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Dear readers!

The new, 23rd issue of the bulletin "IISEPS News" offers to your attention materials reflecting the most interesting results of the institute’s work in the first quarter of 2002. 

During that period IISEPS has launched a new, three-year project "Strengthening Role of Independent Social Research and Expert Networks in Belarus", which is expected to result in new knowledge about social-economic and public-political development, increasing role of independent social research and expert networks in the process. We are going to present the most interesting results of the given project to our readers. The project started with an International Conference "Formation of Public Opinion and Policy in Belarus", which took place in February of 2002 in the Minsk International Educational Center (IBB) with support of the OSCE AMG in Belarus and MacArthur Foundation (the USA), and was dedicated to IISEPS’s 10th anniversary. The main goal of the conference was for leading policymakers and analysts of Belarus to discuss results and prospects of the development of public opinion and public policy under new conditions after the September 9, 2001, presidential election, an action strategy for democratic forces, possibilities of cooperation between state and non-state institutions. 

A high level of the conference was set at the opening ceremony. Speaking at the conference Michel Rivolier, acting Head of the OSCE AMG in Belarus, Eva Czepinski, Coordinator of OSCE ODHR programs for the CIS, Michael Kozak, US Ambassador to Belarus, and Tatiana Zhdanova, Director of the MacArthur Foundation Moscow Office noted an increasing role of independent research and analytical centers in formation of public opinion and public policy, development of democracy in the West and the former USSR states, including Belarus. 

In order to widen the context in which the above problems were discussed, the first panel of reporters – "International Experience in Formation of Public Opinion and Public Policy" – included leaders of the most prominent and influential independent research and analytical centers of the neighboring countries: Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Russia and Ukraine. The second panel of reporters – "Role of Civic Society in Formation of Public Opinion and Public Policy in Belarus" – included heads of the leading structures of civic society: BHC, Belarusian Union of Entrepreneurs and Employers, BAJ. A special attention was paid to the role of Belarusian think tanks at the national and regional levels. Prominent politicians and political analysts of Belarus formed the third panel of reporters devoted to the role of political structures in formation of public opinion and public policy. 

The most interesting reports of the IISEPS jubilee conference are the main contents of the given issue of our analytical bulletin. 

Our readers, probably, have already accustomed to the fact that authors of our rubric "Open Forum" are the most prominent and influential experts and policymakers of Belarus. During these years our publication has presented reflections by heads of leading political parties and public organizations, candidates for presidency in Belarus, representatives of international structures. This time you are going to have an unusual meeting – with Andrei Klimov, former deputy of the 13th Supreme Council, businessman and political prisoner. How have his views of the past, the present and the future of Belarus changed? Who and what should do in the new political situation after the September 9 election? What role in the public-political life of the country is he going to play? More than four years ago Andrei Klimov was deprived of the possibility to actively participate in politics and business, but he had enough time for reflection. Considering an unusual position of the author (he agreed to speak out just several days after his release from prison), we offer his reflections in the form of an interview with Vladimir Dorokhov, Head of our Center for documentation. 

On our "Bookshelf" you’ll find reviews of two new books, which seem interesting to all those who take an interest in Belarus’ development – one of them was published by the "Independent Monitoring" Public Initiative and is devoted to analysis of the past presidential campaign, another – is a world directory of the most prominent think tanks published every three years by the National Institute for Research Advancement of Japan. 

We hope that the materials of the given issue would be interesting and useful to you and your colleagues. Comments and requests are welcome! 

IISEPS Board

FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND
POLICY IN BELARUS
We offer to your attention the most important and interesting papers presented at the International Conference, which took place in February of 2002 in Minsk and was dedicated to IISEPS’s 10th anniversary. Different, sometimes even diametrically opposite opinions were expressed in the process of stormy discussions. However, a high level of the participants’ professionalism allowed to get over ideological and political discords and to conclude that for a further development of public opinion in Belarus, its engaging into public policy, it is necessary: 

· To consolidate efforts of political, civic and social opposition, and a "Civic Forum" (or as Ambassador H.G. Wieck has recently suggested – a "Democratic Alliance") could become an important mechanism of such consolidation; it shall include members of CCDF, CCOPP, and the leading structures of civic society (BHC, BAJ, BTT, BUE, BUEE, Children of Chernobyl Foundation, etc.);
· To start joint preparations to the local election of March 2003 without delay and on the basis of a deep study of public needs and an active cooperation with all parties involved. (within this process IISEPS began to publish monthly electronic information bulletin "Infofocus" mainly devoted to independent media human right groups, democratic NGO's and youth associatins in the regons); 

· To strengthen independence of Belarusian think tanks, activities of which the authorities want to limit by means of licensing, in this respect a Statement of the Coordinating Board of "Belarusian Think Tanks" of February 1, 2002 (See Appendix 1), was distributed at the conference materials; 

· To form an alliance of independent media and research centers, which is to become an efficient mechanism of engaging public opinion into public policy, as well as a constant reporting of social-economic and public-political processes in Belarus to the international. community; 

· To intensify cooperation between Belarusian think tanks and analogous centers of neighboring countries.
ROLE OF OPPOSITION PARTIES IN FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND POLICY IN BELARUS

By Stanislav Bogdankevich, IISEPS Advisory Board Chairman, Honorable Chairman of the United Civic Party

Today one could state: a multipolar political society hasn’t taken shape in Belarus. There are only separate elements of civic society in the country, middle class relying on its own forces hasn’t been formed, there are no influential, respected by society and authorities, political parties. 

