of the table are even more expressive: those who did not take part in the October election still prefer election and referendum to mass protest actions!

The parliamentary election also showed limits within which amendments to the Electoral Code could be achieved with public support. For example, one of such amendments suggested by the opposition is to lower voters’ turnout rate from 50% to 25%. The survey revealed that only 13.8% of voters support this demand yet. 

But the demand to include representatives of all participants of the election with casting vote enjoys support among 38.2% of voters, since it is considered as a "socially fair" demand. 

Table 12

Comparative characteristic of groups that participated and did not participate in the 

parliamentary election, %*



Social-economic and political directions
Participated in the election (58.8%)
Did not participate in the election (39.4%)

Believe that responsibility for deterioration of economic situation lies on: 

– president

– mafia
29.1

18.5
52.2

10.2

Prefer economy:
– market economy with insignificant state control

– planned economy
32.3

31.0
52.4

20.8

More efficient form of ownership:

– state

– private
51.0

42.0
26.9

67.1

Would like to work for: 

– a state company 

– a private company
56.8

41.4
34.3

64.0

Satisfied with A. Lukasehkno’s six-year ruling:

– rather satisfied

– partially satisfied, partially not satisfied 

– rather not satisfied 
28.7

44.9

26.1
11.9

36.5

51.6

Attitude towards A. Lukashenko and his course:**
– convinced supporters

– vacillatory majority

– convinced opponents
21.4

56.9

21.7
6.8

46.9

46.3

At a hypothetical referendum on Belarus and Russian unification would vote:

– for unification

– against unification
65.7

20.7
42.0

27.4

If authorities do not people’s requirements, some believe that they must be replaced:

– by means of another election

– by means of a referendum on distrust to authorities and early election 

– mass non-violent actions (rallies, demonstrations, etc.)

– mass strikes
53.0

28.4

4.6

3.5
33.3

29.9

8.7

6.1

*To read vertically. The sum of answers is not always equal to 100%, because interim answers are omitted.

**Convinced supporters - those who trust A. Lukashenko, consider him an ideal politician and are ready to vote for him at the presidential election in Belarus, and presidential election of Belarus-Russia Union. Convinced opponents are those who gave opposite answers. 

But, finally, who won and who lost the parliamentary election? Could we say that authorities lost? No – regardless of the boycott voters’ turnout was rather high (59%, of course, not 70% promised by A. Lukashenko, or 45% declared by the opposition). Cold we assert that "strong opposition" lost? No, because the newly elected parliament is not recognized, and the Supreme Council is still considered the only legitimate body. Both players achieved their desired goals in part. The loser is a part of Belarusian society (including social and civic opposition), which is looking for democratic changes, but, at the same time, does not accept ways out offered by "strong opposition", and it remains out of politics. Belarus’s political landscape does not much look like European one. 

It is widely known that lessons are being learnt to avert continuation of a hard past in the future, rather to change it. Results of the presidential race, which, as a matter of fact, has already begun, would depend on who could "face the reality" first and act in line with this reality, but not with one’s ideas about it. 

Summing it up, it is noteworthy that first, according to sociological surveys, the parliamentary election is valid. That means that the reality does not correspond to beliefs of some opposition leaders. 

Second, assertions by the majority of opposition leaders about expediency and efficiency of the parliamentary election boycott campaign are exaggerated. That means that the opposition’s strategy at the presidential election shall under no circumstances include a boycott possibility. Declaring boycott to the presidential election (for example, in unfavorable situation) the opposition may, of course, get some tactical advantage (for example, it could maintain the West’s support), but it is likely to lose strategically – the majority of Belarusians would become disappointed in its ability to political struggle. 

Third, statements of authorities about a democratic nature of the election, its correspondence to international standards are far from the reality – not only from the point of view of elite, OSCE and independent observers – but also in opinion of the majority of Belarusians. That means that the resource of social-psychological support of the present authorities is not so vast, as authorities are trying to show. 

Fourth, coming up with demands to introduce amendments to the Electoral Code in line with international norms the opposition shall not only proceed from these norms and look for support in the West, but also from the fact how these norms are perceived in society and look for public support. That means that along with putting forth some demands to authorities and appealing to international community it is necessary to constantly carry out informative-educational work in Belarus’s society.  

Fifth, both authorities and political opposition achieved in part their desired goals at the parliamentary election. The loser is a part of Belarusian society (including social and civic opposition), which is looking for democratic changes, but, at the same time, does not accept decisions offered by "strong opposition", and it remains out of politics. If this status-quo remains in place during the presidential campaign chances for democratic changes would be reduced to zero. That means that using the opportunity of the presidential campaign political opposition shall look for efficient cooperation with civic and social opposition – to form a wide civic coalition "For Changes" which is to become a social base for a democratic candidate for presidency. 

Elite and presidential election

As we could see from Table 13, the overwhelming majority of leaders (86.8%), regardless of structures they represent, do not want to see A. Lukashenko as the country’s president for another term. From the time of the previous survey this opinion has not almost changed. 

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like A. Lukashenko to be the president of our country for another term?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector


11'00
12'00
11'00
12'00
11'00
12'00

No
90.6
86.8
96.8
94.1
81.8
79.4

Yes
3.8
4.4
–
–
9.1
8.8

DA/NA
5.6
8.8
3.2
5.9
9.1
11.8

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom would you like to see the president of 

Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the 

private sector
Employees of the public sector


11'00
12'00
11'00
12'00
11'00
12'00

Independent candidate
54.6
54.4
61.3
50.0
45.5
58.8

Single candidate of democratic 

opposition parties 
34.0
38.2
35.5
47.1
31.8
29.5

A. Lukashenko
3.8
1.5
–
–
9.1
2.9

Other candidate 
5.7
2.9
–
–
13.6
5.9

Find it difficult to answer or no answer 
1.9
3.0
3.2
2.9
–
2.9

Table 14 shows that 54.4% of leaders would like to see an independent candidate as new president. A single candidate from democratic opposition parties was placed second. In total they received 92.6%, which is 4 points higher than in November, and 20.4 points higher than in October. If representatives of non-state structures equally support both, an independent candidate receives twice as much support from representatives of state structures, than a single opposition candidate. As compared to the previous month, leaders from non-state structures show much more support to a single candidate, and less support to an independent candidate, and visa versa in state structures. 

As for A. Lukashenko, in December only one respondent from state structures spoke in his support. It is worth noting that among leaders there are no those who have not made their choice yet. 

The December survey results showed some changes of leaders’ opinion regarding possible candidates for the upcoming presidential election (see Table 15). So, when asked whom would you have chosen the country’s president tomorrow, M. Chigir and S. Domash take top position with leaders, and their support have jumped by 70% within one month. 

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question: "If the Belarusian presidential election has taken place tomorrow, whom would you vote for?", % (direct question)



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

M. Chigir
19.1
23.5
14.7

S. Domash
19.1
26.5
11.8

V. Goncharik
10.3
8.8
11.8

V. Leonov
5.9
8.8
2.9

A. Lukashenko
2.9
–
5.9

A. Trukhanovich
2.9
2.9
2.9

S. Bogdankevich
2.9
2.9
2.9

A. Dobrovolsky
1.5
2.9
–

V. Dashuk
1.5
2.9
–

D. Bulakhov
1.5
–
2.9

M. Leonov
1.5
2.9
–

M. Pastukhov
1.5
2.9
–

S. Shushkevich
1.5
–
2.9

But if M. Chigir has toped popularity ratings since September, S. Domash’s candidacy rocketed only in November, driving A. Lukashenko out from the second place. V. Goncharik ratings’ jump is worth noting as well, in December he took the fourth place. 

In an open rating S. Domash takes the lead with non-state structures, M. Chigir – with state structures. As for A. Lukashenko, he enjoys support only in state structures (two respondents). We shall remind that in September he took the lead with representatives of state structures, outstripping M. Chigir, who was placed second, twofold. 

Politicians – V. Vecherko, A. Lebedko, M. Grib, M. Krivomaz, V. Yermoshin, I. Korotchenya and M. Myasnikovich – that were mentioned in November, dropped from the December ratings. At the same time new names appeared on the list in December: V. Goncharik, A. Trukhanovich, A. Dobrovol-sky, V. Dashuk, D. Bulakhov and M. Pastukhov. 

When asked an indirect question (to chose from a list of politicians), distribution of Belarusian politicians in the presidential rating appears different. As Table 16 shows, in December S. Domash topped the list with leaders receiving 22.1% (5.7% in November). M. Chigir took the second place, though his popularity ratings crept up a little (from 17.0% to 20.6%). V. Goncharik was placed third, his ratings jumped 2.3fold. 

M. Chigir kept his first place in non-state structures, whereas in state structures his ratings slumped (from 22.7% to 14.7%), and S. Domash hit the first line. 

Therefore, the results of the December survey among leaders show that so far elite has not defined the most prospective candidate able to struggle for presidency. Appearance of new names on the list and rapid disappearance of others is clear from systematic changes of ratings of concrete politicians. At the same time, there is a group of three leaders who left other politicians behind in terms of popularity ratings. A. Lukashenko is not in this group, since his candidature is considered unacceptable. 

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question: "For whom of prominent social-political figures of 

Belarus are you ready to vote at the presidential election?", % (indirect question)



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

S. Domash
22.1
23.5
20.6

M. Chigir
20.6
26.5
14.7

V. Goncharik
13.2
11.8
14.7

A. Bukhvostov
2.9
–
5.9

V. Leonov
2.9
2.9
2.9

V. Bykov
2.9
5.9
–

M. Leonov
2.9
2.9
2.9

A. Dobrovolsky*
1.5
2.9
–

A. Yaroshuk
1.5
2.9
–

A. Lebedko
1.5
2.9
–

A. Trukhanovich
1.5
2.9
–

V. Dashuk*
1.5
2.9
–

M. Krivomaz
1.5
2.9
–

M. Pastukhov*
1.5
2.9
–

S. Kalyakin
1.5
–
2.9

S. Bogdankevich
1.5
–
2.9

S. Shushkevich
1.5
–
2.9

*Entered on empty line

How respondents imagine the future president? Table 17 gives an idea about it. As one could see, his "portrait" is in a deep contrast with the first president’s actual features. So, the majority of leaders (regardless of structures they represent) believe that the future president shall be oriented at multivectorial foreign policy, rather than locking oneself on the West, or the East. 

More than half of leaders (two thirds in non-state structures) think that regardless of his professional sphere, the future president should introduce sweeping changes to the existing course. 

As for speaking fluent Belarusian, leaders’ opinions are quite different. About one-fourth in each group spoke in favor of alternative answers, the rest consider this issue insignificant. Mandatory excellent command of Belarusian enjoys more support in non-state structures, in state structures it is optional. 

Some 20% of leaders believe that the future president shall have ties with Russia’s ruling elite. And this opinion finds more support in non-state structures. 

About two thirds of leaders think that the future president shall be a civilian (not a military man!) and from independent background. About half of them would like him to be an experienced politician, rather than an experienced professional. There is no big difference in opinions among representatives of state and non-state structures. 

It is quite interesting that the majority of leaders do not want to have a president connected with ruling nomenclature. This idea is shared even by representatives of state structures. 

Finally, the overwhelming majority of leaders do not want to see an autocrat as the future president. Perhaps here a sad experience of life under the present leadership is felt. 

Table 18 could be viewed as a general assessment of leaders’ attitude towards the first president. It shows that regardless of structures they represent the majority of respondents are not satisfied with how A. Lukashenko ruled the country. As compared to October, support to this opinion went up (by 5 points). 

The above statement and Table 19 allows to draw an unambiguous conclusion: leaders of opinion (regardless of structures they represent) are strongly against electing A. Lukashenko for the second term of presidency. In December (as well as in November) leaders were asked to answer: whom would they vote for in a hypothetical second round, if A. Lukashenko have faced a united representative of this or that public group. Their answers showed that leaders are apparently ready to support any politician who would challenge the first president. 

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "What kind of Belarus’s future president should be in you opinion?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

Supporter of multivectorial foreign policy 

Supporter of integration with the West or Russia 

Does not matter
88.2

5.9

4.4
88.2

8.8

2.9
88.2

2.9

5.9

Professional in production sphere

Professional in the sphere of education, science, culture

Does not matter
25.0

14.7

57.4
17.6

11.8

67.6
32.4

17.6

47.1

Supporter of the present course continuation 

Supporter of radical changes to the present course 

Does not matter
–

91.2

2.9
–

97.1

–
–

85.3

5.9

Mandatory fluent Belarusian 

Optional fluent Belarusian

Does not matter
29.4

25.0

42.6
38.2

17.6

41.2
20.6

32.4

44.1

Connected to Russia’s establishment

Not connected to Russia’s establishment

Does not matter
19.1

32.4

45.6
26.5

35.3

35.3
11.8

29.4

55.9

Civilian

Military

Does not matter
69.1

–

30.9
67.6

–

32.4
70.6

–

29.4

Representative of the opposition

Independent candidate

Does not matter
16.2

60.3

23.5
20.6

58.8

20.6
11.8

61.8

26.5

Experienced politician

Respected professional, but not a politician

Does not matter
47.1

19.1

30.9
38.2

23.5

35.3
55.9

14.7

26.5

Connected to ruling nomenclature

Not connected to ruling nomenclature

Does not matter
13.2

44.1

38.2
11.8

47.1

35.3
14.7

41.2

41.2

Able to work in team, consider opinion of other people

Making decisions on his/her own, depending on personal opinion 

Does not matter
86.8

2.9

7.4
91.2

2.9

2.9
82.4

2.9

11.8

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six-year rule?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

Rather not satisfied
80.9
91.2
70.6

Partially satisfied, partially not satisfied
11.8
2.9
20.6

Rather satisfied
1.5
2.9
–

However, an independent candidate would have received the majority of leaders’ votes – 89.9% – (regardless of structures they represent). Only a few of them would have voted against both candidates, or did not give a definite answer. 

An opposition representative enjoys less support among leaders – some 64.7%. At the same time, if an independent candidate gained a little as compared to November, an opposition candidate lost some points. In this variant the number of those who would have voted for A. Lukashenko went up (in state structures), as well as the number of those who are against both candidates. 

In the pair "opposition representative – independent candidate" the latter is in the forefront with 1.8fold advantage. In state structures this advantage is greater – 4.4fold. 

As for another candidate from "power party", he/her outstripped A. Lukashenko with leaders (regardless of structures they represent). However, in this case more than 40% would have voted against both candidates (especially representatives of non-state structures). 

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you were to elect Belarus’s president from the 

following pairs of politicians, whom would you vote for?" %



Variant of answer
               Survey of leaders
National 


total
from private sector
from public sector
survey (11'00)

A. Lukashenko – representative of opposition

For A. Lukasehnko
8.8
2.9
14.7
39.1

For representative of opposition
64.7
79.5
50.0
16.2

Against both
16.2
14.7
17.7
15.7

Would not vote 
2.9
2.9
2.9
6.6

DA/NA
7.4
–
14.7
22.4

A. Lukashenko – independent candidate

For A. Lukashenko
2.9
–
5.9
34.8

For independent candidate
89.8
100.0
79.4
33.8

Against both
2.9
–
5.9
5.5

Would not vote 
1.5
–
2.9
4.8

DA/NA
2.9
–
5.9
21.1

Representative of opposition – independent candidate

For representative of opposition
29.4
44.1
14.7
9.9

For independent candidate
52.9
41.2
64.7
35.7

Against both
4.4
2.9
5.9
12.9

Would not vote 
1.5
–
2.9
6.9

DA/NA
11.8
11.8
11.8
34.6

A. Lukashenko – another candidate from "power party"

For A. Lukashenko
4.4
2.9
5.9
34.8

For another candidate from 

"power party"
33.8
35.3
32.4
5.8

Against both
42.6
50.0
35.3
22.8

Would not vote 
7.4
5.9
8.8
6.5

DA/NA
11.8
5.9
17.6
30.1

Therefore, leaders’ answers to this question clearly prove that Belarus’s elite would have opted for an independent candidate. Unfortunately, so far leaders of public opinion see no independent politician who is able to challenge A. Lukashenko. 

Table 20 shows that the majority of leaders doubt the upcoming election would be free and fair. Judging by the previous election campaign leaders of non-state structures doubt this possibility more than others. It should be noted that if compared to November the number of those who doubt it crept down, because more respondents declined to give a definite answer (among leaders of state structures the ratio went up by 20 points). 

Table 20

Distribution of answers to the question: "Will, do you think, the 2001 presidential election in Belarus be free and fair?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

No
73.5
82.4
64.7

Yes
8.8
2.9
14.7

DA/NA
17.7
14.7
20.6

Table 21 provides leaders’ prognosis how the majority of the population would vote at the upcoming presidential election. As we could see, half of respondents believe that the population would vote for an independent candidate. This confidence is characteristic of leaders of non-state structures. Less than one fourth (23.5%) say A. Lukashenko is likely to win. Some 17.6% say the same about an opposition candidate. As compared to previous opinion polls, leaders’ confidence in success of an independent candidate is gradually increasing (from 35.5% in September to 38.9% in October), whereas A. Lukashenko’s chances are diminishing (from 33.8% in September to 35.2% in October). As for a single opposition candidate, his success prognosis remained almost unchanged (17.7% in September, and 18.5% in October). The above tendencies practically do not depend on structures that leaders represent. 

Table 21

Distribution of answers to the question: "For whom, in you opinion, would the majority of voters cast their votes at the presidential election?",. %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

For independent candidate
50.0
58.8
41.2

For A. Lukashenko
23.5
17.6
29.4

For single candidate of democratic opposition parties
17.6
14.8
20.6

For candidate – representative of other political party
1.5
–
2.9

Find it difficult to answer
7.4
8.8
5.9

Therefore, leaders’ prognoses for the upcoming presidential election look more and more optimistic. 

Election platform for a wide democratic coalition needed

As was repeatedly stated, there are millions in Belarus who are not proponents of present authorities’ policy. However, the majority of them have not yet taken the side of the opposition. Why Belarus’s political elite does not use considerable public support? See Table 22 for opinions of representatives of domestic elite. 

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question: "Present opposition does not enjoy public support in Belarus, because opposition leaders:"* (%)



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

Have no opportunity to convey their views and programs to people
63.2
73.5
52.9

Are guided by their own interests and party programs, rather than people’s interests
36.8
32.4
41.2

Resort only to criticism, suggesting no constructive ways out
26.5
20.6
32.4

Are nationalists, and against friendship with Russia 
20.6
11.8
29.4

Receive material support from the West and convey its interests
14.7
2.9
26.5

Want to build capitalism dividing society into rich and poor 
2.9
2.9
2.9

Are radicals, extremists, urge for violent change of present policy, what may lead to civil war
1.5
–
2.9

Other reason 
11.8
14.7
8.8

*More than one answer is possible

As the major reason for that representatives of state as well as non-state structures pointed at the absence of opportunity for the opposition to convey its views and programs to people. This explanations seems quite reasonable. One of the first things that A. Lukashenko did as the president was denial of access to state-run mass media to his opponents, especially to electronic mass media with the largest audience. Up to 1994 summer the opposition enjoyed a more or less free access to mass media, but its ratings were basically the same. 

Today opponents of official authorities have quite a free access to non-state mass media. Undoubtedly, their total circulation is lower than that of state-run newspapers and magazines. But members of the opposition always have an opportunity to express their point of view in independent newspapers. As it turned out, representatives of state structures closely watch non-state press (see Table 23), though so far it has not affected their assessment of the opposition. 

Almost one third of non-state structures’ employees and more than 40% of those from state structures believe that opposition members are mostly guided by their own interests and parties’ programs, rather than by people’s interests, and 20.6% and 32.4%, correspondingly, pointed at a non-constructive nature of the opposition behavior, which, as they put it, resorts only to criticism suggesting no alternative ways out. 

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which non-state mass media do you prefer to read, listen to, watch?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector

Newspapers:

BDG
69.1
73.5
64.7

Narodnaya Volya
45.6
41.2
50.0

BG
44.1
47.1
41.2

Nasha Svaboda
25.0
32.4
17.6

Belorussky Rynok
8.8
2.9
14.7

Svobodnye Novosti
8.8
17.6
–

Belarus Today
4.4
2.9
5.9

Belaruski Chas
2.9
–
5.9

Izvestia
2.9
2.9
2.9

Komsomolskaya Pravda
2.9
2.9
2.9

Rabochaya Solidarnost
2.9
–
5.9

Argumenty i Facty
1.5
–
2.9

Birzha Informatsyi
1.5
2.9
–

Va-bank
1.5
–
2.9

Courier
1.5
2.9
–

Navinki
1.5
–
2.9

Nasha Slova
1.5
–
2.9

Pagonya
1.5
2.9
–

Rabochy
1.5
2.9
–

Radio stations:

Liberty
22.1
26.5
17.6

Ratsyia
11.8
20.6
2.9

BA
10.3
5.9
14.7

Radio-Rocks
8.8
8.8
8.8

Alpha-Radio
4.4
5.9
2.9

Mayak
4.4
2.9
5.9

FM-stations
2.9
–
5.9

TV channels:

NTV
63.2
67.6
58.8

ORT
26.5
29.4
23.5

RTR
20.6
14.7
26.5

8 channel
16.2
5.9
26.5

Kultura
8.8
8.8
8.8

CNN
2.9
–
5.9

ÒV-6
2.9
2.9
2.9

Cosmos ÒV
1.5
2.9
–

ÒNÒ
1.5
–
2.9

It is noteworthy that regardless of Belarusian TV efforts to portrait opponents of authorities as radicals and extremists, less than 3% of state experts agree with this assessment. At the same time workers of state structures still consider opposition members as nationalists, who are against friendship with Russia (29.4%) and conveyers of the West’s interests, who receive material support from there (26.5%). In general, reputation of the opposition in the eyes of nomenclature (though without a union with part of which winning the presidential election seems problematic) is not the best. Probably, due to various reasons opposition members could hardly achieve any changes here without outside assistance. 

It seems that a special election platform might become the basis for achieving consolidation of all political forces and social groups, who stand for changes in Belarus’s society today. Prospective candidates for presidency from democratic forces are recommended to sign it. Ideally, all of them should go to the election as a single team, where every one plays an approved and assigned role. For example, one – candidate for presidency, another for premier or Security Council secretary, etc. 

Such platform could produce a declaration of common principles that not only shared by a candidate and members of his campaign, but are able to attract as many allies as possible. Therefore, principles of the election platform shall be stated so that coalition of structures, movements, separate leaders, etc., under agreed name of "For Changes" becomes as wide as possible. Its leaders should not have an opposition stamp, should not be associated with political parties, which at the moment is not acceptable for nomenclature. A single candidate for presidency needs real support of democratic and, first of all, opposition structures, but not a formal approval by the Congress of Democratic Forces, for example. Also it should be noted that so far all attempts to elaborate requirements or criteria for a single democratic candidate have proved unsuccessful. Partially because of their excessive ideological cruelty.

Results of the opinion poll among public opinion leaders 

conducted by IISEPS in December of 2000*
1. Distribution of answers to the question "Do you like social-political figures listed below?", %

Social-political figure
All 

respondents
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector


Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Vasil Bykov, writer
76.5
10.3
91.2
–
61.8
20.6

Mikhail Chigir, former prime minister
61.8
14.7
79.4
8.8
44.1
20.6

Stanislav Bogdankevich, UCP honorary chairman
57.4
11.8
70.6
5.9
44.1
17.6

Hans-Georg Wieck, head of OSCE AMG in Belarus 
55.9
11.8
79.4
5.9
32.4
17.6

Vasily Leonov, former minister of agriculture
54.4
16.2
64.7
14.7
44.1
17.6

Yuri Khodyko, BPF Party deputy chairman
54.4
13.2
70.6
5.9
38.2
20.6

Anatoly Lebedko, UCP chairman
51.5
16.2
67.6
8.8
35.3
23.5

Stanislav Shushkevich, BSDP chairman
51.5
17.6
64.7
8.8
38.2
26.5

Vladimir Goncharik, LUFB chairman
44.1
13.2
38.2
20.6
50.0
5.9

Vintsuk Vecherko, BPF Party chairman
42.6
20.6
67.6
8.8
17.6
32.4

Iosif Seredich, editor-in-chief of Narodnaya Volya newspaper
41.2
19.1
58.8
8.8
23.5
29.4

Semion Domash, Regional Belarus Unity chairman
41.2
14.7
58.8
8.8
23.5
20.6

Valentina Polevikova, Nadzeya Women’s Party chairman 
35.3
16.2
50.0
8.8
20.6
23.5

Aleksandr Bukhvostov, Labor Party chairman
33.8
19.1
50.0
8.8
17.6
29.4

Aleksandr Yaroshuk, National Labor Union of Agricultural Workers chairman
33.8
10.3
41.2
2.9
26.5
17.6

Gennady Grushevoy, Children of Chernobyl Foundation president
30.9
25.0
47.1
20.6
14.7
29.4

Nikolai Statkevich, BSDP Narodnaya Hramada chairman
30.9
25.0
47.1
29.4
14.7
20.6

Rodim Goretsky, Union of Belarusians of the World Backauczina 

co-chairman
29.4
14.7
47.1
5.9
11.8
23.5

Anatoly Trukhanovich, entrepreneur, general director of ADL 

research company
25.0
14.7
41.2
5.9
8.8
23.5

Mikhail Leonov, general director of Minsk Tractor Plant
25.0
14.7
26.5
14.7
23.5
14.7

Zenon Poznyak, CCP BPF chairman
20.6
54.4
26.5
41.2
14.7
67.6

Semion Sharetsky, 13th Supreme Council chairman 
19.1
42.6
26.5
35.3
11.8
50.0

Sergei Kalyakin, CC CPB first secretary
17.6
36.8
20.6
26.5
14.7
47.1

Mikhail Krivomaz, general director of Minsk Machine-Tool Production Company
16.2
11.8
11.8
5.9
20.6
17.6

Valery Levonevsky, Independent Labor Union of Entrepreneurs chairman
8.8
39.7
11.8
47.1
5.9
32.4

Aleksandr Lukashenko, first president of Belarus
7.4
86.8
2.9
91.2
11.8
82.4

Sergei Gaidukevich, LDPB chairman
4.4
64.7
5.9
61.8
2.9
67.6

2. Confidence in state and public institutions, %

(all respondents)
Institutions
Trust
Distrust
DA
NA

Independent research centers
76.5
8.8
11.8
2.9

Non-state mass media
69.1
13.3
14.7
2.9

OSCE AMG in Belarus 
55.9
16.2
25.0
2.9

Unions of entrepreneurs
45.6
10.3
41.2
2.9

Free and independent labor unions
44.2
14.7
38.2
2.9

Opposition political parties
44.2
19.1
33.8
2.9

Labor Unions, part of Federation of Labor Unions of Belarus
32.4
22.0
41.2
4.4

Army
26.5
33.8
36.8
2.9

Church
17.6
36.8
45.6
–

13th Supreme Council
29.4
44.2
23.5
2.9

State-run research centers
17.6
50.0
25.0
7.4

Government
14.7
57.4
25.0
2.9

State-run mass media
10.3
72.1
13.2
4.4

Local authorities 
5.9
69.1
22.1
2.9

Constitutional Court
7.4
72.0
16.2
4.4

KGB
5.9
73.5
16.2
4.4

National Assembly
4.4
78.0
14.7
2.9

President
8.8
83.8
5.9
1.5

Courts
4.4
79.5
13.2
2.9

Central Election Commission
2.9
86.8
7.4
2.9

Police
1.5
85.3
8.8
4.4

Political parties, supporting present authorities
2.9
86.8
5.9
4.4

3. Confidence in state and public institutions, % 

(representatives of non-state structures)
Institutions
Trust
Distrust
DA
NA

Non-state mass media
88.3
5.9
2.9
2.9

Independent research centers
88.2
5.9
5.9
–

OSCE AMG in Belarus
76.5
5.9
14.7
2.9

Opposition political parties 
70.6
8.8
20.6
–

Free and independent labor unions
67.7
8.8
20.6
2.9

Unions of entrepreneurs
53.0
5.9
38.2
2.9

13th Supreme Council
44.1
26.5
26.5
2.9

Labor Unions, part of Federation of Labor Unions of Belarus
29.4
17.6
47.1
5.9

Church
17.6
44.1
38.2
–

Army
14.7
41.2
41.2
2.9

State-run research centers
5.9
58.8
26.5
8.8

Local authorities
5.9
73.6
17.6
2.9

Government
5.9
73.6
17.6
2.9

National Assembly
2.9
82.4
11.8
2.9

President
5.9
91.2
–
2.9

KGB
–
85.3
8.8
5.9

Central Election Commission
2.9
91.3
2.9
2.9

State-run mass media
2.9
91.2
–
5.9

Constitutional Court
–
88.2
5.9
5.9

Police
–
91.2
2.9
5.9

Courts
–
94.2
2.9
2.9

Political parties, supporting present authorities
–
94.1
–
5.9

4. Confidence in state and public institutions, % 

(representatives of state structures)
Institutions
Trust
Distrust
DA
NA

Independent research centers
64.7
11.8
17.6
5.9

Non-state mass media
50.0
20.6
26.5
2.9

Unions of entrepreneurs
38.2
14.7
44.2
2.9

Army
38.2
26.5
32.4
2.9

OSCE AMG in Belarus 
35.3
26.5
35.3
2.9

Labor Unions, part of Federation of Labor Unions of Belarus
35.3
26.5
35.3
2.9

Free and independent labor unions
20.6
20.6
55.9
2.9

Church
17.6
29.5
52.9
–

State-run research centers
29.4
41.2
23.5
5.9

Opposition political parties
17.6
29.4
47.1
5.9

Government
23.5
41.2
32.4
2.9

State-run mass media
17.6
53.0
26.5
2.9

Constitutional Court
14.7
55.9
26.5
2.9

13th Supreme Council
14.7
61.8
20.6
2.9

KGB
11.8
61.8
23.5
2.9

Courts
8.8
64.8
23.5
2.9

Local authorities
5.9
64.7
26.5
2.9

President
11.8
76.4
11.8
–

National Assembly
5.9
73.6
17.6
2.9

Political parties supporting present authorities
5.9
79.4
11.8
2.9

Police
2.9
79.4
14.8
2.9

Central Election Commission
2.9
82.4
11.8
2.9

*The results of public opinion poll that are not included into analytical comments.

