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Dear readers!

In the next, the 22nd issue of the bulletin "IISEPS News" we offer you materials reflecting the most interesting results of surveys, conducted by the institute in the final quarter of 2001. 

During this period public-political life of the country was under the influence of consequences of the presidential campaign, which ended, as we know, in A. Lukashenko’s sound victory. Although many analysts as well as a number of key international institutions doubt its legitimacy, the bulk of social processes in the country in October-December of 2001 was determined by the presidential election results. 

The election campaign completion noticeably reduced outward political activity of opposition forces, what is quite natural. At the same time there is a sharp rise in inner-party and inter-party relations, caused by natural and mature tasks for their reforming, adjusting to new political conditions, considering new distribution of forces. 

State bodies undergone a long expected personnel shuffle, as a result of which many well known and previously influential figures disappeared from political horizon. Expectation of personnel changes, and the procedure itself led to a decrease in officials’ activity, their "withdrawal into the shadow", refusal to contact with opposition figures and nongovernmental organizations in order to avoid possible aftermath for their position, and even more serious repressions. A total absence of representatives of official structures at the reception on occasion of completion of duties by Ambassador H.-G. Wieck, head of the OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus, towards whom A. Lukashenko seems to feel personal antipathy, is very demonstrative in this respect. 

All these processes need a rich information support for the main participants of public-political process, and our institute is doing its best to contribute to it. Thus, the main part of the given bulletin includes concluding materials of the project "Belarus: prospects in the 21st century" carried out by IISEPS jointly with colleagues from Belarusian Think Tanks, first of all, Strategy Analytical Center, in cooperation with a wide representation of democratic forces. As usual, we present the most interesting results of monitoring of public opinion and opinion of elite, commentaries by our experts on the most important results of sociological researches, as well as traditional information, provided in the context of major social-demographic groups and trends of the most important public opinion indicators. This block of materials is crowned with opinion of S. Kalyakin, leader of the Communist Party of Belarus, regarding the project, which seems indicative in terms of public utility of its results. 

This time our traditional rubric "Open Forum" opens with an article by Ambassador H.-G. Wieck, who spearheaded the OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus for four years, in which the well known diplomat presents his vision of political transformation processes in our country. In our opinion, leaving his post the author managed to more frankly, beyond habitual frameworks of diplomatic language, highlight the level and dynamics of relations between the mission and Belarusian state and socium, which would allow our readers to deeper understand goals and tasks set up for the AMG by OSCE’s chiefs, degree of this mandate realization and nature of relations with Belarusian authorities and opposition. 

Also we have to note that following requests from our readers IISEPS addressed the leadership of Belarus’ Foreign Ministry asking it to expound their vision of political prospects of the country in the context of international relations. The answer was unambiguous: "Today this is inexpedient!" We are leaving it to our readers to think why the matters stand like this. 

The rubric is closed by an article by Pavel Severinets, leader of the Maladiy Front, which, in our opinion, could provide our readers with some ideas of tendencies of possible transformation of Belarusian opposition in the future. 

As usual, we hope that materials of this issue would be of certain interest for you and your colleagues. Comments, remarks and requests are welcome!
IISEPS Board

BELARUS: PROSPECTS IN THE XXI CENTURY

In October of 2001, within the framework of the project "Belarus: prospects in the 21st century", carried out by the Belarusian Think Tanks, the IISEPS conducted a nationwide opinion poll (1.465 respondents aged 18 and up, margin of error did not exceed 0.03).
In November of 2001another survey among public opinion leaders and experts (71 persons) was conducted. Among them – policymakers, businessmen, analysts and leaders of mass media, almost equally representing public and private structures. 

As usual, the questionnaires included a wide range of problems related to urgent and the most important aspects of Belarusian reality after the presidential campaign was over. It is noteworthy that the given procedures complete the research part of the project indicated and their results would serve as a basis for further analyses for quite a long time.

Below we present commentaries to the most important returns of these sociological procedures, prepared by IISEPS employees. Materials are placed in the chronological order. In most cases options "No answer" and "Find it difficult to answer" are excluded. In some tables columns’ sum is not 100%, because respondents were allowed to give more than one answer. 

Traditionally, some information and respondents’ typological characteristics are given without commentaries. We hope that new results of our sociological researches would be useful to our readers. 

OCTOBER – 2001

1. Population’s opinion of the past presidential campaign

Another IISEPS’s national public opinion poll was conducted four weeks after the voting, results of which, announced by the Central Election Commission, caused a very conflicting reaction by different population groups. With complete approval of their supporters Belarus’ authorities announced an "elegant victory", the opposition leaders claimed there was an unprecedented falsification of results, influential foreign organizations and leadership of most of western countries said the election did not correspond to international standards. But who is right? Let’s consider the October opinion poll’s results from this standpoint. In some cases we would use results of previous sociological procedures conducted by IISEPS. 

Table  1

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you take part in the voting on September 4-9?"


Variant of answer
%

Yes
84.9

No
14.3

As Table 1 shows, almost 85% of voters confirmed their participation in the election. The figure is congruent to the information released by the Central Election Commission and also confirms the results of our surveys conducted before the election (86.8% and 88.4% of respondents were going to take part in the election in June and August, respectively). 

Table  2

Distribution of answers to the question: "When did you vote?"



Variant of answer
%

September 9
68.5

Before time (September 4 through 8)
17.3

Did not take part in voting
13.2

As we could see from Table 2, more than two thirds of respondents (68.5%) cast their votes on September 9. Some 17.3% did it before time, between September 4 and 8. A considerable part of those who voted before time (one fifth) says special efforts were made in this respect. In Russia, where the procedure of preliminary voting is similar to that in Belarus, two times less respondents take part in it. Thus, considering obvious flaws of our election legislation regarding availability of preliminary voting boxes for deliberate distortion of voting returns, such a high number of those who voted before time only strengthen distrust to the election results as a whole. 

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you did not participate in the voting, 

for what reason?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

Could not get to polling station, was busy that day 
4.5

No matter who is the president, he/she is unlikely to stand up for my interests 
4.4

Do not trust any of the candidates 
4.3

The presidential election was neither free nor fair 
3.5

For another reason
3.4

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question: "When did you decide to take part in the voting?"



Variant of answer
%

Long before voting
66.4

Several days before voting (5-6 days)
14.2

On the day of voting
5.1

Did not take part in voting
13.0

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question: "When did you make your final decision for whom of the candidates to vote?"



Variant of answer
%

Long before voting
53.7

Several days before voting (5-6 days)
24.5

On the day of voting
7.4

Did not take part in voting
13.0

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question: "Were there observers at your polling station when you cast your vote?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes
56.4

No
14.5

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you feel any pressure to make you vote in favor of a certain candidate?"



Variant of answer
%

No
79.3

Yes
8.7

As for those who did not take part in the voting (See Tables 1 and 2), under conditions of an alternative election their number is usually much higher. Nevertheless, the result received is proved by answers to other questions (See Tables 4, 5, 9 and 21) and it might be considered rather reliable (naturally, keeping in mind margin of error). 

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you fear to mark the candidate you really supported?"



Variant of answer
%

No
81.2

Yes
4.7

Table 3 somehow characterizes reasons for non-participation in the election. As one could notice, the first three variants of answers might be attributed to indifference towards politics, and today no one denies it is present in Belarus’ society. 

Table 4 proves that two thirds of voters made decision to participate in the election long before September 9. Only every fifth voter decided to take part in the voting on September 9 or a day before. Therefore, a deliberate nature of the majority’s decision to participate is quite obvious. 

As for a final choice of a favorite, only 54% of voters made their mind long before the election date. Almost one third abandoned all doubts on September 9 or a week before (See Table 5). 

Table 6 shows that more than 56% of voters noticed observers at polling stations. It proves there was a rather wide monitoring network at polling stations. 

Table 7 reveals that almost 80% of voters said they did not feel any pressure to vote in favor of a certain candidate. The same number of voters stated they had no fear while marking the candidate they really supported (See Table 8). The above data proves that the voting procedure turned rather democratic, and both foreign and domestic observers confirmed it. 

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "For whom did you vote at the past presidential election?", %



Variant of answer
10'01
Considering distribution of those who refused to answer

À. Lukashenko
48.2
49.8

V. Goncharik
21.0
25.8

S. Gaidukevich
2.9
3.5

Against all
7.1
7.1

Decline to answer this question 
7.0
–

Did not take part in voting 
12.1
12.1

NA
1.7
1.7

Table 10

Dynamics of closed rating of the presidential campaign participants, %


Variant of answer
02'01*
04'01
06'01*
08'01

À. Lukashenko
45.7
39.8
43.8
47.4

S. Domash
2.3
8.1
12.0
12.1

V. Goncharik
3.0
10.1
10.3
11.4

S. Gaidukevich
1.3
4.0
4.2
4.1

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

Table 9 presents respondents’ answers to the question how they voted at the previous election. As we see, the survey results do not correspond to the voting returns announced by the Central Election Commission. Naturally, variant "Decline to answer this question" was included. However, an additional analysis showed that the numbers of those who chose this answer are distributed between the candidates in the following proportion: A. Lukashenko – 24, V. Gon-charik – 67, S. Gaidukevich – 9. The results of proper calculations are given in the last line of Table 9. As we could see, they have nothing in common with the official election results. At the same time, Table 10 demonstrates that the figures received are very close to the closed rating of the election campaign participants, revealed by IISEPS during previous surveys. It must be kept in mind that the August opinion poll was conducted before S. Domash was excluded from the list of candidates for presidency. Considering the fact that at that period his electorate crossed with V. Goncharik’s electorate almost 70%, (See IISEPS News Bulletin #3, 2001, p. 19), an overall rating of V. Goncharik in August could be viewed equal to 20%. 

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question: "A. Lukashenko became the president of Belarus. Did you want him to become the president?"


Variant of answer
%

Yes
48.0

No
38.4

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did the candidate for whom you voted become the president?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes
50.4

No
35.4

Such conclusion is proved by Tables 11–13. As we could see, only half of respondents (48%) said they would like A. Lukashenko to be the president again. Almost the same number of respondents (50.4%) confirmed they voted in favor of A. Lukashenko. About 46% said if there were a new election, they would have voted for him again. 

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "If the presidential election had taken place tomorrow, for whom would you have voted?" (open question)


Variant of answer
%

À. Lukashenko
46.0

V. Goncharik
11.8

S. Domash
7.0

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
5.3

There are no worthy politicians 
7.0

Would not have voted 
1.5

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you satisfied with the presidential election results 

announced by the Central Election Commission?"


Variant of answer
%

Yes
53.5

No 
34.8

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think the election results announced by the Central Election Commission could be trusted?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes
55.3

No 
30.5

Indirectly it is proved by Table 14. More than one third of respondents are dissatisfied with the official election results, because, most probably, they did not vote for A. Lukashenko. Maybe for this very reason more than 30% of voters claim they do not trust the election returns announced by the Central Election Commission (Table 15). 

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you agree that the past presidential election was free and fair and A. Lukashenko received the largest number of votes?"



Varian of answer
%

I am confident the election was fair 
26.9

I hope the election was fair 
31.2

I doubt the election was fair 
22.8

I am confident the election was unfair 
13.0

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude towards the results of the presidential election announced by V. Goncharik on the basis of his own calculations?"


Variant of answer
%

This is subjective, falsified information 
40.7

His data corresponds to reality more 
19.3

Table 16 shows that almost 36% of respondents doubted fairness of the past election. And over 40% do not trust the election results announced by V. Goncharik on the basis of his own information sources (Table 17). 

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question: "Many of our fellow citizens do not trust the election returns because election commissions did not include representatives of the opposition. What do you think in this respect?"



Varian of answer
%

Confidence in the election results would have been higher, if election commissions had included representatives of all political forces 
59.5

Election commissions shall included only those who stand up for interests of the present authorities 
8.8

Naturally, if election commissions included representatives of all participants of the election process, people would have trusted the election results much more. Table 18 is a strong proof of it. But, as we know, at the past election the authorities did all they could to prevent representatives of the opposition from entering election commissions. 

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which of the below listed statements do you agree with?"


Variant of answer
%

Belarusian Central Election Commission is an unbiased body guided only by law 
38.2

Belarusian Central Election Commission is a body guided mainly by the president 
38.2

Table 20

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think all the candidates for presidency enjoyed equal conditions during the election?"



Variant of answer
%

No
48.0

Yes
37.7

Therefore, regarding attitude towards the Central Election Commission Belarus’ voters are split in two halves. More than 38% believe this body to be independent and guided only by law. The same number of voters is confident that the Central Election Commission is fully controlled by the President (See Table 19). And if we consider that, according to the majority of voters, the candidates for presidency faced unequal conditions during the election campaign (See Table 20), we might state that voters have enough reasons to distrust the announced voting returns. 

Table 21 demonstrates that on the whole during the past election campaign Belarus’ population proved active only in the voting procedure. Few activists and functionaries participated in a more active way. 

Table 21

Distribution of answers to the question: "How did you take part in the presidential election?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

Participated in voting
79.4

Signed for nomination of a candidate 
14.8

Campaigned for or against candidates 
3.6

Took part in the work of an election commission 
2.6

Collected signatures for nominating a candidate 
1.7

Acted as observer 
1.3

Took no part in the past election 
15.0

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question: "The opposition claims there were numerous violations on September 9 (voting for other people, issuing voting bulletin without checking one’s ID, coercion to vote before time). Do you agree with such statement?"



Variant of answer
%

There were no violations during the election 
32.7

There were numerous violations during the election 
21.0

There were minor violations during the election, which did not affect the results
18.6

Table 22 shows that to a different degree almost 40% of voters agree with the opposition saying various violations take place during the voting. Only one third believes there were no violations. 

Surely, criteria of importance of election legislation violations are quite different. What is considered significant by some people seems insignificant to other people. In particular, many do not consider coercing to vote before time and issuing a voting bulletin without checking one’s passport a serious violation. Nonetheless, Table 23 proves that some voters spotted various violations during the voting. More often they witnessed coercing to vote in advance or issuing voting bulleting without checking one’s ID, as well as voting for other persons and campaigning on the day of voting. 

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you spot any violations during voting at polling stations?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

Coercing voters to vote before time 
14.9

Issuing voting bulletin without checking one’s passport (another ID) 
9.9

Voting for other people
6.6

Campaigning for candidates on the day of voting 
6.0

Members of election commission suggested whom to vote for 
2.9

Other 
10.4

Aside from violations during the voting procedure, respondents say there were violations during the election campaign as a whole (See Table 24). 

As one could see, 27.6% of respondents pointed at monopolization of state-run mass media by a single candidate (sure, this is not V. Goncharik and S. Gaidukevich!), and 13% said authorities prevented A. Lukashenko’s opponents from campaigning, 9% – visual campaigning was upset, etc. Table 25 reveals that, according to one third of respondents, the above mentioned violations were made in favor of A. Lukashenko. Commentaries are excessive!

Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think any law violations took place during the election campaign?" (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Using state-run mass media in favor of a certain candidate 
27.6

Authorities prevented A. Lukashenko’s opponents from campaigning
13.0

Visual campaigning was upset 
9.0

Using financial resources beyond allowed limits 
7.4

Using campaigning materials without any references
6.1

Persecution of activists took place 
5.6

Other 
2.7

Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you spotted such violations, in favor of what candidate were they made?" (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

In favor of A. Lukashenko
32.7

In favor of V. Goncharik
2.5

In favor of S. Gaidukevich
0.9

In favor of all the candidates 
4.9

Did not spot any violations 
30.6

Table 26

Distribution of answers to the question: "Influential international structures (OSCE, European Parliament, Council of Europe, etc.) claim the presidential election in Belarus did not correspond to OSCE’s standards. Some people believe this is a fair decision, others think in the opposite. What do you think?"