However, everything is known in comparison. Belarus is not isolated with an iron curtain from the civilized world, and the authoritarian regime has not taken dictatorial shape characteristic of the former communist regime in the USSR. Elements of democracy and information freedom, though very limited, still exist. Politically active citizens have an opportunity, even curtailed, of getting objective information, taking part in political activities within a party. As of today, 18 political parties are registered, there are working labor unions, analytical centers and institutes, various public associations, independent mass media. Private business is developing, though it faces a difficult struggle against authoritarian nomenclature. 

Finally, official representative bodies are functioning even though their powers are limited – the House of Representatives, the Council of Republic and local Councils formed with support or tacit consent of the population. Unfortunately, these structures are poorly aware of their involvement and responsibility for everything what is going on in the country, including gross human and civic rights violations, for policy leading to economy collapse and international isolation. 

Six out of 18 political parties support the ruling regime and play no self-dependent role in politics. Twelve parties represent the political opposition. As in most democratic countries, we have social-democratic, liberal, conservative, national-democratic and communist parties. Some parties, including those considering themselves as opposition parties, have rather weak organizational structures. In reality they are "sofa" parties, parties-phantoms. 

The following parties, having organizational structures, could be considered active: extreme right flank – two parties of the Belarusian Popular Front, standing on national-democratic positions; centrist – the liberal-conservative United Civic Party; leftist – the Social Democratic Party "Narodnaya Gramada" and six other less significant parties of social-democratic orientation; extreme left flank – the Belarusian Party of Communists and the pro-Presidential Communist Party of Belarus. The Liberal-Democratic Party is standing separately with its blurred political principles. 

Working methods of the parties differ. For example, in the eyes of a wide public the BPF is expressing the most nationalistic views of Belarusian society, it professes ideology of maximalism, right up to forming liberation movement, poses tasks of prompt national revival, immediate and complete derussification. It considers enlightenment and organization of mass street actions as the main means to accomplish the task today. 

At dawn of independence formation, the BPF was a widely recognized leader of democratic forces. In the 12th Supreme Council the Front had its parliamentary faction, which affected the development of the country significantly. The deep reasons for subsequently loosing such influence were attempts to speed up the process of national revival with no regard to real conditions of public consciousness, division of people on the basis of national criteria, forced introduction of the Belarusian language, promoting a slogan about Russia’s hostility to our interests (though in reality it continues to render Belarus a considerable material assistance). 

At the 1995 election to the Supreme Council, the BPF suffered a defeat to later split into two parties, which made it even weaker. Nonetheless, the BPF has not abandoned the romanticism of the late 80’s – early 90’s and is still setting such illusory aims almost of no interest to the population as restoration of citizenship of the widely unknown Belarusian People’s Republic, Belarusians’ penitence for complicity in formation of totalitarianism and rejection of "Belarusian nature", a voluntary resignation of the dictator as a result of signature collection. And how one shall understand proposals by certain BPF ideologists not to participate in the process of formation of authorities by means of election until the bacillus of Slavic-fascism and totalitarianism is not uprooted from consciousness of Belarusians. Who is going to uproot it? A. Lukashenko? Council of Europe? OSCE? Russia? Or national-democrats, who would come to power in a mythic way, without a nationwide election. Such appeals could hardly contribute to success. 

At the same time, the BPF parties in fact represent political interests of a considerable stratum of national-democratically minded people. In case the country retakes the path of democratic development and transfers to a mixed system of parliament formation, the BPF, undoubtedly, would have had its rightful place in structures of power and could have affected real politics. The authorities have constantly been using blatant libel and repression against the BPF. 

The United Civic Party was formed as the most elite party of a right-centrist reformatory orientation. Standing up for state independence, the UCP speaks for market transformations, limiting role of the state in economy and widening freedom for private enterprise, for close cooperation both with Russia and European Union member-states. The UCP would like to be a parliamentary party, taking part in legislation work and government formation. The UCP is trying to express interests of the middle class, those who want economic freedom, and give priority to their material interests and peaceful life. The party is ready for talks and compromises with the present regime, however, it cannot realize its interests because of authorities’ foolishness, arbitrariness, fear and violations of basic human rights and freedoms. The UCP considers human values and pluralism a priority. The party is forced to take an active part in street actions, since it has no other opportunities to realize its interests. The Belarusian people – as the UCP see it – is all citizens of the country, regardless of their ethnic origin and nationality. The party recognizes existing language realities and equality of all languages, first of all Russian and Belarusian, speaks against anti-Russian rhetoric. 

In the 13th Supreme Council the party had an influential faction, and the UCP members were presented at the level of the Supreme Council deputy chairman, leaders of leading parliamentary commissions. At the 1996 parliamentary by-election more than 20 candidates for deputies from the UCP entered the second round. Owing to the UCP candidates’ authority, the party had all chances to double its presence and political influence in the parliament. An illegal cancellation of the election and dissolution of the Supreme Council contributed to a gradual radicalization of the UCP, a transfer to the off-system opposition. 

Recently the UCP has been subjected to the most severe repression. A sudden death of one of its leaders, G. Karpenko, the Supreme Council Deputy Chairman, chairman of the shadow government, in advance declared the opposition candidate for the future presidential election, became a big loss. Some prominent politicians disappeared (were abducted) – the UCP members V. Gonchar and Y. Zakharenko, whereas A. Klimov and V. Kudinov are put into prison. Almost the entire leadership of the party, its regional leaders and activists were repeatedly detained, subjected to prosecution, arrests and fines. On the other hand, the party’s radicalization and loss of a centrist moderate face forced a number of well-known politicians to quit it. As a result, the UCP’s position in society weakened. 

The major problem of social-democratic movement in the country – scattered forces. In the 13th Supreme Council these forces had their own faction, which later split. Some social-democrats took the side of the authoritarian regime. The Belarusian Social-Democratic Party "Narodnaya Gramada" is the most organized party, which takes an active part in street actions, and recently a more radical part of the BSDP has broken off trying to set up another party. 