JANUARY – 2001

Presidential election: how to avoid false start?

1. Discontent is growing

Analysis of dynamics of people’s attitude towards the present course and its main inspirer A. Lukashenko over the last year allows to make a conclusion that decline in support of this course, including popularity ratings of A. Lukashenko – is not a "collapse," not a recurrent, but a relatively stable, and, perhaps, even steadfast tendency. 

Considering requests of present-day TV-favorites, who are constantly accusing us of "manipulating ratings", we asked very simple questions: "Are you satisfied with A. Lukashenko's six-year presidency?", "Would you like to see A. Lukashenko the country’s president for another term?". "Who, in your opinion, is to blame for deterioration of economic situation in Belarus?" (See Tables 1 – 3). 

Table 1

Are you satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six year rule?, %



Variant of answer
06'00*
08'00
09'00*
10'00
11'00

Rather dissatisfied
32.0
41.6
32.7
35.8
36.3

Partially satisfied, partially dissatisfied
44.5
40.5
42.6
41.1
42.9

Rather satisfied
22.3
17.6
23.7
22.4
20.3

*Opinion poll was conducted jointly with the Center for Social and Environmental Studies

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like A. Lukashenko being elected the president of our country for another term?", %



Variant of answer
Survey among leaders (01'01)
National 


total
Private sector
Public sector
survey (11'00)

No
86.5
97.7
70.0
41.5

Yes
8.1
–
20.0
36.1

DA/NA
5.4
2.3
10.0
22.4

Table 3

Dynamics of assessment of responsibility for deterioration of economic situation in our country, %



Variant of answer
04'00
07'00
10'00

President
38.6
29.1
38.2

Government
42.1
38.2
50.7

Local authorities
28.9
30.8
35.3

Mafia
19.0
14.3
15.2

As one could see, there is almost nothing to comment on: the number of those who are satisfied with A. Lukashenko's ruling and those who would like to see him the next president is lower than the number of those who are not satisfied with his ruling and would not like it to continue. Increasingly more people understand that authorities with A. Lukashenko at the top bear responsibility for decline in living standards. Looking at these figures some may say: "And what? A. Lukashenko is going to shift the blame for crisis on his own vertical, "to turn in" outstanding power figures of national or regional levels (or even the government as a whole), and will "come off clear." We believe that this is unlikely to happen, because under conditions of the presidential race that has already begun, A. Lukashenko is much more dependable on his vertical (which – and only it – is able to provide him with "administrative resource" during the election), than just two years ago. If he "turns it in" – it could "turn him in" as well. As Table 2 shows, elite – not only non-state, but also state elite – sounds unanimous in this respect. It is quite a rare moment in modern Belarusian history: the president is more dependable on his vertical, than the vertical on the president. This circumstance is making exceptionally favorable conditions for searching for a compromise between the opposition and a part of Belarus’s nomenclature, which is dissatisfied with its status. 

2. Profile of the future president

However, the number of those who are dissatisfied with the present course is not enough to make prognoses, since a considerable part of the population has not defined their political preferences yet. An analysis of the future president’s profile presented in an opinion poll proves it. (See Tables 4 and 5). 

Table 4

Perception of the future president

The future president should be:
%

– under 45 (years old)

– over 45 (years old)

– does not matter
27.7

18.3

52.6

– urban resident

– rural resident

– does not matter
29.8

5.5

62.5

– male

– female

– does not matter
55.7

6.0

37.4

– resident of Minsk

– resident of a region

– does not matter
14.7

11.1

73.3

– believing in God

– atheist

– does not matter
29.5

2.5

66.2

– supporter of market economy (a)

– supporter of planned economy (b)

– does not matter
54.0

24.1

19.1

– representative of non-state organization

– representative of state organization

– does not matter
29.2

10.8

58.5

– proponent of power distribution (à)

– proponent of power concentration in president’s hands (b)

– does not matter
41.1

34.0

21.5

– supporter of Belarus’s independence (a)

– supporter of unification with Russia (b)

– does not matter
37.5

44.7

15.4

Supporter of cooperation with CIS states, and first of all Russia 

– supporter of cooperation with western countries, first of all 

European states 

– does not matter
41.2

29.0

27.9

– supporter of continuation of present course 

– supporter of sweeping change of present course 

– does not matter
32.6

49.0

15.3

– representative of present authorities 

– representative of present opposition

– does not matter
29.8

15.5

51.1

– an independent candidate 

– members of a party (including "party of power")

– does not matter
35.3

9.0

53.2

As we could see from the data, the majority of Belarusians have a clear picture of what the future president should not be. His social-demographic status does not matter (it is noteworthy though that Belarusians are not ready yet for a female president). What the future president should be – remains somewhat unclear. The fact that there are more supporters of president-democrat, than supporters of president-autocrat, does not allow making optimistic prognoses for the upcoming election. What takes obvious priority in the electorate’s expectations are social-economic, rather than political issues. However, foreign policy priorities show that in their election programs and public speeches contenders for presidency shall not lay stress on pro-West orientation: the best slogan in this respect would be – "To Europe Together With Russia".

Table 5

Social types depending on perception of the future president of Belarus, %



Perception of the future president*
07'00
08'00

Supporters of president-democrat (variant à)
26.4
23.6

Supporters of president-autocrat (variant b)
19.3
7.5

Supporters of president of indefinite type 

(all other combinations)
54.3
68.9

*Supporters of president democrat – those who chose variant (a) in Table 4, supporters of president autocrat – those who opted for variant (b) in all three positions supporters of president of indefinite type – those who selected other combinations in all three positions

A steadfast decline in support to the present course in Belarusian society, as we have already stated, means that increasingly more people think about possible alternatives to A. Lukashenko. Stable low popularity ratings of today’s opposition leaders (of all kinds) – both on party and individual levels – say that during less than a year left before the presidential election supporters of changes shall develop a new strategy, which would come up to expectations of millions of Belarusians who are dissatisfied with present authorities. In our opinion, development of such strategy shall consider possible combinations in several directions. Western direction, i.e. counting on support of international structures, still remains one of the most important. We would briefly review two other directions – proper opposition and so-called "nomenclature-like".

3.  Structure and status of Belarusian opposition

We could discern at least between three levels (or forms, if you like) of existence of Belarus’s opposition. The first level – proper political opposition. It includes those who, as a rule, take part in political activities within parties or structures close to them and, in line with public opinion polls, it numbers no more than 2 to 3% of adult population. The bulk of political opposition have a fair idea of their objectives (as a rule, ideological-political objectives related to coming to power and its realization) and are ready to achieve them by various ways, including the most radical means. 

The second level – civic opposition. It includes those who work for different non-state structures – numerous NGOs, youth, entrepreneurial and other associations, independent labor unions, mass media, research centers, etc., and are taking an active part in social-political (or to be more precise, public, civic) process and numbers some 8 to 10% of the population. These people are also dissatisfied with the present order, and they openly express their dissatisfaction, but their objectives are absolutely different (more often ideological or professional – such as independence, democracy, market economy, law-abiding state). The majority of them prefer methods of "system opposition" – election, legislative initiatives, public debates, lobbying, etc. 

Finally, the third level – social (simply speaking "kitchen") opposition. It consists of people dissatisfied with present order and having, as a rule, social-economic objectives (perhaps, these are not objectives, but expectations – such as rise in living standards, order strengthening, etc.). The absolute majority of them do not publicly express their dissatisfaction (it derives from its name – "kitchen" opposition), and prefer more traditional, demanding no personal effort ways to achieve these objectives- expectations – such as election, appeals to authorities, etc., – and do not accept radical actions. Surveys show that today this opposition numbers 30 to 35% of the population (in fact, they are convinced opponents of A. Lukashenko's course – see above).

Obviously, if this the most numerous layer of the opposition does not join social-political process, changes in Belarusian society are unlikely (excluding "specific forms", such as coup d’etat). Perhaps, one of the reasons for decline in readiness to vote for democratic or independent candidates (within one month it went down from 53.5% to 44.0%, whereas confidence in the same choice by the majority of voters dropped from 32.1% to 22.9%) is that tactics of total boycott ("who is not with us – is against us!") heightened self-isolation of political opposition in the eyes of social opposition. 

Alienation of Belarus’s opposition from real life of the majority of Belarusians became obvious not only for journalists and analysts, but also for common citizens. This is how a readers of one of the leading independent newspapers reacted at its correspondent’s call "Stop talking, it is time to go into streets!": "I am a mere voter, and I shall not adjust myself to someone else, join or demand something. And if someone wishes to lead, he/her has to come to me and ask what I want, and promise everything to me. Only then the road to power will be opened to him", (Opposition is Extremely Far from People, Narodnaya Volya, September 22, 2000). This alienation resulted in the fact that the opposition’s image in public opinion, and in the eyes of social opposition, leaves much to be desired (see Table 6). 

Table 6

Comparative characteristic of the opposition’s status in society*, %



Public opinion assessment
Presidential "vertical"
Opposition politicians 
Journalists

Material status:

– poor

– average

– good
1.2

12.4

82.8
9.3

32.4

52.2
14.0

57.0

24.3

Correspondence of their living standards to their merits before society:

– live worse than deserve

– live as deserve

– live better than deserve
1.4

25.4

68.5
9.8

39.8

43.4
26.6

55.4

12.7

Enjoy respect in society:

– they are not respected

– enjoy some respect

– they highly respected
34.4

45.0

17.4
48.1

42.9

4.5
14.2

69.2

13.6

How do they affect people’s life:

– in no way

– in some way

– significantly 
17.8

36.8

42.9
49.2

39.7

6.4
22.9

55.1

18.5

*Groups of presidential "vertical" and journalists are given for comparison

Attempts to explain this situation by authorities’ pressure upon society, total control over mass media, which present the opposition in the negative light, etc., in our opinion, are reasonable, but not enough. Aside from that, they lead away from problem solution. Today many opposition leaders refer to Yugoslavia’s experience. This is what director of the independent Center for Social and Political Studies L. Bogovic said a day after S. Milosevic’s overthrow: "What was very important – at local, federal and presidential election opposition candidates had a good program, which showed a way to solve problems of society, which served purposes of the majority. This, but not control over mass media, led to victory" (Radio Liberty, On the Long Way, October 6, 2000). The major problem of political opposition, in our opinion, is that it cannot "get directly" at social opposition. Mass "walking into people" is a noble cause, but history (for example, that of raznochinetz) proved its inefficiency. It is necessary to establish an active interaction of all three opposition levels ("getting" at social opposition through more dynamic and numerous civic opposition might become the most efficient way out) – i.e. to form a kind of "opposition triangle".

"Nomenclature" direction presupposes an active cooperation of three political subjects – proper Belarus’s opposition, as well as its prospective allies from present Belarusian nomenclature and Russian establishment, which are dissatisfied with A. Lukashenko's course for different reasons. Obviously, permanent threats of lustrations and "fair trial" against Belarusian "traitors", as well as charging 150-million nation with "imperial ambitions" along with burning its national flag do not promote, to put it mildly, creation of second "opposition triangle." We could admit that until recently only one of its "facets" – between Belarusian nomenclature and its Russian partners, some of which wish changes – has been under more or less efficient formation. After S. Milosevic was overthrown, when Moscow started considering "Belarusian issue" in a different way (even a remote prospective of Yugoslavia’s scenario developing in neighboring Belarus seems the last thing acceptable for Moscow), – a favorable opportunity for formation of this triangle came in sight. 

However, successful for democrats presidential race start will depend not only on the mentioned favorable conditions, but, first of all, on the opposition’s consolidation, development of its social basis and nomination of candidate, who would be acceptable for such wide opposition and electorate that supports it. From this point of view, starting conditions cannot be considered favorable for the opposition (see Table 7, and Tables 4 and 5 on pages 60). 

Table 7

Ratings of popularity and influence of public-political figures of contemporary Belarus, %



Public-political figure
Elite survey
National survey


popular
Influential
popular
influential

A. Lukashenko
73.6
79.2
60.6
78.0

M. Chigir
39.6
11.2
26.8
6.5

V. Yermoshin
35.8
34.0
25.0
21.9

S. Shushkevich
26.4
–
18.9
6.4

Z. Posnyak
22.6
3.8
17.9
4.3

L. Yermoshina
5.7
3.8
11.9
6.3

M. Myasnikovich
15.1
56.6
9.4
9.3

V. Goncharik
15.1
18.9
8.6
3.8

A. Lebedko
32.1
13.2
7.4
2.6

S. Sharetsky
1.9
–
7.4
2.9

S. Bogdankevich
11.3
–
6.7
2.2

V. Leonov
15.1
5.7
5.9
2.1

V. Polevikova
1.9
–
5.8
2.1

U. Latypov
3.8
13.2
5.5
6.0

N. Statkevich
5.7
–
5.4
2.9

V. Vecherko
13.2
5.7
5.2
1.6

S. Gaidukevich 
1.9
–
5.0
1.9

V. Sheiman
3.8
37.7
4.7
7.4

A. Bukhvostov
5.7
5.7
4.6
3.0

Y. Khodyko
11.3
1.9
4.4
2.5

S. Kalyakin
–
–
3.4
1.1

R. Goretsky
3.8
–
2.9
1.0

T. Protko
–
–
2.4
0.8

H-G. Wieck
15.1
20.8
2.3
3.0

S. Domash
9.4
7.5
1.4
0.8

Readiness to support an alternative to A. Lukashenko appears only when such alternative – in the form of comprehensible and acceptable anti-crisis program, as well as leader able to carry such program out – would be presented to society. So far public has seen one actor’s performance on the political stage. One of the key reasons for "emptiness" of Belarus’s political stage is lack of real influence of opposition leaders well known to wide public (M. Chigir, S. Shushkevich, Z. Poznyak) and elite (A. Lebedko, V. Vecherko, S. Bogdankevich, Y. Khodyko). Perhaps, if opposition leaders manage to demonstrate to society a concrete and – what is the most important thing! – significant to it result (for example, a concrete project with the West or Russia, but not a March of Freedom #…), i.e. its influence – they would be considered as a real alternative. This hypothesis is proved by the fact that the head of OSCE AMG in Belarus, Ambassador Hans-Georg Wieck, has become the only example of social-political figure, whose influence outstrips popularity (leaving aside the president, Security Council Secretary and Foreign Minister whose influence exceeds their popularity "on duty"), though under no circumstances he cannot be considered a Belarusian politician! That could mean the following: his activities are more important and known in Belarus (though event to a small part of society) than his personality (aside from him, only labor unions leader V. Goncharik enjoys such assessment with elite). 

Therefore, consolidation of the opposition in all its activities aimed at wide public, including nominating a single candidate for presidency on principles acceptable for the bulk of electorate, – #1 task for the immediate perspective. So far the opposition has not decided whether alternative candidate to A. Lukashenko shall be nominated from a political party (or an alliance of parties) and have a clear ideological-political profile (national-democrat, liberal-democrat, social-democrat, etc.), or to be independent from political forces with a social-political profile (variant of "Belarusian Kostunica"). 

4. Chances of winning

Results of our studies showed that chances of opposition leaders – the most prominent leaders, often with real structures behind them – are relatively low. But to play low stakes, as we know, – is the most dangerous affair. Some politicians may argue that low popularity ratings of opposition leaders are not revealing: when this or that leader challenges A. Lukashenko in the run-up for presidency, people will vote for him/her following the principle "just against A. Lukashenko" (as during the summer of 1996 many Russians voted for B. Yeltsin not because they liked him, but because of fear that G. Zyuganov could come to power). To clear up this issue in our October opinion poll we asked respondents to "vote" for pairs of contenders considered by today’s opposition. (See Table 8). 

As we could see, the result is distressing: even today in all combinations A. Lukashenko beats opposition candidates several times. If we suppose that half of the vacillatory (i.e. those who found it difficult to answer (DA) or did not answer at all (NA) finally join the majority (we have talked about "silence spiral" effect already), the present president’s victory is secured. And this is today, when "informational-propagandistic", "administrative" and other resources of power in the presidential race have not been applied yet. What will happen when they are applied at least to the degree that was seen prior to the parliamentary election? 

The same politicians, who always argue or simply ignore results of sociological surveys (as well as other assessments and advises "from outside") put forward another counter-argument in this respect: each opposition leader taken separately receives few votes, but if we sum them up, obviously, the odds are in favor of "united opposition". So, the sum of votes received by all opposition leaders in a closed rating of the October survey (see Table 5, p. 60) amounts to 31.0%, what is twofold higher than 16.7% of A. Lukashenko. If we add up votes in favor of opposition leaders, for example, from Table 8, we will get 36.5%, which is comparable with 36% in favor of A. Lukashenko in any combination. We shall just "strain ourselves" a little – and we’ll win! To answer this "counter-argument" we carried out a simple analysis: we distinguished a group of respondents who vote for A. Lukashenko in all six pairs (see Table 8). We shall admit, the figure we got is very interesting: 35.5%, i.e. almost equal to figures of each pair! By the way, this is a quite rare situation for sociological data processing: usually when there are two or three components, the cumulative figure is much lower than each one of them. Simply speaking, that means that A. Lukashenko enjoys not overwhelming, but consolidated and steadfast support: his electorate is ready to vote for him in any combinations. Now, we would try to guess, what figure we get while distinguishing a group of respondents who are ready to vote for prospective opposition candidates (following the principle "just against A. Lukashenko"!). Not 36.5% as one could expect, but … 0.4%, i.e. almost 100fold less! If we distinguish respondents, who are ready to vote for opposition candidate in three last pairs, we will receive a mere 3.5% instead of expected 26.2%. And so on. That means that unlike Lukashenko's electorate, prospective opposition contenders’ electorate is scattered: few democrats that support, for example, N. Statkevich, are ready to vote in favor of A. Lebedko, and visa versa…

As some six months ago, the opinion poll registered an approximate parity between A. Lukashenko's chances of winning the election and chances of his hypothetical rival (see Table 9). 

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "If today you were to chose the president of Belarus only from the below pairs of politicians, whom would you vote for?", %



Variant of answer
Survey among leaders
National 


total
Private sector
Public sector
survey

S. Gaidukevich – A. Lukashenko

In favor of S. Gaidukevich
11.1
13.9
8.0
4.9

In favor of A. Lukashenko 
13.0
3.4
24.0
36.2

Against both
63.0
69.0
56.0
22.1

Would not vote 
11.1
10.3
12.0
7.6

DA/NA
1.9
3.4
–
29.2

R. Goretsky – A. Lukashenko

In favor of R. Goretsky
29.6
38.0
20.0
2.6

In favor of A. Lukashenko
11.1
3.4
20.0
35.6

Against both
40.7
44.9
36.0
21.9

Would not vote 
9.3
10.3
8.0
7.1

DA/NA
9.3
3.4
16.0
32.8

S. Klayakin – A. Lukashenko

In favor of S. Klyakin
13.0
10.3
16.0
2.8

In favor of A. Lukashenko
11.1
3.4
20.0
35.4

Against both
55.6
62.1
48.0
23.0

Would not vote
16.6
20.8
12.0
7.0

DA/NA
3.7
3.4
4.0
31.8

A. Lebedko – A. Lukashenko

In favor of A. Lebedko
44.4
55.3
32.0
6.0

In favor of A. Lukashenko
11.1
3.4
20.0
35.6

Against both
31.5
31.0
32.0
20.2

Would not vote 
3.7
6.9
–
6.5

DA/NA
9.3
3.4
16.0
31.7

V. Leonov – A. Lukashenko*

In favor of V. Leonov
55.6
55.2
56.0
–

In favor of A. Lukashenko
9.3
–
20.0
–

Against both
18.4
20.7
16.0
–

Would not vote 
7.4
13.8
–
–

DA/NA
9.3
10.3
8.0
–

M. Myasnikovich – A. Lukashenko*

In favor of M. Myasnikovich
7.4
13.8
–
–

In favor of A. Lukashenko
9.3
–
20.0
–

Against both
62.9
62.1
64.0
–

Would not vote 
13.0
13.8
12.0
–

DA/NA
7.4
10.3
4.0
–

N. Statkevich – A. Lukashenko

In favor of N. Statkevich
27.8
34.5
20.0
6.7

In favor of A. Lukashenko
9.3
–
20.0
35.6

Against both
42.5
41.4
44.0
19.8

Would not vote 
9.3
13.8
4.0
6.7

DA/NA
11.1
10.3
12.0
31.2

M. Chigir – A. Lukashenko

In favor of M. Chigir
57.4
69.0
44.0
13.5

In favor of A. Lukashenko
9.3
–
20.0
35.0

Against both
14.8
10.3
20.0
16.2

Would not vote 
3.7
6.9
–
5.7

DA/NA
14.8
13.8
16.0
29.6

*Wasn’t suggested in the national survey

As previously, "silence spiral" of Belarus’s public opinion remains "firmly twisted": "silent democrats" yield their hypothetical victory to "yelling conservators" (in line with traditional Soviet political terminology), believing they are the minority. (See Table 10). 

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom would you like to see the president of Belarus?"



Variant of answer
%

Single candidate from democratic opposition parties
9.8


Independent candidate
24.6
36.6

Candidate – representative of other political party
2.2


A. Lukashenko 
35.9
35.9

DA/NA
25.8

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom, in your opinion, the majority will vote for at the presidential election?"



Variant of answer
%

Single candidate from democratic opposition parties
5.4


Independent candidate
13.7
21.5

Candidate – representative of other political party
2.4


For A. Lukashenko 
44.5
44.5

DA/NA
33.1

One of the reasons why democrats are not confident in their abilities is unbelief in the possibility of free and fair presidential election in Belarus. Answering the question "Do you think the 2001 presidential election in Belarus would be free and fair?" only 32.2% of respondents gave affirmative answers, 28% answered in the negative, and almost 40% found it difficult to answer this question. 

Undoubtedly, authorities "contributed" to such perception of election, including by means of numerous and gross violations at the recent parliamentary election (only 28% of respondents believe it was democratic). But on the other hand, this pessimism could have been intensified by the boycott campaign: only 8.1% of respondents say "the boycott campaign was a success" (45% believe it did not succeed, the rest found it difficult to answer this question). 

That means that an absolute majority of Belarusians do not accept the idea of boycott: almost half of respondents agreed that voters have the right to boycott the election, if they are not satisfied with conditions of its holding or registered candidates. However, almost half of those, who agree with it, believe the boycott campaign declared by the opposition did not succeed!

At the same time, a new encouraging tendency appeared: democrats’ non-confidence in their power is visibly disappearing. If in August parity of readiness to vote for A. Lukashenko and alternative candidate considering opinion of the majority changed in favor of conservators as 60.4% vs 36.8%, in November it leveled at 44.5% vs 35.9%. If further surveys prove this tendency, that would mean that "diffident" democrats are starting to realize their real stance in Belarus’s society. Perhaps, one of the reasons for such shift is that the phenomenon of Belarusian "silence spiral" has finally become public’s common property. Undoubtedly, it will create additional favorable conditions for winning the presidential election. 

The above data expressively show that only an independent candidate, having no ties with parties or the opposition as a whole (we shall underline: having no public opinion ties!) has real chances of winning the election (at least, at the moment). Another thing is that under present political conditions such independent candidate cannot be "promoted" without support from the opposition or "power party" (we know where the victory of "candidate from nowhere" could lead). Other results prove it as well. (See, for example, Table 22, p.35). 

Here we could make a number of important conclusions. First, today’s opposition shall not only unite, leaving aside, at least for the run-up period, its ambitions and even party programs (at the minimum, uniting efforts of the Democratic Forces Coordination Council and Advisory Council of Opposition Parties), but also go beyond the framework of proper political opposition to create a Civic Coalition – where the most respected and influential structures of civic society (such as Belarusian Helsinki Committee, Labor Unions Federation of Belarus, Independent Labor Union of Entrepreneurs, Belarusian Charity Foundation Children of Chernobyl, and other structures) would be presented and within which "political shine" of Belarus’s opposition "would not dazzle public". By the way, possible collision of necessity to chose one alternative candidate from several equal leaders, who represent different opposition groups (for example, M. Chigir, S. Domash, V. Goncharik), could be avoided by nominating a team – future president, premier and vice premier for economic reforms. In the eyes of public striving for changes such "team approach" would have not split democratic electorate, but on the contrary, strengthened positioned of these contenders, thereby increasing their chances of winning the election. 