Variant of answer
%

This is a fair decision 
28.6

This is an unfair decision 
28.4

Thus, the population’s attitude towards the past election is quite heterogeneous. Many voters reasonably doubt its fairness and correctness. And it is not just a matter of a ratio of those who doubt and those who do not doubt, the matter is that a considerable part of socium does not trust the authorities, which did their best to make people feel this way. Therefore, the election’s main result is a further deepening of Belarus’ society split. Today an indifferent part of the population is split in two, and Table 26 proves it. This split in political sphere is a real "achievement" of A. Lukashenko for seven years of his presidency. 

2.  Social-demographic and regional aspects of the past presidential campaign
It is no secret that representatives of different social-demographic groups of the population have differing political (and not only political) opinions. It is quite evident from the results of the October national opinion poll by IISEPS, presented in the context of major social-demographic and regional characteristics. For example, this data* shows (See Tables 6.1–14.5 at pages 24–31), that women turned most active in the voting process (87.3%), pensioners (90.7%) and representatives of senior age groups (aged 40–49 – 86.2%, aged 50–59 – 89.7%, 60 and up – 91.0%). Residents of Grodno (87.6%) and Gomel (88.6%) regions as well as rural population were the most active. 

Basically, the same population groups seem the most satisfied with the official voting results: women (60.1%), pensioners (81.7%), aged 50–59 (64.0%) and those aged 60 and up (84.8%), having elementary or incomplete secondary education (84.1% and 69.4%, respectively), residents of Gomel (69.8%) and Moguilev (60.3%) regions, as well as rural population (65.2%). At the same time, the same categories trust the official voting returns most of all: women – 62.3%, pensioners – 81.5%, voters aged 50–59 – 63.2% and those aged 60 and up – 84.3%, having elementary (85.6%) and incomplete secondary (67.0%) education, Gomel (70.3%) and Moguilev (64.9%) regions, as well as residents of rural areas – 67.3%. 

The electoral choice is adequate to such ratio. So, the majority of women (55.4%), pensioners (78.1%), elderly (aged 50–59 – 57.9%, aged 60 and up – 80.9%), those of little education (with elementary education – 81.6%, incomplete secondary – 63.4%), first of all residing in the Gomel region (65.4%), as well as rural area (59.9%) voted in favor of A. Lukashenko. The least support A. Lukashenko enjoyed with men (39.5%), students (21.1%), employees of private sector (25.0%), youth and those of middle age (aged 18–19 – 22.6%, aged 30–39 – 26.5%), voters with higher education (35.2%), residing in Minsk (33.6%) and large cities (41.4%). 
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Picture 1. Depending on gender 
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Picture 2.Depending on age
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Picture 3. Depending on education
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Picture 4. Depending on social status
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Picture 5. Depending on place of living 

[image: image6.wmf]43

56

52

70

57

32

31

39

34

20

5

3

4

4

3

0

20

40

60

80

Capital

Regional

centers

Cities

Towns

Village

For A. Lukashenko

For V. Goncharik

For S. Gaidukevich


Picture 6. Depending on type of settlement 

In the whole an analysis of respondents’ answers allows to imagine average images of A. Lukashenko’s supporters and opponents. The first is a woman-pensioner with elementary or incomplete secondary education or an elderly unskilled female worker of a public company, mainly residing in rural areas in eastern Belarus (first of all, in the Gomel region). The second is a student or a young employee of private sector with higher education, residing in Minsk or in large cities, first of all, of the Grodno region. 

To make it more vivid, the presidential election results are presented on pictures 1–6 depending on social-demographic characteristics (percentage of those who took part in the voting in each population group). 

3. Most of those who voted for A. Lukashenko felt no information shortage
Back in August, as we know from IISEPS data, almost two thirds of respondents said they have no enough information about each candidate for presidency (See Table 27). More than 40% of them were going to vote for A. Luakshenko (See Table 28). However, among all supporters of A. Lukashenko the ratio of those well-informed was two times higher than among all voters. That means that to some degree the parliamentary election scenario recurred, when a considerable part of the population voted having no proper information, but in line with their political-ideological preferences. What could be said about information availability at the presidential election, and how information knowledge is related to personal choice of voters? 

Table 27

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you have enough information about the candidates for presidency?"*, %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Supporters 

of A. Lukashenko (21.8)
Vacillatory 

 (46.1)
Opponents 

of A. Lukashenko (32.1)

Yes
23.8
43.9
20.9
14.4

No
65.4
46.8
69.0
72.9

*Data of the survey conducted by IISEPS in August of 2001. Read horizontally.

Table 28

Voting at the coming presidential election depending on availability of enough information about the candidates *, %



Variant of answer
Voting at the presidential election: 


For Lukashenko (47.4)
For Domash (12.1)
For Goncharik (11.4)
For Gaidukevich (4.1)
For no one (10.6)
NA/DA (14.4)

Yes (23.8)
66.2
9.2
11.6
3.7
3.9
3.4

No (65.4)
42.0
12.3
11.6
4.5
12.6
17.0

NA/DA (10.8)
39.0
17.1
9.8
2.9
13.3
18.9

* Data of the survey conducted by IISEPS in August of 2001. Read horizontally (for example,11.6% of those who had enough information about the candidates for presidency said they would vote for V. Goncharik)

The election campaigning of the last several weeks achieved the goal – awareness of voters jumped. More than 55% of respondents said that at the past election they had enough information of the candidates for presidency and their programs (See Table 29). 

Correlation between information knowledge and support in favor of a certain candidate is as follows. Among those who said they had enough information about the candidates and their programs, almost 60% voted for A. Lukashenko, whereas for V. Goncharik – less than 20% (See Table 29). The majority of voters (more than one third) who had no enough information, also cast their votes in favor of A. Lukashenko (compare – only 22.8% voted for V. Goncharik). Thus, we could not say that uninformed people voted for A. Lukashenko. One might argue the degree of their information knowledge and how they understand it, but fact remains fact – 58.1% of those who had, or believed they had enough information about the candidates for presidency voted for A. Lukashenko. So, we could assume these people made a conscious choice. At least, they think so. 

Table 29

Voting at the coming presidential election depending on availability of enough information about the candidates *, %



Variant of answer
Voting at the presidential election:


For Lukashenko (48.2)
For Goncharik (21.0)
For Gaidukevich (2.9)
Against all (7.8)
DA/NA (8.7)

Yes (55.5)
58.1
19.7
2.8
4.2
6.5

No (44.1)
36.0
22.8
3.1
11.0
11.0

NA/DA (0.4)
14.3
-
-
-
42.9

*Only those who took part in the election are included. Read horizontally. (for example,19.7% of those who had enough 

information about the candidates for presidency said they would vote for V. Goncharik)

Table 30

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think all the candidates for presidency enjoyed an equal access to state-run mass media?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents 
A. Lukashenko’s electorate 
V. Goncharik’s electorate

No
52.3
26.6
85.3

Yes
31.1
54.7
5.9

OSCE’s mission for limited election monitoring concluded that in the process of the election campaign the candidates for presidency had no equal chances to use mass media. And more than half of respondents agrees with such opinion (See Table 30). It is worth mentioning that in this case estimations of those who voted for A. Lukashenko and V. Goncharik turned to be quite different – almost 55% of those who supported A. Lukashenko are confident the candidates enjoyed an equal access to mass media (twice as less of his supporters answered in the opposite), whereas the distribution of answers among V. Goncharik’s adherers is absolutely different – 5.9% and 85.3%, respectively. 

Table 31

Distribution of answers to the question: "From which sources did you receive information about the candidates and their programs?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

From TV programs
66.3

From newspapers
65.1

From radio programs 
39.1

From colleagues, friends, neighbors
30.4

From election leaflets, posters, etc.
38.2

From meetings with candidates and their representatives 
9.1

From management at work 
5.1

Other sources
5.0

I had no information about the candidates 
4.8

Many experts pointed at the fact that the presidential campaign was almost unnoticeable, that the candidates were not very active. Considering the conditions under which campaigning took place, and also its short-time nature, one could, of course, partially agree with the given statement having voters’ opinion as a basis. As we see from Table 31, voters distinguished traditional sources of information about the candidates for presidency – TV programs and newspapers. One cannot but admit that less than 10% of voters had personal meetings with the candidates and their representatives. However, it is widely known that direct communicating is not a comprehensive, but the most efficient way of campaigning. 

As we could prove, the majority of respondents does not believe usage of state-run mass media was equal. Nonetheless, their estimation of the usage of mass media, first of all, television, seems of great interest. 

Table 32

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you watch the candidates’ televised addresses?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s electorate
V. Goncharik’s electorate 

Yes
68.3
72.9
71.2

No 
31.3
26.9
28.8

Almost 70% of respondents watched the candidates speaking on TV, and there is no difference between all the voters and those who voted for A. Lukashenko or V. Goncharik (See Table 32). As it turned out, possibilities of the domestic TV, even considering limited airtime given to both A. Lukashenko’s rivals, according to respondents, were not used successfully – only one third of respondents said the candidates’ televised addresses had affected their choice to some degree (See Table 33). More than 43% of respondents think in the opposite. The given figures might be interpreted in two ways – either the candidates inefficiently used their right to speak on TV, or voters know well the candidates and no TV addresses could have influenced upon their vision. In fact, the number of those whose choice was affected by such televised addresses is about 30% higher among V. Goncharik’s supporters, than among all the respondents. This is an indirect proof that unusual for the Belarusian TV speeches of the civic coalition single candidate produce a certain result. Naturally, it turned more noticeable among democratic-minded voters and was not such impressive as expected. 

Table 33

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did such televised addresses by the the candidates affect your decision for whom to vote?", %


Variant of answer
All respondents 
A. Lukashenko’s electorate
V. Goncharik’s electorate

Affected in no way
43.4
47.6
34.8

Affected to some degree
20.3
17.7
31.7

Affected considerably 
12.5
14.3
15.2

Table 34

Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom of the candidates who spoke on TV at the assigned time did you like most of all?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s electorate
V. Goncharik’s electorate

Liked no one 
41.4
54.9
14.1

V. Goncharik
10.6
2.1
38.3

S. Domash
9.0
6.3
17.5

S. Gaidukevich
4.3
2.8
0.9

At the same time, more than 40% of voters stated they did not like any of the candidates who spoke on TV. As we know, A. Lukashenko refused to appear on TV at the time assigned. Table 34 demonstrates that voters’ estimation of the candidates televised addresses depends on political preferences of voters. Most of A. Lukashenko’s supporters, since their favorite did not appear on TV, liked no one of the candidates, with S. Gaidukevich and V. Goncharik staying within margin of error with this group. V. Goncharik’s electorate liked democratic candidates. 

All this should be kept in mind for future election campaigns of different levels, where democratic forces are going to take part. While planning strategy for such campaigns and fairly demanding equal conditions with authorities regarding access to state-run mass media, especially electronic, possibilities of television must not be overestimated. Perhaps, 40% of those who did not like any of the candidates speaking on TV resulted from lack of experience of candidates and low professionalism of their advisers. However, in a very polarized, value-split society, what we witness in Belarus, candidates focusing their election addresses on urgent political topics are able to provoke a reaction only from their electorates. 

4. Society’s reaction to future revision of eastern course

A decrease in number of supporters of integration spotted in two previous surveys continues in October, though a little slower than in August (See Table 35). As a result, over the last two years the number of opponents of integration has exceeded the number of supporters. It mainly resulted from the fact that the number of respondents who consider unification into a single state the best variant of bilateral relations dropped (See Table 36). But we should mention here that the number of those who consider good friendly relations of two independent states an optimal variant did not go up, whereas the ranks of advocates of a union of sovereign states crept up 5%. 

Table 35

Dynamics of the number of convinced proponents and opponents of integration with Russia, %



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

Convinced supporters of integration 
23.5
20.1
24.0
21.0
28.9
36.4
31.7
19.2
15.6

Convinced opponents of integration 
28.3
26.1
21.7
20.8
15.9
16.0
18.2
15.9
20.8

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

Table 36

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



Variant of answer
09'98
11'99
11'00
03'01
06'01
08'01
10'01

Good neighborly relations of two 

independent states
50.8
43.2
40.6
27.9
30.2
35.9
36.1

Union of independent states
28.1
30.5
29.2
31.2
34.5
41.2
45.6

Unification into one state
20.1
24.1
27.5
38.3
33.4
21.2
16.5

Table 37

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia had taken place tomorrow, how would you have voted?", %



Variant of answer
03'99
04'00
11'00
03'01
06'01
08'01
10'01

For unification
41.8
55.7
54.4
58.8
58.2
57.3
51.3

Against unification
40.4
27.6
28.9
26.0
28.0
20.9
26.4

Would not have voted
14.7
15.6
15.9
12.5
11.3
12.5
12.2

Aside form that we must note that a slump in integration’s popularity is seen in answers to almost all questions related to Russia-Belarus relations. So, for example, the number of voters ready to vote for unification of Belarus and Russia at a referendum went down by 6%, and the number of those who think in the opposite jumped almost by 6% too (See Table 37). Also the number of respondents who are not disturbed by the fact that as a result of such referendum the country might lose its independence fell by 9% (See Table 38). 

Table 38

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you vote for unification of Belarus and Russia, if as a result Belarus stops existing as an independent state?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Yes
34.6
25.5

No
23.0
24.6

A similar picture is seen in answers to the question about choosing the best future for Belarus (See Table 39). If the ranks of supporters of joining the EU remained unchanged, 4% less respondents spoke in favor of becoming part of Russia, whereas 4% more respondents support neutral status and union with Russia with Belarus retaining its sovereignty. 

Table 39

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which future for Belarus do you consider the best?", %



Variant of answer
04'01
08'01
10'01

Belarus shall join the European Union
21.5
17.9
18.1

Belarus shall be in Union with Russia, remaining a sovereign state
37.2
39.4
43.8

Belarus shall become part of Russia
16.5
16.5
12.5

Belarus shall remain a neutral state, entering no political unions
11.2
14.6
18.9

But why we have spotted such changes for the third consecutive survey? For the most part no extraordinary events able to provoke such an effect have taken place during these months. We could, of course, agree that recently A. Lukashenko and V. Putin have repeatedly claimed Belarus-Russia integration would be carried out with both states mandatorily remaining sovereign, and people listen to them and draw conclusions. 

In fact, the topic of integration has almost disappeared from political process. Since from the side of A. Lukashenko integration has always looked like an ideological propagandistic campaign, high slogans of which could be used to bargain unilateral economic advantages from the Kremlin, and to keep its popularity up new actions are needed. And as we know, no such actions have been carried out for about two years. Russia’s new leadership sees relations with Belarus in a different light and excludes any blackmailing attempts. As a result, A. Lukashenko does not launch new campaigns because of their complete futility. 

Table 40

Distribution of answers to the question: "If there were a position of Belarus-Russia president, whom would you have voted for to hold it?" (open question)



Variant of answer
%

V. Putin 
37.9

À. Lukashenko
26.4

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
10.0

Other answer
4.3

One should not overestimate his statements about sovereignty inalienability. In case he had more chances to head a newly created Russian-Belarusian state than Russia’s president, A. Lukashenko would have forgotten the Constitution and sovereignty right away. Today there are no such chances – as a hypothetical president of union state V. Putin enjoys a higher rating both in Russia and in Belarus (See Table 40). 

But if chances to enter the Kremlin are very low, there is no point to make efforts. Consequently, during the past presidential campaign the topic of integration was not a leading one for A. Lukashenko. He either omitted it, or said it should be raised after the election was over. Two months have past. So far we haven’t heard any fresh statements in this respect, and A. Lukashenko hasn’t even met V. Putin. 