Also there are two communist parties with similar programs differing in their attitude towards A. Lukashenko. The Belarusian Party of Communists stands on firm common democratic positions, cooperates with other opposition political parties within the CCOPP struggling to return the country to democracy and parliamentarianism. 

By virtue of a number of objective and subjective circumstances, including strategic and tactical mistakes, today the parties do not enjoy authority and acknowledgement with the society, they exert only an indirect influence upon public consciousness and real politics. 

The deep roots of such weakness of political parties lie in the condition of Belarusian society – its underdevelopment and zombie-like nature, isolation from electronic mass media, mass character of politically motivated repression, rule of fear, scantiness of financial resources. Libel and misinformation, administrative and criminal prosecution, bans for holding pickets, meetings, rallies and demonstrations, disappearance of the most dangerous A. Lukashenko’s opponents, limited financial resources did not allow to make the parties numerous, to set up efficient grass-root organizations in all cities and districts, to gain confidence of wide masses. 

Monopoly on mass media, misinformation and lie enables the regime to set a considerable part of politically illiterate people against the political parties. Today the reality is that a considerable part of voters sees their future in the past, prefers a "strong hand" to democracy and self-rule, is under influence of personality of the dictator. 

Undoubtedly, A. Lukashenko’s regime is to blame for underdevelopment of civic society in the country, misunderstanding of deep national interests by a considerable part of voters. That, however, does not mean that the democratic opposition and political parties are relieved of their guilt and responsibility for such state of the society, defeat of democracy and their own weakness. 
Democratic forces missed many legal opportunities to widen their influence in the society. The past election campaigns presented such an opportunity. Only elections enable parties to maintain a wide dialog with their own people, to have a legal access to electorate and what is more important – electorate’s access to political process. 

Numerous surveys conducted by IISEPS showed that the majority of Belarusians is not satisfied with their living standards. In particular, more than 40% believe that living standards are deteriorating under A. Lukashenko, some 30–35% are confident it is not going to change. However, only one fourth blames authorities for that, and about 40% claim they trust A. Lukashenko. At the same time the level of trust to political parties and opposition leaders – is insignificant. 

The boycott of the 1999 election to local Councils and the 2000 election to the House of Representatives should be considered a greatest political mistake of democratic forces. Claiming about the rule of dictatorship in the country on international arena and in independent mass media, a part of the opposition continued to nourish illusions of a possible dismissal of A. Lukashenko by means of pressure from the side of the civilized world and Russia, to set hopes that the country’s interests are as important for the regime as simply holding power. It turned out that the political parties are not presented in representative power bodies. However, even under conditions of an official boycott a number of democratic forces representatives, including two members of the UCP were elected deputies of the House of Representatives. 

Boycotting the election to the Lower Chamber of the Parliament, the united democratic opposition body – the Coordination Council – proceeded from a mistaken belief that the ruling regime considers recognition in Europe its major task, and therefore substantial concessions could be obtained under the threat of non-recognition. Thus, it was important for the opposition to keep the regime in isolation, and the question of power should be postponed until the next presidential election. Final results of such policy are widely known today. 

Limiting its participation in the election campaign to boycotting propaganda, jointly with authorities "removing" those opposition politicians who claimed they would run for deputy’s mandates against the decision of the Coordination Council, the opposition relieved the authorities from the necessity of explaining to voters, Russia and the West the arbitrariness while forming election commissions, non-registration of opposition candidates, preventing candidates from meeting with certain groups of voters, manipulations with numbers of voters during the voting process and counting of votes, etc. 

The boycott declaration led to a split of wide protest electorate. More than 50% of non-party citizens, who are far from being ready to go to barricades, wanted changes, but had no choice. 

For a totalitarian regime the issue of its own legitimization in the eyes of the civilized world is incomparably less important, than the risk of losing power, than admission of opposition parties and their representatives into the system politics. The regime openly provoked the opposition to a boycott of the election campaign, a split. The provocation turned a success. Boycotting the parliamentary election, the opposition deprived itself of a legal opportunity to stage a rehearsal before the presidential election, to fully reveal true moods of society, to make lists of supporters for future nomination of its candidate for presidency, to document all tricks and manipulations by the regime, and finally, to carry out a powerful campaign in all society strata. Thus, its chances to oppose the regime at the presidential election dropped. 

To enlist voters’ support – is a strategic task. It cannot be accomplished within one election campaign. It demands the opposition to be present in real power bodies. Therefore, under conditions of arbitrariness of authorities, lawlessness and falsifications, the opposition must learn to widen its influence, to grasp any footholds on the territory of authorities, use all legal and formal opportunities. 

Absence of unity, delays in formation of a wide civic coalition – is also a gross error of the democratic opposition. A timely formation of a wide civic coalition, representing all society strata, all opposition forces, — was an absolutely necessary condition to rely on victory. Only a working wide coalition, which has really been functioning for two-three years, could have ran the information blockade and zombing of the population, to persuade Belarusians there is an alternative development program and leader able to realize such program and lead the country out of the crisis, and also to significantly limit falsification of voters’ will by the regime. That, however, was not done. 

A low degree of efficiency and organization of the single candidate headquarters became a significant failure, caused to a great degree by the opposition’s lack of substantial material resources. There was no real mobilization of all structures of civic society to support the single candidate and to properly monitor the voting process. Hopes to collect necessary financial resources and political support or at least neutrality of official Russia did not come true. 

The democratic opposition poorly worked with reformatory, opposition forces in structures of the authorities, did not attract and use them in its strategic struggle against the regime. A vivid example of the former is a sweeping condemnation of parliamentarians – regardless of their position, an actual refusal to cooperate with a relatively independent group of deputies striving to do what then can to reform out economy, to create a law-abiding state. The same could be applied to deputies of local Councils, executive bodies, both local and central. 