Second, in order to win the opposition must not simply change its tactics, but also strategy of its activities. As we know, the scenario suggested by "strong opposition" within the Democratic Forces Coordination Council presupposed consolidation of leading opposition structures with similar persuasions and approved (for example, by means of primaries, "soft voting" etc.) nominating of a single candidate for presidency from its background. Attempts to do the same, but at a wider basis (i.e. not only members of DFCC) – for example, initiative to create public unity "Election 2001" – provoked a restrained reaction at best. Principles, on the basis of which similar approval was suggested by the BPF – one of the most active and influential parties, member of the DFCC – have been recently published by Narodnaya Volya: no "discrediting ties with" present nomenclature, public speeches only in Belarusian, etc. To make the picture full it is necessary that candidate for presidency remains faithful not simply to the 1994 Constitution, but to the Statute of Grand Duchy of Lithuania. 

Civic coalition shall be not even centrist, but left-centrist (with compulsory support of labor unions, and not only free, and numerous non-state organizations), to represent interests not only of convinced opponents of the present course, but of significant part of the vacillatory majority, and maybe a part of A. Lukashenko's electorate. A leader, nominated by such coalition, shall have good connections (or at least image) with different professional groups (our respondents point at professionalism as the most important feature of the future candidate), with Belarus’s nomenclature (this is why M. Chigir, and now V. Leonov are steadily placed first in popularity ratings of opposition contenders for presidency) and Russia’s establishment (more than half of respondents are ready to vote for unification of Belarus and Russia), which are dissatisfied with the present course of the Belarusian president for different reasons. 

Today discussions about the possibility of Yugoslavia’s scenario in Belarus are very popular with the Belarusian opposition. We shall remind that thousand hundreds of Serbs went out in the streets of Belgrade after numerous opposition structures jointly nominated V. Kostunica (though he suited none of these structures separately, but he suited them as a whole). 

In any case, opposition leaders of all levels – political, civic and social – shall sit at the negotiation Table and find common grounds. Otherwise, false start at the presidential election is likely. 

5. Possible scenarios

Analysis of the researches conducted by IISEPS in the year 2000 suggests three possible scenarios for development of the coming presidential elections. The first – let's conditionally call it "democratic" – implies unfolding of events more or less like those expected by the democratic part of the society including the opposition. The second – let's call it "Alexander Lukashenko's scenario" – unfolding of events which meet the interests of the acting President. And, finally, the third is an "N-scenario". It is difficult to insert any real names or groups into these scenarios as they are yet unknown and represent events, development of which depends on interests and expectations of other social subjects. Each of the above mentioned scenarios splits at up least into two more variants.

"Democratic scenario". The first variant suggests that a single candidate will be nominated by democratic forces. The second one is without the single candidate.

"Lukashenko's scenario". The first variant implies use of force. The second one – a kind of new game played in manner of autumn 1999 negotiations, spring-summer 2000 dialogue, etc.

"N-scenario". The first variant is a nomenclature-involving one. The second – another "rebellion of masses" headed by a new "Belarusian Robin Hood", like it happened in 1994.

It is very important to find out, which of the variants will be backed up by the main heroes of the scenarios, i.e. democratic forces, A. Lukashenko or by yet unknown social subjects. It is possible to define three major factors influencing any development of the event.

The first factor is called a Belarusian factor, which, on its part, is subdivided into expected support of voters and nomenclature. The second factor is Russian, and the third – Western. In view of linking the scenarios and factors together, one should make up a matrix, in which lines would stand for the scenarios of the events and columns – for factors of influence (see Table 11). Crossing points for the lines and columns will make out cells – chances for success. It is not an easy task to give an exact analysis of all the cells. IISEPS has quite a big amount of information available but, unfortunately, this data is not sufficient for all the parameters. To adequately evaluate all the chances, one should not only have relevant information but be part of the situation and live it through. IISEPS experts, being members of the society and communicating with representatives of various international and foreign bodies, can judge with certain degree of confidence about interests and expectations of both Belarusian voters and the West. As for the nomenclature and Russia, these factors have to be evaluated through opinions and points of view of other people, who live in these communities.

Table 11

Possible scenarios of the presidential election, factors of their realization and chances of 

success, %*

Scenario
Factors 


Belarusian (60%)
Russian (30%)
Western (10%)


Support of 

electorate (70%)
Support of 

nomenclature (30%)



Democratic (20%)
30
20
70


40
20



Single candidate (50%)
90
100
100
100

Several candidates (50%)
10
0
0
0

A. Lukashenko (50%)
40
30
10


40
30



Power (80%)
20
20
20
0

Playing (20%)
80
80
80
100

N (30%)
30
50
20


20
50



Nomenclature (85%)
50
100
100
100

Ochlocratic (15%)
50
0
0
0

* Read vertically. For example, chances of three major scenarios are estimated at 20%, 50% and 30%, and influence of factors at 60%, 30% è 10% respectively. Influence of Belarusian factor is divided into expected support of electorate (70%) and nomenclature (30%). Democratic scenario is divided into two variants of "single candidate" and "several candidates", which at the moment seem to have approximately equal chances. A. Lukashenko’s scenario is divided into "power" and "playing" (flirting with public, opposition, West, insignificant concessions, "dialogs-negotiations, etc..) ,and scenario N – "nomenclature" and "ochlocratic" (new "rebellion of masses"). Corresponding chances are given in parenthesis. Success chances of each variant are given in the center of the table, they are considered from the point of view of expected support by corresponding participants of the election process. So, from the point of view of support by Belarusian participants, chances of the first scenario are at 30%, second – at 40%, third – at 30%; support by electorate –40%, 40% è 20% respectively, and nomenclature – 20%, 30% è 50%. Variant "single candidate" comes up to electorate’s expectations by 90%,  and "several candidates" –by 10%. "Power" variant of A. Lukashenko’s scenario comes up to expectations of 20% of electorate, and "power" –  80%. "Nomenclature" and "ochlocratic" variants of scenario N could enjoy equal chances with electorate.

We start with analyzing chances for success of the democratic scenario. Let's consider the single candidate variant. No doubt, it would be the best way for development of Belarus. This variant has certain chances for existence as the process of the opposition's consolidation has finally took place. Yet, it is well-known that conflicts are becoming more and more vivid after the recent parliamentary elections. Some politicians are openly speaking about a break up.

On the one hand, Coordinating Council of Democratic Forces has lost its members. But, on the other hand, the opposition has not nominated a single candidate yet. To a certain degree, this is a reasonable approach. Members of the Coordinating Council of Democratic Forces have realized that even political opposition cannot reach consensus regarding the single candidate. Therefore, they have selected three prominent figures – S. Domash, M. Chigir, and V. Goncharik, and wait for further development of the situation. Besides, the political opposition has other centers,which are eager to nominate their own candidate. First, this is Advisory Council of Opposition Political Parties, which includes members of Coordinating Council of Democratic Forces aside with parties of N. Statkevich, S. Gaidukevich, S. Kaliakin and others.

There are signals saying that a left-from-the-center block is being formed. The block implies Belarusian Social Democratic Party "Narodnaya Gramada", the both trade union parties, plus, perhaps, someone else. One more force that has declared its intention to nominate a candidate for the presidential elections is Liberal Democratic Party, which is headed by S. Gaidukevich. Of course, there is another center that is capable of introducing new figures. It unites rather influential organizations of society, in particular, Belarusian Helsinki Committee, "Children of Chernobyl" Charity Fund, Belarusian Association of Journalists and some others. Due to these circumstances, first, representatives of the three above mentioned centers can hardly reach any consensus. Second, the consensus must be reached not only between them personally but between those groups and structures that nominate them. And this is not a problem that can be easily resolved. Thus, probability rate for nomination of a single candidate by the opposition (this candidate must be supported by the above mentioned forces) is equal to fifty fifty. There is no doubt that the single candidate variant seems to be the most successful among the two other democratic options. In case, several candidates are nominated, success at the elections amounts to zero (a variant voiced by some politicians and analysts saying that democratic forces could go advance from different directions at the first stage and unite later, in fact, represents a prolonged version of the single candidate scheme). It is extremely important to underline once again that the single candidate, who is supported by the opposition, should not be identified with any political force (party, union, etc). He must look independent for public. This conclusion is proved by a December opinion poll among the elite. The elite including government representatives does not merely prefers a single candidate (64.7% against 8.8% respectively for hypothetical rivals "an opposition representative – A. Lukashenko, 89.8% against 2.9% for "an independent candidate – A. Lukashenko", 52.9% against 29.4% for "an independent candidate – an opposition representative") but expresses confidence that ordinary voters have the same preference (see Table 12).

Table 12

"Silence spiral" in perception of Belarusian elite, %



At the presidential election will vote for:
Preferences of elite
Supposed choice by electorate in the opinion of elite

A. Lukashenko
6.8
21.6

Single candidate from democratic opposition parties
27.0
10.8

Candidate – representative of other party
1.4
1.4

Independent candidate
59.5
52.7

DA/NA
5.3
13.6

It is evident that "the spiral of silence", which, to put it figuratively, has been "pressing" the Belarusian society for several years (elite suffered even more than ordinary voters), has started "winding off" (it has been mentioned earlier): the elite feels confident that the majority of voters will not make choice in favor of A. Lukashenko (the set-up was different half a year ago). Second, there is almost no difference between the elite's intention to vote for the independent candidate and the choice that voters are expected to make (as compared, for example, with the single opposition candidate or A. Lukashenko himself)!

It is rather demonstrative that while opposition leaders are thinking whether the single candidate variant is acceptable or not, their major opponent has outstripped them. He has claimed lately there is no presidential candidate in Belarus more democratic he is. That means that A. Lukashenko has already started a campaign aimed at attracting gaining voices of today supporters of the independent candidate. Most of politicians and analysts have treated this statement, mild to say, with irony. There are certain reasons for this. Voters, who prefer the independent candidate, are concerned mostly with independence from authorities (over 90% of interviewed leaders and experts are confident that "the future President of Belarus must stand for radical changes in the present course" and half of the nation-wide opinion poll stated this as early as September). So, A. Lukashenko may hope for "an independent image" provided he resorts to amending of his own course. The latter he appears to be unlikely to do. However, this episode suggests that, A. Lukashenko, probably, treats our data and analysis more carefully than his opponents.

Now, let's proceed to Lukashenko's scenario. The variant involving use of force implies the authority's sever, brutal behavior accompanied with total ignorance of other forces and opinions either in society, or in the West or in the East. This is a total cleansing of political space on the eve of the presidential elections. This variant may be followed by disappearance of politicians, mass "imprisonment", tough response to the opposition's street actions, etc. This variant targets at driving the rivals out of the presidential race. Game variant means that A. Lukashenko will initiate or use somebody's initiative to start a kind of game. That means agreeing on one point, and making it public, but, in fact, doing the reverse, splitting the opponents and inviting someone into the future team, and so on.

What does it mean "to invite someone into the team?" At the moment, many analysts refer to a team approach. The team approach targets at unifying several groups and putting them into political confrontation with the other part of society, the other ideology. For example, if the Constitution makes provisions for the post of the vice-president, such groups agree that Mr. Ivanov will become President, Mr. Petrov – vice-president, Mr. Sidorov – premier, Mr. Soloviov – Security Council state secretary, and Mr. Vlasov – vice-premier, who holds responsibility for economic reforms. Not one person but a team and its program are introduced to public attention at elections. Sure, Mr. Ivanov is the Head but he is not alone and has a team. This approach allows "killing several birds with one stone". Take, for example, the opposition today. Some are ready to vote for S. Domash, others – for M. Chigir. Our researches reveal that if S. Domash is nominated for the presidency than those who are in favor of M. Chigir will simply leave for their dachas and ignore the elections. Yet, the former and the latter would vote for the tandem of President S. Domash and Premier M. Chigir. The same might be done by A. Lukashenko if he adopts a game variant and says: I'll take part in the elections and promise that this or that person will be appointed Premier". Then he will call the name of a person who will be convenient for the bulk of people including democrats. Probability rate for use of force by A. Lukashenko makes up 80% against 20% of the game variant. That means there is a chance for a compromise.

"N-scenario" implies, first, a nomenclature variant. In means that the Belarusian nomenclature (that of executive authority and other bodies) might obtain support of Russian nomenclature and nominate their own candidate at a certain stage of game. Besides, this variant has subvariants. The first one is applicable when there is a real nomenclature-supported candidate who will oppose A. Lukashenko, and the second one – A. Lukashenko will refuse to take part in the elections (for example, he is offered an ultimatum).

The second variant of "N-scenario" introduces another "rebellion of masses", like it happened in 1994. Those voters who are still dominant in the Belarusian society and who had supported A. Lukashenko in due time, are expected to find strength to express their will (many of these people feel to be deceived today), and will somehow "throw a similar leader up to the surface", either through mass strikes or by other means. The main thing is that a new charismatic leader – a new Robin Hood will "appear" as a protector of common people. He will become the parson to resist the authority. If we take "N-scenario" as 100% than the nomenclature variant will account for 85% and 15% – for the variant with a new Robin Hood. Now let's return to the factors and distribute their support in accordance with the scenarios by filling in the cells in Table 11. One of the factors includes interests and influence of the West. Here, the variant involving use of force as well as the variants with the new Robin Hood and several democratic candidates will be excluded at once. The West would rather prefer not to face such situations. There are three cells left in the table, which are acceptable for them. The West may back up the single democratic candidate variant at 70%, the Lukashenko's game variant – 10% and, finally, the nomenclature variant, which involves President's resignation – 20%. It is obvious that "the single democratic candidate" looks like being dominant here.

It is more difficult to evaluate the factor of Russia's interests and influences as we have far less information and experience at our disposal. If we take this factor as 100%, then, in our opinion, it will be redistributed, in the following way: the "N-scenario" (the nomenclature variant) will enjoy 50% of support, the democratic scenario (the single candidate) – 20%, and the Lukashenko's scenario (there is clear preference for the game variant) – up to 30%.

It is high time to get down to the most essential – voters' preferences. Paradoxical it may seem, but it is hard to make out any predictions here regardless a huge amount of data that is available for IISEPS.

At the beginning, let's recall the voters' setting. The Belarusian society may be divided into three parts as to the policy pursued by A. Lukashenko: 15% – "for", 30-35% – "against", and 50% – still without a definite opinion. The setting will be different for the opposition: 10% – "for the opposition", 40-45% – "against", with the rest voices not decided yet. If we consider Russia's setting, here the number of uncertain voices is small – only 20-25%. Active and ardent supporters of the Russian factor make up 50-60%. Finally, 20-25% of interviewed have a negative attitude to Russia and fear of the incorporation. As for the West, there are few unsettled voices, and like with Russia, they make up some 20-25%. At the same time, 25-30% of people are positive about the West, while the bulk of the society is in antiwestern moods today – 50%.

The above setting makes possible defining factors that will be most influential for views of common citizens. There are few active supporters of A. Lukashenko as well as those supporting the opposition. That means that neither A. Lukashenko nor the opposition are able to persuade the Belarusian society of their righteousness. However, the pro-Russian vector is rather obvious. Consequently, voters' preference is likely to lean to the party, on which Russia puts the accent. As we have mentioned before, Russia's interests are focused primarily on the nomenclature variant, then on the game variant, and, in the least degree, on the single democratic candidate variant.

Based on the above facts, it is possible to distribute percents of voters' preference. On the whole, the democratic scenario might enjoy some 40% of voters' support, the A. Lukashenko's scenario – 40%, the N-scenario – 20%. Now, let's check the cells in the table, which contain dominants (i.e. the highest percent of probable support) of voters, nomenclature, Russia and the West, and see what scenario has the biggest number of them. It would be a logical answer to the question regarding the winner of the presidential elections.

The nomenclature variant, which entails replacement of the President, has quite real chances for success. In fact, the West is ready, though without great enthusiasm, to accept it. This variant will be naturally supported by the Belarusian nomenclature and Russian establishment and voters might follow them.

There is no doubt, that the number of various facts and combinations is much bigger. Notably, if the democratic scenario develops in the way of the single candidate variant it will gain more support from voters. However, if there are several democratic candidates, then, at the contrary, the support will evade. But so far, it is still unclear what variant will come out and, therefore, we have to suggest average schemes. If  Lukashenko's scenario is developed together with the game variant as compared with the variant involving use of force, his support will also increase.

Possible repression is not likely to stop the nomenclature variant, as the nomenclature itself will be subject to the repression. Thus, its interests will be affected stronger than today and its readiness for an independent game might be only greater. Moreover, if the repression acquires large-scale, the West will automatically reinforce support not only for repressed democratic forces but for the nomenclature as well. Let's recall M. Chigir's case and the way the West and democrats reacted in response to his arrest and imprisonment. Who was M. Chigir before he agreed to take part in the election May 16, 1999? A well-paid nomenclature worker who had contributed to Lukashenko's entrance into the Office. But he was supported at that time. The same might happen in case of the variant involving use of force at the presidential elections of 2001. As a result, the "N-scenario", which possesses dominant factors of nomenclature and Russia, is likely to be backed up both by national voters and the West. Besides, repression, if they take place, would reinforce position of opponents of A. Lukashenko and his regime in Russia, for whom he is like an eyesore today. Therefore, repression will stir up Russia’s discontent and, in this case, the nomenclature variant will be activated instead of being oppressed. The main question remains: how to redistribute all these percentages and which of the suggested scenarios has the best chances to succeed?

The situation is too unstable to make exact predictions, at least from sociological point of view. By the moment, we can only state that chances of the "democratic scenario" are equal to some 20%, the "Lukashenko’s scenario" – 50%, the "N-scenario" – 30%. Here comes a very important conclusion: if the first and the third scenarios are merged (i.e. the parties agree to start joint actions), the chances for another president level up with A. Lukashenko’s chances to be elected for the second term.

So, to sum up the mentioned above, all candidates for the presidency in the Republic of Belarus and forces supporting them can be recommended, first, to build strategies and tactics, election programs and public speeches in accordance with real needs and expectations of voters and reject ambitious (personal, party, etc) understanding of reality (including understanding of what and how reforms should be introduced). The analysis reveals, for example, that public discontent with the present course and its inspirer is very high and tends to grow but still not enough to hope for mass actions of people, which would demand changes.

Second, one should take into account the fact that Belarusian voters are concerned not with cultural renaissance, not with legitimacy of power, not with after-effect of the Chernobyl explosion and even not with the independence of Belarus but mostly with a social-economic crisis, impoverishment of the population, lack of law and order, growing crime rate (including corruption). Thus, one of the head banners of the election campaign must read: "Decent living conditions and order for everyone!"

Third, one should realize that Belarusians do not attach much importance to the future president’s social-demographic status (sex, age, place of residence or employment). However, we may say that the Bs society is not ready for a woman-president. Though it has been found out there are more supporters of democratic president than those backing up authoritarian president, the bulk of the society does not fully realize what it is. Expectations of voters are primarily of social-economic rather than political character. Analysis of foreign political priorities suggests that a presidential candidate should not put accent upon pro-Western orientation and the best slogan in this case – "To Europe together with Russia!" Russian establishment, which is also unsatisfied with the present Belarusian leader and his course due to various reasons, demands that the presidential candidate should voice a tangible and clear reassurance that the new course will be pursued exactly in this direction.

Fifth, under the today presidential race A. Lukashenko has become much more dependable on his administration (the only one able to secure an "administrative reserve" for him during the elections) as compared with the situation two-three years ago. If the Head of the state starts "trading" it – it will "trade" him. The elite, which consists of both non-state and state bodies – would not like A. Lukashenko being elected for another presidential term. A rather rare moment in the Belarusian history has come out: the president is more dependable on the administration he has than the administration on him. This circumstance creates favorable conditions for search of a compromise between the opposition and the part of the Belarusian nomenclature, which is discontent with its position. Such a compromise might take place if the Belarusian nomenclature is reassured by the presidential candidate that a new course will be based on professional bureaucracy (which is not directly involved into crimes).

Sixth, rating of all presidential candidates is extremely low at the moment (though some positive changes have been observed lately). Consequently, success is possible if a team approach is adopted. A team representing major candidates to enter the Office and offering a common program for the new course must be introduced to the voters. Implementation of the above idea requires an extensive public coalition, which would unite supporters of changes, and an agreement between major presidential candidates and their supporters, which must be observed by all the participants.

Seventh, on the whole, the Belarusian society disrespects the opposition. Both the elite and voters give preference to an independent candidate, who does not represent any political force. So, it follows that the presidential candidate and his team should not be associated with a certain political body. During the presidential campaign the candidate might enjoy support of any bodies, which stand for changes, but he (and his team) should not be nominated by organizations – neither by Coordinating Council of Democratic Forces nor Congress of Democratic Forces nor any other political party.

Eighth, opponents of the present regime should more actively and effectively use results of independence researches (including opinion polls), trust them, take into consideration suggested recommendations and do not take scientists as rivals on the ways to power and resources. The Yugoslav experience shows that active collaboration with independent researchers and analysts turned to be one of the key factors contributing to success of democrats in the presidential elections. So far, it is the authority not democrats who effectively use results of social researches for continuation of the course in Belarus.

Dynamics of Belarusian elite’s political vies

1. Leaders’ confidence in state and public institutes

One can see from Table 13 that public leaders tend to trust independent research centers, non-state mass media and OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group as well as to entrepreneurs’ and trade unions. Leaders have the least of confidence with the militia, courts and Central Election Committee, National Assembly and the President. The positions occupied by the above mentioned institutes have not been changed over studied period and prove steady attitude of the Head of the state to them.

Table 13

Index of leaders’ confidence in state and public institutions *



Variant of answer
06'00
09'00
10'00
12'00

Independent research centers
+0.509
+0.673
+0.556
+0.697

Non-state mass media
+0.415
+0.600
+0.377
+0.576

OSCE AMG in Belarus 
+0.370
+0.446
+0.245
+0.409

Unions of entrepreneurs
+0.173
+0.204
+0.167
+0.364

Free and independent labor unions
+0.074
+0.222
+0.074
+0.303

Political parties
+0.037
+0.154
–0.019
–**

Opposition political parties
–**
–**
–**
+0.258

Labor Unions, part of Federation of Labor Unions of Belarus
–0.491
–0.268
–0.167
+0.108

Army
–0.420
–0.167
–0.151
–0.076

13th Supreme Council
–0.059
+0.037
–0.240
–0.152

Church
–0.420
–0.225
–0.148
–0.191

State-run research centers
–0.547
–0.352
–0.396
–0.349

Government
–0.653
–0.426
–0.333
–0.439

State-run mass media
–0.673
–0.745
–0.698
–0.646

Local authorities
–0.647
–0.667
–0.759
–0.651

Constitutional Court
–**
–**
–0.333
–0.677

KGB
–0.706
–0.618
–0.642
–0.708

National Assembly
–0.765
–0.796
–0.741
–0.758

President
–0.784
–0.702
–0.630
–0.761

Courts
–0.804
–0.625
–0.815
–0.773

Central Election Commission
–0.725
–0.704
–0.704
–0.864

Police
–0.804
–0.796
–0.815
–0.877

Political parties, supporting present authorities
–**
–**
–**
–0.877

*Index of confidence may vary from +1 to – 1 is calculated as ratio of sum of positive ("trust") and negative ("distrust")answers to number of all respondents

**Variant of answer was not suggested

At the same time, the degree of confidence (i.e. the absolute index of confidence) in some institutes have been fluctuating significantly over the time and reflected respective changes in attitude of public figures to them. So, it is possible to say that leaders are likely to trust more to independent think tanks. Yet, the trend remains regardless, a drop of confidence, which occurred in October due to the fact that predictions made by most of independent research centers regarding the parliamentary elections did not come true. It suggests that leaders’ confidence in independent research centers is expected to be high during the forthcoming presidential elections.

One may also state that leaders tend to trust more to top-list institutions. It is useful to pay attention to growing confidence in trade unions especially in members of the Trade Union Federation. The last mentioned fact, in our opinion, is related with trade unions’ distancing from the policy of agreeing with the government, active fight for the rights of employees, and a sudden increase in their political activity mainly due to the developing presidential campaign.

At the bottom of the list, the low degree of confidence leaders link with the militia has dropped even further. This fact can be explained by the militia turning into a mindless and cruel administration protecting force. Central Election Committee has lost even more confidence, especially after results of parliamentary elections were falsified and offered to public. Low confidence rate with other outsiders has remained almost unchanged. Among them are courts, National Assembly, KGB, local administrative bodies, state mass media. Only the government and state research centers have won some degree of confidence thus giving a sign for increasing tension between these bodies and the president and his surrounding.

As for other institutions, one should point at a substantial increase in confidence for the Army (might be related with negative attitude of the president and government) and a less vivid increase in confidence for the church. 13th Supreme Council, which has become almost virtual, has also lost a certain amount of confidence. In general, as one may notice, leaders trust more to non-governmental institutions rather than state institutions, which always have more non-supporters than supporters thus contributing to a negative confidence index.

Table 14

Index of leaders’ (from public sector) confidence in state and public institutions



Variant of answer 
06'00
09'00
10'00
12'00

Independent research centers
+0.409
+0.591
+0.400
+0.563

Non-state mass media
+0.048
+0.227
+0.160
+0.303

Unions of entrepreneurs
+0.300
0
–0.040
+0.242

Army
–0.105
+0.095
+0.360
+0.121

OSCE AMG in Belarus
+0.048
+0.304
0
+0.091

Labor Unions, part of Federation of Labor Unions of Belarus
–0.524
–0.227
–0.240
+0.091

Free and independent labor unions
–0.048
0
–0.200
0

Church
–0.263
+0.043
–0.280
–0.118

Political parties
–0.143
+0.100
–0.292
–*

State-run research centers
0
+0.136
+0.083
–0.125

Opposition political parties
–*
–*
–*
–0.125

Government
–0.421
–0.048
+0.240
–0.182

State-run mass media
–0.238
–0.500
–0.560
–0.364

Constitutional Court
–*
–*
+0.080
–0.424

13th Supreme Council
–0.350
–0.143
–0.480
–0.485

KGB
–0.211
–0.273
–0.375
–0.515

Courts
–0.421
–0.318
–0.720
–0.576

Local authorities
–0.316
–0.571
–0.680
–0.606

President
–0.381
–0.304
–0.320
–0.647

National Assembly
–0.333
–0.524
–0.520
–0.697

Political parties, supporting present authorities
–*
–*
–*
–0.758

Police
–0.421
–0.714
–0.680
–0.788

Central Election Commission
–0.030
–0.429
–0.560
–0.818

*Variant of answer was not suggested

Taking into account the fact that results of the leaders’ opinion poll conceal views of state representatives, let’s consider the latter separately. (See Table 14). One may notice that leaders of state bodies share most of trust with independent research centers, non-state mass media, entrepreneurs’ unions, the Army, OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group and trade unions and the least of trust with Central Election Committee, militia, National Assembly, President and local authority. Thus, the list of leaders and outsiders of confidence for state representatives is almost similar as that described above. At the same time, state leaders’ list of confidence has less contrast: the top is lower and bottom is higher. This peculiarity, in our opinion, is related to state leaders’ adherence to alternatives in relations with the institutions in question while non-state leaders are more unanimous in their evaluations.

Like all interviewed state leaders take more confidence in non-governmental institutions rather than state ones. Only those trusting to the Army outnumber those who do not. As for the rest points, they are unanimous with their colleagues from non-governmental institutions.

On the whole, one may point at growing discontent of the Belarusian elite with the existing system of state authority and especially in persons, who represent these administrative bodies. In most cases, it is the individuals who influence the degree of confidence with a respective institution. It is peculiar that as soon as any traces of opposition are observed or suspected in a state body, the degree of confidence of the elite in this body increases significantly.

2. Leaders and presidential election
Table 15 shows that the majority of public opinion leaders (over 85%) disapprove the way A. Lukashenko has governed the state for six years. More than that, their share has almost remained unchanged over this period of time. State leaders account for a fewer number of the unsatisfied and their number has also remained almost the same.