Now Belarus’ president faces a different task – to let integration ardor drop. It is no secret that over four years – from 1995 through 1999 – a great number of integration agreements was signed. The latest agreement to create a Union State might be widely interpreted, and a draft Constitution pact, if it is put to a referendum, is likely to reduce autonomy of the Belarusian leader’s behavior. In this respect A. Lukashenko faces a problem of retaining his present powers, which means staying away from the Kremlin for reasons of self-preservation. In any case he would prefer to remain the dictator of a medium-size European state, than a president of one of 90 subjects of the Federation. Therefore, one should not be surprised if attempts to distance from Russia, or to impede integration would be made. 

On his way the president must be on the watch for two dangers – dissatisfaction of large Russian capital and lost of support from his steadfast electorate, which is much more pro-Russian, than society as a whole (See Tables 41 and 42). The latter, as we have repeatedly mentioned, views integration as a chance to resurrect USSR. But if electorate could be basically ignored, because the election has just past, not everything is so easy about Russian capital. It seems that V. Putin feels no need to change the flag at the Belarusian presidential residence. Control over the most important enterprises and industries of Belarus is enough for him. Using such control Russia, most probably, is going to influence upon the process of making political decisions. Consequently, A. Lukashenko views Russia’s capital influx as a potential threat for the existing Belarusian social-economic model, since large business traditionally uses any possibilities to create maximum favorable environment for its functioning. 

Table 41

Distribution of answers to the question: "If there is a referendum on adoption of a Constitution of Belarus-Russia union state, how would you vote?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s electorate
V. Goncharik’s electorate

Would vote for 
43.8
62.8
24.4

Would vote against
20.2
10.2
23.1

Would not take part in voting 
17.8
9.3
23.1

Table 42

Distribution of answers to the question: "If there is an election to Belarusian-Russian union parliament, would you take part in it?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s electorate
V. Goncharik’s electorate

Yes
51.9
71.0
35.9

No
26.8
11.5
44.4

Speaking about Russia’s factor, one shall not forget that after September 11 the world has seen significant changes pushing Russia to the foremost ranks of the global antiterrorist coalition. Thus, today anti-Russian slogans not just irrelevant, since they are unlikely to enjoy public support, but may cause bewilderment in the West, which in the context of war against international terrorism reconsiders its approaches even towards the Chechen war. The slogan "Democratic Belarus together with Democratic Russia – in Europe" has become even more actual after the presidential election. 

5. Economic development tendencies in 2001: population’s opinion 

Accumulation of positive estimations regarding different social-economic factors has been a distinguishing feature of dynamics of population’s economic visions in the current year. To put it other way, there is a certain growth of public satisfaction with economic situation. It is proved practically by all traditional indicators which IISEPS applies to monitor economic perceptions of our fellow citizens (See Tables 43–47). Although most of the indicators still gravitate towards negative estimation, a positive dynamics is evident. 

Table 43

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "How do you think economic situation in Belarus has changed over the last year?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Has not changed
40.7
47.4

Has deteriorated 
35.9
29.2

Has improved 
16.9
17.8

Table 44

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "How has your life and life of your family changed since 1994?", %



Variant of answer
04'01
08'01
10'01

Has deteriorated 
50.7
40.7
38.3

Has remained unchanged 
27.7
34.6
34.2

Has improved 
11.8
18.1
22.8

Table 45

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "To what degree your present incomes (incomes of your family) allow:", %



Variant of answer
Do not allow
Hardly allow
Allow easily


04'01
08'01
10'01
04'01
08'01
10'01
04'01
08'01
10'01

To buy normal food
18.8
12.5
11.0
50.1
52.3
48.3
29.6
34.9
40.1

To purchase clothes, footwear
33.5
29.1
26.6
50.6
53.1
55.6
13.0
16.8
17.2

To make larger purchases (furniture, vehicle, apartment)
83.4
84.8
81.0
10.4
12.1
14.8
2.3
1.8
2.6

Table 46

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "How would you assess quality of your life as a whole?", %



Variant of answer
06'01
10'01

Very good 
0.7
0.7

Rather good
5.9
8.3

Average 
55.7
56.9

Rather poor
28.1
25.9

Very poor
9.1
6.5

Table 47

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "How do you assess your material status?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Everything is no so bad, it is possible to live 
25.3
22.7

It is hard to live, but bearable
54.2
58.7

It is impossible to bear
18.5
17.0

Table 48

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Please, state average income (including wages, pensions and other allowances, other incomes) for one family member last month ", %



Variant of answer
04'01
06'01
08'01
10'01

Below living wage budget 
54.2
52.0
50.5
44.9

From living wage budget to minimum living wage 
32.3
33.0
32.4
34.7

From living wage budget to $100
10.8
11.2
11.9
14.0

More than $100
1.8
2.0
4.6
5.8

Table 49

Average monthly wage and pension and their dynamics (March = 100.0%) in 2001.



Variant of answer
03'01
05'01
07'01
09'01


$
%
$
%
$
%
$
%

Wage 
79.9
100.0
84.9
106.3
97.7
122.3
95.8
119.9

Pension 
32.7
100.0
37.3
114.1
38.0
116.2
44.1
134.9

A growth in population incomes, which is seen from dynamics of its subjective estimations (See Table 48), is confirmed by objective data (See Table 49), calculated on the basis of official statistics (considering the question of Table 48, statistic data of the previous month is used). As we could easily see from Table 49, the above mentioned upward tendency began changing in September. 

Thus, we could reasonably assume that social-economic situation improvement registered in public consciousness is objectively related to A. Lukashenko’s strategy fulfilled within the election campaign. Its key element was massive propaganda of economic "achievements" by authorities accompanied by a total pressure upon economic entities to ensure fulfillment of A. Lukashenko’s promises to raise wages and clear all arrears before the election date. Formally he kept his promise having average wage in August leveled at $100. However, according to independent observers, such speeding up social expenses of economic entities would negatively affect domestic economy in the near future. Some of them are vivid even today, for example, budget problems, a slump in wages and a total increase in backpayment. One might assume that in the near future these problems are likely to embody in public consciousness. 

Today, considering inertia of public consciousness, we witness a less critical attitude towards the country’s leadership than previously (Table 50). Although the leadership of the country is, first of all, A. Lukashenko personally, the population is less likely to believe his promises than certain "leadership of the country" (See Table 51). 

Regardless of a quantitative difference in assessment of the country’s leadership, today Belarus’ population is split in two in this respect. This is confirmed, in particular, by estimation of the current development course – more than 38% believe the country is developing in a wrong direction. Only 36.7% think in the opposite. 

Table 50

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Do you believe a significant improvement of people’s life in Belarus is possible under the present leadership?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Possible
36.1
40.7

Impossible
44.2
39.2

Table 51

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think A. Lukashenko would be able to keep his election campaign promise to ensure a significant improvement in living standards?", %



Variant of answer
10'01

No
42.2

Yes
34.6

But what economic development direction does the majority of Belarus’ population consider right. Basically all the indicators reflecting economic views of respondents demonstrate strengthening of market economy orientation (See Tables 52–55). So, Table 52 shows that the number of supporters of liberal variant of market economy is going up, whereas support for left variants – is falling. 

Table 52

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



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Market economy with little state control 
33.3
34.5

Market economy with considerable state control 
24.3
21.4

Planned economy 
18.2
19.1

Another type of economy
3.3
2.8

There is a considerable growth in the number of those who say private ownership is more efficient than public one (See Table 53). For the first time in IISEPS’s surveys the number of those who prefer to work for private companies exceeded the number of public sector advocates (See Table 54). 

Table  53

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Which form of ownership do you consider the most efficient?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Private
44.7
48.5

State-owned
40.8
34.6

Other 
2.2
4.2

Table 54

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "What company would you prefer to work for?", %



Variant of answer
04'01
08'01
10'01

Private
41.5
38.5
42.6

State-owned
46.2
47.3
42.3

Other
6.6
2.2
3.1

Even such indicator as attitude towards state price setting, which demonstrates a traditionally weak understanding by the population of economy self-control mechanisms under conditions of market relations, is set for improvement (See Table 55). 

Table 55

Dynamics of distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think the state shall regulate prices for goods and services?", %



Variant of answer
08'01
10'01

Yes
69.5
67.6

No
19.9
22.4

Thus, a certain improvement of social-economic situation in the country, reported by respondents, resulted from A. Lukashenko’s election campaign, the essence of which boiled down to pressure upon economic entities to speed up their social expenses. Absence of objective preconditions for a real improvement of living standards would restore proper indicators to normal in the near future, which in turn is likely to cause an adequate reaction in public consciousness. Aside from that, a more radical reaction by Belarus’ population might be expected, because it would feel deceived. 

A steady drift of public consciousness towards market economy values is continuing. This could be considered an indicator of the opposition’s right stance in the sphere of economic relations. 

Results of the nation opinion poll, conducted by IISEPS in October of 2001, %

1. Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you trust opposition political parties?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Trust
13.6
19.1
19.7
18.8
15.2
13.5
11.6
8.1

Distrust
51.9
37.5
51.2
46.1
54.2
51.8
50.5
55.4

DA/NA
34.5
43.4
29.1
35.1
30.6
34.7
37.9
36.5

Table 1.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Trust
9.5
12.0
14.6
13.3
16.2

Distrust
38.9
60.3
51.0
55.1
51.4

DA/NA
51.6
27.7
34.4
31.6
32.4

Table 1.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


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

housewives

Trust
22.0
14.0
21.5
7.6
10.4

Distrust
38.7
55.6
41.9
54.3
49.9

DA/NA
39.3
30.4
36.6
38.1
39.7

Table 1.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Trust
23.3
10.1
13.0
19.9
5.8
14.2
8.4

Distrust
46.2
54.3
43.8
40.9
51.3
63.2
63.2

DA/NA
30.5
35.6
43.2
39.2
42.9
22.6
28.4

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Trust
23.3
11.5
10.0
14.4
10.6

Distrust
46.2
51.0
50.1
52.9
55.7

DA/NA
30.5
37.5
39.9
32.7
33.7

2. Distribution of answers to the question: "Belarus’ authorities claimed there is a possibility that OSCE AMG Head Ambassador H. G. Wieck would be expelled from the country, because, they say, he violates Belarusian laws. What do you think about it?"

Table 2.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

I support intentions of authorities
12.3
5.9
11.7
7.6
8.8
12.5
16.6
15.8

I do not support intentions of authorities
18.2
20.0
20.6
26.9
26.2
19.6
18.8
5.8

Heard nothing about activities of Ambassador H. G. Wieck
55.7
64.2
52.4
60.6
50.1
55.5
48.0
62.3

DA/NA
13.8
9.9
15.3
4.9
14.9
12.4
16.6
16.1

Table 2.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

I support intentions of authorities
12.4
13.0
11.9
10.8
14.8

I do not support intentions of authorities
4.5
9.2
16.4
22.2
36.0

Heard nothing about activities of Ambassador H. G. Wieck
61.8
64.3
58.3
54.3
37.8

DA/NA
21.3
13.5
13.4
12.7
11.4

Table 2.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


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

housewives

I support intentions of authorities
3.9
12.9
14.4
15.4
5.0

I do not support intentions of authorities
30.1
20.9
21.8
7.1
24.0

Heard nothing about activities of Ambassador H. G. Wieck
53.4
53.1
54.7
60.9
55.0

DA/NA
12.6
13.1
9.1
16.6
16.0

Table 2.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region 
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

I support intentions of authorities
12.5
11.5
13.9
12.9
13.3
4.8
15.7

I do not support intentions of authorities
26.0
11.3
16.6
19.4
27.5
14.8
11.3

Heard nothing about activities of Ambassador H. G. Wieck
46.6
64.2
42.6
54.2
48.8
74.7
62.7

DA/NA
14.9
13.0
26.9
13.5
9.4
5.7
10.3

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I support intentions of authorities
12.5
13.9
13.6
7.9
13.2

I do not support intentions of authorities
26.0
19.6
21.9
17.4
11.6

Heard nothing about activities of Ambassador H. G. Wieck
46.6
53.4
54.3
63.1
58.1

DA/NA
14.9
13.1
10.2
11.6
17.1

3. Distribution of answers to the question: "If you heard about terrorist acts in the USA, then what is your attitude?"

Table 3.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

This is a terrible tragedy of American people
63.6
52.0
60.6
58.3
64.8
63.2
67.1
66.3

I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others’ affaires
31.4
39.6
34.6
35.2
27.4
33.6
30.5
29.4

I do not care
2.7
5.1
4.3
5.1
4.6
1.8
0.5
1.0

DA/NA
2.3
3.3
0.5
1.4
3.2
1.4
1.9
3.3

Table 3.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

 secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

This is a terrible tragedy of American people
74.2
58.5
60.5
2.9
68.8

I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others’ affaires
23.0
34.6
33.9
32.3
27.4

I do not care
0
3.4
3.0
3.8
1.7

DA/NA
2.8
3.5
2.6
1.0
2.1

Table 3.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


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

housewives

This is a terrible tragedy of American people
59.9
62.4
56.3
68.9
61.7

I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others’ affaires
32.9
32.8
40.0
27.9
31.6

I do not care
6.2
2.6
2.8
1.9
3.5

DA/NA
1.0
2.2
0.9
1.3
3.2

Table 3.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

This is a terrible tragedy of American people
68.6
57.2
65.6
61.7
69.0
65.3
58.4

I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others' affaires
26.2
32.0
32.1
35.4
26.0
30.9
37.7

I do not care
2.9
7.5
0.9
1.1
3.0
1.4
1.4

DA/NA
2.3
3.3
1.4
1.8
2.0
2.4
2.5

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

This is a terrible tragedy of American people
68.6
57.8
65.0
67.3
61.4

I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others’ affaires
26.2
38.0
26.9
29.8
33.6

I do not care
2.9
1.8
3.0
2.3
3.2

DA/NA
2.3
2.4
5.1
0.6
1.8

4. Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like to move to another country for permanent residence?"

Table 4.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
42.1
68.9
62.7
61.4
59.1
46.9
29.6
15.9

No
52.0
26.6
32.6
33.5
35.4
45.6
64.5
82.3

DA/NA
5.9
4.5
4.7
5.1
5.5
7.5
5.9
1.8

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
13.4
34.6
47.6
52.5
50.1

No
84.6
62.9
54.1
43.4
45.3

DA/NA
2.0
2.5
7.3
4.1
4.6

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


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

housewives

Yes
65.9
48.6
63.9
16.2
64.0

No
30.6
45.0
29.9
81.3
32.6

DA/NA
3.5
6.4
6.2
2.5
3.4

Table 4.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
51.8
39.9
42.4
47.8
43.2
46.6
31.6

No
43.4
51.9
51.1
48.9
53.0
48.2
66.5

DA/NA
4.8
8.2
6.5
3.3
3.8
5.2
1.9

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
51.8
46.5
38.2
45.2
43.4

No
43.4
51.2
55.3
47.9
4.8

DA/NA
4.8
2.3
6.4
6.8
4.5

5. Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think the voting returns announced by the Central Election Commission could be trusted?"