The opposition, isolated from mass media and deprived of floor in representative bodies, because of an inner split and insufficient professionalism, and national-radicalism (for example, burning Russian flags) failed to involve wide popular masses into street protest actions, to launch the election campaign under slogans that are close and understandable to common people. Repeated public statements by the organizers about mass demonstrations have constantly failed, but such failures were not critically considered. The UCP, which initially claimed to be a respected party, a third political force, gradually took the positions of the BPF, which simultaneously continued to loose its positions in public consciousness. Organizing strike movement wasn’t a success too. 

There was a weak coordination of political parties activities with the work of independent analytical centers, including issues related to interests of political parties. In our opinion, one of the major tasks of analytical centers, along with formation of public opinion on the basis of common European values, principles of pluralism, democracy and liberalism, is an equal with parties participation in elaboration of political and economic decisions pertinent to the nature of development of the country. 

Exaggerating the role of an outside factor in dealing with our inner political problems was a serious political mistake of many political parties. Previously, hopes were set upon the West, now – upon Russia. V. Putin is said to possess the key to the Belarusian "Red House". Naturally, the opposition must seek understanding from the side of Russia’s political elite, rather than looking only to the West. The totalitarian regime, however, does not change under pressure from outside. Examples are in abundance. Dictatorship could be changed to democracy only with overwhelming support of people. 

At the same time, a sweeping accusation of opposition political forces, real political figures of all sins, poor work and absence of results should be considered unfair. First, objectively leaders of the democratic opposition enjoy the greatest confidence with respective political forces. Second, concrete political results are an evidence in their favor. In particular, the regime’s uncertainty of its victory forced it to coerce people to cast votes in advance, to form election commissions consisting of those dependent on authorities, to "ensure" the required voting results. 

That means that the past presidential campaign might become the beginning of the process of changing the authoritarian regime to a democratic one. A wide democratic alliance on a common political platform meeting interests of the majority is under formation. Last illusions are abandoned. Both positive and negative experience of working in real political and social-economic conditions was accumulated. Reliable data on public moods and preferences was received. 

One could assume that the political parties and a united democratic alliance would learn the defeat lessons. Today major opposition forces are working in a close contact, exchange information, coordinate their positions by means of participating in the Advisory Council of the leading parties. There is a firm platform for further consolidation of democratic forces. All the parties, forming the coalition, recognize inalienability of sovereignty, independence and neutrality of the country, speak for a close cooperation with Russia and a gradual integration of Belarus into civilized European society, for creation of a law-abiding state and civic society, respecting human rights and freedoms, pluralism and independent mass media as top priorities and values. For democracy, for division and independence of legislative, executive and judicial power. For creation of conditions for decent life of all of our citizens under conditions of a socially oriented market economy. 

Clearly, all the political parties and other public structures forming the coalition would remain independent in accomplishing their charter tasks. They are bound with each other only by commitment to deal with one common problem – return of the country to the path of democratic development.

HOW COULD WE BUILD CIVIC SOCIETY?

By Vera Nanivskaya, Vladimir Nikitin, International Center of Prospective Studies (Kyiv)
Contemporary western literature is abundant in criticism of public order in home countries and common ideas of public organization. That makes one to conclude that there are no ideal and universal organization models. But all people admit that critical discussion of public programs and transformation strategies is a necessary element of modern democratic order. 

Thus, in our opinion, the question of applying ideology of civic society from practical, or better to say, "engineering" by type of thinking point of view seems very topical, what society instead of the totalitarian one we build in Ukraine, what system of government is needed for that, what experience of building civic society could we use, what resources do we have for that and what obstacles must be overcome? 

1.  What society do we build?
Do we build a society aimed at privileged existence of some groups as compared to other groups, or a society where all members have an opportunity to express and realize their interests? 

In the first case power structures is a mechanism for domination of one interest, in the other – a mechanism for elaboration and implementation of political decisions considering interests of different groups. 

A society where interests of one group dominate is called totalitarian, a society where interests of all groups are taken into account is called democratic. 

Developed democratic societies are always a fruit of joint work of strong power structures, able to implement approved political decisions, and strong social groups which consciously support the given decision because they took part in its elaboration, and control it through mechanism of election. Such mode of public order or such stage of democracy development is, as a rule, called civic society. 

Opposition of the state to the society is a vestige of the past political discourse and conveys a notion of a special organization beyond society, which oppresses it, as distinct from a concept of society, which independently chooses and employs its representatives to perform administrative functions. 

However, analysis of assistance rendered by western foundations for development of Ukraine (as well as other post-totalitarian states) demonstrates that because of a similar interpretation much more efforts are spent not on development of democratic decision making institutions, but on projects of protection of citizens form authorities’ actions and their criticism. Thus, instead of increasing efficiency of cooperation between public structures and power structures it causes tension and disorder. It shall be noted that another policy of technical assistance is applied to countries, with which the West is going to establish serious cooperation regarding their integration into its structures, and special emphasis is laid on creation of necessary institutions, as it was in Poland and Hungary. 

The issue of civic society matters exactly in the aspect of discussion of methods to make political decisions and is only a picture of public transformation, because there are aspects emphasizing the problem of modernization, globalization or development, for discussion of which other notions are needed, for example, about information society, technical culture, etc. 

Though the president and the parliament of Ukraine proclaimed movement towards creation of a democratic society and strong power able to lead the country to the level of developed European states thereby providing it with an opportunity to become a member of the European Union and other influential international organizations. 

2. Which power and administrative structures are needed for that? 

There were developed administrative structures in Ukraine, inherited from the USSR and created in line with requirements of directive-planned government for realization of interests of party nomenclature. A turn towards building a developed democracy must be crowned with setting up an administrative mechanism able to work in the interests of different public groups. 