Table 15

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Are you satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s 

six-year rule?", %



Variant of answer*
All leaders
Including from public sector


06'00
12'00
12'00
01'01
06'00
09'00
12'00
01'01

Rather satisfied
5.4
5.3
1.5
5.4
13.0
13.0
–
13.3

Partially satisfied, partially dissatisfied
7.1
15.8
11.8
8.1
17.4
26.1
20.6
16.7

Rather dissatisfied
85.7
77.2
80.9
86.5
69.7
56.5
70.6
70.0

*Variants "Find it difficult to answer"(DA) and "No answer" (NA) are sometimes omitted

Table 16

Leaders’ assessment of state power institutions on five-point scale



Institution of power
All leaders
Including from public sector

President
1.55
2.09

Government
1.89
2.24

Local authorities
1.98
2.24

Table 17

Leaders’ opinion of A. Lukashenko’s fulfillment of his election promises, %



Promises
All leaders
Including from public sector


Fulfilled 
Failed
Fulfilled
Failed

To compensate lost money deposits at the 1985 dollar exchange rate 
1.8
92.9
4.3
82.6

To bring prices and inflation down, and at the same time to raise wages and pensions to world level
3.6
94.6
8.7
87.0

To ensure free health care at European level
3.6
89.3
8.7
73.9

To render assistance to entrepreneurs and protect them from state racket
3.6
89.3
8.7
73.9

To return everything that mafia stole
5.4
83.9
13.0
60.9

To echance Belarus’s international prestige
5.4
89.3
13.0
73.9

To give freedom to mass media 
7.1
83.9
17.4
65.2

"To start " factories (i.e. to increase production)
8.9
82.1
21.7
56.5

To cut budget expenditures on state apparatus 
8.9
80.4
21.7
52.2

To reestablish close relations with all republics of the former USSR, first of all with Russia and Ukraine
19.6
64.3
30.4
39.1

Table 16 contains an average estimation of state bodes’ performance, which was suggested by leaders. The leaders are also discontent with A. Lukashenko’s inability to fulfill most of his election promises he had declared in public (see Table 17). It is easy to find out that the absolute majority of leaders including state ones have such an opinion. State leaders have a different view only in respect of promises as to re-maintenance of close relations with members of the former USSR and their views split almost in equal parts.

Thus, it is not surprising that most of non-governmental leaders do not want A. Lukashenko to serve another term in the Office (see Table 18). At the same time, over a short period of time the number of people supporting the absolutely different opinion tends to grow. Besides, the increase occurs not only at the expense of uncertain voters.

Table 18

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like A. Lukashenko to be the president of our country for another term?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


11'00
12'00
01'01
11'00
12'00
01'01

No
90.6
86.8
86.5
81.8
79.4
70.0

Yes
3.8
4.4
8.1
9.1
8.8
20.0

More than that, it is clear that the trend is formed mainly by representatives of state bodies and this fact should be taken into account by potential candidates and their teams. The data in Table 19 reads that in January 2001 almost 60% of leaders would like to see an independent candidate as the president of the state. A single candidate of democratic opposition parties is the second taking 27% of supporters. As for A. Lukashenko, his support with the leaders is very insignificant and mainly among state bodies. It should also be mentioned that there are almost none uncertain among the leaders. However, the leaders’ support for a concrete candidate drops when they are asked to specify names. Table 20 shows that at the moment leaders prefer three favorites: V. Goncharik, S. Domash and M. Chigir. The latter was in the head of the list last autumn until S. Domash joined him in November and December. In January 2001, V. Goncharik suddenly took the top of the list. It is peculiar that the decisive support was provided by state leaders, who, on their turn, had withdrew support from M. Chigir.

Table 19

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Whom would you like to see the president of Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders 
Including from public sector


09'00
10'00
11'00
12'00
01'01
09'00
10'00
11'00
12'00
01'01

Independent candidate
33.3
35.2
54.6
54.4
59.5
30.4
40.0
45.5
58.8
56.7

Single candidate from 

democratic opposition parties
35.8
37.0
34.0
38.2
27.0
26.1
20.0
31.8
29.5
10.0

A. Lukashenko
8.8
9.3
3.8
1.5
6.8
21.7
16.0
9.1
2.9
16.7

Other candidate
7.0
5.6
5.7
2.9
1.4
4.3
8.0
13.6
5.9
3.3

Table 20

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "If the presidential election has taken place tomorrow, whom would you vote for?", % (direct question)



Variant 

of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


06'00
07'00
09'00
10'00
11'01
12'00
01'01
06'00
07'00
09'00
10'00
11'01
12'00
01'01

V. Goncharik
–
–
1.8
1.9
–
10.3
20.3
–
–
–
–
–
11.8
33.3

S. Domash
–
1.7
7.0
–
11.3
19.1
18.9
–
–
4.3
–
9.1
11.8
3.3

M. Chigir
14.3
15.0
21.1
14.9
11.3
19.1
12.2
8.7
8.0
13.0
12.0
18.2
14.7
10.0

V. Vecherko
5.4
1.7
–
1.9
5.7
–
8.0
–
–
–
–
–
–
3.3

S. Bogdankevich
3.6
1.7
1.8
–
1.9
2.9
8.0
4.3
4.0
–
–
4.5
2.9
3.3

A. Lukashenko
8.9
8.3
10.5
11.1
1.9
2.9
4.1
21.7
16.0
26.1
20.0
4.5
5.9
10.0

A. Yaroshuk
–
–
–
–
–
–
4.1
–
–
–
–
–
–
3.3

P. Kozlovsky
–
–
–
–
–
–
4.1
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

V. Leonov
–
–
–
9.3
1.9
5.9
1.4
–
–
–
16.0
4.5
2.9
3.3

Z. Poznyak
–
–
–
3.7
–
–
1.4
–
–
–
4.0
–
–
3.3

M. Leonov
–
–
–
–
5.7
1.5
–
–
–
–
–
9.1
–
–

S. Shushkevich
–
1.7
3.5
–
1.9
1.5
–
–
–
–
–
–
2.9
–

*Names of those who received more than 3% in one of opinion poll, and was mentioned in two previous opinion polls are on the list

Unfortunately, we have to state that leaders’ back up for each of the above mentioned politicians is far from substantial – less than 20%. That means that the elite has not decided on the presidential candidate yet.

As for A. Lukashenko, his candidature has been supported only by 10% of state leaders and he has failed to enter the first five places in the list. It should be noted 1 that A. Lukashenko was mentioned in all opinion polls but his popularity dropped from questionnaire to questionnaire including those filled in by state officials.

The four last positions of an open rating is occupied by outsiders V. Leonov, Z. Poznyak, M. Leonov and S. Shushkevich, who are loosing their support and might not be mentioned soon. At the contrary, A. Yaroshuk and P. Kozlovsky are new figures that have chances to join the team of leaders. 

Table 21

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: " For whom of prominent social-political figures of Belarus are you ready to vote at the presidential election?", % (indirect question)


Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


07'00
09'00
10'00
11'01
12'00
01'01
07'00
09'00
10'00
11'01
12'00
01'01

S. Domash
3.3
7.0
1.9
5.7
22.1
21.6
–
4.3
–
–
20.6
3.3

V. Goncharik
–
1.8
1.9
5.7
13.2
18.9
–
–
–
–
14.7
26.7

M. Chigir
16.7
26.3
13.0
17.0
20.6
14.9
12.0
21.7
8.0
22.7
14.7
13.3

A. Yaroshuk
–
–
1.9
–
1.5
5.4
–
–
–
–
–
3.3

A. Lukashenko
6.7
7.0
9.3
–
–
4.1
16.0
17.4
16.0
–
–
10.0

V. Leonov
–
–
16.7
1.9
2.9
4.1
–
–
28.0
4.5
2.9
3.3

P. Kozlovsky
–
–
–
–
–
4.1
–
–
–
–
–
–

Z. Poznyak
–
–
3.7
1.9
–
2.7
–
–
4.0
–
–
3.3

A. Bukhvostov
–
3.5
–
1.9
2.9
1.4
–
–
–
4.5
5.9
3.3

M. Leonov
–
–
–
5.7
2.9
1.4
–
–
–
9.1
2.9
3.3

Y. Khodyko
3.3
1.8
5.6
1.9
–
1.4
4.0
–
4.0
4.5
–
–

A. Lebedko
15.0
7.0
5.6
3.8
1.5
–
8.0
8.7
–
4.5
–
–

S. Shushkevich
3.3
5.3
1.9
1.9
1.5
–
4.0
4.3
4.0
4.5
2.9
–

* Names of those who received more than 3% in one of opinion poll, and was mentioned in two previous opinion polls are on the list

Table 22

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "If today you were to chose the president of Belarus only from the below pairs of politicians, whom would you vote for?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


11'00
12'00
01'01
11'00
12'00
01'01

A. Lukashenko – opposition representative

In favor of Lukashenko
5.7
8.8
9.5
13.6
14.7
23.3

In favor of opposition representative
66.0
64.7
68.9
59.3
50.0
40.0

Against both
9.4
16.2
12.2
4.5
17.7
13.3

A. Lukashenko – independent candidate

In favor of Lukashenko
1.9
2.9
5.4
4.5
5.9
13.3

In favor of independent candidate
86.8
89.8
85.1
77.3
79.4
73.3

Against both
0
2.9
4.1
0
5.9
0

Opposition representative – independent candidate

In favor of opposition representative
28.3
29.4
27.0
22.7
14.7
10.0

In favor of independent candidate
50.9
52.9
60.8
45.6
64.7
66.7

Against both
1.9
4.4
4.1
4.5
5.9
6.7

A. Lukashenko – other candidate from "party of power"

In favor of Lukashenko
5.6
4.4
8.1
9.1
5.9
20.0

In favor of other candidate from "party of power"
32.1
33.8
27.0
40.9
32.4
20.0

Against both
34.0
42.6
41.9
18.2
35.3
23.3

The set-up of Belarusian politicians is a bit different within a closed rating, which implies selection of candidates from a list (see Table 21). Though favorites are the same, the first line is occupied by S. Domash. At the same time, his popularity reached its top last December and plummeted this January. The second place is taken by V. Goncharik, who has won more popularity over the last month. The third place belongs to M. Chigir, who is loosing support. S. Domash is supported mainly by non-governmental leaders as compared with a state support for V. Goncharik. M. Chigir is losing support among state officials.

As for outsiders of the closed rating, it seems that names of six-seven people will be moved from the list, while perspectives for A. Yaroshuk and P. Kozlovsky will become more obvious.

One can see in Table 22 that leaders of opinions leave few chances for Lukashenko’s reelection. He suffers a defeat in any of the virtual couples of the second round of the elections. The gab is the biggest when the rival is the independent candidate. Yet, one cannot neglect certain trends, which had emerged before the large-scale election campaign was launched. First of all, A. Lukashenko tends to gain support. Though the support is insignificant yet but it is observed with every of his rivals.

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question about necessary features of the future president, %



Variant of answer**
All leaders
Including from public sector


07'00
09'00
12'00
07'00
09'00
12'00

Male 

Female 
73.3

8.3
–*
–*
72.0

4.0
–*
–*

Resident of Minsk

Resident of a region
70.0

8.3
–*
–*
68.0

8.0
–*
–*

Aged under 45

Aged over 45
–*
7.0

42.1
–*
–*
8.7

47.8
–*

Supporter of market economy

Supporter of planned economy
88.3

1.7
89.5

1.8
–*
80.0

4.0
73.9

4.3
–*

Supporter of power division

Supporter of concentration of power in president’s hands
83.3

5.0
86.0

7.0
–*
76.0

8.0
65.2

17.4
–*

Supporter of Belarus’s independence

Supporter of unification with Russia
83.3

6.7
78.9

14.0
–*
76.0

8.0
60.9

26.1
–*

Supporter of integration into Europe

Supporter of more close ties with CIS states
–*
77.2

10.5
–*
–*
60.9

21.7
–*

Supporter of continuation of present course

Supporter of sweeping change of present course
–*
7.0

84.2
–

91.2
–*
17.4

60.9
–

85.3

Professional in production sphere

Professional in sphere of education, science, culture
–*
–*
25.0

14.7
–*
–*
32.4

17.6

Experience politician

Respected professional, rather than politic
–*
–*
47.1

19.1
–*
–*
55.9

14.7

Able to consider opinion of others 

Making decision on his own 
–*
–*
86.8

2.9
–*
–*
82.4

2.9

*This group was not offered answers

**Answers "Does not matter "and "No answer" are excluded

A. Lukashenko’s support becomes stronger among state leaders at the background of declining authority of his competitors. It can be noticed that leaders, in general, and those representing state bodies, in particular, seem to believe there is no one able to challenge A. Lukashenko.

The couple of "opposition representative – independent candidate" reveals over a double advantage of the latter. The trend is related with changing attitude of state leaders to rivals: here, the independent candidate outstrips an opposition representative almost seven times.

So, the dynamics of leaders’ answers to this question once again reveals advantages of an independent candidate as compared with anyone else. Unfortunately the general figure of the independent candidate hides a real person, who is able to consolidate voters and take the lead in the fight against A. Lukashenko. Absence of such a leader might result in apathy and disillusions and allow A. Lukashenko to reinforce his position in the combat for the presidency.

Table 23 gives us a portrait of the future president drawn by leaders. Three fourth feel confident that the future president must be a male Minsker. Almost 50% think he must be over 45 years old. The leaders have no discrepancies about the demographic "portrait" of the president. However, values of the future Head of the state arouse disagreement. Though the majority of leaders are certain that the president must be a supporter of market economy, separation of powers, independence of Belarus, integration with Europe, and radical changes in the course of national development, state leaders are less likely to adopt these views as compared with their non-governmental colleagues.

The bulk of leaders believe the president must be able to work in a team, listen to opinion of others. Some 50% think he must be an experienced politician rather than a narrow expert. One may notice that the "portrait" of the future president differs from real features of A. Lukashenko. Comparison of features of the latter and preferences in Table 23 reveal that his supporters are familiar with a myth image of A. Lukashenko created by the Belarusian television but not the real person.

Table 24 suggests that over 50% of leaders believe people will vote for an independent candidate at the elections and this confidence is growing with every opinion poll. At the same time, the number of those, who think that either A. Lukashenko or an opposition candidate, will win the presidential race is also declining with every interview.

Table 24

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Whom, in your opinion, the majority would vote for at the presidential election?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


07'00
09'00
10'00
12'00
01'01
07'00
09'00
10'00
12'00
01'01

For independent candidate
35.0
38.6
38.9
50.0
52.7
28.0
26.1
36.0
41.2
36.7

For A. Lukashenko
35.0
36.8
35.2
23.5
21.6
60.0
60.9
44.0
29.4
43.3

For opposition candidate
21.7
19.3
18.5
17.6
10.8
8.0
13.0
8.0
20.6
6.7

Table 25 emphasizes that most leaders still hardly believe the forthcoming elections will be free and just. Naturally, non-governmental leaders, who make their judgment by using experience of the previous elections, have more doubts about this. Yet, it is important to admit that the number of non-believers has dropped significantly especially among state leaders.

Table 25

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Will the 2001 presidential election in 

Belarus be free and fair?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector


11'00
12'00
01'01
11'00
12'00
01'01

Yes
7.5
8.8
12.2
13.6
14.7
30.0

No
86.8
73.5
77.0
86.4
64.7
60.0

The majority of leaders are going to take part in the forthcoming presidential elections (see Table 26) regardless big doubts about honesty of the presidential elections. Of course, most of voters also share the same opinion. Therefore, it would a strategic mistake to attempt to boycott the presidential elections. At the contrary, it would be more effective to persuade voters to show up at polling stations on the day of the elections. This is the direction, the political opposition should strive to and stop seeking unpromising single candidate.

Table 26

Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you going to take part in the upcoming 

presidential election?", %



Variant of answer
All leaders
Including from public sector

Yes, I will participate in the election
82.4
80.0

I will make the decision depending on political situation during the election campaign
16.2
20.0

Summing up the mentioned above, the following conclusion may be drawn. First, the researches reveal growing leaders’ confidence with all non-governmental institutions. The increase is especially obvious with independent research centers and Trade Union Federation, which has taken a tougher position in respect to the government. Leaders trust less to state bodies, mainly to those responsible for cruel treatment of opponents of the regime and for falsification of parliamentary election results. Leaders are getting discontent with the system of state authority and individuals, who represent this system. As soon as any traces of opposition are observed or suspected in a state body, the degree of confidence of the elite with this body increases significantly.

Second, majority of leaders are unsatisfied with the way A. Luakshenko govern the country. They believe he has not fulfilled his election promises and does not deserve being elected for the second term. Yet, there is a trend for growing popularity of A. Lukashenko among state leaders.

Third, most of the leaders wants to see an independent candidate as the president. By the moment, there are three favorites: V. Goncharik, S. Domash, and M. Chigir. Yet, the degree of leaders’ support is not extensive, as the elite has not delivered final decision yet. A. Lukashenko’s support among leaders is plummeting. New figures appear on the list – A. Yaroshuk and P. Kozlovsky – whose perspectives will show up shortly.

Fourth, leaders imagine the future president as a 45-year-old male citizen of Minsk. He must stand for market economy, separation of powers, independence of Belarus, integration with Europe and radical changes in the political course. Besides, he must be an experienced politician, be able to work in a team and listen to others’ opinions.

And, finally, fifth, most leaders feel confident (and this confidence is increasing) that an independent candidate will win at the presidential elections. The majority of leaders will take part in the forthcoming presidential elections regardless they do not believe the elections will be free and fair. In this respect, the idea of boycotting the presidential elections seems to be a mistaken one. Attraction of voters and youth to polling stations is more effective and reasonable strategy. These are the points the opposition is recommended to focus on instead of vain attempts to find a single candidate, who would be popular among everyone except for voters.

The democratic candidate needs an effective eastern policy

1. New possibilities and old hazards

It is well-know that relations with Russia is a serious factor influencing domestic situation in Belarus in general and outcome of certain political campaigns in particular. Defeat of two democratic candidates – Z. Poznyak and S. Shushkevich – at the presidential elections of 1994 serves as an example for underevaluation or even neglect of this factor. At the first sight, it may seem that this factor has become monopoly of A. Lukashenko long ago. Yet, the latest unfolding of bilateral relations proves that it is, to put it mildly, not exactly so. The new master of the Kremlin has made it clear that another era has been started and the rules, which were used in the time of B. Yeltsin, do not work today. Integration is no longer an instrument for the fight against NATO, American imperialism and so on. A. Lukashenko does look like enjoying complete support of the new Russian leadership, whose approaches are dictated by Russia’s interests not by ideological principles.

Thus, one may assume that A. Lukashenko will not be backed up by Moscow at the presidential elections. V. Putin is likely to observe the course of the elections from aside and wait for a presidential candidate, who is able to suggest the most rational schemes for development of new bilateral relations. A. Lukashenko said once that he is not afraid of anything as long as Russia does not betray him. Russia has not let him down yet but the official Moscow does not seem to consider him an ideal and irreplaceable partner for the times to come. This is the first time the Kremlin has made it ambiguously clear for interested political forces that he is ready to study alternative variants. The potential hazard lies in the fact that the opposition appears to pay little attention to the changing position of the Kremlin. In this respect, it brings about disillusion with the fact that the situation today very much resembles the year 1994. Everyone understands that during the election campaign one cannot behave and speak the terms and arguments that he/she would do at a meeting with fellow-protesters. Nevertheless, some opponents of the present authority keep going the same way. They either repeat (though rarely) political slogans like prays or pretend not to notice what is happening around. At the best, they refer to hardships and numerous problems.

Integrally, the opposition’s approach to relations with Russia may be called irrational. At least, it has not suffered serious changes after the process of integration and the referendum, in which Russian politicians a negative role. To be brief, the approach may be formulated as "Russia is, was, and will remain an empire and nothing good can be expected from them except for a small group of devoted friends, right-of-center liberals and human right activists". At the same time, the fact that under present political set-up these friends are marginal groups, which are distanced from the authority, while the refusal to take imperialism has been voiced by V. Putin. It is necessary to admit that rigid views of the opponents of the present-day regime regarding the Russian issue, does not contribute to development the opposition’s social basis. The political course of the new Russian leadership is not merely out of 10-year old ideological cliche but is gaining more support in Belarus. 

2. The tendency is obvious 

The findings of our survey prove the fact that the problem really exists and needs an adequate solution. Over the last 18 months the number of those, who would vote for the unification of Russia and Belarus at a possible referendum, has increased by almost 15%. Simultaneously with that, the number of those who would vote against unification has dropped by almost the same figure (see Table 27). It goes without saying that in this case the question is raised incorrectly. However, if such a referendum should be held, the wording of the question will be none the less confusing and ambiguous, and the pollsters will interpret the answer to this question as they see fit.

Table 27

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "If referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia has taken place today, how would you vote?", %



Variant of answer
03'99
11'99
04'00
11'00

For unification
41.8
47.0
55.7
54.4

Against unification
40.4
34.1
27.6
28.9

Would not vote
14.7
15.6
15.6
15.9

DA/NA
3.1
3.3
1.1
0.8

Table 28

Dynamics of answers to the question: "Which variant of relations between Belarus and Russia seems the best to you?", %



Variant of answer
06'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
10'00
11'00

Neighborly relations of two independent states
41.4
50.8
43.2
42.4
41.0
37.7
32.5
40.6

Union of independent states
24.5
28.1
30.5
33.4
31.6
37.2
31.3
29.2

Integration into one state
16.3
20.1
24.1
21.8
25.3
22.5
33.2
27.5

Table 29

Dynamics of number of convinced supporters and opponents of integration, %



Social types
03'99
11'99
04'00
06'00
08'00
10'00
11'00

Convinced supporters of integration
23.5
20.1
24.0
37.0
21.0
28.9
26.1

Convinced opponents of integration
28.3
26.1
21.7
14.5
20.8
15.9
22.9

Table 30

Dynamics of answers about voting at the new presidential election, %



Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
10'00

For A. Lukashenko
45.4
44.4
52.2
46.0
43.8
38.5
33.8
33.2

Not for A. Lukashenko
54.6
55.7
47.8
54.0
56.2
61.6
66.2
66.8

As far as choosing the optimal variant of relations of Belarus and Russia is concerned, the situation here is just as uninspiring (see Table 28). Here the dynamics turn out well for adherents of integration, too. As a result, the general picture looks like this: over the last six months the number of ardent adherents of integration has always exceeded the number of opponents of this proposition (see Table 29). The tendency is obvious and it is impossible to ignore it.

In fact, the simplest explanation that is frequently heard is that adherents of integration are the same social strata, who ardently support A. Lukashenko (these are mainly elderly rural residents with a fairly low educational background – i.e. social outsiders). However, firstly, the numbers of Lukashenko’s advocates have actually reduced. Secondly, the number of integration supporters is not rising at the expense of adherents (or even opponents) of Lukashenko. As a matter of fact, a lot of adherents of integration gradually stop supporting A. Lukashenko, but continue to back up the idea of integration (see Tables 28, 30-31).

Table 31

Dynamics of ratio of respondents you support A. Lukashenko and integration, %



Social type
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
10'00

Supporters of A. Lukashenko and integration
56.5
53.0
62.9
56.4
57.4
47.2
44.8
40.4

As one can see from Table 32, the best variant of integration is seen as a merger with Russia not only by 28.9% of the "don’t know" majority, but also 16.8% of staunch opponents of A. Lukashenko (let us observe that 24.4% of the latter stated in favor of a union of two independent states).

Table 32

Attitude to A. Lukashenko depending on choice of the best form of relations with Russia, %



Variant of answer
Supporters of A. Lukashenko 

(18.5%)
Vacillatory 

(49.0%)
Opponents of A. Lukashenko 

(32.5%)

Neighborly relations of two independent states (40.6%)
26.0
36.4
55.2

Union of independent states (29.2%)
28.2
32.7
24.4

Integration into one state (27.5%)
42.7
28.9
16.8

Other/DA (2.7%)
3.1
2.0
3.6

Table 33 shows that a third of the "don’t know" category of respondents are not satisfied with President Lukashenko’s management of the country. This is another proof of the fact that rows of adherents of moderate integration are composed not only of ardent "lukashists".

Table 33

Attitude towards integration with Russia depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko’s 

six-year rule, %



Variant of answer
Supporters of 

integration (26.1%)
Vacillatory (51.0%)
Opponents of 

integration (22.9%)

Rather not satisfied (36.3%)
21.5
33.9
58.3

Partially satisfied, partially not satisfied (42.9%)
43.2
46.8
34.0

Rather satisfied (20.3%)
34.5
18.6
7.7

NA (0.5%)
0.8
0.7
0

Moreover, around 30% of pro-integration activist do not want A. Lukashenko to get re-elected for another presidential term and 38.9% of the "don’t know" respondents also think so (see Table 34).

Table 34

Attitude towards integration with Russia depending on attitude towards A. Lukahsneko’s 

another term of presidency, %



Variant of answer
Supporters of integration (26.1%)
Vacillatory (51.0%)
Opponents of integration (22.9%)

No (41.5%)
27.8
38.9
62.7

Yes (36.1%)
50.3
35.3
21.8

DA/NA (22.4%)
21.9
25.8
15.5

When it comes to vote counts at the possible referendum on integration, the situation is similar. 36% of those who do not want A. Lukashenko to rule the country for another five years would vote for integration, with 43.3% against (see Table 35). Besides, 34.6% of those who support the idea of a union of two sovereign states and 27.9% of respondents who prefer a merger do not want A. Lukashenko to be president a second time (see Table 36).

Table 35

Voting at a possible referendum on unification of Russia and Belarus depending on attitude 

towards A. Lukashenko’s second term of presidency, %*



Variant of answer
In favor of 

unification (54.4%)
Against unification 28.9%)
Would not vote (15.9%)

Want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (36.1%)
75.6
16.6
7.7

Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (41.5%)
36.0
43.3
19.5

Table 36

Attitude towards A. Lukashenko’s second term of presidency depending on choice of the best variant of relations with Russia, %



Variant of answer
Neighborly relations of two independent states (40.6%)
Union of 

independent states (29.2%)
Integration into one state 

(27.5 %)
Other (1.4%)
NA (1.3%)

Want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (36.1 %)
27.1
38.6
48.5
3.7
31.3

Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for 

another term (41.5 %)
54.3
34.6
27.9
68.2
52.4

Table 37

Distribution of experts’ answers (01'01) to the question: "What future for you consider the best for Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Belarus shall join European Union
52.7
40.0
61.4

Belarus shall remain neutral independent state joining no political unions 
36.5
40.0
34.1

Belarus shall be in Union with Russia, but remain a sovereign state 
21.6
36.7
11.4

However, absolutely different sentiments are common in the Belarusian elite. In reply to the question about the best future for their country, none of the experts mentioned its entry into Russia. 21.6% of respondents stated in favor of a union with Russia, in which Belarus would remain a sovereign state. Please, compare: 52.7% supported the idea of entering the European Union and 36.5% were advocates of a neutral non-bloc stand for Belarus (see Table 37). In the meantime, this deep contradiction in the beliefs of the elite and regular electorate has been on the increase recently. For a start, maybe it would be worthwhile deciding on which is more important at this stage – a victory over A. Lukashenko or "resisting Russian imperialism" and also think in what measure the latter contributes to the former. It is not a secret that the hesitating majority requires different methods of persuasion; street marches and the traditional activities involved would do much to persuade these people. Besides, it is worth to remember that the attitude of citizens of Belarus to Russia is also irrational in many respects. And, if Lukashenko’s ardent adherents view integration as a return to the USSR, then the approach to this issue of the hesitating group is less ideologically-loaded and more pragmatic. For them integration means the preservation of normal links without borders and customs checkpoints, warm houses and busy industrial enterprises.