Table 5.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
55.3
39.1
42.2
2.0
37.3
48.0
63.2
84.3

No
30.5
51.6
41.8
44.8
42.4
32.9
26.5
8.2

DA/NA
14.2
9.3
16.0
13.2
20.3
19.1
10.3
7.5

Table 5.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
85.6
67.0
49.5
47.7
45.9

No 
8.5
17.2
32.8
36.5
46.5

DA/NA
5.9
15.8
17.7
15.8
7.6

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

Yes
28.3
50.9
35.5
81.5
43.0

No 
49.2
33.9
52.4
10.2
38.4

DA/NA
22.5
15.2
12.1
8.3
18.6

Table 5.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk 
region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
39.7
58.8
56.0
50.7
48.6
64.9
70.3

No 
49.4
24.2
33.1
35.9
30.3
24.2
15.2

DA/NA
10.9
17.0
10.9
13.4
21.1
10.9
14.5

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
39.7
49.9
51.6
58.3
67.3

No 
49.4
33.2
28.8
29.6
20.1

DA/NA
10.9
16.9
19.6
12.1
12.6

6. Distribution of answers to the question: "For whom did you vote at the past presidential election?" (closed question)
Table 6.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

For A. Lukashenko
48.2
22.6
31.5
31.7
26.5
43.8
57.9
80.9

For V. Goncharik
21.0
39.3
27.5
26.9
29.3
25.0
18.6
4.7

For S. Gaidukevich
2.9
0
5.3
5.0
4.6
3.4
1.2
1.0

Against all
7.1
6.8
11.4
9.6
11.0
6.0
6.8
2.6

Decline to answer this question
7.0
6.4
5.6
7.0
9.9
9.2
7.8
3.3

Did not participate in voting
12.1
23.1
17.1
16.3
16.2
11.4
6.6
6.9

NA
1.7
1.8
1.6
3.5
2.5
1.2
1.1
0.6

Table 6.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

For A. Lukashenko
81.6
63.4
42.1
39.4
35.2

For V. Goncharik
3.7
7.6
20.1
28.8
38.0

For S. Gaidukevich
0.7
2.4
3.4
3.1
3.9

Against all
1.2
4.6
10.2
7.3
6.7

Decline to answer this question
4.2
5.6
7.3
8.7
7.4

Did not participate in voting
8.6
14.4
14.4
11.3
8.3

NA
0
2.0
2.5
1.4
0.5

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

For A. Lukashenko
25.0
42.2
21.1
78.1
30.5

For V. Goncharik
34.2
25.0
35.5
5.8
18.1

For S. Gaidukevich
3.9
3.3
4.9
1.4
3.4

Against all
10.8
7.6
9.4
3.4
11.3

Decline to answer this question
9.5
8.1
7.1
3.5
10.2

Did not participate in voting
14.6
11.9
20.4
7.2
23.1

NA
2.0
1.9
1.6
0.6
3.4

Table 6.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

For A. Lukashenko
33.6
49.2
50.0
45.1
45.1
49.3
65.4

For V. Goncharik
28.1
14.2
18.0
29.1
22.0
24.0
13.8

For S. Gaidukevich
3.0
1.8
2.5
4.0
3.0
6.1
1.0

Against all
11.4
8.3
6.3
4.0
10.9
3.8
3.8

Decline to answer this question
8.1
9.3
8.0
7.4
6.4
2.6
6.5

Did not participate in voting
12.9
14.8
14.3
9.5
12.1
12.3
8.3

NA
2.9
2.4
0.9
0.9
0.5
1.9
1.2

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For A. Lukashenko
33.6
47.8
41.4
48.0
59.9

For V. Goncharik
28.1
23.4
21.5
25.3
12.9

For S. Gaidukevich
3.0
2.7
3.8
2.9
2.6

Against all
11.4
7.3
8.4
3.8
6.1

Decline to answer this question
8.1
6.1
7.4
5.8
7.6

Did not participate in voting
12.9
10.6
15.3
13.3
10.2

NA
2.9
2.1
2.2
0.9
0.7

7. Distribution of answers to the question: "Influential international structures (OSCE, European Parliament, Council of Europe, etc.) say the presidential election in Belarus did not correspond to OSCE’s standards. Some people believe this is a fair decision, others think in the opposite. What is your opinion? " 
Table 7.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

This is a fair decision
28.6
42.0
37.4
43.3
39.5
29.1
24.2
10.6

This is an unfair decision
28.4
16.7
16.7
24.5
18.2
31.8
35.0
38.6

DA/NA
43.0
41.3
45.9
32.2
42.3
39.1
40.8
50.8

Table 7.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

This is a fair decision
8.4
19.3
31.5
31.7
41.9

This is an unfair decision
30.6
35.2
24.9
26.6
32.1

DA/NA
61.0
45.5
43.6
41.7
26.0

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

This is a fair decision
38.3
33.4
42.3
12.8
30.1

This is an unfair decision
21.1
26.6
18.6
37.6
23.9

DA/NA
40.6
40.0
39.1
49.6
46.0

Table 7.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

This is a fair decision
38.4
21.2
24.2
32.3
29.8
30.9
23.6

This is an unfair decision
27.1
25.4
23.1
28.3
28.7
34.2
33.6

DA/NA
34.5
53.4
52.7
39.4
41.5
34.9
42.8

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

This is a fair decision
38.4
29.7
31.9
29.0
20.5

This is an unfair decision
27.1
30.5
25.4
22.5
33.1

DA/NA
34.5
39.8
42.7
48.5
46.4

8. Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you have enough information about the candidates for presidency?"

Table 8.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
55.5
51.9
48.7
54.8
50.8
53.3
60.2
61.9

No
44.1
46.4
50.8
43.8
49.2
46.3
39.3
37.9

NA
0.4
1.7
0.5
1.4
0
0.4
0.5
0.2

Table 8.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
52.2
56.5
52.9
56.4
62.0

No
47.8
43.1
46.5
42.8
38.0

NA
0
0.4
0.6
0.8
0

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


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

housewives

Yes
48.8
55.9
50.8
60.8
36.4

No
50.2
43.8
49.2
39.0
60.3

NA
1.0
0.3
0
0.2
0.7

Table 8.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
59.0
49.2
63.5
50.4
46.3
61.8
57.2

No
40.2
50.4
36.0
49.6
53.2
38.2
42.1

NA
0.8
0.4
0.5
0
0.5
0
0.7

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
59.0
48.8
60.2
59.6
52.5

No
40.2
50.8
39.5
40.4
46.9

NA
0.8
0.4
0.3
0
0.6

9. Distribution of answers to the question: "When did you vote?"

Table 9.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Before time (September 4-8)
17.3
11.8
21.7
12.1
12.9
21.6
13.7
20.5

September 9
68.5
63.4
58.2
68.8
68.0
64.9
78.0
71.6

Did not participate in voting
13.2
23.1
18.9
17.6
16.7
13.5
8.2
7.2

NA
1.0
1.7
1.2
1.5
2.4
–
0.1
0.7

Table 9.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Before time (September 4-8)
18.5
17.7
15.6
18.0
19.1

September 9
71.6
66.4
67.4
67.9
71.7

Did not participate in voting
8.8
14.5
15.5
13.8
8.6

NA
1.1
1.4
1.5
0.3
0.6

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

Before time (September 4-8)
10.5
18.6
18.5
19.3
9.4

September 9
71.5
67.2
60.3
72.4
64.0

Did not participate in voting
15.5
13.6
21.2
7.6
23.2

NA
2.5
0.6
–
0.7
3.4

Table 9.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Before time (September 4-8)
19.1
19.6
11.2
12.8
14.8
12.6
28.4

September 9
63.4
65.4
71.4
76.1
72.2
73.3
61.7

Did not participate in voting
15.3
14.7
15.5
11.2
11.7
13.8
9.5

NA
2.2
0.3
1.9
0.1
1.3
0.3
0.4

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Before time (September 4-8)
19.1
14.9
11.3
17.0
20.9

September 9
63.4
72.3
71.5
69.5
67.1

Did not participate in voting
15.3
12.1
17.2
12.3
11.2

NA
2.2
0.7
–
1.2
0.8

10. Distribution of answers to the question: "A. Lukashenko became the president again. Did you personally want him to become the president?"

Table 10.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
48.0
28.2
31.3
30.7
25.6
41.2
56.8
82.8

No
38.4
61.1
56.7
53.5
56.2
42.8
30.4
8.5

DA/NA
13.6
10.7
12.0
15.8
18.2
16.0
12.8
8.7

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
83.7
64.9
40.5
38.8
35.5

No
6.8
21.2
43.3
46.9
55.5

DA/NA
9.5
13.9
16.2
14.3
9.0

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, 

unemployed

Yes
22.6
40.0
26.0
79.7
36.3

No
62.3
44.4
63.4
11.4
43.3

DA/NA
15.1
15.6
10.6
8.9
20.4

Table 10.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk 
region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
34.4
51.1
52.6
41.4
40.6
52.5
63.0

No
56.9
30.8
35.0
45.8
42.9
38.4
20.0

DA/NA
8.7
18.1
12.4
12.8
16.5
9.1
17.0

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
34.4
45.5
40.1
48.5
60.5

No
56.9
39.4
38.0
40.5
26.8

DA/NA
8.7
15.1
21.9
11.0
12.7

11. Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you agree that the past presidential election was fair and that A. Lukashenko received the largest number of votes?"

Table 11.1. Depending on age
Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

I am confident the election was fair
26.9
15.7
17.9
15.1
14.9
21.9
28.6
49.2

I hope the election was fair
31.2
28.4
26.1
28.9
23.8
32.6
37.4
36.0

I doubt the election was fair
22.8
28.8
33.1
35.0
33.6
25.3
20.4
4.1

I am confident the election was unfair
13.0
21.8
18.3
16.8
18.5
15.2
10.1
3.3

DA/NA
6.2
5.3
4.6
4.2
9.2
5.0
3.5
7.4

Table 11.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

I am confident the election was fair
51.5
33.1
21.8
21.3
22.4

I hope the election was fair
34.4
36.2
32.8
27.0
26.1

I doubt the election was fair
2.1
16.1
26.2
30.9
25.3

I am confident the election was unfair
3.2
8.6
12.9
14.4
23.1

DA/NA
8.8
6.0
6.3
6.4
3.1

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

I am confident the election was fair
12.4
21.3
12.2
47.6
20.6

I hope the election was fair
23.2
31.7
27.7
35.5
24.0

I doubt the election was fair
38.5
26.0
36.1
6.2
30.1

I am confident the election was unfair
19.8
15.6
20.5
4.0
12.3

DA/NA
6.1
5.4
3.5
6.7
13.0

Table 11.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

I am confident the election was fair
20.3
31.6
29.6
23.7
20.5
22.2
38.5

I hope the election was fair
20.5
27.1
28.6
28.2
34.8
42.6
39.1

I doubt the election was fair
26.4
26.0
18.5
23.5
29.3
24.0
13.0

I am confident the election was unfair
26.8
9.6
13.9
17.2
9.9
7.4
4.3

DA/NA
6.0
5.7
9.4
7.4
5.5
3.8
5.1

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I am confident the election was fair
20.3
25.8
19.9
34.0
30.4

I hope the election was fair
20.5
28.9
33.9
29.3
38.0

I doubt the election was fair
26.4
25.8
26.6
21.5
18.0

I am confident the election was unfair
26.8
12.8
13.4
11.4
6.3

DA/NA
6.0
6.7
6.2
3.8
7.3

12. Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think A. Lukashenko would be able to keep his election campaign promise to ensure a significant increase in living standards?"

Table 12.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
34.6
20.3
21.6
22.1
15.8
28.5
41.9
62.8

No
42.2
68.1
56.2
58.6
59.7
46.7
35.9
12.0

DA/NA
23.2
11.6
22.2
19.3
24.5
24.8
22.2
24.2

Table 12.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
60.6
50.1
28.4
29.1
22.7

No
11.2
26.3
45.9
52.2
57.7

DA/NA
28.2
23.6
25.7
18.7
19.6

Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed, housewives

Yes
11.8
28.0
18.6
60.5
24.2

No
66.6
47.9
66.2
15.7
53.3

DA/NA
21.6
24.1
15.2
23.8
22.5

Table 12.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
30.0
36.1
37.1
28.3
24.6
41.6
44.4

No
51.9
41.5
35.6
47.6
46.4
41.5
31.2

DA/NA
18.1
22.4
27.3
24.1
29.0
16.9
24.4

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
30.0
28.4
26.8
34.1
44.9

No
51.9
47.5
47.3
40.1
32.3

DA/NA
18.1
24.1
26.9
25.8
22.8

13. Distribution of answers to the question: "Did the candidate you supported become the president?"

Table 13.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

Yes
50.4
24.0
34.1
32.4
28.1
46.3
61.8
83.1

No
35.4
51.4
47.5
46.8
53.9
41.6
28.2
7.6

NA
14.2
24.6
18.4
20.8
18.0
12.1
10.0
9.3

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

Yes
82.6
68.1
43.8
41.8
37.2

No
5.3
18.1
38.2
46.1
52.6

NA
12.1
13.8
18.0
12.1
10.2

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, 

unemployed

Yes
25.0
44.7
24.4
80.5
33.2

No
57.0
42.1
55.4
9.6
37.8

NA
18.0
13.2
20.2
9.9
29.0

Table 13.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk 
region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

Yes
35.5
53.3
52.6
46.3
45.9
50.9
68.1

No
48.0
30.7
33.3
38.3
38.9
35.4
23.1

NA
16.5
16.0
14.1
15.4
15.2
13.7
8.8

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
35.5
49.3
43.7
50.6
62.5

No
48.0
35.9
38.0
37.8
25.4

NA
16.5
14.8
18.3
11.6
12.1

14. Distribution of answers to the question: "If a new presidential election had taken place tomorrow, for whom would you have voted?" (open question)

Table 14.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All 
Age, years old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+up

A. Lukashenko
46.0
25.6
30.2
30.6
22.7
39.2
53.8
81.4

V. Goncharik
11.8
22.2
18.8
13.7
18.7
10.8
9.7
3.1

S. Domash
7.0
11.7
7.3
13.5
9.2
8.4
6.5
1.0

S. Gaidukevich
1.6
1.6
3.4
1.4
2.8
1.9
1.4
0

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
3.8
2.6
2.0
3.7
4.0
3.8
6.2
2.7

There are no worthy candidates
7.0
11.1
12.9
9.1
11.9
5.9
2.7
2.2

Would not have voted
1.5
3.9
1.8
0.7
1.0
3.5
0
0.9

DA/NA
21.3
21.3
23.6
27.3
29.7
26.5
19.7
8.7

Table 14.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete secondary
Secondary
Secondary vocational
Higher 

(incomplete higher)

A. Lukashenko
83.8
64.3
38.7
37.2
29.7

V. Goncharik
2.8
7.0
11.8
15.3
18.5

S. Domash
0.9
4.1
7.6
8.5
10.8

S. Gaidukevich
0
0.5
2.2
1.9
2.4

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
1.5
2.4
3.6
4.7
5.7

There are no worthy candidates
1.2
3.9
9.5
8.6
5.9

Would not have voted
1.9
1.0
1.0
1.6
2.6

DA/NA
7.9
16.8
25.6
22.2
24.4

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Employees of the private sector
Employees of  the public sector
Students
Pensioners
Housewives, unemployed

A. Lukashenko
19.2
38.2
24.4
78.5
33.1

V. Goncharik
20.3
13.2
18.8
3.8
14.8

S. Domash
10.0
9.6
10.1
1.1
4.0

S. Gaidukevich
1.2
2.1
4.2
0.4
1.2

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
2.3
5.4
1.7
2.7
0.9

There are no worthy candidates
11.6
7.2
13.0
3.1
7.8

Would not have voted
1.3
1.4
1.9
0.8
5.2

DA/NA
34.1
22.9
25.9
9.6
33.0

Table 14.4. Depending on place of living

Variant of answer
Area


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and region
Grodno and region
Vitebsk and region
Moguilev and region
Gomel and region

A. Lukashenko
31.4
49.4
50.7
40.3
42.1
48.7
59.7

V. Goncharik
11.5
9.4
14.1
10.5
13.7
17.4
7.7

S. Domash
9.1
8.4
4.7
13.6
7.1
4.4
2.2

S. Gaidukevich
1.2
1.2
1.3
1.5
1.3
3.4
2.1

Z Poznyak
1.2
0
0.6
3.4
0
0
0

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
4.5
2.4
1.2
4.5
2.7
2.0
3.8