To consider different public interests, it is necessary to get through the process of transformation of the state mechanism of totalitarian society into a democratic administration mechanism, to create a class of professional bureaucrats of democratic society. 

Efficiency of power structures and administrative mechanism might be determined by several categories: 

· A commonly recognized criterion – a democratic norm. Government must consider opinion of people; citizens must get a chance to demand responsibility from elected authorities for actions of its representatives. Therefore, probability of misuse of power from the side of elected authorities must be reduced to the minimum. 

· Another commonly recognized criterion – concrete achievements of politics, as, for example, the fact that one state spends more resources on public needs than another state, or favors fast economic growth. Such achievements are determined, first of all, by choice of political course. States could differ from each other by degree of concern about social security of citizens, but not by the fact that one political institution is more efficient than another in the process of transformation of common interests into political achievements. That means that president and parliament must provide the given country with an efficient government and cooperate with it. 

· The third important criterion connected with historic situation of Ukraine – ensuring public transformation. That means, first of all, that the state supports the process of creation of new democratic institutions providing for determination and consideration of interests of different public groups in everyday activities of authorities, which where not present and could not even be imagined in a totalitarian state. Second, parliament jointly with president determines directions and criteria of public transformation and estimates necessary changes in legislation by them. 

Below are 10 specific abilities necessary, as international experts say, for a successful activity of parliament and government, created by them and serving as an efficiency criteria for power structures in a democratic society:

· Ability to set up and uphold priorities among many conflicting requirements facing authorities to avoid extremes and not to go bankrupt;

· To direct resources to spheres where they will be the most efficient;

· Ability to introduce a new policy if the old one has not justified itself;

· To adjust conflicting goals and unite them into a single whole;

· Ability to commission commitments and responsibility on influential groups though cooperation with them to express public interests;

· To represent not only politically shaped interests, but also different, not yet organized interests;

· To ensure an efficient implementation of governmental policy after its approval;

· To ensure political stability for successful results of approved policy;

· To assume international commitments and uphold them in the sphere of trade or national security for the purpose of a long-term guarantee;

· To direct political movements in a way preventing society from rolling down to a civil war. 

So, it is necessary to create power institutions able to perform their public mission and meet commitments for a civic society to exist. 

3. Which approach to building civic society could be used? 

Naturally a similar opportunity could appear only within a long historic period, as it was in Western Europe, but it could fail to appear at all. 

That’s why a stepwise work must be carried out to create an institutional ability of state structures and public organizations regarding cooperation for creation and introduction of such mechanisms of state to determine and consider interests of different public groups in the process of making political decisions. 

A widely spread in the world and efficient instrument to elaborate similar abilities and institutions is introduction of public politics methods into the system of state government and public life. 

The following are inalienable components of public politics for western democracies: 

· Division of political positions and state officials-political analysts in government;

· Existence of procedures, standards, instructions for consultations and communications for public politics;

· Existence of instructions, standards, documents for elaboration of state policy, "green books", "white books";

· Participation of public in procedures and institutions of making decisions;

· Existence of faculties of public politics and analysis of politics at universities.

Such system creates opportunities for partnership between government and citizens, lays foundations of a healthy, efficient democratic society. 

4. What obstacles to overcome and what resources do we have for that? 

From the very beginning international donors assumed conceptual leadership and financial support for transformation processes in Ukraine. It imposes intellectual responsibility on them, in particular: 

· Necessity to consider all factors affecting the process of transformation;

· Necessity to estimate the level of technical readiness for perception and implementation of recommendations;

· Necessity to combine a determined objective of technical assistance with practical results.

Transformation strategy now realized in Ukraine is based on certain assumptions, implementation of which brought concrete results. Not all of them turned out to be positive. 

As for government reform, donors supposed that after pressure of totalitarianism is liquidated the following would be done: 

· Government would listen to good recommendations;

· Would make right decisions regarding liberalization, privatization and financial stability;

· Would automatically: 

· assume new functions for public politics elaboration;

· abandon interference with business;

· ensure that population is provided with quality state services;

· create an efficient and transparent system of state finances.

In fact the following has happened:

· since the Soviet-style governmental mechanism was not subjected to technical assistance, Ukrainian power structures saw no systematic creation of new instruments of cooperation with new legitimate forces actively standing up for their interests in society. No institutional system of public politics providing for legitimate ways and methods of achieving balance between various, very often conflicting interests – a necessary condition for democracy – was set up;

· without knowledge and skills necessary for public politics elaboration, the government inefficiently formulates and implements policy and provide services of low quality, though previously it did not provide them at all;

· almost all governmental decisions are made by "hand" management;

· a new professional class of democratic governmental bureaucracy is not being formed.

As for reforms in the sphere of civic society, donors, probably, supposed that as soon as pressure of totalitarianism is liquidated, an individual opinion would be enough for public to take part in the process of policy elaboration, movement for civil rights, public monitoring of government activities and budget resources management. 

In fact the following has happened:

· civil democratic skills are being developed chaotically without systematic help. In Ukraine projects for support of civic society are inconsistent and uncoordinated, and as a result Ukrainian democracy is lop-sided;

· only one stage of democratic cycle was realized – political institutions which ensure handing over power (Constitution, election and political parties) were established;

· there was no other vital stage of democracy providing for public control over elected power between elections. There are no democratic institutions ensuring dialog between public and private sectors. 

Four billion dollars were spend on technical assistance, but so far the Ukrainian government and public organizations still lack democratic abilities. This is a betrayal of interests of donor-states and Ukrainian citizens. 

In this respect the International Center for Prospective Studies suggested a new paradigm of technical assistance under conditions of absence of donors’ integration strategy regarding Ukraine. This paradigm is based on experience of rendering technical assistance to Central European countries in the process of their preparation for joining the European Union. 