3.  Reasons behind popularity of integration 

What is the reason why the idea of integration appeals to people? In our opinion, it is worth mentioning two points here. First of all, we should point out that Vladimir Putin’s sudden ascension to the heights of power and popularity has drastically changed the political situation not only Russia, but in Belarus, too. The Belarusians have chosen a new idol – a strong leader, who possesses publicly-appreciated qualities. Such qualities comprise force, rigidity, exactingness, strictness on the one hand, and erudition, intellectuality and intelligence on the other. So what we get here is home-bred enlightened authoritarianism. As a result of this, A. Lukashenko started yielding his positions to the Russian leader "in his own game", where he had had no competitors. Findings of IISEPS public opinion polls show that since November 1997 he has been firmly holding onto leadership among his foreign counterparts as an ideal politician and a possible runner for Belarus-Russia Union’s president. The picture was much like presidential ratings of Belarusian politicians: A. Luka-shenko was far ahead of his rivals. 

However, already in November 1999 Putin’s rating as a runner for president at hypothetical Belarus-Russia union presidential elections was only twice as low as that of A. Lukashenko. In April 2000 V. Putin took the lead. Further on his advantage has been slowly but constantly on the rise.

It is not a secret that Belarusian public consciousness does not fully differentiates between Belarusian and Russian political fields, and this is why V. Putin had contrived to gradually "press" A. Lukashenko in his own political game. Contrary to all expectations, public attitude to V. Putin has remained basically unassociated with respondents’ attitude to the second Chechen war, which many bind together with the name of the new Russian leader. Findings of Russian sociological surveys show that public attitude to V. Putin was substantially undermined neither by the explosion in the Moscow underground pedestrian passage nor by the death of "Kursk" nuclear-powered submarine. We see the same in respect of Putin’s rating in Belarus.

The second point is probably less significant, but it also exists. Here we refer to some improvement in the economic situation in Russia. The contract is really vivid if one compares two near-border districts of both states. If earlier cheaper foodstuffs were exported from Belarus, now, it is Belarusian people that carry not only essential commodities, but even bread, in the reverse direction. It is not really important that the cause of what is going on is the favorable economic situation on the market (high oil prices, etc.), which may change tomorrow. For the majority of Belarusian people these are very lofty matters to consider – it is the fact that counts.

4. The choice is limited

Let us try to answer the question "Which is more important – ideological principles, sanctity of party programs or winning the election?" If the opposition shares the viewpoint, according to which it would be better if A. Lukashenko became president a second time rather than a pro-Russia-oriented democrat, then everything is clear as a day. However, if winning the election is nevertheless important, then one should answer another question – a purely technological one: what moves is Russia supported to make in order to order to attract the electorate and win? Actually, there is not much here to choose from. Today there exists a certain "corridor" of values for the majority of the electorate. This, of course, has to do with their attitude to Russia, too. One may treat these values as he or she likes, but it is impossible to ignore their existence. In order to get the candidates to vote for some particular candidate, he will have to offer some optimal program within the "corridor" in question, however, by no means should he defend views and values beyond the aforementioned corridor. 

If someone is not happy with the existing "corridor", this is his or her own personal problem – one should have more actively cultivated public mind in order to change it to one’s own benefit, rather than blame people for immaturity. It is clear that the chance of winning the presidential election is higher in a candidate with a transparent and attractive program of building up relations with Russia, rather than in one, who will not come up with a program like that. The required minimum of such a program is to be realistic and appealing to the electorate.

Unfortunately, we must admit that so far Belarus does not have any normal strategy for building up relations with Russia. Instead, there is ideologically motivated going from one extreme to the other. It is either "unification of Slav peoples", which veils the wish to use Moscow’s resources without any control or compensation, or the burning of flags and accusations of imperial inclinations. Today, there is hardly anyone to argue the statement that an anti-Russia-oriented politician has a very slight chance of becoming president. This implies that the one who will be able to intelligibly and comprehensibly explain to the electorate what are actual national interests of Belarus and which are the ways to realize them, may count on support of the hesitating electorate, whose votes are of decisive importance. It is not just abstract words about the firmness of sovereignty that is required (A. Lukashenko says he is all for sovereignty, too), and we will surely hear a lot of such talks, but a comprehensive and clear model, in which everything is described in detail. Besides being intelligible, this model must be to the benefit of both countries and must not contradict views and expectations of Belarusian citizens.

Thus, we arrive at the following conclusions. First of all, there is a tendency in the Belarusian society at the moment, showing that the number of adherents of integration with Russia in on the rise. There are two main reasons behind it: Putin’s popularity and relative economic progress in Russia. These two factors have attracted representatives of new social strata to the ranks of integration supporters. Last summer an important "barrier" was surmounted – among "integrationists" the number of those who support A. Lukashenko has become less than 50%. New "integrationists" are no longer pro-Lukashenko social outsiders, but supporters of V. Putin. Among them there is a considerable part of young people, townspeople and educated citizens, who used to support neither integration nor A. Lukashenko. Putin’s performance of authoritarianism appeals to them much more them than Lukashenko’s, especially for those whom we refer to as the hesitating electorate.

Secondly, A. Lukashenko is quickly losing a powerful pre-election trump card – the right to being the exclusive partner of Russia. It is unlikely that the Kremlin will render him any support at the elections (notably, the so-much-talked-about $30m stabilization loan has not been granted yet). Russia is now waiting; it is ready to consider alternatives to the present Belarusian leader. If democratic forces fail to come up with such alternatives, one can surely expect such proposals from Belarusian apparatchiks (bureaucrats).

Thirdly, the chance of winning the presidential election of an anti-Russia oriented candidate is much lower than that of an "integrationist", as the overall number of those who adhere to the various forms of integration, both tough and moderate ones, is not only a simple majority, but an overwhelming majority. This does not at all mean that one must go to Moscow and kneel down begging for a new "princedom warrant". However, this does mean that today the opposition’s former policy in respect of Russia, which brought its notorious results, may do harm to any democratic candidate. Seemingly, he, whoever it might be, will have to work out an ideology-free pragmatic model of Russia-Belarusian relations, which is simultaneously acceptable for the Kremlin and the Belarusian people and which poses no threat to the sovereignty of the country.

How to get things changed?

1. Street actions – writer’s cramp?

Findings of our polls have more than once revealed the fact that in the Belarusian society there is serious discontent with the policies of the present state administration (for examples, see Tables 2 and 3, p. 59). In other words, one can be sure to say that not only the protest electorate exists, but it constitutes almost half of the body of electors. The demand for change is literally in the air. The main question now is how democratic forces can derive a maximum benefit from such a favorable situation. At the same time one should perfectly realize that the opposition’s well-practised and customary forms and methods, in particular, mass protest actions in their present condition, are not much suitable for this (see Table 38). In other words, considerable discontent of a large number of citizens does not mean that will be splashed out in the form of street democracy.

Our analysis of the evolution of Belarusian citizens’ attitude to mass protest actions proves that today such actions do not reach the goals, which their organizers declare. Sometimes it looks as though protest action were held out of habit, just because it was this way before, under the same unchanged slogans and the same sort of speeches made by the usual orators. As a result, not only has the number of march participants been reducing (let us remind that over the past few years it has never reached even 50 thousand people, although other figures are mentioned before staging protest actions), but public opinion’s reaction to such activities is sufficiently reserved.

Table 38

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude towards mass actions of the 

opposition?", %



Variant of answer
March of Freedom I (11'99)
March of Freedom II (04'00)
March of Freedom III, IV (11'00)

Know nothing about it
–*
28.9**
40.6

Do not care
24.6
19.7
23.4

Negative
56.0
31.1
21.5

Positive 
16.9
18.4
13.6

NA
2.6
2.9
0.9

*This variant was not offered

**Answer "Find it difficult to answer" was meant in this case

Table 39

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude towards the opposition’s March of Freedom III, which took place on November 1 of 2000?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Supporters of A. Lukashenko (15.4%)
Opponents of 

A. Lukashenko (31.3%)
Vacillatory 

(53.3%)

Positive 
13.9
1.3
30.5
7.7

Do not care
21.8
8.7
25.0
23.7

Negative
17.8
36.0
6.3
19.2

Know nothing about it
44.7
53.9
35.8
47.2

Table 40

Distribution of answers to the question: "Who, in you opinion, take part in street actions organized by the opposition (March of Freedom III, Chernobyl Way, Day of Will etc.)?", % 

(more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
Supporters of A. Lukashenko (15.4%)
Opponents of A. Lukashenko (31.3%)
Vacillatory (53.3%)

Opponents of present authorities’ policy (66.1%)
59.0
72.3
64.4

People dissatisfied with their material status (44.2%)
31.0
50.5
44.3

People protesting human rights violation in our country (28.9%)
11.9
45.8
23.8

People living on the West’s financial support (26.5%)
41.8
15.3
28.7

People calling for revival of national culture (21.3%)
8.8
35.4
16.5

People calling for keeping national state sovereignty (20.4%)
12.3
33.2
15.2

Criminals (16.8%)
32.6
6.1
18.6

Foreign intelligence’s agents (9.1%)
18.3
3.1
9.9

Representative of sexual minorities (3.9%)
4.9
2.0
4.8

Other (3.8%)
6.3
4.4
2.7

"Freedom March – 3" is a case in point. Even among Lukashenko’s ardent opponents only 30.5% of respondents evaluated this action as positive (see Table 39). In the meantime, 35.8% were totally unaware of the protest action in question. We would like to point out that this is the case with representatives of the opposition’s most dedicated and reliable electorate. Please, compare: 25% of Lukashenko’s opponents and 23.7% of the hesitating electorate were indifferent in their attitude to the aforementioned action.

Comparing the assessments of the two recent "Freedom Marches" with the previous protest actions, one can see that both positive and negative attitude to them has shrunk, however the proportion of those who did not hear anything about these actions has increased. And all this happens in spite of the organizers’ advertising efforts and the government’s active counter-propaganda.

Public opinion does not favor participants of street protest actions. In this respect replies to the question "Who participates in mass protest actions organized by the opposition?" are very demonstrative (see Table 40). Naturally, it is quite clear that in the eyes of ardent "lukashists" the participants of such actions are recipients of money from the West (41.6%), criminal elements (32.6%) and agents of foreign intelligence services (18.3%). However, here is an uncomplimentary reference, which the hesitating electorate gave to protest action participants (living off western money – 28.7%, criminal elements – 18.7%, foreign spies – 9.9%). This should be an alarming signal for the organizers and ideologists, for the hesitating majority is just the very no one’s electorate, which the opposition is going to struggle for.

Figures quoted above are another proof of the fact that organized by the opposition, street protest actions in their present condition have virtually turned into a ritual. They do not only fulfil the task of attracting opponents of the regime from the rows of the so-called "kitchen opposition" – those, who is neither satisfied with the policies of the government nor finds appealing slogans and methods of the opposition, but right on the contrary, they constrict the social base of opponents of the regime.

The above does not by any means mean that now one should totally abandon the practice of holding any street protest marches. Not at all, as a means of pressing on the authorities, as an indicator which shows support of the opposition by the serious part of society, and, finally, as evidence of the opposition’s ability to make use of this support, street actions may and must be applied when it is necessary. However, one should treat them as one, but not the only and most universal effective method of struggling against the regime. And, if one should decide to resort to it, he is supposed to do it in such a way, so that no one could doubt the expediency and effectiveness of such actions. With reference to this, we view the following scenario as the most optimal – staging mass actions as a weighty argument while transiting to an election scenario on terms which are most advantageous to the opposition. Let us remember that "Freedom March-1" was conducted under the slogan "For free and fair elections".

2. Radicalism is out of favor 

And what is the general attitude of Belarusian people to public forms of expressing their opinion? Or, perhaps, the reserved assessment of the opposition’s latest actions is just a special case, which is not typical of public mind? Or is this assessment linked to the insufficient radicalism of protest actions themselves?

Table 41

Dynamics of answers to the question about attitude towards participation in public protest 

actions, %



Type of action
Took part
Ready to take part
Not going to take part
DA/NA


04'00
08'00
11'00
04'00
08'00
11'00
04'00
08'00
11'00
04'00
08'00
11'00

Rallies, demonstrations, pickets
7.0
6.3
5.7
12.8
17.1
17.9
54.7
61.3
60.2
22.8
15.3
16.2

Strikes
1.9
2.1
1.8
11.5
14.4
13.5
64.0
67.3
67.1
22.6
16.2
17.6

Hunger-strikes
0.3
1.0
0.2
3.8
5.1
3.8
75.7
79.8
80.4
20.1
14.1
15.6

Armed struggle
0.4
1.1
0.3
6.0
6.7
5.6
73.0
76.6
77.6
20.6
15.5
16.5

Poll findings show that this is not the case (see Table 41). The numbers of adherents of radical actions was remaining quite stable late last year – slightly over 20% (see Table 42). Is it little or much? If one imagined for a minute that all who said they were ready to take part in armed struggle (5.9%) will really take up arms, then it would be easy to picture what it all will end up with. However, luckily, the probability that the situation will develop this way is fairly slight. Firstly, being ready for action does not at all mean that it will be automatically realized. Secondly, armed struggle is imagined by many as some sort of a disobedience festival, in which the pseudo-romantic entourage is all important rather than standing up for the principles of freedom and democracy. Thirdly, among those who are actually ready to stand up for their principles, automatic rifle in hand, there is an absolute majority of citizens, whose ideal is not pluralistic democracy but something absolutely different.

Table 42

Dynamics of voters’ attitude towards participation in public protest actions, %



Social types*
09'00
10'00
11'00

Supporters of radical actions
21.2
25.3
28.7

Opponents of radical actions
89.9
86.7
92.0

*Supporters of radical actions – are those respondents who took or are ready to take part in one of mass protest actions such as rallies, demonstrations, strikes, hunger-strikes or armed struggle. Opponents of radical actions – are those who are not going to take part in such actions. Total sum exceeds 100%, because types selected partially cross.

Table 43

Attitude towards radical actions depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko, %



Social types
Supporters of A. Lukashenko (15.4%)
Opponents of A. Lukashenko (31.3%)
Vacillatory (53.3% )

Supporters of radical actions (25.3%)
12.0
42.5
19.1

Opponents of radical actions (86.7%)
87.7
83.9
88.1

Table 44

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you are not ready to participate in public protest actions to express your opinion, then why?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

In our conditions such actions will help change nothing 
35.4

I do not support radical actions in principle 
25.1

I am afraid of possible clashes with law enforcement agencies during such actions 
9.5

I am afraid of possible consequences at work, school, family, etc.
8.7

If I were sure that the majority of Belarusians support such actions, I would have participated in them 
8.3

Such protest actions are staged far from place where I live 
8.2

Information on such actions does not get to me in time 
3.7

Other reason
3.2

One must admit that Belarusian society still renders no support to radicalism. And it is by no means the case that this aversion to radicalism stems from the electorate’s ideological background. Both among the President’s ardent opponents and among his supporters there is approximately an equal share of those who disapprove of radical actions (see Table 43). The fact that this share is around 90% in both cases leaves a minute chance of success to those who adhere to a revolutionary scenario of brining down the regime by means of mass street actions.

Table 44 gives the answer to the question why citizens are not ready for public actions in order to express their opinion. As we can see, 25% of those polled do not accept radical actions in principle; more than a third believe that under present conditions such actions will not get you anywhere. Another 20% fear clashes with law enforcers and the likely consequences at work, at school or at university.

One very often hears accusations of an incorrect use of the term "adherents of radical actions", as all forms of public actions mentioned in the poll (except for armed struggle) are legal; moreover, the right to use such actions is legally guaranteed.

Nevertheless, it was observed long ago that there exists a contradiction between public mind’s stereotypes in respect of certain things and events and technical terms of law with reference to these same things and phenomena.

The above explains why a participant of a sanctioned meeting, march of strike is not making any unlawful activities from the point of view of criminal law, but Belarusian public mind still mainly brands him as a radical.

3. The stake is on election

As we have seen, society is ready for change and waiting for it, but the radical scenario of achieving it no longer enjoys public support. So, which ways do Belarusian people consider acceptable for replacing the present authorities, which obviously do not meet their requirements? In general, noticeable preference is still given to the traditional ways of government replacement (by means of referenda and elections). The radical way, i.e. using any actions, which make it possible to achieve the goal, has been chosen by a far smaller number of respondents, although, to tell you the truth, we should point out an increase in the number of people who suppose one should not be too delicate when it comes to the choice of means (see Table 45).

Table 45

Dynamics of answers to the question: "If authorities do not meet requirements of people, how, in you opinion, they should be changed?", % (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
09'00
10'00
11'00

By means of next election
48.6
41.6
43.3

By means of holding referendum on non-confidence in present and early election 
24.6
28.8
27.0

By any means contributing to aim’s achieving
14.6
19.5
21.7

By means of appeals to authorities demanding their resignation 
5.7
12.8
11.8

By means of mass non-violent actions (rallies, demonstrations, manifestations)
3.4
6.2
5.4

Mass strikes
1.5
4.5
3.2

Other means 
1.4
1.7
1.2

Notably, even among Lukashenko’s ardent opponents there is just 25% who would throw caution to the winds for the sake of achieving the goal (see Table 46). In the meantime, Lukashenko’s opponents are more inclined to take up an evolutionary scenario, which implies using a mechanism of people’s will expressed at polling stations. It is peculiar that there exists quite an insignificant gap between opponents and supporters of Lukashenko’s second mandate in respect of replacing the government by all means (see Table 47). At the same time, 34.8% of those who are against Lukashenko’s becoming president a second time suppose that the power replacement should be effected by means of elections.

Table 46

Choice of way to replace authorities that do not meet people’s requirements depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko, %



Variant of answer
10'00


Supporters of 

A. Lukashenko (15.4%)
Opponents of 

A. Lukashenko (31.3%)
Vacillatory 

(53.3%)

By means of next election (41.6%)
57.3
34.0
58.4

By means of holding referendum on non-confidence in present and early election (28.8%)
18.3
29.4
31.4

By any means contributing to aim’s achieving (19.5%)
9.9
25.8
18.6

By means of appeals to authorities demanding their resignation (12.8%)
13.6
13.7
12.1

By means of mass non-violent actions (rallies, demonstrations, manifestations) (6.2%)
1.0
11.1
4.7

Mass strikes (4.5%)
1.0
9.2
2.8

Other means (1.7%)
2.6
1.8
1.3

Findings listed in Table 48 prove the fact that the protest electorate is in favor of the usual democratic mechanisms of power replacement. Everyone is aware of international community’s absolutely fair assessment of the recent elections. But even during these elections citizens who want changes came to the polling stations. They went there in search for an alternative to the current political policy. Among those taking part in the second round or the parliamentary election not only there was almost a half of citizens, who support Lukashenko’s becoming president one more time, but also 33.5% of those, who do not want him to rule the country for another 5 years.

Table 47

Choice of way to replace authorities that do not meet people’s requirements depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko’s another term of presidency, %



Variant of answer
Want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (36.1%)
Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for 

another term (41.5%)

By means of next election (43.3%)
52.6
34.8

By means of holding referendum on non-confidence in present and early election (27.0%)
26.1
24.8

By any means contributing to aim’s achieving (21.7%)
10.4
11.9

By means of appeals to authorities demanding their resignation (11.8%)
1.2
9.9

By means of mass non-violent actions (rallies,

demonstrations, manifestations) (5.4%)
1.6
5.3

Mass strikes (3.2%)
12.4
30.8

Other means (1.2%)
1.1
1.4

Table 48

Attitude towards A. Lukashenko’s second term of presidency depending on participation in the second round of election, %



Variant of answer
Took part in the election (32.4%)
Did not take part in the election (63.7%)
Heard nothing about it (3.5%)

Want A. Lukashenko to be the 

president for another term  (36.1%)
44.9
32.1
21.9

Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (41.5%)
33.5
46.3
29.4

The electorate’s attitude to the campaign aimed at boycotting parliamentary elections is also indicative (see Table 49).

Only nearly 15% consider the boycott was a success, whereas 39.2% adhere to the opposite point of view.

Table 49

Assessment of success of the parliamentary election boycott depending on attitude towards 

A. Lukashenko’ second term of presidency, %



Variant of answer
Boycott succeeded (8.4%)
Boycott failed 

(45.0%)
DA 

(46.5%)

Want A. Lukashenko to be the president for 

another term (36.1%)
4.5
54.7
40.0

Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (41.5%)
14.8
39.2
45.8

Table 50

Choice of president depending on attitude towards A. Lukashenko’s second term of 

presidency, %



Variant of answer
Want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (36.1%)
Do not want A. Lukashenko to be the president for another term (41.5%)

A. Lukashenko(35.9%)
88.5
1.0

Independent candidate (24.6%)
3.5
42.6

Single candidate from democratic 

opposition (9.8%)
0.7
21.6

Candidate – representative of other 

political party (2.2%)
0
4.2

Other candidate (1.7%)
0.4
2.6

DA/NA (25.6%)
6.9
28.0

Summarizing what has been said, we can point out that, firstly, not only there exist protest sentiments in Belarusian society, but they cover large social strata. Today, however, such sentiments are predominantly spontaneous. Belarusian people are tired of the present authorities, but figuratively speaking, they would not go to the barricades to get rid of them. Today the best way to replace the authorities, as viewed by the electorate, is by means of elections. The radical way, i.e. the so-called popular street revolution – does not enjoy social support.

Secondly, one must admit that street actions in their current fashion no longer bring the desired result and do not contribute to expanding the social base of democratic forces. Participants of such activities have a fairly negative image in the eyes of the electorate. And here one cannot do without seriously changing the framework of actions themselves – the slogans, pretext for holding them, scenarios and so on and so forth. Besides, bearing in mind the fact that 25% of those polled do not accept radical actions in principle and more than a third believe that under present conditions such actions will not get you anywhere, it would be expedient to focus on enlightenment activities, conducting democratic studies and things like that, which may create a positive effect. Thirdly, in order to take a maximum advantage of the situation by directing the electorate to where democratic forces what them to go, there must be a candidate apparently uninvolved with the opposition. Findings listed in Table 50 act as a proof of the statement above. 

Data listed in Table 50 speak in support of this statement: among those, who does not wish A. Lukashenko to be President for a second time, there are twice as many adherents of an independent candidate, rather than of a single candidate of democratic forces.

Economy and life: Belarusian reality 

1. Statistical assessment of social and economic development 

"The Republic of Belarus is a unitary democratic social jural state" reads the first clause of article 1 of the Belarusian Constitution. It is obvious that of all definitions mentioned above the only one that is unconditionally observed is territorial integrity. As far as the remaining ones are concerned, we suppose that there are a lot of grounds to doubt that they are properly observed. Let us consider, for instance, how Belarusian authorities fulfil their constitutional obligations as regards our state’s "social orientation".

Table 51

The most acute problems the country and the population face, %*



Problems
09'98
06'99
11'99
08'00
10'00
11'00

Social-economic problems:

including:
61.5
56.8
56.5
55.8
57.2
57.3

– rise in prices
26.1
21.0
19.1
20.1
20.8
21.1

– people’s destitution
17.3
18.6
18.5
17.9
19.1
18.5

– unemployment
9.9
9.1
10.3
9.6
9.5
10.1

– production decline
8.2
8.1
8.6
8.2
7.8
7.6

Problems of law and order:

including:
27.4
31.0
32.1
34.4
33.3
33.7

– crime
9.3
11.3
9.9
11.6
10.7
10.8

– corruption, bribery
7.6
7.5
8.9
8.2
8.2
8.5

– absence of order, law
7.0
6.3
6.6
7.4
7.5
7.2

– violation of human rights
3.5
5.9
6.7
7.2
6.9
7.2

Other problems:

including:
11.1
12.2
11.4
9.8
9.5
9.0

– overcoming Chernobyl catastrophe aftermath 
7.1
7.5
6.8
6.1
5.5
5.6

– international isolation
3.1
2.3
2.4
2.3
2.4
2.1

– threat of the West
0.9
2.4
2.2
1.4
1.6
1.3

Total:
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

*To make them comparable, results of different opinion polls brought to 100% 

We will say in a straightforward manner that all social activities of the authorities is reduced to one thing – equal distribution of the funds, which they contrive to extort from stagnating production companies or coax out of Russia, which puts on imperial airs. This is achieves by methods and tactics typical of "market socialism" – i.e. take away and distribute! The enormous burden of taxes, all sorts of dues and fees, despotism and tyranny of controlling bodies, direct expropriation of property, state-protected racketeering – if taken together, all this helps to keep up people’s living standards at a fairly low level, however it simultaneously liquidates economic stimuli, suppresses individual incentive and deprives society of prospects for economic and social development. "I am not going to lead my people in step with the civilized world!" – Perhaps, no one could define the direction of our development better than A. Lukashenko. Although it is possible to lead such a life in the time of war, for instance, or in the post-war period, but is it unbearable in the times of peace. Findings of public opinion polls, and those of the IISEPS in particular, prove the aforementioned fact very expressively. Respondents’ answers show that of all things considered vital for human existence it is social and economic problems that the population views as be most pressing and acute ones (see Table 51).

In spite of all efforts of state propaganda, it is getting more and more difficult for the authorities to conceal the absence of noticeable progress in the social-economic sphere.
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Let us refer to official statistics. Thus, the average monthly salary with reference to all branches of economy has practically remained the same over the past five years (picture 1). In 2000 its value reached only an insignificant $60.2 (with reference to market exchange rate), which makes up 127.1% of the minimum consumer budget. With salaries like that a family of two employed people cannot afford having even one child. As compared with the time when A. Lukashenko came to power in 1994, the average monthly pay has gone up by 250% (from $24.4). At this rate, living standards of the year 1991, which the authorities consider their economic goal, can only be achieved in eleven years, that is by 2012.

With regard to pension benefits for labor veterans the situation is similar. By 2000 the value of the average pension benefit has reached just $24.0 per month, which makes 79.9% of the minimum subsistence budget (MSB) – the official threshold of poverty (see picture 2). In comparison with the year 1994, the average pension benefit has grown 390% (from $6.1). At this rate, the 1991 living standards can be achieved only in eight years’ time. Statistical data, however, show that the average value of a pension benefit was on the rise only during the first two years of Lukasheko’s rule. Afterwards the aforementioned figured steeply went down. And it was not until the year 2001 that the situation has somehow improved. Therefore, the actual time of achieving the 1991 standards may be even further in the future.

In order to reveal the aforementioned statistical indicators’ tendencies to change, let us explore their dynamics in 2000. As you can see in pictures 3 and 4, over the year there was a significant convergence of the dollar value of the average monthly salary (and average pension benefit), calculated with reference to the U.S. dollar market exchange rate and to the official exchange rate set by National Bank. It is obviously linked to the promise of the latter to set a uniform exchange rate. At the same time, it appears that one should be happy about the positive dynamics of correlation between the value of people’s earnings and life standards. However, it is easy to notice that these dynamics practically overlap with the increase in earnings in dollar terms, calculated with reference to the dollar’s market exchange rate. Moreover, the dollar equivalent of these living standards, when calculated against the market exchange rate (see picture 5), has also gone up fairly high.
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Considering the fact that, on the one hand, there occurred no significant increase in the contents of the basket of goods (rather on the contrary, of which there is a documentary proof) and the dollar inflation beyond the borders of our country is minute, on the other hand, then there is nothing left for you but to admit that the increase in all these indicators has one and the same nature – i.e. the National Bank’s manipulating the exchange rate of the Belarusian currency, which subsequently resulted in the growth of prices of the most essential foodstuffs and commodities.