There are no worthy candidates
8.7
6.1
7.9
3.1
9.5
7.8
5.2

Would not have voted
0
2.6
2.0
0
2.0
2.9
1.1

DA/NA
32.4
20.5
17.5
22.9
21.6
13.4
18.2

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

A. Lukashenko
31.4
42.4
39.4
47.0
58.9

V. Goncharik
11.5
15.5
11.8
12.4
9.5

S. Domash
9.1
4.8
6.2
10.9
5.1

S. Gaidukevich
1.2
0.7
2.2
1.4
2.3

Another politician (less than 2% of votes each)
5.7
5.1
4.7
2.0
2.6

There are no worthy candidates
8.7
7.0
8.0
7.8
5.0

Would not have voted
0
2.0
2.1
2.9
0.8

DA/NA
32.4
22.5
25.6
15.6
15.8

Trends of change in Belarusian public opinion about some socio-economic and political problems (based on results of IISEPS’s national opinion polls, %)
Table 1. Structure of an aggregated indicator of attitude towards A. Lukashenko

Indicators of attitude
Mentioned А. Lukashenko (Option А)
Did not mention А. Lukashenko (Option В)


11'97
09'98
11'99
04'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01
11'97
09'98
11'99
04'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01

Would have voted for A. Lukashenko at the new presidential election
44.3
52.2
43.8
38.4
38.2
37.2
44.4
46.0
55.7
47.8
56.2
61.6
61.8
62.8
55.6
54.0

Would have voted for A. Lukashenko at the presidential election of Belarus and Russia
35.2
44.7
31.6
22.3
27.5
24.4
27.8
26.4
64.8
55.3
68.4
77.7
72.5
75.6
72.2
73.6

Trust the president
45.0
48.0
39.8
39.2
36.0
33.8
43.8
44.5
22.51
22.11
32.51
32.91
37.61
37.21
37.11
39.51

Consider A. Lukashenko an ideal politician
50.4
51.5
44.9
37.0
37.5
34.3
39.4
36.8
49.6
48.5
55.1
63.0
62.5
65.7
60.6
63.2

1 Do not trust the president
Table 2. Dynamics of electorate’s typology
Electorate’s typology
11'97
09'98
11'99
04'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01

Convinced supporters of A. Lukashenko (chose Option A while answering all four questions)
26.0
29.3
22.3
15.5
18.5
17.1
21.8
20.2

Vacillatory
53.2
53.3
49.5
54.2
49.1
49.9
46.1
43.9

Convinced opponents of A. Lukashenko (chose Option B while answering all four questions)
20.8
17.4
28.2
30.3
32.5
33.0
32.1
35.9

Table 3. Confidence in mass media

Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
06'99
11'99
04'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01

State-run mass media

– trust

– distrust
43.7

21.0
41.8

26.0
39.8

31.0
32.2

34.7
38.5

31.6
34.3

36.0
33.1

35.4
40.9

40.1
40.4

42.4

Non-state mass media

– trust

– distrust
25.4

24.1
19.6

32.6
19.5

34.9
34.4

26.1
25.7

31.9
23.7

35.9
25.3

31.8
29.0

44.7
31.7

42.1

Table 4. The most attractive politicians suiting an ideal of politics

Politician1
11'97
09'98
06'99
11'99
04'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01

V. Putin
–2
–2
–2
–2
55.5
51.8
59.8
60.9
65.2

A. Lukashenko
50.4
51.5
47.2
44.9
37.0
37.5
34.3
39.4
36.8

G. Schroeder
–2
–2
10.8
16.0
10.2
9.1
16.4
9.1
12.6

F. Castro
8.3
10.8
11.3
14.7
7.7
9.7
13.0
12.2
9.4

J. Chirac
9.5
9.9
15.7
–2
11.4
11.3
11.0
10.7
8.6

T. Blair
–2
2.3
4.1
6.7
5.1
6.8
7.8
6.2
8.0

G. Bush 
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
11.4
8.9
7.7

A. Kwasneiwski
2.9
5.3
6.1
7.9
5.9
5.8
5.8
3.8
4.6

V. Havel
3.6
4.7
7.3
8.0
5.7
4.3
5.1
3.4
4.3

S. Hussein
–2
3.8
6.6
6.0
3.4
3.3
3.9
4.7
3.2

V. Kostunica
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
3.5
2.4
3.1

1 In the latest opinion poll other politicians received less than 3% of votes

2 The given names were not offered in the surveys

Table 5. The best variant of relations between Belarus and Russia

Variant of answer
06'97
09'98
03'99
11'99
04'00
10'00
04'01
06'01*
08'01
10'01

Union of independent states
24.5
28.1
30.5
33.4
31.6
31.3
33.7
34.5
41.2
45.0

Good neighborly relations of two independent states
41.4
50.8
43.2
42.4
41.0
32.5
38.4
30.2
35.9
36.1

Unification into one state
16.3
20.1
24.1
21.8
25.3
33.2
26.5
33.4
21.2
16.5

Table 6. Voting at a hypothetical referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia
Variant of answer
03'99
06'99
11'99
04'00
10'00
04'01
06'01*
08'01
10'01

In favor of unification
41.8
54.9
47.0
55.7
56.2
56.6
58.2
57.3
51.3

Against unification
40.4
31.1
34.1
27.6
23.2
28.4
28.0
20.9
26.4

Would not have taken part in voting
14.7
13.1
15.6
15.6
18.6
14.6
11.3
12.5
12.2

Table 7. An average income (including wages, pensions, allowances and other sources of income) for one family member during the previous month
Variant of answer
04'00
06'00*
07'00*
08'00
10'00
11'00
02'01*
04'01
06'01*
08'01
10'01

Below living wage budget
68.2
64.1
58.3
50.4
69.0
65.8
57.9
54.2
52.0
50.5
44.9

From living wage budget to minimum living wage
20.6
23.7
28.9
30.5
19.6
22.1
25.7
32.3
33.0
32.4
34.7

From minimum living wage to $100
7.4
8.1
9.7
15.9
8.3
9.3
10.8
10.8
11.2
1
1.9
14.0

Over $100
1.8
1.7
1.2
2.2
2.2
1.6
2.5
1.8
2.0
4.6
5.8

Table 8. Which company would you prefer to work for?

Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
03'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
10'00
11'00
04'01
08'01
10'01

State-run
62.9
53.5
58.7
49.1
48.4
48.9
47.9
47.1
46.3
47.3
42.3

Private
28.1
35.7
30.0
43.9
40.0
44.0
50.3
46.0
41.5
38.5
42.6

Table 9. Choice of economy type

Chose type of economy
11'94
06'95
06'96
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
06'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
11'00
08'01
10'01

Market economy
51.0
52.1
53.8
65.4
69.0
74.6
67.4
72.1
72.2
74.1
73.0
73.5
57.6
55.9

including:

with insignificant state control
–1
–1
–1
30.4
32.8
35.2
39.0
36.8
40.5
41.7
42.4
41.4
33.3
34.5

With significant state control
–1
–1
–1
35.0
36.2
39.4
28.4
35.3
31.7
32.4
30.6
32.1
24.3
21.4

Planned economy
46.2
45.1
44.2
30.3
25.7
22.8
23.9
24.7
24.8
22.7
23.4
21.5
18.2
19.1

1 Types of market economy were not offered in the given surveys

Table 10. Choice of ownership form

Consider the most efficient form of ownership:
12'93
11'94
06'95
06'96
06'97
11'97
06'99
11'99
04'00
08'00
11'00
08'01
10'01

– private
52.8
45.9
41.8
42.5
48.3
41.4
50.7
55.3
53.1
51.3
53.1
44.7
48.5

– state
29.0
39.7
47.1
44.8
44.0
45.5
40.5
36.9
39.6
40.6
39.7
40.8
34.6

– other
13.6
12.0
9.3
11.2
5.7
11.3
7.5
6.3
5.7
5.8
5.0
2.2
4.2

Table 11. Belarus’ economic situation changes over the last year
Think that over the last year economic situation1:
06'96
06'97
11'97
09'98
11'99
04'00
08'00
11'00
08'01
10'01

– has improved
8.3
18.7
32.7
22.9
8.5
7.0
5.9
9.7
16.9
17.8

– has remained unchanged
28.8
30.2
25.6
30.5
23.9
27.9
29.1
38.9
40.7
47.4

– has deteriorated
61.9
51.0
38.1
46.0
67.4
64.8
63.5
50.9
35.9
29.2

1 In November of 1997 and September of 1998 the lines "has improved" and "has deteriorated" included answers "rather has improve" and "rather has deteriorated" respectively.

Table 12. Shall the state regulate prices for goods and services?
Variant of answer
06'97
11'97
09'98
03'99
06'99
11'99
04'00
10'00
08'01
10'01

Yes
80.9
79.7
74.3
69.3
71.1
69.3
67.7
62.9
69.5
67.6

No
9.6
9.5
9.0
12.7
13.5
14.9
17.4
15.3
19.9
22.4

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

NOVEMBER – 2001
1. Problems of the opposition by elite’s eyes

Only three months have past since the presidential election and all passions raging around the event have suddenly abated. Regardless of the fact that independent monitoring over the voting process, and then the majority of non-state researches registered a great number of election law violations and an unprecedented falsification of the voting returns, all seem to accept the election results and Belarus’ society fell into habitual hibernation. What is the opposition up to, what are the former contenders for presidency doing, what are well known politologists talking about, if it is less and less reflected in Belarusian press? 

Realistically, regardless of such calm, life is going on. Political parties and their leaders are in the process of painful comprehension of result failure, they analyze their miscalculations and failures, face criticism from colleagues and opponents, repelling attacks and claims by fellow-rivals. This is a normal post-election process, which must result in modernization of strategy and tactics of opposition organizations, in some cases change of their structures and even leaders. 

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question: "Why, do you think, the opposition lost the presidential election?", % (open question)


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Opposition is poorly organized 
36.6
35.3
37.8

There are no bright leaders 
35.2
44.1
27.0

People do not support opposition 
32.4
35.3
29.7

There is no access to mass media 
14.1
11.8
16.2

Unequal conditions for candidates 
14.1
5.9
24.3

Falsification of results 
12.7
–
24.3

There is no attractive program 
9.9
14.7
5.4

Resources are insufficient 
8.5
11.8
5.4

Election law flaws 
8.5
2.9
13.5

Underdevelopment of democracy civic society 
8.5
5.9
10.8

In this respect estimations by public opinion leaders and experts regarding some issues of democratic movement and the opposition as a whole seem to be of certain interest. As Table 1 shows, leaders consider internal problems as one of the major reason for the defeat of the opposition (36.6%). Here they meant poor organization, absence of unity, confusion about a single candidate, etc. It is worth mentioning that leaders’ opinion is of little dependence on structures they represent. Another important reason is absence of bright leaders (35.2%). In this case elite’s opinion depends a lot on place of work – representatives of the public sector point at this reason twice as often as their colleagues from non-state structures. And finally the third important reason, according to public opinion leaders, is that the opposition failed to convince population it is right, it failed to prove advantages of its vision of society prospects and development. As a result, the opposition failed to attract voters and receive their votes for support of their candidate. If we add here absence of an attractive opposition program (9.9%), what is quite naturally, this seems to be the major reason for the defeat (42.3%). 
Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question: "Why, do you think, the opposition does not enjoy a wide support in Belarusian society?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

The opposition is far away from people 
35.2
23.5
45.9

It is poorly organized 
26.8
20.6
32.4

There is no access to mass media 
25.4
14.7
35.1

There are no bright leaders 
25.4
32.4
18.9

Population has no democratic traditions 
15.5
14.7
16.2

Opposition has no good program 
11.3
8.8
13.5

Authorities’ propaganda against opposition 
8.5
2.9
13.5

The West sponsors opposition 
4.2
8.8
–

Opposition is corrupt
2.8
–
5.4

Shortage of material resources 
2.8
–
5.4

Opposition’s nationalism 
2.8
–
5.4

The rest of reasons mentioned by leaders are less significant. As one could see, leaders consider absence of access to mass media (14.1%), unequal conditions for the candidates (14.1%) and even falsification of the election results as the major reasons. Meanwhile, a number of outstanding opposition politicians believe they are "objective" and appeal to them every time when it comes to defeat. Other really more objective reasons find much less support among leaders. In general we could state that leaders from the public sector are more inclined to see subjective reasons of the opposition’s defeat, whereas leaders from non-state structures – objective reasons. 

Thus, there is an impression that many members of the opposition thoughtlessly hoped for habitual "off-chance". They believed that either A. Lukashenko would "bethink himself" or the Kremlin would make him reckon with opinion of the regime’s opponents, that their candidate would be granted a free access to state-run mass media and constant glorification of the regime and its leader would be stooped, that the opposition would be allowed to control voting process and counting of votes. Lost hopes! "Force could be defeated only by force!" That means that in this case all these problems were known in advance, but why someone else must have solved them is unclear. 

Undoubtedly, A. Lukashenko did not want (or just couldn’t) prove his non-involvement with disappearance or death [just on the threshold of the election] of such bright opposition politicians as V. Gonchar, G. Karpenko, Y. Zakharenko, any of whom would have been much more attractive than those who took part in the race. It seems no one can replace them yet. And if that was a purposeful action by Belarus’ authorities, we shall admit, it succeeded. 

Nevertheless, this could not be an indulgence for present opposition functionaries. They communicate with voters too little, they show little consideration of their problems, demonstrate insufficient care about common people from periphery. Only episodic actions, a narrow circle of the same participants, who need no campaigning at all, are unable to bring additional votes to the opposition camp. 

This is also proved by leaders’ answers to the question why the opposition enjoys almost no support in Belarusian society (See Table 2). 

The same answers dominate: the opposition lost contact with people, it is poorly organized, has no access to mass media, it has no bright leaders and no good program. Only an insignificant minority explains problems of the opposition by popular stamps about its corrupt nature, nationalism, western sponsors. 

In this context leaders’ opinion about a prospective strategy of the opposition regarding authorities seems of certain interest (Table 3). As one could see, more than one third of respondents (33.8%) "recommend" not to accept the election results and pursue the current policy towards authorities. There is almost no difference between representatives of state and non-state structures. However, collaborationist moods are rather strong in state structures – almost 30% of leaders recommend to start cooperating with authorities. This is a hard to complete task, but it must be thought over and to find variants, which would allow to keep "principles pure" and to achieve influence upon process and minds. Meanwhile, some leaders (18.3%) mostly recommend adopting a more constructive attitude towards authorities. 
Table  3

Distribution of answers to the question: "What, do you think, the defeated opposition should undertake?", %



Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector 
Employees of the private sector 

Not to accept the election results and continue the present policy towards authorities 
33.8
32.4
35.1

To accept the election results and cooperate with authorities 
19.7
29.4
10.9

Not to accept the election results and assume a more rigid position towards authorities 
11.3
5.9
16.2

Other
18.3
14.7
21.6

Table 4 demonstrates that 50.7% of leaders support the idea of keeping the wide civic coalition with a known modification of its structure and matter. Less than one fourth (23.9%) – speak in favor of its dismissal, since it was formed only for the election. For clear reasons more than one third (35%) of the public sector representatives declined to answer this question. 

From Table 5 we see that only 50.7% of leaders believed A. Feduta, a famous publicist, who charged some opposition figures with embezzling resources assigned for the presidential campaign. Recently this issue has been widely discussed in mass media, especially state-run mass media, which tried to persuade Belarusians that everyone is prone to stealing, not only officials. Table 5 reveals that representatives of non-state structures, which allegedly were robbed, are less inclined to believe A. Feduta’s charges. 