Two distinctive features of the given experience could be noted: 

· all projects were of a complex and technical character, which ensured implementation of state policy standards, for example, preparation and discussion of all important issues of politics, the so-called "green" and "white" books, analytical support for all decisions, elaboration of strategies in all directions and spheres of state policy, etc. 

· the key way for sharing experience was not recommendations, but the so-called twinning – passing over experience of similar structures and positions from representatives of countries of developed democracy to representatives of corresponding structures and positions in countries-candidates. 

The ICPS projects "Groups of politics analysis in the Government of Ukraine" and "Public voice" became an implementation of the given paradigm. Products of the first project are fully worked out by members of the Ukrainian government for use at work places and also in government activities, as well as for reorganization of work of governmental structures, spread of new working methods to other ministries and regions. 

The second project is being carried out in regional structures and is aimed at developing and teaching civil skills and commitments to regional non-governmental organizations, teaching public politics principles to power structures and non-governmental organizations, conducting regional monitoring and studies. A complex long-term program for building institutional abilities in power structures, organizations and individuals is being realized in the project for the first time. The project confirms the fact that civic society is being formed thanks to communication between authorities and public organizations by means of fulfilling a wide range of works: for example, assessment of quality of state services, budget hearings, elaboration and discussion of municipal projects and programs, etc. All such works are accompanied with proper education and trainings. 

The following could be considered a fundamental positive conclusion of the above works: democracy is not a mystery, but a skill that could be developed. Practical steps and achieved results became an answer to theoretical disputes over expediency of orientation at building civic society. 

ROLE OF HUMAN RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS IN FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND POLICY 

By Tatiana Protko, Belarusian Helsinki Committee 
1. Human rights activists and politics 

Being a part of civic society, human rights organizations play a special role by definition. They remind politicians of ideals of modern civilization, demand from them to make these ideals a reality both at the level of society and regarding an individual. The latter is of special importance, because human rights activists estimate efficiency of state machine by its ability to help a concrete individual to solve his life problems, by degree of fulfillment of its commitments before citizens. Human rights organizations inform world community of human rights situation in their country, disseminate knowledge of modern international standards regarding human rights, draw governments’ attention to discrepancies between national legislation and these standards, analyze practice of execution of national legislation in the field of human rights and inform government of it, help concrete citizens realize or restore their rights. 

Public authority, popularity and influence of human rights groups is determined by more or less complete fulfillment of their tasks. 

The issue of correlation between human rights activity and political activity, understanding of this correlation by society is of great importance to clear up possibilities and nature of influence of human rights groups on public opinion and public politics. For arguments the example of BHC could be cited. 

As we know, in summer of 2000 some members of the Minsk branch of BHC claimed they quit the organization. Well-known opposition politicians and leaders of influential public organizations quitted the organization. The central leadership and leaders of some regional offices were publicly accused of politicizing. The future of BHC and its leadership was threatened. At present the problems seems not so acute, but it has not been solved in principle. It is aggravated by the fact that members and leaders of party political structures are at the same time members and leaders of human rights organizations. 

It is noteworthy that the problem of correlation between human rights activity and politics has for a long time been a deep concern of human rights groups in all countries. So, the well-known Russian human rights activist, Honorary Chairman of the International Helsinki Federation Y. Orlov wrote in 1991: "Human rights activists renounce politics, believing it is a boring and dirty business. It is especially hard to unite oneself in politics and in situations when there is a totalitarian or dictatorial regime… In this situation it is necessary to have a clear picture where there are boundaries of a struggle for human rights and a simply political struggle, because in fact there is no such boundary. Always, when you struggle against dictatorship, simultaneously you struggle for human rights. That means when we are accused of politicizing, we are accused correctly. Human rights in a totalitarian regime – is a political matter, this is a matter of transition to a different regime". Thus, it is obvious that the problem whether or not human rights activists could engage in politics is in fact a problem of tactics in the struggle for society democratization, it is solved positively or negatively depending on concrete conditions and circumstances.

There are, however, moments admissible in politics, but causing a flat aversion of human rights activists. This is a matter of so-called "black PR" and using false information. A human rights activist, who deliberately distorted facts in his work, even for the sake of democracy, could not be considered a human rights activist any more. He/she has no right to use confidential information neither in personal, nor in human rights interests. There are other important elements of human rights ethics: not to draw hasty conclusions, not to pin "labels", to act only by law, to consider interests of a concrete person, who is asking for assistance, above interests of politics or an organization, etc. Undoubtedly, such "quixotism" of human rights activists might sometimes irritate politicians staying in power or striving for it. However, this is what authority of human rights activists in the eyes of population based on. 

There are certain relations between politicians and human rights activists in the world. Human rights gtoups help politicians with democratization of society and, if necessary for protection of human rights, participate in activity of state bodies. In different countries many human rights activists are parliament members, many politicians become human rights activists later on. There is a constant exchange of "authority" – engaging into political campaign, human rights activists publicly claim they would act in the interests of people and for their welfare. By turning into human rights activists, well-known politicians strengthen authority of human rights organizations, make their conclusions more weighty and significant. It shall be noted that coming to politics, human rights activists bring with them honesty typical of human rights activists, striving to act not in personal interests. This is what makes former human rights activists attractive political figures, a bright example – Czech President V. Havel. Activities of S. Kovalyev, a well know Russian human rights activist, in the Russian State Duma could be cited as an example of a fruitful application of human rights authority by politicians. 

2. Political situation in Belarus from the point of view of human rights groups 

Since 1996 BHC has been annually monitoring Belarus’ compliance with the main international standards settled by international commitments of the country. Our latest work – "Report on fulfillment of the Pact on UN Civil and Political Rights". Having monitored the situation for six years, we certify a steady and a constantly spreading in scope violation of the given principles and standards. 