Thus, last year the value of salaries and pension benefits failed to ensure an actual rise in the standard of life of the overwhelming majority of Belarusian people, whereas statements made by the official mass media about progress in this area is nothing but trivial propaganda. Therefore, in the near future, when the National Bank finally achieves a uniform exchange rate and stops its manipulations, one should expect the basic social and economic indicators to stabilize on the low level, on which they really are.

Judging by this these facts, one may conclude that the government’s social policy is far from fully meeting the constitutional requirements and popular interests.

It is clear that people’s concern over of social-economic problems, low living standards and dissatisfaction with the social policy of the official authorities cannot but affect sentiments of the population and public mind, which is said to be determined by existence. Now let us trace down the development of our people’s views on society and economy, relying on findings of nation-wide opinion polls conducted by IISEPS.

2. The evolution of economic views of the population 

Findings listed in Table 52 show that our compatriots, unlike the authorities and state-run mass media, come up with fairly pessimistic evaluations of the results, which the government’s economic policy has achieved. An overwhelming majority of them suppose that over the last year the economic situation in the country has either worsened or remained unchanged. Except that in November last year popular judgements about economic progress became slightly more positive, as compared with the previous polls. We are inclined to attribute that to the expectation of the pay rise under the government’s resolution on centralized increase in the minimum living wage and pay tariffs by 38-40% in October last year.

Table 52

Change of economic situation in Belarus over the last year, %*



Variant of answer
06'96
11'99
04'00
10'00
11'00

– has improved
8.3
8.5
7.0
7.5
9.7

– has remained the same
28.8
23.9
27.9
33.8
38.9

– has deteriorated
61.9
67.4
64.8
57.5
50.9

*Here and below sum of answers in columns could be less than 100% because lines "Find it difficult to answer" and "No answer" are excluded 

In the meantime this proposition has to a great extent failed to come up to people’s expectations, as over three thirds of interviewees did not notice any change in their financial position. The November poll revealed that only 9.0% noticed an improvement of their financial condition. It was probably these 9.0% to point out an improvement in the social and economic situation in the country. It is worth bearing in mind the fact that people who work for state-owned companies and get their pay from the state budget and whom the government promised a pay rise, constitute at least 13-14% of the grown-up population. This conclusion is proved by data provided by the Ministry of statistics and analysis, which read that October’s average monthly pay was only 15.7% higher than that of September. Now if we subtract the inflation component (5.2% in September) from this widely publicized pay rise, the population must be content with less than 10%.

Table 53

Change of personal material status over the last year, %



Variant of answer
12'93
11'94
06'95
06'96
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
10'00

– has improved
9.4
9.5
9.4
5.4
3.5
7.8
8.0
4.8
5.3

– has remained the same
22.8
17.3
25.7
36.7
19.8
31.3
28.7
31.8
34.3

– has deteriorated
67.6
72.1
64.7
57.8
76.1
60.6
63.3
61.0
59.9

However, in the opinion of poll participants, October’s actual increase in incomes per capita turned out to be even lower than that. Thus, if in September an average income per capita was 38.2 thousand rubles, in October it reached just 38.9 thousand rubles. Such an increase (1.8%) is three times as low as the rate of inflation! Therefore, not only did people’s actual incomes go up, but also they even decreased. Hence, although the authorities interpret the December pay rise as "special concern for public welfare", it was a forced measure, which is especially necessary on the eve of the presidential election campaign.

As one can see in Table 53, the overwhelming majority of people (over 90%) have not noticed any improvement in their financial position over the last few years, which is another proof of our conclusions and judgements about the results of the government’s welfare policies. It is clear that in an economic situation like that people, as usual, are ready find out who is to blame. As one can see in Table 54, poll participants put the blame for the worsening economic situation, in the first place, on the government, the president and local authorities. In other words, in the eyes of the majority of the population the main culprit of the current economic problems is the national leadership – beginning from the president and down to the lowest-ranking apparatchik. In the meantime, the number of those who adhere to such an opinion has gone up sharply over the last several years. Thus, as compared with the year 1996 when the authorities scored 44.9% of all negative evaluations, in October 2000 the negative score reached 66.6% or half as much again.

It is significant that of all evaluation components of the government, it is the President’s negative score that has been increasing at the least rate. This indicates that a certain proportion of the population is still incapable of abandoning the practice of idealizing the president they once elected. In the eye of their mind, they attribute economic difficulties to bad working discipline, negligence, bribery and embezzlement of public funds committed by state officials appointed by the president: "Ours is a good president, but there are people who hinder his activities…" However, when it comes to answering the question "who interferes with the president in a country where no state official will do a hand’s turn without instructions from above", these people have nothing to say, as a rule.

Table 54

Responsibility for deterioration of economic situation in the country, %*



Variant of answer
06'96
06'97
04'00
08'00
10'00

Government
20.6
22.5
23.3
25.9
27.2

President 
17.2
19.7
21.4
20.8
20.5

Local authorities
7.1
10.1
16.0
18.6
18.9

Mafia 
14.0
14.2
10.5
9.2
8.1

Head of state-run enterprises, collective farms
5.7
7.2
6.9
5.9
7.3

Entrepreneurs
3.5
4.0
1.5
1.9
1.5

The West
2.9
3.5
2.5
1.9
1.7

Russia
0.5
1.4
1.3
0.9
0.5

Mass media
2.2
2.9
0.9
0.5
1.2

Other
26.3
14.5
15.7
14.4
14.4

Total:
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

* To make them comparable, results of different opinion polls brought to 100% %

Table 55

Positive answers top the question about measures, which would have contributed to 

improvement of economic situation in Belarus, %



Measures
04'00
08'00

– to decrease taxes
92.2
90.8

– to speed up market reforms 
74.3
73.8

– to promote development of private enterprise, render state assistance to it
71.4
70.1

– to stop financing loss-making enterprises
69.6
68.8

– to cut defense expenditure, including production of arms
60.9
63.9

– to increase wages, pensions and allowances to rural residents instead of financial assistance to collective farms
56.6
56.6

Table 54 also illustrates that the number of replies blaming other people or subjects for economic problems is constantly reducing. In particular, less accusations is made against businessmen, the West, the mass media and Russia. Even the notorious Mafia, which no one has seen, but whose intrigues are known to everyone, is now less guilty of our economic troubles than it was four years ago.

Table 56

Choice of economy type, %*



Variant of answer
11'94
06'95
06'96
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
11'00

Market economy
51.0
52.1
53.8
65.4
69.0
74.6
67.4
72.2
74.1
73.0
73.5

including:

with insignificant state control
–*
–*
–*
30.4
32.8
35.2
39.0
40.5
41.7
42.4
41.4

with significant state control
–*
–*
–*
35.0
36.2
39.4
28.4
31.7
32.4
30.6
32.1

Planned economy
46.2
45.1
44.2
30.3
25.7
22.8
23.9
24.8
22.7
23.4
21.5

*In questionnaires for 1994-1996 respondents were not offered types of market economy

While the population is still unsophisticated in defining the blame of certain state agencies for lapses in the economic policy, then when it comes to knowing why these lapses occur, our respondents have a much better understanding. This is indicated in Table 55. As one can see on this table, by way of measures to pull our country out of an economic deadlock, the majority of respondents would prefer something absolutely contrary to what A. Lukashenko and his team are trying to implement. In other words, the majority of the population do not share the concept of "market socialism", which the authorities have imposed on the country. Over the past few years opinion polls have been regularly indicating that the majority of people fairly adequately see the main reason of our economic problems, which the country is unsuccessfully trying to overcome. This becomes particularly evident against the background of achievements of the neighboring states. As a result, our citizens, whether they fully realize it or not, are more inclined to adhere to market economy and are less willing to build any sort of socialism. Interviewees’ replies to practically all questions, which indicate their attitude to market economy, confirm the above-mentioned conclusion.

For instance, Table 56 shows that despite the "market socialism" orientation, almost three quarters of respondents prefer a trivial market economy for some reason. The rows of admirers of planned economy are getting thinner and now not all pensioners stick to this idea.

Among supporters of market economy there still exists a noticeable disproportion to the advantage of those who much prefer a liberal variant of such economic system. One can attribute this to people’s reaction to the negative consequences of the government’s interference with economy. For instance, it is for seven years already that the authorities have been trying to conquer inflation by means of state-imposed price management. The cabinet and the government have been reshuffled more then once, over and over again has the national television of Belarus been showing conferences conducted by A. Lukashenko, where state officials were publicly accused of incompetence and of a failure to follow the president’s instructions aimed at improving people’s welfare standards. Inflation, however, has always been cheeky enough to exceed the declared maximum threshold and keeps devouring nominal pay rises, thus reducing laymen’s electoral support.

Table 57

Dynamics of answers to the question: "Shall the state regulate prices for goods 

and services?", %



Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00

– yes
80.9
79.7
74.3
69.3
69.3
67.7
62.2

– no
9.6
9.5
9.0
12.7
14.9
17.4
20.3

As you can see from Table 57, people have come to realize that regulating prices does more harm than good, for it helps neither to stop inflation, nor fill up the stock of goods in shops.

Other replies of poll participants also confirm the preference of market economy. Thus, Table 58 reveals that the majority of people polled consider private property to be more effective: it is for three years already that the proportion of people who think so has been higher than the number of those who have either failed to realize that or refuse to face up to the fact. 

Table 58

The most efficient form of ownership, %



Variant of answer
12'93
11'94
06'95
06'96
06'97
11'97
06'99
11'99
04'00
11'00

– private
52.8
45.9
41.8
42.5
48.3
41.4
50.7
55.3
53.1
53.1

– state
29.0
39.7
47.1
44.8
44.0
45.5
40.5
36.9
39.6
39.7

– other
13.6
12.0
9.3
11.2
5.7
11.3
7.5
6.3
5.7
5.0

Table 59

Type of company preferred most of all (to work for it), %



Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
03'99
11'99
04'00
11'00

– state-run
62.9
53.5
58.7
49.1
48.4
47.1

– private
28.1
35.7
30.0
43.9
40.0
46.0

Quite the same follows from Table 59, which indicates the self-same growing number of people, who prefer to work for private companies. Over the last three years this proportion has grown by almost two thirds and this is in spite of the fact that the government’s economic policy hinders normal market relations and stifles private business. Judging by these data, literally in the nearest future the number of people who would like to work for private companies will exceed the quantity of those who prefer to be employees at state-run companies.

As far as answers to other indicator-questions are concerned, the results need no additional comments as they are so obvious and self-explanatory that they speak for themselves (see Tables 60-65). All these Tables indicate a similar tendency – a gradual increase in people’s appreciation of and orientation to market economy.

Table 60

Dynamics of answers to the question: "Shall the state limit people’s 

incomes?", %



Variant of answer
06'97
09'98
11'99
08'00

– yes
20.0
20.0
17.5
16.1

– no
59.2
56.7
62.7
66.2

Table 61

Dynamics of answers to the question: "What would you choose?", %



Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
11'99
08'00

– high but not guaranteed wage
32.8
38.0
40.2
46.8

– small but guaranteed wage
65.3
58.4
57.8
51.8

Table 62

Dynamics of answers to the question: "What do you think: to purchase goods at a lower price, and then sell them at a higher price – is this fair earnings?", %



Variant of answer
06'97*
11'99
08'00

– yes
33.5
34.7
34.1

– no
58.5
44.6
43.7

*Here answers "yes" and "no" include "rather yes, than no" and "rather no, than yes," respectively 

Table 63

Dynamics of answers to the question: "Would you like your children run 

private business, to cast in their lot with private enterprise?", %



Variant of answer
11.99
04.00
08.00

– yes
38.1
39.9
40.6

– no
26.0
24.9
24.5

Table 64

Dynamics of answers to the question: "What do you feel towards fellow countrymen with high incomes?", %



Variant of answer
06'97
11'99
08'00

– these people deserve respect, their example should be followed
17.9
25.4
27.9

– mostly they are swindlers and crooks 
23.5
24.3
24.4

– I do not care
37.7
31.9
26.7

Table 65

Dynamics of answers to the question: "What would you prefer?", %



Variant of answer
06'95
06'96
06'97
11'97
09'98
08'00

– wide range of quality goods and services at free market prices 
60.6
59.4
77.9
83.9
87.1
87.3

– constant deficit and narrow range of good and 

services at prices fixed by the state
39.4
35.8
19.4
12.2
10.5
11.2

Thus, the results of our analysis enable us to unambiguously conclude that Belarusian people’s economic views and preferences are gradually progressing towards appreciating and supporting normal market economy. It is for this very reason that all market-combating efforts of the authorities produce a completely opposite effect: the more strongly the authorities stifle individual incentive, the more actively they try to interfere with economy, the fewer are the number of people who support them.

In the meantime, it is worth mentioning that the population has a fairly clear idea of what A. Luka-shenko's economic orientation really is. Thus, replying to the question whether he adheres to market economy, only 16.1% of respondents answered in the affirmative, while 36.9% believe he supports the idea of planned economy. Just 4.8% of those polled suppose A. Lukashenko is an advocate of capitalism and 34.4% believe him to be an apologist for centralized planned economy.

It is clear that people’s increasing pro-market preferences will sooner or later leave no chance either for "market socialism", nor for those who preach it. The proof of that is findings listed in Table 2, p. 60. One you can see, only every fifth respondent was satisfied with how A. Lukashenko ruled the country over the last 6 years, while every third one feels rather dissatisfied. Meanwhile, the percentage of the dissatisfied is constantly increasing, while the amount of the satisfied respondents is waning. Therefore, it does not come as a surprise that those who do not want A. Lukashenko to be their president for another term (41.5%) exceed by 15% the quantity of people who wish him to continue his rule (36.1%).

The aforementioned facts enable us to arrive at the following conclusions. Firstly, sociological surveys reveal that the population considers social-economic problems to be the most pressing ones. It is getting more and more difficult for the government to conceal the absence of progress in this sphere. At the same time our analysis shows that people’s living standards neither visibly improve nor go worse, as a considerable proportion of the population have incomes unaccounted by the official statistics.

Secondly, the majority of the population believes that the economic situation in the country and their financial position have gone worse over the last year. And it is the government that they put the blame on.

Thirdly, people prefer something absolutely contrary to what the government is trying to implement in order to pull the country out of an economic deadlock. The majority prefers a trivial market economy believing that private property to be more effective. 

Constantly on the rise is the number of persons who wish to work for private companies, who are opposed to price regulations, who prefers a high, but not guaranteed salary, and who do not consider resale a crime.

Fourthly, the population believes that A. Lukashenko is an adherent of centralized economy and socialism. Therefore, increasing pro-market preferences of the population are going to result in a confrontation of the government with the electorate. Already now, while every fifth respondent is satisfied with how A. Lukashenko ruled the country over the last 6 years, every third one feels rather dissatisfied and the percentage of the dissatisfied is constantly increasing. The percentage of those who do not want A. Lukashenko’s presidential rule to last another term is predominant. The main reason why people are dissatisfied with the authorities is the absence of prospects for normal social-economic development and, therefore, improved living standards.

Results of the opinion poll among public opinion leaders 

conducted by IISEPS in January of 2001 (%)*
1. How shall conditions of holding presidential election be defined? Which of the following statements do you agree with? 

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public 

sector
Employees of the private sector

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
68.9
60.0
75.0

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities
14.9
26.7
6.8

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
14.9
13.3
15.9

Find it difficult to answer (DA)
1.7
0
2.3

2. Recently A. Lukashenko spoke against presence of international observers at the presidential election, calling them "collaborators and militants". Is, in your opinion, presence of observers at polling stations necessary during voting procedure? 

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Yes, presence of independent observers is necessary 
79.4
66.7
88.6

Yes, presence of observers from candidates is necessary 
75.5
73.3
77.3

Yes, presence of foreign observers is necessary
74.3
63.3
81.8

Yes, presence of parties’ observers is necessary
60.8
50.0
68.2

Observers are not necessary
4.1
3.3
4.5

Find it difficult to answer (DA)
1.4
3.3
0

3. A lot has been said today that election of a new president is possible only with support from Belarusian nomenclature and Russia’s establishment. But many disagree with this statement. What do you think about it?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Totally agree with that
27.0
30.0
4.5

Partially agree with that
58.1
13.3
34.1

Disagree with that
9.5
53.3
52.3

Find it difficult to answer (DA)
5.4
3.4
9.1

4. Will, in your opinion, A. Lukashenko’s policy change, if he is elected the president for another term?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

His policy will remain the same
52.7
53.3
52.3

His policy could change and become more reactionary
25.7
13.3
34.1

His policy could change and become more progressive
14.9
30.0
4.5

Find it difficult to answer (DA)
6.7
3.4
9.1

5. Today analysts talk about three major scenarios of the presidential election. Which one of them seems more likely to you? (state probability degree for each scenario)
Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

"Lukashenko’s scenario", when A. Lukashenko wins this or that way
43.9
52.1
38.3

"Democratic scenario", when candidate from democratic forces wins this or that way
28.6
23.8
31.9

"Nomenclature scenario", when candidate from ruling nomenclature wins this or that way 
10.0
10.8
9.4

6. Which variant of Belarus-Russia relations seems the best to you?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Neighborly relations of two independent states
78.4
63.3
88.6

Union of independent states
21.6
36.7
11.4

7. What do you think: if a group of democratic deputies is formed as a result of additional election to the House of Representatives, could it affect the future presidential election?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Yes, it will have considerable influence
12.2
13.3
11.4

Probably yes, and probably no: it will depend on political situation 
21.6
16.7
25.0

No, it will not affect it considerably
63.5
66.7
61.4

Find it difficult to answer (DA)
2.7
3.3
2.2

8. Recently Council of Republic has worked out draft law "On information security." How do you view the necessity to pass this law?

Variant of answers
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Negatively, because adoption of this law will lead to 

infringement on freedom of press and information
75.5
56.7
88.6

Positively, because the country’s information security should be protected by all means 
12.2
26.7
2.3

Heard nothing about it
8.2
13.3
4.6

Do not care
4.1
3.3
4.5

9. Recently there have been calls not to publicize data of sociological surveys, because it may affect considerably public opinion and political situation in the country. What do you think about it?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Data of sociological opinion polls should be publicized as widely as possible without any permissions
89.2
86.7
90.9

It is necessary to get authorities’ permission to publish data of sociological opinion polls
1.4
3.3
0

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or No answer (NA)
9.4
10.0
9.1

10. Could figures and analysis by independent research centers by trusted?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents 
Employees of the public 

sector
Employees of the private 

sector

Yes, because they provide public with objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
79.7
76.7
81.8

No, because they consciously provide public with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
8.1
13.3
4.5

Find it difficult to answer (DA) or No answer (NA)
12.2
10.0
4.5

11. Which channels are the most efficient for conveying your point of view to public?

Variant of answer
All 

respondents 
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Non-state mass media
68.9
50.0
81.8

State-run mass media
17.6
30.0
9.1

Political parties
23.0
10.0
31.8

Public organizations
33.8
23.3
40.9

Labor unions
9.5
3.3
13.6

Communication with colleagues
44.6
56.7
36.4

Meetings with people
21.6
13.3
27.3

Public events
27.0
23.3
29.5

Other ways
4.1
3.3
4.5

*The results of public opinion poll that are not included into analytical comments.
FEBRUARY – 2001

It is still unclear who will be the new president of Belarus

As we could see from Table 1, even today the majority of adult population (76.1%) are intended of taking an active part in the upcoming presidential election. We shall remind that only 60% of voters intended (and then did vote!) of participating in the past parliamentary election. Such rise in people’s desire to take part in the next election could be explained not only by the fact that in the eyes of electorate presidential election seems more important, but also by dissatisfaction of many citizens with results of A. Lukashenko’s individual rule, and who hope to replace him at the upcoming election. 

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you going to take part in the upcoming 

presidential election?", %



Variant of answer*
02'01

Yes, I will take part in the election
76.1

I will decided whether to participate or not depending on political situation during the election 

campaign 
10.8

No, I will no participate in the election
6.5

*Items "Find it difficult to answer" and "No answer" are sometimes excluded

That could be said, in particular, from Table 2, which shows that today more than one fourth of adult population (28.8%) are dissatisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six-year rule. At the same time, it is clear that over the last three months the number of those dissatisfied has gone down a little, with the number of satisfied people creeping up. In our opinion, this could be explained by an active presidential election campaign started by A. Lukashenko and his team long before official announcement of the election. We shall remind that since late last year state-run mass media have been actively popularizing their patron’s promise to drive country’s average wage to $100 by the election. In December last year authorities increased salaries of lower-paid budget workers, and in February of 2001 they announced another rise in tariff scales and salaries of all budget workers from March. The same month pension allowances were increased on average by 15%. 

Table 2

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Are you satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six-year rule?", %



Variant of answer
06'00*
08'00
09'00*
10'00
11'00
02'01*

Rather satisfied
22.3
17.6
23.7
22.4
20.3
28.8

Partially satisfied, partially not satisfied
44.5
40.5
42.6
41.1
42.9
41.4

Rather dissatisfied
32.0
41.6
32.7
35.8
36.3
28.8

*Survey was conducted jointly with the Center for Social and Environmental Studies

Undoubtedly, it affected momentary moods of respondents. In particular, the number of those who are ready to elect A. Lukashenko for another term eased up (see Table 3). 

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like A. Lukashenko to be the president of our country for another term?", %



Variant of answer
11'00
02'01

Yes
36.1
41.6

No
41.5
32.3

DA/NA
22.4
26.1

Table 4 shows that today more than 40% of the population would have voted for A. Lukashenko. All other politicians could not get a comparable rating even altogether. Their individual popularity ratings, excluding M Chigir, remain within the margin of error. 

It seems that such data show A. Lukashenko’s superiority and other contenders are doomed to failure. However, in our opinion, this conclusion is of a perfunctory nature. Open ratings reveal, first of all, degree of publicity of this or that person. Naturally, A. Lukashenko has no rivals in this respect: monopolization of state-run mass media with the largest audiences – first of all electronic mass media – allows to show merits of their boss and negative features of possible contenders selectively. Notorious administrative resource is working in the same direction. 

But even under such circumstances only two fifth of electorate are potentially ready to vote for A. Lukashenko, whereas three fifth are against him, or have not made their choice yet. This is a considerable majority, which cannot give preference to anyone and remains non-consolidated, scattered between several possible contenders. However, in our opinion, these voters know for sure – they are not going to vote for A. Lukashenko! 

A closed presidential rating of Belarusian politicians looks different. And though while choosing from the list of names (see Table 5) the favorite remains the same, the next three contenders gained more than the margin of error. Closed rating is usually higher than open, because while choosing respondents have a list of names before their eyes which makes it easier. At the same time, presence or absence of name of this or that politician on the list affects respondents’ choice in favor of one contender and results of closed rating. As we could see from Table 5, omission of name strongly decreased even ratings of A. Lukashenko. For this very reason in the February survey S. Shushkevich’s ratings dropped 10fold. 

Table 4

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "If the Belarusian presidential election has taken place tomorrow, whom would you vote for?", % (direct question)



Variant of 

answer*
11'97
09'98
03'99
06'99
11'99
04'00
06'00
07'00
08'00
09'00
10'00
11'00
02'01

A. Lukashenko
44.3
52.2
46.0
45.0
43.8
38.4
33.3
33.6
33.8
36.3
33.2
38.2
41.4

M. Chigir
–
0.1
2.5
4.9
3.7
3.1
2.7
3.1
4.2
2.4
6.9
4.5
3.3

V. Goncharik
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.3
1.5

Z. Poznyak
2.2
1.3
2.6
4.1
2.6
1.7
1.1
1.0
1.6
1.5
1.9
0.9
1.4

S. Domash
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.2

S. Gaidukevich
0.1
–
–
0.1
0.3
–
–
–
0.5
0.6
1.5
0.7
0.6

S. Shushkevich
2.4
1.0
1.5
1.7
2.7
2.4
2.1
2.9
3.6
2.4
3.0
4.5
0.5

V. Yermoshin
–
–
–
–
–
0.7
–
2.0
0.9
0.5
1.8
1.6
0.4

V. Polevikova
–
–
–
–
0.3
–
–
1.9
1.0
0.8
0.3
0.6
0.4

I. Korotchenya
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.4

V. Matskevich
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.3

A. Lebedko
–
–
–
–
–
0.4
–
0.6
1.7
–
0.7
1.2
0.2

A. Yaroshuk
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.2

N. Masherova
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.2

P. Kozlovsky
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
0.2

S. Kalyakin
0.1
0.1
–
0.1
0.2
0.5
–
–
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.3
0.2

V. Kebich
1.3
0.7
1.9
0.1
0.4
0.3
–
–
0.2
0.4
–
–
0.1

S. Bogdankevich
0.3
0.5
0.3
0.1
0.3
1.4
1.0
0.6
–
0.3
–
0.5
0.1

*Names of those who were mentioned during the previous opinion poll are on this list

Table 5

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "For whom of prominent social-political figures of Belarus are you ready to vote at the presidential election?", % (indirect question)



Variant of answer**
06'00
08'00
09'00
10'00
11'00
02'01

A. Lukashenko
5.9*
15.8*
14.8*
16.7*
41.1
45.7

M. Chigir
7.1
9.5
5.7
8.9
7.9
6.4

V. Goncharik
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.8
3.0

Z. Poznyak
2.6
2.1
2.7
2.0
1.5
3.0

S. Domash
0.5
–*
0.4
–*
0.2
2.3

S. Gaidukevich
1.9
1.1
1.3
2.4
0.9
1.3

I. Korotchenya
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.9

S. Shushkevich
7.0
6.7
6.4
7.2
6.0
0.6*

V. Matskevich
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.4

V. Polevikova
5.4
5.5
3.1
1.0
1.7
0.4*

V. Yermoshin
–*
8.1
0.1
6.2
4.7
0.3*

P. Kozlovsky
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.3

S. Kalyakin
2.2
0.8
0.9
1.2
0.5
0.3

A. Lebedko
2.1
3.9
1.5
3.8
1.9
0.2*

A. Yaroshuk
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.2

S. Bogdankevich
1.8
1.3
1.5
1.2
0.9
0.2*

V. Kebich
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.1*

N. Masherova
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.1*

*This name was not included in the list

**Names of those who were mentioned during the previous opinion poll are on this list

From Table 5 we could also see that over the last three months some opposition politicians have seen a small rise in their ratings, and first of all those whose participation in the presidential campaign has been foreseen by independent mass media (V. Gonhcarik, Z. Poznyak, S. Domash, etc.). From the close rating we could also see that more than half of respondents are not going to vote for A. Lukashenko at the upcoming presidential election. 

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think that if Lukashenko is elected the president for another term, his policy will change?", %



Variant of answer
02'01

I believe that his policy will remain the same
45.7

I believe that his policy could change and become more progressive
24.2

I believe that his policy could change and become more reactionary
14.4

As Table 6 shows, more than 60% of the country’s population have no doubts that if A. Lukashenko is elected the president again, his policy is unlikely to change, but it would become even more reactionary.

Table 7 gives an idea of what the future president should be. In particular, it proves the above conclusion that more than half of voters do not want A. Lukashenko being elected the president for another term. So, almost 55% would support a candidate, whose program envisions sweeping changes to present authorities’ policy, 77.4% – a candidate, who could put power structures and law enforcement structures under control, almost 60% – a candidate, who promises to carry out market economy reforms instead of the present social-economic course, and the same number – a candidate, who could promote a rise in citizens’ role in politics and economy. 