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think further existence of the wide civic coalition in its present form is expedient?", %



Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

The coalition must be preserved, but its further functioning shall be based on new principles (it is necessary to change rights and responsibilities of its members, management, its powers, etc.)
50.7
41.2
59.5

The coalition must be dismissed, since it was formed for the specific goal – the presidential election 
23.9
20.6
27.0

The coalition must be preserved in its present form 
4.3
2.9
5.4

DA/NA
21.1
35.3
8.1

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question: "Recently A. Feduta, a well known publicist, has charged some opposition figures with embezzling resources assigned by foreign structures for the presidential campaign. Do you believe such accusations?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
50.7
73.6
29.7

No
28.2
8.8
45.9

Perhaps, for this very reason the majority of them (43.2%) did not support the idea of a total financial check up, and about one third (29.7%) sounded indifferent to the problem (See Table 6). However, there are more supporters of the idea in the public sector – 41.2%, which twice exceeds the number of its opponents (17.6%). As a result leaders’ common opinion split in three: one third supports, one third does not support, the rest do not care. 

One might claim that the majority of our respondents from non-state structures are the corruptionists A. Feduta mentioned. But such statement must be proved. 
Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question: "Some public figures and politicians came up with an idea to check whether the opposition properly spent financial resources received from international 

structures for the presidential campaign. What is your attitude?", %


Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Positive
32.4
41.2
24.4

Negative
31.0
17.6
43.2

Indifferent
28.2
26.5
29.7

As for the former contenders for presidency whom the opposition supported, leaders are quite pessimistic about their political prospects. Especially regarding V. Goncharik: more than 80% of leaders, regardless of structures they represent, think he has no such prospects (See Table 7). Although S. Domash enjoys a more favorable attitude, especially among representatives of non-state structures (See Table 8), their answers must make the former candidate think well about his political future. 

As we see from Table 9, 57.7% of leaders are confident that election to the so-called "parliament" of Russia-Belarus Union State would take place. Every seventh thinks in the opposite. Here a question of the opposition’s participation in such election rises. 
Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think V. Goncharik has any political prospects?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents 
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
83.1
82.4
83.8

No
7.0
5.9
8.1

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think S. Domash has any political prospects?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
42.3
52.9
32.4

Yes
33.8
23.5
43.2

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think an election to Russia-Belarus Union State Parliament would take place?", %



Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
57.7
64.7
51.4

No
14.1
11.8
16.2

Table  10

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think democratic opposition shall participate in an election to Russia-Belarus Union State Parliament?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
53.5
70.6
37.8

No
22.6
8.8
35.2

Table 10 shows that 53.5% of leaders, especially from the public sector (70.6%), believe democratic opposition must participate in it. This point of view is worth attention because, according to national public opinion polls, more than half of Belarus’ population is likely to take part (in October of 2001 52% of pollees answered in the affirmative). Therefore, in order not to lose contact with people, the opposition shall not refuse to participate in it, regardless of its provocative nature. Here is a bright example: representatives of Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian opposition were elected to the Supreme Council of the USSR of the last convocation, where they actively used the chance to denounce the rotten communist regime and Soviet imperialism, to protect rights of their people to independence and sovereignty. 

2. Elite welcomes V. Putin’s steps towards the West and feels coolness in Russian-Belarusian relations 

Unlike the whole population, elite is much more reserved towards Russia. Less than one fourth of pollees said a union of two states is the best variant of bilateral relations, and less than 3% spoke in favor of unification into one state (See Table 11). Differences in approaches of representatives of state and non-state structures are obvious – the latter view Russia as a common neighbor (though employees of the public sector must have more fears towards a close integration as a potential threat for their status). However, the matter is how it is possible to enlist voters’ trust having such views, because voters mainly think in a different way. 

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which variant of Belarus-Russia relations do you 

consider the best?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Good neighborly relations of two independent states 
71.9
58.8
83.8

Union of independent states 
23.9
35.3
13.5

Unification into one state 
2.8
5.9
–

Other 
1.4
–
2.7

The treaty on creation of a union state was signed two years ago, since then lawyers have been arguing over its legal status. Perhaps, the promised Constitutional Pact, drafts of which from time to time appear in press, would make the situation clearer. So far Belarusian public opinion leaders has been treating the idea of Union State with caution – almost three fourths of respondents believe that a Union State with both Russia and Belarus retaining sovereignty is basically impossible (See Table 12). And representatives of non-state structures, as it always the case regarding integration, sound rather skeptical. 
Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think a union state of Belarus and Russia is possible with both countries keeping their sovereignty, as stated by A. Lukashenko and V. Putin?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
71.9
61.8
81.1

Yes
23.9
38.2
10.8

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think A. Lukashenko would really stand up for Belarus’ sovereignty as he claims?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
50.7
38.2
62.2

Yes
26.8
44.2
10.8

His integration initiatives, A. Lukashenko has always accompanied with statements about inalienability of Belarus’ sovereignty. He has repeatedly claimed that a complete unification of the two countries is possible only if he is offered the first position in the new state. After V. Putin was elected the president of Russia, and considering his popularity both in Russia and Belarus, such possibility seems unlikely. Thus, today A. Lukashenko’s power instinct in a strange way serves as an additional guarantee of Belarus’ independence. Nonetheless, half of pollees do not believe his statements regarding protection of Belarusian sovereignty are sincere (See Table 13). Here we may note than representatives of non-state structures show much more distrust in this respect. 
Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you felt any coolness in Belarus-Russia relations recently?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
64.8
61.8
67.6

No
25.4
35.3
16.2

Differences between social-economic models of Belarus and Russia and between their foreign courses are evident. In all appearances, so far there have been no signs A. Lukashenko is going to correct his policy in line with changes taking place in the Kremlin. This cannot but cause a certain ambiguity in relations between the two countries, which de-jure are in a Union, and de-facto have economies based on different principles. Not surprisingly, two thirds of respondents feel coolness in relations between Russia and Belarus (See Table 14). It is noteworthy that this time there is an insignificant difference in approaches of representatives from state and non-state structures. 
Table  15

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude towards V. Putin’s recent steps to establish closer relations between Russia and the West?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

I support them
78.9
76.5
81.1

I do not care
7.0
8.8
5.4

I do not support them
5.6
5.9
5.4

Table  16

Distribution of answers to the question: "How, do you think, such steps would affect Russia-Belarus relations?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector

Would affect in no way 
40.8
35.3
45.9

Relations would deteriorate 
39.4
35.3
43.3

Relations would improve
7.0
11.8
2.7

Table 15 is a vivid example of the fact that elite does not support A. Lukashenko’s anti-western foreign course. Almost 80% of pollees (regardless of structures they represent) claimed their support for V. Putin’s actions aimed at establishing closer relations with the West (6% think in the opposite). No matter how authorities are trying, elite remains elite – its representatives want to go abroad and feel themselves people from a normal state, who are respected, whose opinion is reckoned with, rather than a country with doubtful reputation. No matter what nomenclature thinks of the West, it wants to make friends with it with all subsequent consequences. 
Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "What, in your opinion, are the national interests of the Republic of Belarus?", % (open question)


Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Reforming economy 
70.4
73.5
67.6

Independence, sovereignty of Belarus
69.0
55.9
81.1

Society democratization 
62.0
58.8
64.9

Integrating into Europe
29.6
29.4
29.7

Improving living standards of population 
25.4
38.2
13.5

Honoring human rights 
21.1
20.6
21.6

Cooperating with developed countries 
9.9
11.8
8.1

Improving demographic situation 
9.9
20.6
–

National culture development 
7.0
8.8
5.4

Integration with Russia
5.6
11.8
–

Judging by the answers received (See Table 17), at present, according to leaders and experts, Belarus faces three the most important tasks. They are: reforming economy, retaining state sovereignty and society democrati-zation (in fact, employees of the private sector placed "retaining sovereignty" first). That means that ten years after gaining independence Belarus is still at an initial stage of creating an independent state, still faces problems that have not lost their actuality. 

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question: "What, in your opinion, is the most serious threat to Belarus today?", % (open question)


Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Authoritarian regime
32.4
23.5
40.5

Absence of economic reforms 
31.0
17.6
43.2

Lost of independence 
28.2
8.8
45.9

Underdevelopment of democracy and civic society 
25.4
20.6
29.7

Destitution of population
11.3
11.8
10.8

Lawlessness, crime, human rights violations
15.5
23.5
8.1

Low morale
8.5
8.8
8.1

International isolation
8.5
8.8
8.1

Destruction of national culture
5.6
–
10.8

Society split 
4.2
8.8
–

NATO
4.2
8.8
–

Opposition
1.4
2.9
–

National interests are closely related to estimation of major threats to Belarus – what threatens its interests. As we see from Table 18, pollees believe that losing independence, absence of economic reforms and authoritarian regime are the major threats. Traditionally, representatives of non-state structures say authoritarian regime leads to other problems. In fact, none of them mentioned a split of society as one of such threats, though recently it has been widely talked over and no one seems to deny it. 

Employees of the public sector place threats in a different way. In particular, they have less fears regarding lost of sovereignty, but attach much more importance to crime, lawlessness and – surprisingly! – human rights violations, as well as NATO. 
Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question: "At present, international community led by the USA is fighting against international terrorism. What, in your opinion, is Belarus’ official stance on these events?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Belarus has no definite stance in this respect 
74.6
70.5
78.4

Belarus is a members of international antiterrorist 

coalition 
8.5
11.8
5.4

Belarus supports international terrorists 
7.0
5.9
8.1

It has been repeated over and over that after September 11 the world has changed and under new conditions many countries, which correctly assess the situation and undertook concrete actions, might gain certain benefits. A vivid example – Russian President V. Putin’s actions. We shall admit that, in leaders’ opinion, Belarus lost the chance – three fourths of pollees are confident that in the present war against international terrorism Minsk adopted no official stance at all (See Table 19). Interesting enough, regardless of Warsaw statements by U. Latypov, head of the presidential administration, about support for efforts of the international community to fight international terrorism, less than 12% of state structures representatives believe Belarus is, in fact, a member of the anti-terrorism coalition. 

What will happen when another A. Lukashenko’s cadence ends? So far elite has declined to voice this important question. At the same time we know that in line with the Constitution (of 1994 and 1996) the president could be reelected only for two terms. However, real political practice of many post-Soviet regime shows that after the head of state is out of politics he runs risks of becoming not a respected statesman but an object of attention from law enforcement agencies. Therefore, various schemes of successors, security guarantees appear, etc. 

It is hard to imagine A. Lukashenko a quiet pensioner, and also part of the opposition is likely to try to make him responsible for what he has done. This is a deadlock, when A. Lukashenko is simply not interested in leaving his post after his second presidential term is over, fearing of criminal prosecution. It is no secret that radical statements by some opposition members make him sure of it. 

Table  20

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think Lukashenko would try to prolong his powers for the third term?", %



Variant of answer
All  

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
81.7
76.5
86.5

No
1.4
–
2.7

Table 21

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would nomenclature support such initiative of A. Lukashenko?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
33.8
38.2
29.7

No
32.4
26.5
37.8

DA/NA
33.8
35.3
32.5

Consequently, we’ve got the following: more than 80% of leaders interviewed (86% in non-state sector) are confident that A. Lukashenko would do his best to prolong his powers for another term (See Table 20). However, answering the question about nomenclature’s reaction to A. Lukashenko’s possible third presidential term, respondents were less unanimous and fell in three equal groups – first, nomenclature would support him; second group think in the opposite, third group declined to answer (See Table 21). 

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question: "Would population support such initiative of A. Lukashenko?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

Yes
43.7
52.9
35.1

No
33.8
14.7
51.4

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question: "Recently, the present president of Belarus has repeatedly claimed about forthcoming liberalization of Belarrusian economy. Do you believe such statements?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
66.2
52.9
78.4

Yes
22.5
35.3
10.8

But what really matters is – 43.7% of leaders (more than half on state structures) believe that population is likely to support such initiative (See Table 22). Only one third think in the opposite. Although today this is a rather distant question, it is not a hypothetical one. A. Lukashenko retained power, he is the president for the next five years, and for some time he might stay quite confident. If he decided to "advocate" the third term in the near future, nomenclature’s reaction would have been different. It is widely known in what way A. Lukashenko could achieve his goals, that he is able to mobilize nomenclature for this purpose. Even today a part of elite does not exclude that Belarus’ population would not object to A. Lukashenko becoming, in fact, the president for life. And elite, although A. Lukashenko hates any elite because it is elite, views A. Lukashenko’s plans to keep the power with certain understanding (See Table 21). 

Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question: "What, in your opinion, did cause A. Lukashenko’s statements about liberalization of economy?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

He is trying to mislead the West so that the presidential election results are recognized 
36.6
26.6
45.9

He is to pay off Russian oligarchs for their support during the presidential campaign and he has to properly prepare public opinion 
25.4
23.5
27.0

He realized the previous economic course was incorrect and is going to build open competitive economy 
4.2
2.9
5.4

Other
16.9
23.5
10.8

What does all this mean? What should be done in order to make A. Lukashenko leave after his second term in office is over? Naturally, five years is a long term for a politician. Speaking frankly, to defeat A. Lukashenko, a charismatic leader, is very hard. Especially considering a significant social base, administrative resource, his talent of public politician and a rich experience of falsifying voting returns. Let’s remember charismatic B. Yeltsin in this respect, no one managed to defeat him, he left himself. It seems that it is in the interests of the opposition to become more systemic, constructive, to give up sweeping criticism of the regime, demonstrative fighting against tyranny. The latter together with reasonable criticism of authorities is the most blameless stance in terms of moral. But it is another question to what extent the majority of electorate views it as an acceptable alternative, to what degree it is efficient. Seven years of opposing A. Lukashenko provide not a single unambiguous answer. 
Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question: "Was, in your opinion, A. Lukashenko right appointing the President of Belarus’ National Academy of Sciences by his decision instead of electing him?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
Employees of the public sector
Employees of the private sector 

No
77.5
64.7
89.2

Yes
9.9
14.7
5.4

Clearly, the most constructive stance of the regime’s opponents does not guarantee that A. Lukashenko would give up the idea of the third term right away. Undoubtedly, chances in this respect are likely to grow. If everything remains as it is, he’ll face a poor choice – either the third term, or what the opposition promises. 

After winning the presidential race, A. Lukashenko has begun talking about economy liberalization. Regardless of the fact that such statement has been voiced frequently, and the country’s economy needs modernization, a little more than one fifth of leaders believe his promises. At the same time employees of the public sector are 3.5fold more optimistic than their colleagues from non-state structures (See Table 23). Maybe because they hope to use fruits of liberalization personally. Nonetheless, more than two thirds of leaders said they do not believe in promises of liberalization. Reasons for such pessimism are revealed in Table 24 – only 4% of leaders say A. Lukashenko’s statements about liberalization result from understanding the previous economic course was mistaken. The rest are sure that these promises is a forced tactical maneuver caused either by attempts to mislead the West (more than one third of all the pollees and about 50% of representatives of non-state structures), or necessity to pay off Russian oligarchs for election support (one fourth of respondents). 

Criminal proceedings against several large economic managers are usually referred to in order to prove that authoritarian rule [hardly compatible with economic liberalization] would remain. Unfortunately, questions about elite’s attitude towards such actions by authorities were not included in our questionnaires, but one could easily assume that nomenclature’s reaction would have been extremely negative. This statement is indirectly proved by Table 25, which shows that 77.5% of leaders do not approve appointing the President of the Belarusian National Academy of Sciences. Of course, this is not an arrest, but also not a liberal step. 