In particular, in the field of observing law we established violations of constitutional norms from the side of legislative and executive authorities committed with impunity, people’s inability to address the Constitutional Court to protect their rights, giving legislative power to presidential decrees and regulations, and the deepest concern – violation of Constitutional norms regarding human rights. We certify that the judicial system is in fact dependent on executive authorities, both in the center and in the regions, existence of a "telephone" right, disposition of courts to protect, first of all, interests of the state, ministries, rather than human rights. We are concerned over direct violations of the current legislation by officials of all levels of power committed with impunity. 

In the field of democracy we shall note an imperfection, non-compliance of the current election legislation with international norms, numerous violations of the given legislation during the parliament and presidential election, obstacles thrown by state structures on the way of representatives of civic society while observing the election process, absence of local self-government. 

In the field of human rights the following facts were established: an inadequate court protection of human rights, its total absence in some cases, an accusatory bent of courts, tortures and humiliating human dignity actions by officeholders, a growing destitution, inactivity of law enforcement agencies in investigation of people’s disappearances, especially opposition politicians, a de facto monopoly of state-run mass media, a closed information space, discrimination of Belarusian-speaking citizens, especially in the field of education, state support, also financial support, of one Church, preservation of the residence permit system. 

We certify that violations are numerous, and that they relate to large groups of people or even the whole population. Human rights violations on a large scale must not go unpunished. International community reacted at the situation in Belarus with a partial isolation, reducing to the minimum contacts with senior state officials, the Belarusian parliament. In turn, in some cases Belarus openly neglects its international commitments, recommendations within the framework of OSCEё UN, provoking conflicts with the OSCE AMG, having H. — G. Wieck shadowed and making public results of such surveillance. 

It is noteworthy that state officials see a way out from the isolation not in compliance with norms, standards, recommendations by the international community, but in distracting attention from the problem of human rights in Belarus by means of a provocative anti-American propaganda simultaneously with an unsuccessful in certain aspects flirting with EU member-states. 

Human rights violations, international reaction at them is a result of the domestic political situation in Belarus and nature of Belarus’ political regime. 

Estimations of nature of the Belarusian state are different: from totalitarian, according to some representatives of the opposition, to the most democratic, people’s, as the president and his entourage believes. 

Absence of the institution of private ownership in the country inevitably presupposes a curtailed democracy, existence of state ideological structures forming and controlling public opinion. At present, after certain reorganization and personnel shuffles, such structure was set up at the Presidential Administartion – this is the Department for Coordination, Ideological Work and Public Relations. Aside from this body, an unquestionable leader in "ideological upbringing of masses", both chambers of the Belarusian Parliament are involved in influence on public opinion and public politics. However, because of limited powers, a disrespectful attitude of the president openly expressed with regard to some deputies and the parliament as a whole, the parliament’s influence on public opinion is minimal at present. Also state-run analytical and sociological institutes and centers exert influence on public opinion. This is an indirect influence – through information passed to state ideologists, the president or mass media. 

Influence of the above mentioned state ideological structures on the formation of public opinion is quite big and stable. It is explained by a coordinated activity of such structures on the most important issues for society with the position of the president, who, by his possibilities and powers, is the major factor of influence on public opinion and public politics. Aside from that, state ideologists have non-limited opportunities to use the most significant mass media for their influence: inexpensive newspapers of large circulation, radio, television. They are connected with other structures of the state machinery what multiplies their possibilities. 

A total ideologization, however, causes a spontaneous inner protest and irritation in the still growing part of the administration apparatus. Over the last six months, especially after the presidential election, sociological surveys conducted by independent analytical centers have recorded different discontents among state managers. The state machinery’s opposition, however, is of a spontaneous, scattered and timid nature, and at present is only a potential threat for the present regime, since it has no experience of civil resistance. The state machinery’s opposition is greatly affected by Russia’s political vector: if it turns against the Belarusian president, the apparatus’ opposition would immediately grow stronger, bolder and numerous. 

No matter what happens, governmental ideologists apply the tactics of intimidation, initiating criminal prosecutions against the most important figures from influential social groups and elites. Delaying the investigations into disappearances of Y. Zakharenko, V. Gonchar, A. Krasovsky is aimed at intimidating those who are dissatisfied with authorities. 

Speaking about the state machinery’s opposition, one shall bear in mind that in its majority it does not consist of crystal honest advocates of democracy. Such discontent is caused by various reasons, including a constant fear, of course, which makes people tired. Democratic transformations frighten them not less than the president. 

Our contacts with authorities, especially in district towns and rural area, convince us that many people sincerely believe everything state-run mass media report, see no alternatives to the current political course, do not imagine that someone beside A. Lukashenko could head the state. Local authorities are still respected, because solution of concrete problems of any resident of a district town or a village depends on them. The state machinery’s opposition is unlikely to carry out democratic transformations in the country without an outside assistance. 

Outside pressure could come from popular masses rebelled against the regime, intellectual and political opposition, opposition of civic society. Let’s consider opportunities of each of the above groups. 

Contacts with population convince us that "people’s anger" has not matured yet. There is a certain tension because of growing poverty, to extricate oneself from which for many is impossible. But such tension is quickly relieved by vodka, promises of the president, who is trusted, because no one makes better promises, professional, competent work of presidential ideologists and analysts, public state support for an idea of social equality, periodic punishment of those who stand out, tolerance of legal and illegal opposition in a curtailed and controlled by secret services form, control over appearance of possible rivals of the president. People criticize the president’s power, but as V. Lenin used to say, because this is their authorities, their president.