As for integration with Russia, we could say that the majority agrees with A. Lukashenko, who is still considered as integrator of post-Soviet area. 

By the way, the ratio of those who share principles and objectives of A. Lukashenko is lower than his personal popularity ratings. That means that supporters of A. Lukashenko are attracted no only by his program or practical activity directions, but by other factors, including personal ones. It is possible that many of A. Lukashenko’s supporters know and support not so much himself as a mythic image of "fighter against corruption", which led him to power back in 1994 and is constantly galvanized by officials. 

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which clauses of programs of candidates for 

presidency in Belarus will be the most important for you while voting?", %



Variant of answer
02'01

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
54.6

38.9

Further integration of Belarus and Russia

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence 
57.0

38.1

Carrying out market economy reforms 

Continuation of present social-economic course 
59.6

30.2

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions
77.4

17.2

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy
59.3

32.4

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "Will the 2001 presidential election in Belarus be free and fair?", %



Variant of answer
11'00
02'01

Yes
32.2
39.0

No
28.0
27.3

DA/NA
39.8
33.7

As Table 8 shows, only 40% of respondents believe that the upcoming election will be free and fair. However, if compared to the previous opinion poll, the ratio of those who have no doubts about it eased up. At the same time, the number of those who doubt it remains the same – about one third of respondents. 

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia has taken place today, how would you have voted?", %



Variant of answer
03'99
11'99
04'00
11'00
02'01

In favor of unification
41.8
47.0
55.7
54.4
58.8

Against unification
40.4
34.1
27.6
28.9
26.0

Would not have voted
14.7
15.6
15.6
15.9
12.5

Although there are big doubts about fairness of the upcoming presidential election, the overwhelming majority of electorate will participate in it any way (see Table 1). That’s why any effort to organize a boycott of the presidential election would be a strategic mistake. On the contrary, the idea to "persuade" electorate to come to polls and cast their votes seems more promising. It is highly desired that youth take part in the election. Second, it is necessary to organize an active monitoring of voting procedure to document all possible violations. This is what political opposition shall direct its efforts at, rather than hopeless attempts to find a single candidate, suited to every one, but voters. 

Support of integration does not mean West aversion

As one could see from Table 9, over the last two years the number of those who would vote for unification of Russia and Belarus at a possible referendum has increased by 17%. At the same time, the number of those who would vote against it has dropped by 14%. Naturally, one can say the question is incorrect. But, first, if there is such referendum, undoubtedly, the question would be no less intricate and ambiguous. Second, negative dynamics is seen even when questions about relations with Russia are formulated in a more correct way. (see Table 10). 

So, over the last 28 months the number of proponents of neighborly relations of two independent states has decreased twofold, but at the same time the ranks of those who consider unification the best variant have grown. It is worth looking at Table 11, which shows dynamics of numbers of integration supporters and opponents (we shall remind, that convinced supporters are those who would vote for unification of Belarus and Russia at referendum and consider it the best variant of bilateral relations; convinced opponents are those who are intended of voting against unification at referendum, and consider friendly relations of two independent states the best variant of bilateral relations). Here we have the following picture – over the last six months the number of convinced supporters of integration has always exceeded the number of opponents, and today it is twofold higher. 

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which variant of Belarus-Russia relations seems the best for you?", %



Variant of answer
09'98
11'99
08'00
11'00
02'01

Neighborly relations of two independent states
50.8
43.2
37.7
40.6
27.9

Union of independent states
28.1
30.5
37.2
29.2
31.2

Integration into one state
20.1
24.1
22.5
27.5
38.3

The simplest explanation that we could hear – supporters of integration are convinced supporters of A. Lukashenko – the elderly living in rural areas, with low level of education and income – i.e. social outsiders. But, first, over the stated period the ranks of A. Lukashenko’s supporters have gradually shrunk. Second, the number of integration supporters is growing not by means of A. Lukashenko’s supporters: and many proponents of integration gradually stop supporting A. Lukashenko, but are still in favor of integration. What puts on alert is that all this time there have been no reaction from the opposition at the above mentioned tendency. Previous slogans and arguments (which were based on denunciation of ancient Russian imperialism) are not suitable for explaining it. So far there have been no new arguments. 

Reason for increasing popularity of integration moods in Belarus’s society has been cited many times: Belarusians found new idol – V. Putin, who moved A. Lukashenko to the second line. Under V. Putin Belarus-Russia integration acquired new face – its political-ideological components diminished, though previously it served as basis for many scandalous initiatives and statements by A. Lukashenko. It seems that now economic interests take priority for the Kremlin in this respect. And this change seems to be positively perceived by Belarus’s society – more than one fourth of respondents claimed that under Putin Russia-Belarus relations have improved, with 5.6% having an opposite opinion. (see Table 12). In turn, the opposition has so far failed to offer Belarusian voters an efficient model of relations with Russia what causes serious concerns over the fate of candidate from democratic forces (several months before the election), who could face real problems over the Russian issue. 

Table 11

Dynamics of numbers of convinced supporters and opponents of integration *, %



Social types
03'99
11'99
04'00
06'00
08'00
10'00
02'01

Convinced supporters of integration
23.5
20.1
24.0
37.0
21.0
28.9
36.4

Convinced opponents of integration
28.3
26.1
21.7
14.5
20.8
15.9
16.0

*Convinced supporters are those who would vote for unification of Belarus and Russia into one state at referendum, and consider unification into one state the best variant of bilateral relations. Convinced opponents are those who are intended of voting against unification at referendum, and consider neighborly relations of two independent states the best variant of bilateral relations

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question: "How, in you opinion, have Russia-Belarus relations changed after V. Putin became the president of Russia?"



Variant of answer
%

Have not changed
42.2

Have improved
26.5

Have deteriorated
5.8

DA/NA
25.5

Personalistic attitude of our voters to many phenomena of domestic and foreign policy seems especially clear on the example of integration. This thesis proves attitude of respondents to detention of State Secretary of Union State of Belarus and Russia P. Borodin, and also A. Lukashenko’s statements in his defense. P. Borodin is in fact the third person of the Union State and we could expect that reaction at his detention would be connected with desire not to let this state and its high-ranking official be offended by the insidious West (what A. Lukashenko did in his statements presenting everything that happened in ideological light). However, we see a different picture. Only 13% of respondents connected the detention of P. Borodin with the West’s negative attitude towards the Union State, whereas 21.9% and 23.5%, respectively, are confident that the official version of his detention is true, or there were other reasons having nothing to do with the Union State (Table 13). Most probably it happened because no support of integration "in Putin-like manner" would help personal reputation of P. Borodin. Therefore assessment of A. Lukashenko’s actions after the detention of P. Borodin turned out to be relatively low (see Table 14). Perhaps in the eyes of Belarusians P. Borodin, as well as numerous integration structures, are not a symbol of integration, unlike the Russian president. 

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "In late January of 2001 Union State Secretary P. Borodin was detained in New York. What, in your opinion, were the reasons for his 

detention?"


Variant of answer
%

Borodin was detained because American police had a detention warrant issued by Swiss
21.9

Borodin was detained because he is the State Secretary of Belarus-Russia Union State, which many do like in the West 
12.9

Borodin was detained for other reasons 
23.5

Heard nothing about his detention
6.6

DA
35.1

One could assume that increasing pro-Russian sympathies of electorate will have an indirect effect by means of growing anti-West moods in society. Fortunately, today these fears seem somewhat exaggerated. Only one third of respondents consider NATO’s eastward enlargement as a threat to Belarus, whereas one forth of pollees do not see a threat in this process (Table 15). Considering what efforts and means authorities bend to demonize "horrible monster", this figure does not seem a serious argument proving that anti-West moods are dominating. 

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "How do you assess A. Lukashenko’s actions which followed P. Borodin’s detention?"



Variant of answer
%

I support his actions 
19.4

I do not support his actions 
13.8

Heard nothing about it
26.6

DA/NA
40.2

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question: "As we know, Czech Republic, Hungary and 

Poland became full members of NATO. Do you think that NATO’s eastward expansions poses a threat to Belarus?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes
32.6

No
25.3

DA/NA
42.1

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question: "About 14.000 observers to monitor voting process during the presidential election will supposedly be trained under the auspices of OSCE AMG. How do you view it?"


Variant of answer
%

Positively
49.0

Negatively
14.4

Heard nothing about it 
20.8

DA/NA
15.8

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do, in your opinion, OSCE AMG’s activities violate Belarusian laws?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes, they violate Belarus’s laws
14.5

No, they do not violate Belarus’s laws
32.1

Heard nothing about this group
19.7

DA/NA
33.7

Before the presidential election official Minsk is trying to do its best so that there were no independent monitoring of voting procedure. The major target in this respect is OSCE AMG, which authorities have charged with all possible sins many times. Not long ago A. Luakshenko groundlessly charged OSCE AMG with preparing no less than "14.000 militants, who work during the day, and take rifle from under the bed in the night". It is no secret that presidential decree #8 is partially aimed at complicating activities of OSCE AMG to the maximum. Nevertheless, as we could see from survey results, titanic efforts of A. Zimovsky, Y. Koziyatko, V. Azarenka, etc., and their employers bring no desired result. Public opinion does not support official authorities’ stance towards OSCE AMG. Only 14.4% of respondents spoke negatively of training of independent observers under the auspices of OSCE, whereas almost half of respondents think in the opposite way (see Table 16). It is noteworthy that almost the same number of respondents (14.5%) believe that activities of OSCE AMG run counter to Belarusian laws (see Table 17). One could assume that "secret springs of politics" and other masterpieces of official propaganda provoked response only in the hearts of A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters. 

Mass media and think tanks – the most important participants of social-political process in Belarus

Results of the future presidential election and further development of social-political process in many respects are defined by people’s readiness to openly express their political views. Belarusian authorities constantly repeat that there are no obstacles for that, the opposition always underscores the atmosphere of fear, which has been formed in the country under the rule of A. Lukashenko. To make the situation clear, for the first time we asked our respondents a direct question. (see Table 18). 

Table 18

Assessment of Belarusians’ readiness to express their 

political views



Variant of answer
%

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
20.0

Some are afraid
33.8

Many are afraid
29.5

All are afraid
6.3

DA/NA
10.4

As we could see, the overwhelming majority – almost 70%! – of respondents believe that this or that way they are afraid of expressing their political views. Therefore, demands of the opposition and international organizations to create an atmosphere of trust are absolutely reasonable. 

However, no matter what social-political atmosphere exists in the country, the presidential election shall be staged. First, because the majority of Belarus’s citizens are dissatisfied with present situation and want changes (54.6% of respondents say that during voting the most important clause of the program of candidates for presidency will be "introducing sweeping changes to present policy of A. Lukashenko"). Second, because the overwhelming majority considers election as the most important way to introduce such changes (today more than 76% of respondents are ready to take part in the upcoming presidential election). Refusal to participate in it (boycott) or even its delay may strengthen a widespread apathy, unbelief in positive changes, or hopes for new "strong arm". Both these factors would distance prospects of Belarus’s democracy. 

Table 19

Assessment of factors affecting outcome of presidential election most of all



Variant of answer
%

Opinion of voters 
58.6

Mass media 
39.1

A. Lukashenko
35.6

Local authorities
33.1

Russia
15.8

Political technologists
12.0

The West
4.1

DA/NA
11.3

What the majority of Belarusians looking for sweeping changes and presidential election could rely on, what, in their opinion, will affect its outcomes most of all? See Table 19 for citizen’s answers to this question. As we could see, regardless of the atmosphere of distrust and fear, the majority of citizens rely, first of all, on themselves, on their own vote. The matter is: who and how could help Belarus’s citizens form an objective opinion, which would be base on actual, rather than distorted (lying propaganda, narrow political interests, etc.) reality, and even more – to express one’s opinion not only at the final stage of election (at polling booths), but also during election campaign. As a matter of fact, only under such conditions the election would be recognized as free and fair. From the same table we could see that adequately assessing role of so-called administrative resource (A. Lukashenko plus local authorities) Belarusians give a very important role to mass media. But as we know, absolutely different mass media operate in our country: state-run and non-state, Belarusian and foreign. Which social-political positions do they have? What do they affect? What role will they play during the election campaign? To answer these questions we would carry out a comparative analysis of their permanent audiences, i.e. those who listen to and watch them daily. (see Table 20). 

Table 20

Comparative social-political portrait of permanent audiences of different mass media, %



Social-political features
Use daily:


Radio
TV
Internet


BR* (47.0)
FM* (12.9)
FR*

(1.1)
BTV*

(52.7)
RTV* (85.1)
FTV* (1.2)
(0.5)

Satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six-year rule:

– rather yes

– partially yes, partially no

– rather no
38.7

42.9

17.3
14.9

38.8

44.5
6.8

31.6

56.8
38.2

42.2

18.1
27.7

42.2

29.2
5.6

50.8

43.7
0

60.3

39.7

Would like A. Lukashenko to be the president of our country for another term:

– yes

– no
55.6

18.3
21.2

50.7
27.6

56.1
54.0

18.8
39.6

33.5
16.0

45.7
0

65.7

Are going to take part in the presidential election:

– yes

– will make decision depending on political situation

– no
83.2

7.5

3.7
70.1

12.8

10.4
83.4

16.6

0
83.0

7.1

4.9
77.6

10.1

6.7
47.6

33.3

13.3
74.0

16.0

0

The most important clauses of programs of 

candidates for presidency while voting:

– continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy 

– sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
53.6

39.7
21.5

72.1
20.6

74.7
52.5

42.3
39.2

56.1
11.3

71.0
16.2

74.8

– strengthening of Belarus’s independence

– further integration of Belarus and Russia 
31.1

66.3
58.9

39.2
63.7

36.3
33.1

65.4
39.0

59.2
80.0

20.0
100

0

– carrying out market economy reforms

– continuation of present economic course
50.4

42.3
82.4

12.7
93.0

7.0
51.2

42.8
63.8

31.2
94.5

5.5
100

0

– strengthening of law and order by means of 

legislation perfection, public’s control of power 

structures

– strengthening of law and order by means of 

expansion of power structures and their functions
76.5

19.7
85.4

11.1
87.5

12.5
77.6

19.6
79.9

17.5
78.0

22.0
100

0

– rise in state’s role in politics and economy

– rise in people’s role in politics and economy
38.2

53.5
21.1

71.7
22.6

73.9
39.8

53.6
32.0

62.7
30.1

69.9
16.2

74.8

If the presidential election have taken place 

tomorrow, you would have voted for (direct question):

– A. Lukashenko

– alternative candidate**
57.6

4.7
23.1

10.8
29.3

8.5
58.2

5.3
43.0

9.0
16.9

11.2
0

20.4

Belarus’s 2001 presidential election will be free and fair:

– yes

– no

– DA
52.2

17.1

30.8
22.1

44.2

33.6
16.2

57.8

26.0
51.3

18.6

30.2
38.8

28.2

33.0
23.2

45.8

31.0
18.1

41.0

40.9

Readiness of Belarusians’ to express their political views:

– no one is afraid

– some are afraid 

– many are afraid 

– all are afraid 

– DA
23.5

33.5

26.5

5.1

11.4
13.3

35.7

39.1

7.4

4.5
17.6

28.5

50.1

3.8

0
25.4

34.1

24.3

5.8

10.4
20.2

34.0

30.5

6.7

8.6
10.5

33.2

47.2

3.8

5.3
0

24.7

75.3

0

0

Consider the best variant of Belarus-Russia relations:

– neighborly relations of two independent states

– union of independent states

– integration into one state
21.0

28.4

48.5
42.2

32.3

22.1
54.3

31.3

14.4
22.2

29.3

46.5
28.4

30.4

38.7
44.1

30.0

14.5
68.8

16.2

0

View training of 14.000 observers under the auspices of OSCE AMG to monitor the presidential election in the following way:

– positively

– negatively

– heard nothing about it
41.9

20.7

20.0
67.3

4.1

18.8
52.2

4.5

18.7
42.4

19.9

20.5
51.0

14.1

20.1
63.7

3.9

26.4
83.8

0

16.2

Believe that OSCE AMG violates Belarusian laws:

– yes, it violates laws

– no, it does not violate laws 

– heard nothing about AMG 
20.3

24.5

20.1
7.1

46.6

17.3
30.3

45.5

6.8
20.1

24.3

19.5
15.3

32.6

19.5
23.8

46.7

20.3
0

83.8

16.2

Could figures and analysis by independent research centers be trusted:

– yes, because they provide public with objective 

information 

– no, because they consciously provide public with distorted information in the interests of those who pay them

– heard nothing about such centers

– DA
32.2

15.3

19.9

32.6
43.9

12.9

10.9

32.3
36.9

31.6

0

31.5
33.9

15.3

17.7

33.2
38.1

15.1

15.4

31.2
55.6

22.7

10.5

11.1
50.5

0

0

49.5

*BR – Belarusian state-run radio, FM – private Belarusian radio stations, FR – foreign radio stations (not Russian!), BTV– Belarusian state-run TV,RTV – Russian TV channels, FTV – foreign TV channels.

**Alternative candidates – those who declared their intentions of running for presidency: S. Gaidukevich, V. Goncharik ,S. Domash, P. Kozlovsky, Z. Poznyak,M. Chigir.

Another important institute, which offers citizens necessary information, assists in formation of objective public opinion, are independent Belarusian research and analytical centers (think tanks). IISEPS has already published results of numerous national opinion polls, in line with which ratings of public trust to thinks tanks far exceeds ratings of trust to many other state and public institutions (including government, parliament, local authorities, political parties, labor unions, etc.). In our opinion, growing role of these structures in public-social process explains increasing authorities’ pressure upon them. Charges of being subjective, commercially dependent, politically engaged, and even spy accusations have become a permanent refrain of statements by many officials, which affect activities of think tanks. A direct question in this respect shows people’s attitude towards such activities (see Table 21). As we could see, more than half of respondents know about activities of Belarusian think tanks, and the bulk of them trust their figures and analysis. Therefore, the majority of Belarusians do not supports calls of some "guards" of public opinion not to publicize results of sociological opinion polls, because they considerably affect public opinion and political situation in the country. (see Table 22). 

Table 21

Distribution of answers to the question: "Could figures and analysis by independent research centers be trusted?"



Variant of answer 
%

Yes, because they provide public with objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
37.5

Heard nothing about such centers
16.7

No, because they consciously provide public with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
14.2

DA/NA
31.6

Table 22

Assessment of calls not to publicize results of sociological opinion polls, because they 

significantly affect public opinion and political situation in the country



Variant of answer
%

Data of sociological opinion polls should be publicized as widely as possible without any permissions
60.4

It is necessary to get authorities’ permission to publish data of sociological opinion polls
10.4

DA/NA
29.2

As we could see, audiences of Belarusian and foreign, state-run and non-state electronic mass media differ greatly in the majority of social-political features. Listeners of Belarusian non-state and western radio, and especially Internet users – are people who share democratic and market values, support Belarus’s independence, respect international structures and standards. On the contrary, anti-democratic and anti-market values are peculiar to audience of Belarusian state-run radio and television, it shows suspicious attitude towards international structures and standards, and the country’s sovereignty is not a value for it. Those who watch Russian TV channels are placed between these two groups. Projecting these data on the election campaign (and social-political process as a whole), with high degree of probability one could make prognoses of role of different mass media and what voices and positions they would represent. Therefore, OSCE’s demands to grant access to state-run mass media to the opposition seems a quite reasonable and necessary condition for staging a free and fair election. 

Interest in data by independent researchers and trust to them from the side of society becomes a powerful factor of their influence upon public opinion. Results of this influence are seen from Table 23. 

Table 23

Comparative social-political portrait of those who trust figures and analysis by independent 

research centers and also those who know nothing about them, %



Social-political features
Attitude towards figures and analysis by independent research centers


Trust (37.5)
Know nothing about such centers (16.9)

Satisfied with A. Lukashenko’s six-year rule:

– rather yes

– partially yes, partially no

– rather no
23.7

40.4

34.9
35.7

43.1

20.4

Would like A. Lukahsenko to the president of our country for 

another term: 

– yes

– no
35.5

44.1
53.5

16.6

Are going to participate in the presidential election:

– yes

– will make the decision depending on political situation

– no
79.4

11.7

5.3
68.5

9.7

9.5

The most important clauses of programs of candidates for

presidency while voting:

– continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy 

– sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
30.6

66.7
52.6

39.9

– strengthening of Belarus’s independence

– further integration of Belarus and Russia
48.0

51.5
31.5

65.2

– carrying out market economy reforms

– continuation of present economic course
74.8

23.0
48.0

42.0

– strengthening of law and order by means of legislation 

perfection, public’s control of power structures

– strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and their functions
85.3

14.0
68.2

26.0

– rise in state’s role in politics and economy

– rise in people’s role in politics and economy
29.2

68.4
43.7

46.8

If the presidential election have taken place tomorrow, you would have voted for (direct question):

– A. Lukashenko

– alternative candidate
37.3

15.7
57.4

2.4

Belarus’s 2001 presidential election will be free and fair:

– yes

– no

– DA
35.4

36.1

28.4
49.3

13.0

37.7

Readiness of Belarusians’ to express their political views:

– no one is afraid

– some are afraid 

– many are afraid 

– all are afraid 

– DA
22.2

33.9

34.1

7.9

2.0
17.1

34.3

17.4

3.3

28.0

Consider the best variant of Belarus-Russia relations:

– neighborly relations of two independent states

– union of independent states

– integration into one state
35.9

33.4

29.0
17.4

26.5

53.8

View training of 14.000 observers under the auspices of OSCE AMG to monitor the presidential election in the following way:

– positively

– negatively

– heard nothing about it
65.4

13.5

12.0
19.9

8.5

47.4

Believe that OSCE AMG violates Belarusian laws:

– yes, it violates lawsäà, íàðóøàåò

– no, it does not violate laws 

– heard nothing about AMG
14.9

47.1

10.8
7.0

11.5

45.7

Believe that:

– it is necessary to get authorities’ permission to publish data of sociological opinion polls

– data of sociological opinion polls should be publicized as widely as possible without any permissions

– DA 
8.8

83.6

7.6
5.2

25.7

69.2

As one could notice, audience of think tanks – those who share democratic and market values, supporters of Belarus’s independence respecting international structures and standards. But those who know nothing about activities of these centers very often adhere to absolutely opposite opinions. It is impossible not to spot similarity of this "picture" with the above "picture" on mass media: independent research centers exert the same influence (by nature, if not by scale) upon public opinion, as independent mass media do. Aside from that, as results of the previous national survey by IISEPS showed (which was conducted in late 2000), almost 57% of those who trust independent mass media also trust think tanks (compare: opposition political parties have only 21.2%, labor unions – 17.1%, government 17.0%, Supreme Council – 19.3%, National Assembly – 11.3%) 

Reasons for such close interaction of audiences of non-state mass media and think tanks are obvious: both institutions unite (though in different proportions) two major activities – perception of society and influence upon it. Their inner mechanisms differ greatly, but they provide a similar result – information and analysis addressed to society. Moreover, alliance of these two institutions of civic society is mutually beneficial: information and analysis offered by non-state mass media on the basis of materials provided by think tanks becomes more reasonable and persuasive; in turn, by getting a direct contact with society think tanks gain publicity and respect. Since scale of activities and influence of independent mass media (its permanent audience is 4fold smaller than that of Belarusian TV) and think tanks (where there are fewer people than in one state academic institute) cannot be compared to state-run mass media, their alliance strengthens positions of both sides, intensifies their influence upon society, including their role in the starting presidential campaign. 

Until opposition circles discuss the issue of to what extent mass media and research centers, which resist attempts of imposing control from the side of these circles, shall be supported, Belarusian authorities – knowing well potential role of alliance of independent mass media and think tanks – create new restrictions for their activities. The recently published presidential decree #8 puts serious obstacles in this respect, since the bulk of independent mass media and think tanks receive different support from international structures. Undoubtedly, rise in this unique alliance’s role in social-political process amplifies roles of other powers of society, which are interested in changes, open new perspectives for democratic development of Belarus, strengthening its independence and return to European community.

Results of the national opinion poll conducted by IISEPS 

in February of 2001, %

1. Distribution of answers to the question: "As we know, Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland became full members of NATO. Do you think that NATO’s eastward expansion poses a threat to Belarus?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

Yes
32.6
24.8
23.9
23.0
34.0
34.0
37.0
37.5

No
25.3
28.8
32.9
35.9
33.5
23.9
23.5
12.8

DA/NA
42.1
46.4
43.2
41.1
32.5
42.1
39.5
49.7

Table 1.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
28.9
42.6
30.7
31.3
32.9

No
7.4
13.9
28.6
28.6
37.9

DA/NA
63.7
43.5
40.7
40.1
29.2

Table 1.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
31.1
34.2
25.1
37.1
20.4

No
41.9
27.4
29.4
12.0
30.4

DA/NA
27.0
38.4
45.5
50.9
49.2

Table 1.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Varian of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
27.9
31.5
34.9
33.4
32.3
37.0
32.5

No
29.8
30.2
23.8
15.8
23.5
26.8
24.7

DA/NA
42.3
38.3
41.3
50.8
44.2
36.2
42.8

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
27.9
44.2
24.5
30.5
34.6

No
29.8
26.5
35.5
27.0
14.9

DA/NA
42.3
29.3
40.0
42.5
50.5

2. Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you going to participate in the upcoming presidential election?"

Table 2.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

Will participate in election
76.1
49.1
72.8
72.2
74.6
76.2
83.8
85.3

It will depend on political situation during election campaign 
10.8
18.3
11.8
14.7
14.3
12.4
7.2
4.5

Will not participate
6.5
24.2
11.6
8.0
4.2
4.8
3.5
2.8

DA/NA
6.6
8.4
3.8
5.1
6.9
6.6
5.5
7.4

Table 2.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Will participate in election
83.8
77.3
71.6
75.7
80.8

It will depend on political situation during election campaign
3.9
7.3
13.9
11.4
11.5

Will not participate
2.8
8.1
8.2
6.2
4.4

DA/NA
9.5
7.3
6.3
6.7
3.3

Table 2.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private 

sector
Employees of the public 

sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Will participate in election
67.5
79.3
50.4
85.7
61.1

It will depend on political situation during election campaign
22.7
9.5
16.1
5.3
15.7

Will not participate
5.6
5.1
27.6
2.6
11.6

DA/NA
4.2
6.1
5.9
6.4
11.6

Table 2.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
MInsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Will participate in election
66.8
80.8
74.7
82.6
75.6
74.1
80.1

It will depend on political situation during election campaign
15.9
11.0
11.1
5.1
9.6
15.0
7.3

Will not participate
11.4
4.0
5.9
4.2
9.1
6.3
3.9

DA/NA
5.9
4.2
8.3
8.1
5.7
4.6
8.7

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Will participate in election
66.8
78.7
71.0
79.3
81.3

It will depend on political situation during election campaign
15.9
9.9
17.2
8.9
5.8

Will not participate
11.4
8.0
6.5
5.9
3.3

DA/NA
5.9
3.4
5.3
5.9
9.6

3. Distribution of answer to the question: "How shall conditions and rules of holding presidential election be defined? Which of the following statements could you agree with?"