The section was prepared by Prof. O. Manaev, V. Dorokhov, Dr. A. Sasnow.
VIEW FROM OUTSIDE:
The project "Belarus: prospects in the 21st century" carried out in 2001 by Belarusian Think Tanks, first of all, IISEPS and Strategy Analytical Center, became an actual development for a wide circle of democratic forces of the country. Considering difficult financial conditions of political opposition in Belarus, that was, perhaps, the only possibility for the parties to receive objective information about moods of Belarusian society, economic and social situation in the country. The project gave a chance to determine the population’s attitude towards the presidential election, and also to distinguish electorate ready to support a single candidate from the wide civic coalition at the presidential election. 

The research allowed participants of the civic coalition to determine methods of work with the vacillatory and undecided electorate. Also conducting "step-by-step" or "sliding" public opinion polls in Belarus seems of great importance. It allowed to create an integral picture of dynamics of Belarusian public opinion before and after the presidential election. Results of surveys among public opinion leaders and experts are of practical interests for politicians and leaders of parties; and it is noteworthy that representatives of public and private sectors are distinguished. These materials are of great importance for work with representatives of the "vertical".

The parties, including the Communist Party of Belarus, used materials of the project while creating election platforms, some materials were published in party press, recommendations to help party activists were prepared on the basis of the project materials. Analytical materials were widely used to prepare speeches by representatives of the single candidate for presidency from democratic forces, V. Goncharik (five out of 30 of his representatives – are CPB members). Materials of the April and August national opinion polls proved especially useful in this respect. 

A sociological portrait of S. Kalyakin’s electorate was valuable for CPB, for it allowed us to specify potential circle of his supporters and opponents. 

In our opinion, the questions of the August national opinion poll related to the course of the presidential election campaign were interesting and useful for political parties; in particular: "What, do you think, the president should have done in response to the address by V. Gocnharik, leader of the Labor Union Federation, who provided documents proving involvement of some top state officials in the disappearance of prominent politicians?" Such sections of the August survey as "Changes are outlined in the eastern front" and "Propaganda based only on negative information has been inefficient so far" seemed interesting for CPB.
Results of the October survey summing up the election campaign aroused great interest. Belarusian society awaited them with special impatience, because it had almost no confidence in official data, whereas authorities rejected independent monitoring data. 

The survey results prove the fact of "redistribution" of electors’ votes and is a further proof that after the presidential election Belarusian society did not consolidate, but even split almost in two. Analytical notes by Professor O. Manaev "Presidential election: what happened in reality" are worth paying attention to in terms of analysis. 

Not all conclusions by analysts-authors of the project one could agree with. In particular, V. Karbalevich’s statement in the section "Lessons of the presidential election" that it was almost impossible to defeat A. Lukashenko at the election seems arguable. This conclusion runs counter to the survey data on voting results. However, undoubtedly, analytical materials by V. Karbalevich, L. Zaiko, A. Sosnov and other authors arouse certain interest and provide considerable material for thought and planning practical political activity. 

At the same time we believe that the project content does not fully correspond to its name. Political prognosis, possible variants of development of events are of the greatest interest for political parties and their leaders. Understanding complexity of making development prognoses in Belarus, we think it is important to pay attention to this issue if the project continues. 

On the whole, the project by independent analysts for democratic forces "Belarus: prospects in the 21st century" became a noticeable phenomenon in political life of the country last year, and its idea deserves support and development in the future. 

S. Kalyakin, Central Committee of Communist Party of Belarus First Secretary
OPEN FORUM
OSCE ADVISORY AND MONITORING GROUP IN BELARUS: ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND FAILURES
Dr. Hans-Georg Wieck, Ambassador

1.  Disruption of the democratic transformation process in Belarus in 1996
On December 19, 1997 the OSCE Chairman-in-Office – Danish Foreign Minister Petersen – appointed retired German diplomat Hans-Georg Wieck as Head of the newly established OSCE Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus. The mission was to assist the Government in the development of democratic institutions and to monitor the compliance of the country with its OSCE Commitments, notably with the CSCE Copenhagen Document on the Human Dimension of June 1990 and with the CSCE Paris Document of November 1990. On the occasion of the OSCE Summit in Istanbul in November 1999, the Heads of State and Government of participating states expanded the mandate of the Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus and hailed – with the signature of President Lukashenko among others – the dialogue of the OSCE mission with the Government, opposition and non-governmental organizations aimed at overcoming the existing constitutional controversy and bringing about conditions for free and democratic elections in Belarus.
In connection with the imposition of the Lukashenko Constitution in November 1996 on the basis of a questionable referendum, the facultative character of which was single-handedly changed by President Lukashenko to a compulsory one, the outmaneuvered political opposition – mostly members of the dissolved 13th Supreme September but also other political forces that had failed to win seats in the 13th Supreme Soviet in 1995/1996 – sought to restore the democratic Constitution of 1994 with international assistance. 

In effect, the European Union and the Council of Europe, which continued to recognize the 13th Supreme Soviet as the democratically-elected and, therefore, legitimate parliamentary body of Belarus, tried in the course of 1997 to mediate between the President and the 13th Supreme Soviet the return to democracy and legitimacy by re-instituting the Constitution of 1994. These efforts, however, failed.
The Russian Government, on the other hand, recognized the results of the Belarusian coup d'etat of November 1996 and continued to support the country economically, financially and politically. Initially without much of a substance, the idea of the establishment of a Union of the two states provided a long-term perspective for Belarus – to assimilate itself with the path of transformation of the Russian Federation. 

Concurrently, next to the defenders of the 13th Supreme Soviet, a younger generation grew up in Belarus. This generation was looking for direct links with Central and Western Europe rather than for binding their future with the fate of Russia. Furthermore, they saw more opportunities for themselves in the non-authoritarian yet pluralistic democratic country linked with the West and the East. 

The master-minds of the non-democratic Constitution of 1996 were certainly thinking in terms of restoring – on the soil of the former Soviet Union – authoritarian state structures and centrally controlled economies, designed largely on the models of the former Soviet Union with an addition of a limited space for political parties of all sorts and humanitarian non-governmental organizations, nonetheless cut off from foreign funding for political tasks and missions. As a result of these developments Belarus – located in the center of Europe – had isolated itself internationally and cut itself off from the democratic transformation processes in the countries aspiring membership in NATO and the European Union.
Facing this dire perspective for Belarus, the OSCE Chairman-in-Office, Danish Foreign Minister Petersen, initiated in 1997 steps to bring about a direct engagement of the OSCE with the country with a task of re-igniting the democratization process in cooperation with the authorities. Reluctantly, President Lukashenko gave his agreement to the establishment of the Group after being advised on this matter by the Russian Government. Anticipating under such circumstances a more complacent policy of the OSCE mission in Belarus, the political opposition was by no means inclined to welcome the appearance of the Group in December 1997, being rather fearful of a possible early arrangement between the Lukashenko Government and the OSCE, which could accept some minor concessions on behalf of the regime in exchange for the international acceptance of the country and its authoritarian version of democracy.
The four years of AMG activity were characterized by a never ending series of initiatives on the part of the mission to induce the authoritarian regime to enter the path of genuine democratic reforms – to eliminate state monopoly on the electronic mass media and dominating position in print media, as well as to create democratically acceptable framework conditions for free and democratic elections, meaningful functions for the parliament to be elected and to discontinue the persecution of political opponents by means of administrative or criminal court proceedings. The regime did not adopt this course of action but sought to achieve international recognition as a legitimately elected Government and Parliament by way of some formalistic concessions and temporary suspension of prosecution of the opponents. 

Certainly, this disappointing result was no surprise. Nevertheless, given the experience gained time and again by the regime – the international recognition was not obtainable by way of formal concessions without political implications for the power structures and institutions – the regime might in the end have opted otherwise. It did not do so but chose to uphold authoritarian if not dictatorial power. 

It builds on the assumption that the Russian Federation will not – under any circumstances– abandon its ally, uncomfortable as the regime may be in many respects for the international reputation of the Russian Federation itself. The not well- thought-through Russian strategy– in the final analysis – is based on the views, prevailing within the Russian leadership and political class, that Belarus constitutes a genuine Russian province and belongs to Russia. 

Pursuing this course would mean eventual re-integration and democratic transformation along the path of the democratic transformation processes that take place in Russia. Within the scope of such a strategy the presence of an OSCE mission could contribute something useful: it would provide democratic legitimacy for the regime and the country, so that the re-integration process could be defended and legitimated as a manifestation of the democratically expressed will of the people.
2. Testing the Ground for the Resumption of the Democratic Transformation Process in Belarus

Strongly supported by the parliamentary bodies of the European Institutions and by the OSCE Chairmen-in-Office between 1997 and 2001 (Denmark, Poland, Norway, Austria, Romania), the OSCE Group tested – by way of various strategies – the readiness of the authoritarian regime to undertake meaningful steps towards the establishment of democratic institutions according to OSCE commitments:
· On the basis of proposals of the OSCE mission on the changes to the national legislation on elections, mass media, functions of parliament, criminal and administrative code
· By way of a limited democratic reform program in the key areas of contention (parliament, elections, media, prosecution), worked out in the OSCE-facilitated negotiations between representatives of the President and representatives of the Advisory Council of Opposition Political Parties, which was formed by eight parties in mid​summer 1999 
· Changes in the areas of contention by way of negotiations and consultations with the representatives of the European Institutions (Belarus Working Group of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, Parliamentary Troika of the European Parliament, the Parliamentary Assemblies of the OSCE and of the Council of Europe, ODIHR, Venice Commission)
· Implementation of substantive changes in the fields of contention established by the OSCE mission and responded to in turn by positive steps by the European Union and by the USA in order to improve the international status of Belarus and to lift step by step the restrictions on the relations with Belarus in the light of the 1996 events in Minsk (the step-by-step approach).
The authoritarian regime decided not to choose any of the avenues proposed.
3. Maturing of the Political Opposition
By organizing alternative presidential elections in May 1999, the leading figures of the 13th Supreme Soviet attempted to force the hand of the international community and of the Lukashenko regime. The political turbulence of the critical year 1999 coincided with the sudden death of the leading potential democratic presidential candidate, Gennady Karpenko, of the former Minister of Interior Yuri Zakharenko and the disappearance of the Chairman of the former Electoral Commission, Victor Gonchar, accompanied at the moment of his abduction by businessman Anatoly Krasovsky. 

Factually, the democratic mandate of Lukashenko did run out on July 20, 1999. He had been elected democratically in 1994 on the basis of the new democratically adopted and structured Constitution of Belarus. With the imposition of the 1996 Constitution the term of office of the President was extended to the year 2001. While expressing understanding for the legal point of view of the opposition, the international community, nevertheless, decided not to discontinue working with Lukashenko as the holder of power but without accrediting a democratic qualification after July 20, 2001. Also, when conducting the alternative elections the opposition openly violated existing legal provisions for the elections and the stipulations of the 1994 Constitution. In the light of the critical situation, the Chairman of the 13th Supreme Soviet left the country and stayed a few years in Lithuania before seeking and obtaining political asylum in the USA in 2001. By that time the term of office of the 13th Supreme Soviet had expired. It means that according to the Rules of Procedure of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, no members of that parliament can be recognized six months after January 2001. The legalistic approach to the solution of the problem being exhausted, a political solution had to be found now.
In November 1999, the Heads of State and Government of the OSCE participating states (at the time 54 states) signed an Istanbul Summit Declaration, which among others highlighted in its paragraph 22 the work of the Advisory and Monitoring Group in Belarus with regard to its consultations with the Government, opposition political parties and non-governmental organizations, aimed to facilitate the overcoming of the constitutional controversy of November 1996, and encouraged the group to bring about political dialogue on the establishment of conditions for free and democratic elections.
In light of the withdrawal of the government from all openings for meaningful democratic reforms according to its OSCE commitments, the OSCE mission had to work with the non​governmental structures of the civil society as the breeding ground for democratic political forces, for the rule of law and for the monitoring of the elections conducted by the Government-controlled Electoral Commission. 

This was done rather effectively on the occasion of the parliamentary elections in October 2000 and also on the occasion of the presidential elections in September 2001. During the parliamentary elections most of the falsifications were undertaken after the establishment of the result protocols in the polling stations; on the occasion of the presidential elections, however, it happened before the announcement of the protocols. Under such conditions effective parallel vote tabulation was not possible. 

Contrary to the 2000 parliamentary election, which had been boycotted by many, but not all political parties, all political forces participated in the presidential race in 2001. A large number of would-be candidates for the presidential elections were eliminated – with dubious arguments. In the end there were only three candidates left: incumbent President Aleksander Lukashenko, chairman of the Liberal Democratic Party Sergey Gaidukevich and the candidate of a broad coalition of the political and social opposition – Chairman of the Federation of the Trade Unions Vladimir Goncharik. According to opinion polls the first time candidate of this coalition type on the soil of the countries of the former Soviet Union gained about 30 percent of the cast vote, whilst the leader of the Liberal Democratic Party remained an outsider. The result is all the more remarkable as the framework conditions for the democratic candidates had been affected negatively by discriminatory measures of the authorities. Apparently, in large numbers the voter had understood the concept of the coalition candidate: unite all forces, create a common platform, share the efforts with the electorate and support the formation of independent observers from civil society!
There had been no doubt in the minds of national and international observers that the regime would manipulate the elections. Nevertheless, it had to be demonstrated that the pluralistic civil society is the breeding ground for democratic development of the country and for the return of the country at large to the democratization process. The winds of change were noted by the Parliamentary Troika already on the occasion of the Parliamentary elections in October of 2000.
The civil society also experienced the emergence – against the will of the President – of the network formed by well-established non-governmental organizations, which mobilized more than 6 000 trained observers in the fall of 2000 and more than 15 000 trained observers in the fall of 2001.
The civil society eventually recognized the need for the Advisory Council of Opposition Political Forces to adopt a common position on the matters of international policy and the presentation of the opposition abroad. The Advisory Council will also have to develop with non-governmental organizations common platforms on topical issues of domestic policies as part of the preparation for the upcoming elections to the Union Parliament, for the local, parliamentary and eventually presidential elections in the years to come.
The country is on the move – if not the authoritarian Government then, definitely, the civil society – to create favorable conditions for elections with an effective monitoring structure of the opposition and a successful vote-getting campaign. 

DELAYED-ACTION GENERATION

Pavel Severinets, Maladiy Front
At the presidential election the overwhelming majority of Belarusian youth voted against A. Lukashenko. A mass turnout of those aged 18–29 at polling stations and striving for changes revealed a powerful public-political force latent in the new generation. The generation born before M. Gorbachev’s perestroika, which was formed during the turbulent post-Soviet decade, became independent simul-taneously with the country, grew stronger with national movement development and began to think about the sense of life alongside Christianity revival, became the most interesting phenomenon of Belarus’ present socium, a clue to many mysteries and an answer to the most important questions of the present time. Bright and contradicting Belarusian youth of the beginning of the third millennium combined striving for changes and apathetic indifference, expressive independence and devotion to Russia, the Nemiga tragedy and Vyasna-96’s (Spring-96) breakthrough, the Belarusian Patriotic Union of Youth and the Maladiy Front, terrible alcoholism, drug addiction, crime and extremism – simultaneously with spiritual rise, dramatic search for God, truths and freedom, faith and love. Thus, it is very important to find out how this generation reacted to the victory of the ruling regime. How is it going to live on – oppose, adjust or emigrate? In what it sees prospects for the next several years? Obviously, a lot in Belarusian society depends on it. 

September 9: youth chooses

Before the election youth has been the largest social category of Belarusian society which literally demanded: "Changes!" Figures of IISEPS’s August nation opinion poll speak for themselves: 

· Only 22% among those aged 18–29 assessed their material status in categories "it is possible to live", another 52% said "it is hard to live", and 24% answered "it is impossible to live on".

· Only 21.8% of young voters expressed trust to President A. Lukashenko; at the same time almost two thirds of young people sounded unsatisfied with his ruling. 