Table 3.1. Depending on age

Вариант ответа
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities 
26.3
16.1
25.7
23.4
26.6
25.8
26.2
31.1

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
36.4
35.2
42.4
42.7
41.5
39.8
35.2
26.2

Authorities shall define conditions and rules for staging election without negotiations or dialog 
6.9
7.9
2.3
5.0
4.5
6.6
4.7
12.4

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
4.7
10.1
4.9
5.7
4.7
5.0
3.2
2.8

Other answer
2.0
0
1.4
0.7
3.1
0.4
1.7
0.7

DA/NA
23.7
30.7
23.3
22.5
19.6
22.4
29.0
26.8

Table 3.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities
27.4
32.7
22.5
28.8
24.6

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
18.5
24.9
38.9
39.3
51.9

Authorities shall define conditions and rules for staging election without negotiations or dialog
14.2
9.1
6.5
4.2
4.0

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
2.5
3.9
5.9
4.7
4.3

Other answer
1.4
0.0
0.2
1.4
1.0

DA/NA
36.0
29.4
26.0
21.6
14.2

Table 3.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private 

sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities
25.8
27.4
15.6
29.2
20.0

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
41.9
38.7
38.3
26.4
37.1

Authorities shall define conditions and rules for staging election without negotiations or dialog
3.5
5.7
7.5
10.8
5.8

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
7.2
3.9
12.0
3.3
5.2

Other answer
1.9
1.7
1.0
0.9
0.4

DA/NA
12.7
22.6
25.6
29.4
31.5

Table 3.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities
27.2
37.5
20.0
21.4
31.5
16.4
28.7

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
36.2
37.0
39.5
40.1
27.0
43.5
33.2

Authorities shall define conditions and rules for staging election without negotiations or dialog
7.9
5.3
8.5
8.3
5.8
8.7
4.6

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
4.8
2.8
6.6
3.0
7.2
7.0
1.7

Other answer
2.3
2.3
0
0.4
0.4
0
1.5

DA/NA
21.6
15.1
25.4
26.8
28.1
24.4
30.3

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

A wide social dialog between authorities and all political forces of the country is necessary, but final decision shall be made by authorities
27.2
24.6
17.2
28.6
31.1

Negotiations between authorities and the opposition are necessary, with agreements achieved mandatory for both parties
36.2
48.7
37.7
38.3
27.8

Authorities shall define conditions and rules for staging election without negotiations or dialog
7.9
3.5
9.1
7.8
6.6

Authorities shall accept conditions for holding election made by the opposition
4.8
2.7
10.2
3.6
2.8

Other answer
2.3
1.8
0.9
0.4
1.3

DA/NA
21.6
18.7
24.9
21.3
30.4

4. Distribution of answers to the question: "Which clause of programs of candidates for presidency in Belarus would be the most important for you while voting?"

Table 4.1.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
38.9
21.5
22.1
23.9
28.6
31.5
52.5
63.9

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
52.6
71.0
71.8
71.7
63.7
60.6
39.7
23.5

DA/NA
8.5
7.5
6.1
4.4
7.7
7.9
7.8
12.6

Table 4.1.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
64.5
60.7
32.4
31.4
24.8

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
18.3
31.2
60.1
63.2
66.1

DA/NA
17.2
8.1
7.5
5.4
9.1

Table 4.1.3. Depending on status


Status

Вариант ответа
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
18.0
34.9
25.4
64.3
21.7

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
77.3
57.1
68.8
23.6
73.7

DA/NA
4.7
8.0
5.8
12.1
4.6

Table 4.1.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
41.0
29.0
38.6
42.7
48.6
40.7
33.9

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
47.8
53.0
47.5
55.7
49.5
56.2
59.5

DA/NA
11.2
18.0
13.9
1.6
1.9
3.1
6.6

Table 4.1.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Varian of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Large cities
Small cities
Village

Continuation of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
41.0
39.6
36.7
35.1
40.7

Sweeping change of A. Lukashenko’s present policy
47.8
54.9
58.0
56.8
48.2

DA/NA
11.2
5.5
5.3
8.1
11.1

Table 4.2.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence
38.1
50.7
42.7
56.7
41.4
44.5
31.8
21.0

Further integration of Belarus and Russia 
57.0
40.8
51.7
41.8
55.2
52.3
66.9
70.3

DA/NA
4.9
8.5
5.6
1.5
3.4
3.2
1.3
8.7

Table 4.2.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence
17.9
24.3
42.8
41.1
52.2

Further integration of Belarus and Russia
72.7
71.2
52.7
55.7
43.8

DA/NA
9.4
4.5
4.5
3.2
4.0

Table 4.2.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence
63.4
38.2
46.3
22.8
46.0

Further integration of Belarus and Russia
35.2
57.9
46.2
68.9
51.7

DA/NA
1.4
3.9
7.5
8.3
2.3

Table 4.2.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel region

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence
45.7
37.7
36.7
40.4
35.6
28.0
38.3

Further integration of Belarus and Russia
45.1
51.2
56.4
59.6
63.7
68.0
59.9

DA/NA
9.2
11.1
6.9
0
0.7
4.0
1.8

Table 4.2.5. Depending on type on settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Strengthening of Belarus’s independence
45.7
30.8
37.7
38.9
37.0

Further integration of Belarus and Russia
45.1
66.1
58.3
55.2
58.6

DA/NA
9.2
3.1
4.0
5.9
4.4

Table 4.3.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

Carrying out market economy reforms
59.6
77.4
78.3
79.7
70.9
68.5
51.6
26.9

Continuation of present social-economic course
30.2
10.8
15.0
13.5
22.1
24.4
41.5
53.9

DA/NA
10.2
11.8
6.7
6.8
7.0
7.1
6.9
19.2

Table 4.3.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Carrying out market economy reforms
23.0
39.8
66.3
69.2
77.0

Continuation of present social-economic course
55.7
47.1
24.6
23.9
16.4

DA/NA
21.3
13.1
9.1
6.9
6.6

Table 4.3.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

hoursewives

Carrying out market economy reforms
85.9
63.5
84.1
27.7
72.9

Continuation of present social-economic course
10.5
26.5
7.5
54.1
19.6

DA/NA
3.6
10.0
8.4
18.2
7.5

Table 4.3.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Carrying out market economy reforms
59.6
54.7
58.3
66.3
65.3
55.9
58.2

Continuation of present social-economic course
30.4
21.1
26.9
31.3
33.0
35.4
34.7

DA/NA
10.0
24.2
14.8
2.4
1.7
8.7
7.1

Table 4.3.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cties
Towns
Village

Carrying out market economy reforms
59.6
62.4
64.2
65.7
51.8

Continuation of present social-economic course
30.4
29.4
27.1
25.5
34.9

DA/NA
10.0
8.2
8.7
8.8
13.3

Table 4.4.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies
77.4
70.3
82.4
89.4
84.7
79.4
77.9
65.7

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions 
17.2
21.5
14.2
7.3
12.6
16.7
18.6
23.8

DA/NA
5.4
8.2
3.4
3.3
2.7
3.9
3.5
10.5

Table 4.4.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies
66.9
70.2
77.7
80.1
88.0

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions
22.4
21.5
17.5
16.3
9.2

DA/NA
10.7
8.3
4.8
3.6
2.8

Table 4.4.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Non-state sector workers
State sector workers
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies
89.4
82.2
75.5
66.0
72.8

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions
9.4
14.4
16.7
23.6
22.2

DA/NA
1.2
3.4
7.8
10.4
5.0

Table 4.4.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies
74.5
74.4
74.5
86.3
77.4
85.3
73.1

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions
16.7
14.6
15.8
12.8
20.9
13.5
24.4

DA/NA
8.8
11.0
9.7
0.9
1.7
1.2
2.5

Table 4.4.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Valiant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Strengthening of law and order by means of legislation perfection, public control of power structures and law enforcement bodies
74.5
89.0
75.5
78.5
72.9

Strengthening of law and order by means of expansion of power structures and law enforcement bodies and their functions
16.7
8.8
19.9
15.0
21.7

DA/NA
8.8
2.2
4.6
6.5
5.4

Table 4.5.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy 
32.3
18.4
26.0
25.9
29.6
31.5
33.4
43.8

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy
59.3
69.8
67.8
67.3
65.0
63.1
60.0
41.7

DA/NA
8.4
11.8
6.2
6.8
5.4
5.4
6.6
14.5

Table 4.5.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy
44.6
37.7
30.4
27.6
28.9

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy
37.0
51.4
63.4
65.5
65.6

DA/NA
18.4
10.9
6.2
6.9
5.5

Table 4.5.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy
20.4
31.7
18.9
34.2
26.8

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy
76.6
61.9
71.0
43.1
64.9

DA/NA
3.0
6.4
10.1
22.7
8.3

Table 4.5.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy
33.0
25.6
28.2
41.2
28.4
40.9
32.0

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy
60.0
57.2
57.0
57.9
70.0
47.5
63.8

DA/NA
7.0
17.2
14.8
0.9
1.6
11.6
4.2

Table 4.5.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Rise in state’s role in politics and economy
33.0
22.6
27.5
33.7
39.6

Rise in people’s role in politics and economy
60.0
70.5
63.6
55.8
51.9

DA/NA
7.0
6.9
8.9
10.5
8.5

5. Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think that if A. Lukashenko is elected the president for another term, his policy would change?

Table 5.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

His policy could become more progressive 
24.2
13.3
15.9
16.0
20.2
22.9
27.6
36.3

His policy could become more reactionary 
14.4
14.7
20.4
17.9
16.3
16.5
13.1
8.4

His policy would remain the same
45.7
57.0
49.8
50.8
48.5
47.2
43.9
36.1

DA/NA
15.7
15.0
13.9
15.3
15.0
13.4
15.4
19.2

Table 5.2. Depending on education


Education 

Variant of answer
Elementary 
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

His policy could become more progressive
29.7
31.1
22.0
22.2
21.2

His policy could become more reactionary
6.3
7.3
14.7
18.1
21.8

His policy would remain the same
37.4
44.8
47.5
47.5
46.3

DA/NA
26.6
16.8
15.8
12.2
10.8

Table 5.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

His policy could become more progressive
14.8
24.4
11.1
35.2
12.8

His policy could become more reactionary
33.6
13.8
11.7
9.7
14.2

His policy would remain the same
40.7
48.7
59.6
36.4
48.7

DA/NA
10.9
13.1
17.6
18.7
24.3

Table 5.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

His policy could become more progressive
15.5
27.6
31.3
33.6
18.7
23.3
21.3

His policy could become more reactionary
11.9
15.8
15.7
7.0
15.7
17.0
17.2

His policy would remain the same
56.5
40.6
37.1
42.9
50.7
46.2
44.8

DA/NA
16.1
16.0
15.9
16.5
14.9
13.5
16.7

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital 
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

His policy could become more progressive
15.5
21.0
18.1
30.7
30.9

His policy could become more reactionary
11.9
16.2
18.6
14.1
12.5

His policy would remain the same
56.5
51.9
48.4
44.0
35.6

DA/NA
16.1
10.9
14.9
11.2
21.0

6. Distribution of answer to the question: "About 14.000 observers to monitor voting process during the presidential election will supposedly be trained under the auspices of OSCE AMG. How do you view it?"

Table 6.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 + 

Positively
49.0
48.4
62.2
63.9
57.8
52.2
48.4
29.4

Negatively
14.4
7.6
6.7
8.2
11.3
14.5
19.8
21.6

Heard nothing about it
20.8
26.5
19.2
13.3
19.9
18.8
14.4
27.7

DA/NA
15.8
17.5
11.9
14.6
11.0
14.5
17.4
21.3

Table 6.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Positively
22.1
37.4
50.4
57.0
66.8

Negatively
20.0
20.9
12.0
10.9
14.9

Heard nothing about it
34.4
19.2
23.4
18.1
8.6

DA/NA
23.5
22.5
14.2
14.0
9.7

Table 6.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Non-state sector workers
State sector workers
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Positively
71.9
52.4
52.4
30.4
56.2

Negatively
6.3
15.5
6.7
21.8
3.4

Heard nothing about it
12.2
20.0
17.8
24.9
24.7

DA/NA
9.6
12.1
23.1
22.9
15.7

Table 6.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Positively
50.8
58.0
50.0
49.0
45.6
43.0
44.8

Negatively
5.9
14.5
15.3
16.6
11.4
15.8
22.6

Heard nothing about it
28.3
15.3
18.0
15.0
24.8
24.2
19.1

DA/NA
15.0
12.2
16.7
19.4
18.2
17.0
13.5

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Positively
50.8
55.8
55.3
56.0
36.6

Negatively
5.9
17.9
11.2
11.8
20.4

Heard nothing about it
28.3
10.4
23.1
17.8
22.9

DA/NA
15.0
15.9
10.4
14.4
20.1

7. Distribution of answers to the question: "Could figures and analysis by independent research centers be trusted?"

Table 7.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

Yes, because they provide objective information on processes in political life, economy, society 
37.5
42.1
43.6
50.1
42.6
41.9
26.9
26.9

No, because they consciously provide people with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
14.2
7.0
13.1
13.8
15.3
16.1
22.0
10.9

Heard nothing about such centers
16.7
21.9
11.4
10.0
12.5
13.4
18.9
24.1

DA/NA
31.6
29.0
31.9
26.1
29.6
28.6
32.2
38.1

Table 7.2. Depending on education


Education 

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes, because they provide objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
17.4
24.8
39.7
42.7
53.2

No, because they consciously provide people with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
12.2
17.6
13.3
14.7
14.3

Heard nothing about such centers
32.0
18.9
16.4
13.0
8.0

DA/NA
38.4
38.7
30.6
29.6
24.5

Table 7.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners 
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes, because they provide objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
52.1
38.6
45.8
26.6
42.6

No, because they consciously provide people with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
16.1
17.2
5.5
10.7
11.3

Heard nothing about such centers
10.3
13.0
16.2
25.9
16.9

DA/NA
21.5
31.2
32.5
36.8
29.2

Table 7.4. Depending on place of living


Area 

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes, because they provide objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
40.5
37.9
30.3
28.8
31.6
44.6
47.1

No, because they consciously provide people with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
14.6
13.8
15.1
15.3
16.3
10.2
13.9

Heard nothing about such centers
16.6
8.1
23.9
13.4
17.4
17.1
19.8

DA/NA
28.3
40.2
30.7
42.5
34.7
28.1
19.2

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes, because they provide objective information on processes in political life, economy, society
40.5
39.3
37.3
41.7
32.8

No, because they consciously provide people with distorted information in the interests of those who pay for their studies
14.6
16.9
14.8
16.6
10.8

Heard nothing about such centers
16.6
12.6
14.9
17.7
19.5

DA/NA
28.3
31.2
33.0
24.0
36.9

8. Distribution of answers to the question: "What do you think about Belarusians’ readiness to express their political ideas? "

Table 8.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
16-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
20.0
14.8
13.3
15.0
12.9
15.8
21.6
34.5

Some are afraid
33.8
37.8
37.0
36.0
34.6
33.0
38.1
28.4

Many are afraid
29.5
36.0
36.2
36.2
37.7
33.4
21.5
16.7

All are afraid
6.3
5.0
5.6
8.3
6.5
6.5
10.6
3.9

DA/NA
10.4
6.4
7.9
4.5
8.3
11.3
8.2
16.5

Table 8.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
34.5
31.7
16.0
13.2
17.6

Some are afraid
28.9
34.0
36.6
35.5
28.2

Many are afraid
15.5
18.2
30.7
36.2
38.8

All are afraid
1.4
5.5
6.4
7.6
9.1

ЗО/НО
19.7
10.6
10.3
7.5
6.3

Table 8.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
10.5
17.9
14.7
32.9
10.2

Some are afraid
30.4
37.0
37.5
29.4
31.1

Many are afraid
47.1
29.9
38.6
17.3
35.1

All are afraid
9.3
6.2
4.5
4.7
9.9

DA/NA
2.7
9.0
4.7
15.7
13.7

Table 8.4. Depending on place of living


Area

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest region
Grodno region
Vitebsk region
Moguilev region
Gomel region

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
26.1
15.5
30.7
9.7
16.4
16.4
21.7

Some are afraid
38.6
37.8
31.1
33.9
27.3
38.9
29.2

Many are afraid
26.0
35.3
20.8
39.1
31.6
29.1
27.0

All are afraid
4.9
5.7
6.4
4.6
8.6
9.3
5.3

DA/NA
4.4
5.7
11.0
12.7
16.1
6.3
16.8

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement


Type of settlement

Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

No one is afraid of expressing his/her views
26.1
19.8
22.1
12.2
19.7

Some are afraid
38.6
37.1
30.5
32.9
32.0

Many are afraid
26.0
31.9
30.3
38.9
24.6

All are afraid
4.9
5.1
6.3
6.6
7.7

DA/NA
4.4
6.1
10.8
9.4
16.0

The section was prepared by Dr. O. Manaev, V. Dorokhov, Dr. A. Sasnow.
OPEN FORUM

WE HAVE TO SAVE BELARUS!
Pavel Kozlovsky, former Minister of Defence of the Republic of Belarus

Modern democracy means a process of historic development in time aimed at strengthening role of individual, limiting state coercion mechanism and creating a fair social system. Abraham Lincoln, one of America’s presidents, spoke about democracy in a simple and clear way: "democracy – is when people governs people for people." 

Over the last decade democratic revolutions have been shaking the world, especially it has been obvious in Europe. This historic process could be explained by the fact that all other alternative state systems have proved less efficient. (Winston Churchill once noted that democracy, apparently, is far from perfection, but all other systems are much worse). But we shall not believe that the exact antithesis to democracy – totalitarianism – is just violence of a ruling group towards the rest of the people. All totalitarian regimes, no matter how monstrous they could be, are just manifestation of deep and awful disease of the given nation, people – spiritual emptiness. 

Over the last few years Belarus – has been just a textbook of easy and quick construction of dictatorial, totalitarian regime. It is necessary just to lay a solid foundation of fear and obedience at the basis of state ideology (if it could be revealed in Belarus at all). And then the most absurd behavior of ruling clique, though it may mean destruction not only of state, as a sovereign subject, but also of the whole nation, is perceived by the majority of this nation in a tacit and submissive way, and more over – in search for justificatory motives!

Haven’t we been watching this in Belarus since 1994? Seven years of life in fear, lack of spirituality, notorious "tacit tolerance" (or – indifference even to oneself?) led to the fact that having entered the third millennium Belarus is facing survival problem. Common human survival. 

According to UN data, by late 2000 more than 80% of Belarusians have incomes below minimum consumer budget (in fact, set up by the Belarusian government). In other words, these 80% are beggary. Trying to sweeten the pill of Belarusian "socialistic" specific features, Belarusian governmental analysts carried out a so-called spot survey of people’s incomes adjusting them to consumer prices index. It turned out that in 2000 (as compared to 1999) money incomes of the population went down by 11%. Ironically, in September of 2000 the president received an analytical note saying that actually about 30% of Belarus’s population are below the poverty line. At the same time 95.9% see deterioration of their material status in advanced price rise, 68% – in decline in incomes or lost job. Only 10% of the population say their life has improved. 

These results were publicized by the state sociological service. Everyone is free to judge what is going on in Belarus by his/her own example. 

If the government declares that "By the end of 2001 each Belarusian would get at least $100 of monthly wage" and considers it the highest achievement in the sphere of economic policy, that means that Belarus is going backward, rather than forward, because in late 1996 average wage exceeded $100 in Belarus. 

The present ruling regime spares no effort to conceal a serious crisis in the social-economic sphere. Still, the primitive principle of Bulgakov’s Sharikov – "seize and divide" – takes top priority in the state economic course, i.e. to take away everything possible and to distribute it in equal parts. 

As for "seize" – every Belarusian knows what it feels like. Do authorities divide it in equal parts: expenditures of the 2001 budget total 3,471.000.788 (almost three and a half trillion rubles), and A. Lukashenko distributed it in the following way: 

For army – 150 billion rubles,

For secret services – 280.5 billion rubles,

Municipal service – 901 billion rubles,

Presidential Management Department – 43 billion rubles, 

National Academy of Sciences – 3.5 billion rubles,

Presidential Security Service – 4.5 billion rubles.

The president did not forget about "common" people, because the 2000 minimum living wage looks like a real "concern" for Belarusians, and it envisions: 

For males:

· One coat for 8 years,

· One suit and one sweater for 5 years,

· One pair of rubber boots for 10 years;

For females:

· One top coat for 8 years,

· Two dresses for 5 years,

· One pair of shoes for 1.5 years.

These are just a number of examples, though "Belarusian’s minimum living wage" is quite comprehensive, it even provides for 5 pants for two years…

As for food products, it is a shame just to mention such standards:

· Sour cream – 5 grams per day,

· Eggs – less than one egg per two days,

· Cottage cheese – 32 grams,

· Buckwheat – 10 grams,

· Brown bread – as much as 302 grams.

We could cite more examples, but to sum it up we might conclude that A. Lukashenko has fully fulfilled one of his solemn oaths, which determined Belarus’s development for long seven years: "I am not going to lead my people after civilized world!"

Today it is obvious that another experiment to create a "kolkhoz-socialistic" state has led the nation to the verge of survival. The most expressive in this respect is the fact that over two years after the 1999 national census Belarus’s population has dropped below the 10-million mark! But neither the president, nor the government mention it, though it is time to sound alarm bells. Because the nation is dying out! According to some estimates, if the present tendency persists, there would be no Belarusians by 2015. Not because of ageing, but of diseases and destitution. 

The Chernobyl tragedy aftermath remains one of the most acute problems for Belarus. What does the state do in this direction? Only one thing: while commemorating the tragedy each year the state complains that no one feels sorry for us, and we are left to the mercy of fate… The wicked West gives no money, but using it we could have created so many commissions to study the aftermath!… After that A. Lukashenko says with competence that scientists lie, and that it is possible to live in the Chernobyl zone, and also to "raise children, and keep livestock…" He reportedly visited these areas and saw nothing terrible there. 

But in Belarus Chernobyl is everywhere! In 2000 the industry came to the line when every fifth enterprise is loss making. Those that managed to "survive" showed no more than 10% in profits. In 2001 this tendency remains in place. 

The year of 2001 – is special to all of us. This is the year of presidential election. Today the idea that Belarusians shall be happy is being thrust on them, simply because having such "dad" and his government they could not be unhappy. However, there is no explanation why, even in line with official figures, as of March wage arrears total 11.2 billion rubles, including in rural areas – more than 8 billion rubles (or 73% of the total indebtedness). Moreover, the state has debts before science, medicine, education, etc., …

There is no money to pay off such debts. A side from that, the government is franticly looking for a way out in agriculture – spring sowing campaign could be upset, (whereas it provides for survival of village and food industry). The blame for the practical collapse of state agricultural policy lies fully on the president, who used to thrust a total state control and subsidy system upon bankrupt and loss making collective farms, instead of carrying out reforms and giving independence to farms. At the same time, he repeatedly stated that collective farms – is the best model of agricultural production and he would never abandon it. 

Presence and condition of such structures as public organizations serves as litmus paper of civic society’s state. The more public organizations of different trends are acting in the country, the more people are engaged in creation, development and promotion of democratic values and principles. In developed law-abiding states public organizations play the role of a business partner to government, assisting the latter in solving urgent problems of citizens. That could be human rights, women’s and youth organizations, which serve a wide range of objectives – from protecting human rights to uniting people by interests. Also that could be political, professional or other organizations. The most important thing is that they are aimed at cooperating and helping people. Reasonable authorities promote development of public organizations, or at least they do not impede their activities, though there could be opposition organizations among public organizations. 

Experience of Belarusian authorities’ attitude towards a small number of existing public organizations shows what shall be done in order to obtain the reputation of dictatorial, totalitarian regime. Denial of registration, re-registration (in fact, annual), unreasonable demands to introduce changes to Charters, etc. – all that could be considered as persistent desire of authorities to get rid of public organizations as of democracy and common legal norms "breeder." A. Lukashenko’s on-going struggle against human rights organizations, independent mass media and labor unions, youth, which looks towards Europe, – all that once again shows authorities’ intolerance to any fair, but opposition views. 

Such relations between state and society shall disappear together with the regime that brings them in. 

What is going on in today’s Belarus, which has come to a political, economic and social catastrophe just before the next presidential election? Logical outcome: a revolutionary situation is slowly (it depends on Belarusians’ mentality) brewing, and its solution might destroy the state and the nation as a whole. 

It cannot be allowed! To this purpose people united by idea of democracy should come to power. They should make changes, which would lead Belarus to civilized society, revive it for prosperity, stability and peace. 

What shall be done in this respect first of all? Above all, to answer three concrete questions: 

1. What Belarus entered the 21st century with, what status does it have on the world political map?

2. Which mistakes have been made in state management and who is to blame for that? 

3. What is necessary to undertake in politics and social-economic sphere so that Belarus overcomes the crisis and material status of people improves? 

The answer to the first two questions is obvious: Belarus of the 21st century – is a bankrupt state, rogue state, state that is not felt sorry for, and neighbors mock at its inhabitants: strange people, they like living in a reservation… 

The major mistake of Belarusians is that they sincerely believed in A. Lukashenko’s version that history, as well as people’s life, could be turned back to the past. That was fear of unknown future and memory of "stable past," nostalgia for USSR that A. Lukashenko and his entourage used to create feudal-socialistic system based on sand of illusions about might of one, but "publicly" elected person. The nation has to pay a too high price for its blind confidence in professionally incompetent, ignorant and striving for power (absolute power!) state leaders. 

We could not live like that any longer! Therefore, we could define answers to the third question. The state shall live on the principle "economy works well – home prospers." The state shall call for educated and talented professionals. It is necessary to create proper conditions for them, so that they do not leave Belarus for better life, and use their knowledge and talent for the welfare of their motherland. 

The state has to create a system of social guarantees, which will allow children to grow healthy, give their parents job and sufficient wage, and the elderly would not live out their days, but will live in peace, prosperity and happiness that they deserve, having worked for the welfare of the state. 

The state has to piously and firmly do its Constitutional duty – guarantee and observe personal protection and immunity. Today Belarusian state, where people simply disappear (V. Gonchar, Y. Zakhareko, D. Zavadsky, etc.) – is a criminal and terrorist state. 

The state has to have a minimum of officials in its management apparatus, where everyone is limited by frameworks of his/her duties, on which results their career, salary, social status shall depend. The present authoritative armada of officials, guards, controllers, "watchers" and "supervisors" – is a state inside the state, and on our people’s neck. 

The state shall observe interests of its citizens in all spheres, first of all, in foreign and domestic policy. Integration with Russia (or any other state) shall meet Belarus’s necessity and interests, rather than ambitions and personal plans of an individual, or even a group of people in power. 

The state shall have a highly professional diplomatic corps, which actions would be aimed not at justifying absurd behavior of the leader, but at establishing and strengthening the country’s image as a civilized, law-abiding and democratic state. 

To move forward it is necessary to consider, correct and avoid mistakes, which have led Belarus to such plight. 

Neither A. Lukashenko, nor creators of his regime realize or are going to correct everything that has led Belarus to a national collapse just within seven years. Therefore, their authority is still based on malice, force and fear. Neither destruction of the nation, nor disappearance of Belarus as independent state, or doomed ageing of their parents, or even future contempt from their own children – nothing could stop them. 

Nothing, but a reasonable, correct and bold move by the whole nation – to elect power, which would be worthy of respect and confidence. This year people shall elect the president, who will unite the nation and revive Belarus. 

Belarusians deserve a democratic and prosperous state. 

Belarusians shall rescue their state themselves.
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