· Only 10.3% of those aged 18–24 and 9.5% of those aged 25–29 expected their living standards to rise under A. Lukashenko (compare, twice as much respondents among the whole population think this way – 20.7%). In fact, 31.5% of young voters expected their living standards to rise after democrats come to power (among the whole population – 16.1%, or twofold less). 

· Only 15.5% of young voters believed there is no worthy substitute to A. Lukashenko – whereas 35.8% of all Belarusians think this way. 

· Finally, answering the question about Belarus’ best future youth answered in the following way: "Belarus as a part of European Union" – 32.6%, "Belarus in union with Russia" – 31.8%, "Belarus is a completely neutral, sovereign state" – 15.3% and "Belarus as a part of Russia" – 10%. 

Thus, expectations of the absolute majority of youth were opposite to the present course of Belarusian leadership. 

Aside from that, before the election youth not only revealed expressive democratic moods, but, unlike the others, actively tried to stand up for them. Constant street actions in 2001 were organized by youth; mostly young people distributed T-shirts and stickers, special issues of newspapers and leaflets, and as a result, the main blow of the regime’s repressions – hundreds of detained, beaten up, arrested, interrogated – fell to activists of youth organizations. At the same time several characteristic features of the youth opposition-2001 are evident: first, it was of a demonstrative nature, even provoking; second, in an original and smart form; and what is the most important, not a reckless one, as we saw previously, but well calculated, efficient and necessarily established. It showed that youth has already felt its force and adopted a strategic youth motto: "Time works for us!"

Such youth wave resulted in an unprecedented high turnout of voters aged 18–30: out of almost 1.6 million young voters, about 1.3 million came to polling stations (according to IISEPS’s surveys, more that 80% of voters aged 18–29 took part in the election). Compare: from 10 to 40% of young voters participated in previous elections of the last decade. Such high activity of youth is partially an evident effect of a bright, positive mobilization campaign "Choose!" carried out throughout Belarus by Maladiy Front jointly with other non-state organizations, and of a latest increase in public consciousness of the new generation. If we add to this that on September 9 about 1 million young Belarusians voted for changes and against A. Lukashenko, then participation of youth in the election-2001 could be considered as one of the most powerful blows at the authoritarian regime lately. 

The name of another campaign by Maladiy Front "The city is ours!" became a very demonstrative slogan of this youth wave. A number of white-red-white flags above key buildings in cities all around Belarus formed an important sociological axiom of Belarusian reality: the city, or urban areas, which give up to 70% of all Belarusian voters, and where basically all the youth, according to election researches, spoke in favor of transformations, unlike pension village, is really "ours" – it increasingly supports reforms, is turning into a real epicenter of national and democratic movement, a social base for changes and the main stage of public-political struggle in Belarus. 

September 10: buried expectations

However, youth force wasn’t enough to overcome the huge state machine. On September 10 the new generation got to know bitterness of disappointment: the overwhelming majority of Belarusians voted for A. Lukashenko, while political opposition proved incapable of estimating the scope of falsifications or to organize counteraction. Several thousand young people, who gathered in the Octyabrskaya square though it was raining, could not believe the defeat for a long time. Results of the October national opinion poll by IISEPS is a vivid illustration of a post-election stress of students, young workers and unemployed. So, answering the question "Do you think a significant rise in living standards is possible under the present leadership of Belarus?" only 29.8% of respondents aged 18–24 and 23.2% of those aged 25–29 said "Yes" (40.7% of all the respondents), whereas 53.9% of those aged 18–24 and 52.45% of those aged 25–29 said "No" (against 39.2% of all the respondents). After the election only 27.5% of those aged 18–24 and 21.6% of those aged 25–29 trust President A. Lukashenko (44.5% of all the respondents), and 57.6% and 57.5% of youth, respectively, do not trust him (and 39.5% of all the respondents). 

Thus, youth aspirations for changes were suppressed. Numerous falsifications, society’s apathy, helplessness of opposition and another five (and only five?) years of A. Lukashenko’s cadence turned an unbearable burden for Belarusian youth. The effect of fear and devastation worked right away. Seclusion, "curtailment" and abstraction was a common psychological reaction to the September 10 defeat. To put it another way, youth exerted all its strength, clenched teeth and made an impression as if it did not care and fell silent. As a result, for the years to come Belarus has got a whole generation of latent force with a great potential of unrealized expectations. 

A. Lukashenko, evidently, felt this deep-laid threat better than others. He realizes that in five years young democratic electorate would be more numerous, whereas there would be less of his aged, illiterate voters, and the age front, as a bulldozer, is likely to crush his social base. In the morning of September 10, speaking at the Palace of Republic at his first post-election press conference, A. Lukashenko’s reaction to a question by a correspondent for a state-run newspaper about prospects of youth policies was quite nervous. In particular he said that youth did not support him, young urban residents and students turned the most "ungrateful". "Youth needs to be reformed", noted A. Lukashenko. 

Take note of the following: A. Lukashenko elegantly "defeated" everyone: political opponents, the West, Russia, nomenclature … but totally lost the youth. It seems that his only flaw could be fatal. A. Lukashenko and his analysts understand: neither burial of youth, nor its reforming could restrain steady raising of potential of changes and offensive of youth front. Artificial barriers like BPUY, rewritten textbooks and administrative pressure, gifts, bribes and other sticks and carrots might only put off youth explosion, but not to save from it. Glimmering expectations of youth, conscious and subconscious, overt and latent, covered with debris of the September 9–10 defeat for a year or two, are likely to determine deep tectonics of public-political processes in Belarus in the near future. 

September 11: new reality

Surprisingly enough, we had only 24 hours to comprehend and go though what happened at the presidential election. Because a day after the defeat of Belarus’ democracy terrible terrorist acts took place in the USA, and the entire world changed beyond recognition and forever. 

It is very interesting to monitor to what extent these two historically one-moment events transformed consciousness of Belarusian youth. According to the October national opinion poll by IISEPS, more than 99% of young people know about the terrorist attacks in America – almost all of them, what happens too rare. This is how young Belarusians view the September 11 attacks: "This is a terrible tragedy for American people" – 58% of respondents aged 18–29, "I feel sorry for people, but it serves the USA right for meddling with others’ affaires" – 35.5%. In fact, unexpectedly only a few failed to give a definite answer. 

From the one side, the attacks in New York and Washington became a certain psychological relief for young Belarusians ("Well, it is not so bad here – but in America… ", "That is who has no luck", "It is interesting to know how it would turn out for us?") – from the other hand, made young people to assess the situation in a global context: using world outlook rather than common positions. 

After September 11 the image of global evil, which previously in public consciousness was usually associated with totalitarian dictatorial regimes, began taking an infernal image, more and more looking like an all-penetrating, invisible global Satan sphere of fears, threats and destructive hate, which is impossible to cope with using human force. That, of course, mobilized spiritual feelings and eschatological moods in the world, add made all of us think about the sense of life and death, eternal struggle between good and evil, God and devil. 

In fact, such a terrible and mystic beginning of the third millennium became an open challenge to all western, Euroatlantic, Christian in its nature civilization – this is the main historical, geopolitical and spiritual meaning of new reality, which is being formed after September 11. And today Belarusian youth, following the entire world, has to formulate its response to global evil. Response personal and public, theoretic and practical, at the level of state and personal life, under conditions of authoritarian dictatorship. This awakening, global re-estimation of civic, state and personal relations, inertia of which, as a shock wave, has been breaking stereotypes of the present, seems to have a considerable significance for young Belarusian generation in the future. 

Opposition? Conformism? Emigration?

The question which was put edgewise before the whole society after September 9 seems the most acute for youth. What is to be done? Adjust? Oppose? Emigrate?… Young people who demanded changes have to choose between hard, very hard and even harder. 

It is worth mentioning that Belarusian nation, which historically went through centuries of occupation, suppression and repression, is genetically prepared to any pressure – it has always chosen such form of existence, which guaranteed utmost preservation. But conformism has always combined with quiet, inner but persistent opposition at civic, common and even subconscious levels. Open opposition as well as mass emigration was chosen on rare occasions – a few, but the most active and dynamic decided to sacrifice peaceful life in the homeland. 

To what extent Belarusian youth is ready for open opposition? According to results of the October survey by IISEPS, 26% of young respondents are ready to take part in rallies, demonstrations and pickets to express their opinion, more than 22% of those aged 18–29 could join a strike, and 7.5% said they are ready to be a part of armed struggle. In August before the election figures were basically the same – that means there is a permanent and steady level of potential opposition among Belarusian youth (1.5-2fold higher than among the whole population). At the same time, on September 9–10 such potential revealed itself poorly. The time has not come? 

Even more expressive figures prove there are emigration moods among young Belarusians. After September 9 almost 60% of young people believe it is necessary to leave Belarus to make a successful career. Only 28.7% say they could realize themselves in Belarus best of all. If we think it over, it is terrible. The homeland, where we happened to be born, keeps only one out of four!

The slogan "Belarus in Europe!" also remains the most actual for those who dreams about leaving the country. Most of all young Belarusians like Germany (30.5%), the USA (10.6%) and Poland (about 5%). Only 4% of respondents would like to move to Russia – this is another indirect response to the idea of Belarus joining Russia. 

The major, "background" pattern of youth behavior after the presidential election is being formed in line with a classic Belarusian formula: "Saying one thing, thinking about another, doing a third one". In general, the majority of young Belarusians are inclined to total indifference, adjustment, and even mimicry – however, inner state of youth concentrates conscious, live opposition. And the heavier the pressure, the more conformal shape a young person or a group must adopt – the more powerful inner resistance force becomes, and awaits the right time. Such latent moods would inevitably burst open in local moments, it "strikes" in a trolley-bus while squabbling with elder electorate or while talking to parents – but more often the new generation makes an appearance it "does not care" or that "politics is of no interest to it".

Anyway, striving for changes results in a permanent, active opposition to dictatorship even after the presidential election. Stubborn defense of Kuropaty became one of the most demonstrative and even symbolic manifestations of non-compromise stance of active Belarusian youth. For more than three months today friends of Maladiy Front, Party of Freedom and other organizations are guarding a part of the Minsk circular highway construction site near the Kuropaty tract around-the-clock (!).Just think about it – two weeks after the opposition’s defeat at the election disappointed and humiliated youth proved able to stop personal will of A. Lukashenko, to hold out against special police forces and machinery, in the cold, out of the city, to make state machine respect the national necropolis and finally acknowledge its status. Hundreds of boys and girls who went through the Kuropaty events in fall-winter of 2001 and are continuing their termless action even today, have expressively stated that Belarusian youth is going to resist. 

To make the president

In five years – or when finally the next presidential election takes place – opinion of today’s youth would be of decisive importance. Leaving of Soviet, communist pension and rural electorate of A. Lukashenko with advance of young, European, democratic urban population is now forming a sociological balance, when leader features, opposite to features of the present head of state, would be of major importance. A politician, who could be an expressive alternative to A. Lukashenko, is likely to be an absolute favorite at the next presidential election. A polite, intelligent democrat. Maybe not a charismatic individual, but a quite and humble – perhaps like V. Putin. A pious person unlike the present "Orthodox atheist" – not an advocate of a certain ideology or tradition, but faith in God. 

In fact, today’s youth is a social screen developing the image of a new national leader. Let’s consider proper results of the October national opinion poll by IISEPS. Respondents were offered to choose the most attractive political leaders – those who suit an ideal of politician most of all. People aged under 30 chose the following variants: 

· V. Putin – 66.7%;

· A. Lukashenko – 17.0%;

· G. Schroeder – 16.6%;

· T. Blair – 13.7%;

· J. Chirac – 12.5%;

· G. Bush – 12.2%;

· F. Castro – 11.5%;

· V. Kostunica – 5.3%. 

Evidently, V. Putin tops the list what is quite understandable: aside from his KGB career and some harsh measures, like dismissing NTV, he, for the most part, suits the image of youth expectations – there is no alternative on Russian TV channels. Western leaders enjoy a steadily high popularity – each of them is able to compete with the present Belarusian head of state. F. Castro’s high rating, twofold higher than the rating of V. Kostunica, seems rather surprising – but this is a further proof of contradictory and original nature of the current youth situation in Belarus. 

Whom Belarusian youth would support at the next presidential election? Youth believes that some well known figures may somehow suit the ideal image: P. Sheremet, S. Domash, V. Vechorka, V. Sivchik, A. Lebedko, A. Dobrovolsky, A. Beletsky and Z. Poznyak. Problem of national leadership, problem of individual, which emerges from the camapign-2001, is becoming an important Belarusian issue for the near future. Since representatives of post-Soviet nomenclature have not stood the burden of leadership – it is turn for democratic leaders, advocating national idea and oriented at spiritual Renaissance. Even today it is obvious that a new leader could be successful not just due to his promotion or ties with officials, but thanks to his personal will and faith, strong character and absolute support of youth. 

Launched mechanism 

More than 1.5 million young Belarusians, who seem to accept A. Lukashenko’s victory – is a great social accumulator, which is stocking up energy of future upheavals and transformations. Every day, every hour, every minute it acquires impulse and determination of those who turn 18 – mostly conscious advocates of independence and democracy, who know what freedom is. Every second the regime loses its supporters and "time X" is approaching. In depths of youth there is a ripen critical mass of active carriers of national idea, market principles, democracy and European values – and when the ratio reaches necessary 20–25% of all the population, any significant event or directed movement could catalyze or detonate it. 

The majority of young people already realizes it at the level of phrasing "sooner or later, but we would come". An active, national-oriented part of youth, which went through the presidential campaign-2001, already models and calculates prospects of such age revolution. Young leaders act more and more independently from elder generation and in many local cases, environments and places they begin to control key positions in public-political sphere – from information and technologies to NGO’s and opposition parties. 

Finally, a spiritual imperative must become the real core of latent force of the young generation, and to determine outcome of global opposition between dictatorship and democracy, empire and state, old and new. Because a real alternative to callous, materialist, aggressive and destructive communist-Soviet order is only spiritual, constructive, democratic, European life, based on deep Christian principles. It seems that crystallization of idea, comprehension of values, formation of will and faith is to become the sense of youth activity in Belarus in years to come. What the opposition lacked in 2001 must become the essence of system transformation to come with the new generation. Youth has already learnt to manage money, technologies and agreements – it is suffice to recall propaganda campaigns of 2001, cascades of PR actions, a separate political agreement with the single candidate and the Belarusian Youth Congress. However, strength of mind, general unity, confidence and responsibility is only anticipated by youth. Perfection and widening of ideas, proper education of youth, formation of propaganda charges, elaboration of models and algorithms of action seems to be the most important mission for youth leaders and organization for near-term outlook. Today Belarus’ future is being created in cooperation of youth and intellectual, cultural and technological elite of elder generation – and what is more important, in contact with Christian churches, priests and communities. 

Thus, today’s generation of Belarusian youth reminds a powerful charge of delayed-action. Youth is preparing to explode – the matter is in what form that would happen. 

Look at this generation more attentively. How happily looking forward to a holiday this youth is going to concerts and stadiums, how it walks in prospects or a university corridor in harmony and with confidence, how resolute it is in the forefront of opposition rallies, how concentrated and devoted it is while praying in Churches. Look in open faces and glittering eyes, pay attention to measured movements and lovely smiles, feel what love and faith blazes in this personified youth of nation – and like in time-lapse filming you’d see a picture of new history of Belarus.
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		53		35		5								35.2		38		3.9		30.5		18.1		3.4

		65		26		2

		89		7		1

		33.6		28.1		3		33.6		28.1		3

		49.2		14.2		1.8		47.8		23.4		2.7

		50		18		2.5		41.4		21.5		3.8

		45.1		29.1		4		48		25.3		2.9

		45.1		22		3		59.9		12.9		2.6

		49.3		24		6.1

		65.4		13.8		1
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