The intellectual opposition is also neutralized for the near future. Mostly because of ambitious, with no regard to reality, and sometimes simply mistaken actions of leaders from Charter-97, who assumed the responsibility of representing the intellectual opposition without coordination of such steps with the opposition itself. The struggle of our poets – N. Gilevich, G. Buravkin, R. Baradukin – for bright ideals deserves respect, but this is not enough. By drawing intellectual elite into local conflicts and quarrels, parties and organizations lose supporters among those who is considered the pride of the nation, and such conflicts scare intellectuals away. 

The political opposition in the form of parties and political associations is in a natural crisis after the defeat at the presidential election. Today it is very important for party leaders, without excessive personal ambitions, to analyze their errors, to work out a clear strategy and a flexible tactics, to prepare worthy candidates for any election. So far, there are no interesting for the population and well-prepared party initiatives and campaigns in the regions. The parties have no influence on events in the regions, sometimes there are common "concourses" living their inner problems, in most districts there are no political organizations at all. The parties have no victories, and this is a very important factor in political struggle. 

The opposition of civic society is under formation yet. And therefore there are "pluses" and "minuses". The "minus" – absence of organizational experience, really existing, uniting, coordinating structures. The existing Assembly of Non-governmental Organizations must be seriously reorganized – today this is an amorphous, lifeless and non-respected formation with no concrete goals and tasks. The "plus" – absence of defeats, feeling of personal responsibility for what is going on among leaders and members of many non-governmental organizations, who are not setting tasks of changing the entire world, but want and are able to change a part of it. 

Concrete transformations are seen today in the so-called official labor unions, which, first of all thanks to the president, are turning from an amorphous formation into a real mechanism for protection of interests of workers. Labor union leaders could be, of course, strongly criticized – but today labor unions are the only organizations having opportunities of direct contacts with employees, of forming public opinion. 

Independent analytical centers are a constituent part of civic society. Their role in the formation of public opinion and public politics is growing. Obviously, an intellectual potential accumulated by these centers must be directed at advance, at elaboration of a long-term stepwise strategy both of all forces in society and separate components of such forces. To win the strategy of state ideologists is possible only by offering a better strategy. 

The past parliamentary and presidential elections have not only negative consequences. A wide civic opposition began to take shape in the country, and it includes all parts of a civic society: political parties, labor unions, public organizations. For the first time since 1994 civic activity in the form of observers at elections, campaigners, came down to the district level. Leaders of civic society proved able to accomplish quite difficult organizational and financial tasks. 

Hence, a political picture of our society is rather sad, but there are evident elements of hope. 

3. Tactics of human rights organizations in the struggle for influence on public opinion 

Today Belarusian human rights activists see an opportunity for society democratization in the following: 

· Consolidation of human rights and other organizations related to human rights. This is a coordination of activity, choice of priorities, their distribution among organizations, mutual information exchange, distribution of information of each other through one’s channels, organization of joint events, participation in joint projects. The main slogan of such consolidation is protection of rights of citizens and their assemblies. The beginning of uniting of human rights activists has started: it has already been decided to unite efforts of lawyers for human rights organizations to protect rights of public organizations, BHC and "Legal Assistance to the Population" also agreed to unite their efforts. Such a consolidation is of great importance for practical activity, strengthens authority of organizations, increases influence on public opinion. 

· Organization of protection of citizens in public offices. Today we have many such offices ("Vesna" – 15, "Legal Assistance to the Population" – 5, BHC — 42). For example, about 2.000 people go through public offices of BHC daily, considerable information about the society and its problems is being accumulated, and then published and included in monitorings.

· Distribution of human rights information in state bodies. A direct (address) distribution is the most efficient method in conditions of a closed information space. BHC has been applying this method for several years. In particular, answers from regional executive committees showed that our monitoring of the presidential election was considered in the regions. Today local authorities know that their activities are publicly controlled. Organizing seminars, round tables where representatives of state structures are invited also proved efficient. Discussions initiated at such meetings are later thoroughly considered in the regions. Arrival of well-known people at a district town, their contacts with local leadership strengthen authority of local organizations, their leaders in the eyes of local residents, help promptly and publicly solve urgent issues. 

· Any non-standards activity influences the formation of public opinion in the regions. This could be different mass events – from rock-concerts to pickets and meetings. While staging mass protest actions, their objectives and organizations should be well considered. The topic of a meeting or a picket must be a concern not only for those who take part, but also residents of the given region, rather than an abstract topic. 

· Mass media remain the major factor of influence on society. It is very important that human rights organizations help organizing subscription to democratic publications where they pass their information. Organizing subscription – is of great importance. State ideologists pay much attention to it, whereas democratic press is in "free waters".

· A system of presentation of human rights materials should be thought through. Stating facts must be accompanied by concrete proposals how to improve the current situation. So-called "interventions" are also possible – a series of materials is prepared on urgent for a given region issues and is published in the most popular local newspaper, part of its circulation is distributed in the region. There would be a double effect – the number of supporters of the newspaper grows, human tights activists gain authority. 

· Creation of a positive image, of one’s own organization, allies and their leaders, is also of great importance. By principle – first you work for publicity, then it works for you. An image that would be created with the population must be thoroughly considered, not to become a common complainant. It is very important to note positive events, information in the region, and those people who really help protecting human rights. They are our potential allies. 

· It is necessary to establish a two-way communication between the capital and the regions. This is not just a matter of information exchange, which is also important, but organizing joint events in line with the above scheme: urgency, result, participation of authorities. Today everyone lives his own problems, struggles by oneself. Establishing relations between the regions is an ideal to achieve. 

· A more active work of common members. Each person maintains contacts with at least 20 people. Making them one’s active allies, and later they would attract new people, is a solution to the problem. 

Focusing efforts on preparations to the future elections of all levels: selection and training of candidates, popularization, creation of a material and organizational basis. The first rehearsal – elections to local Councils. First victories must be won there. They could be won only by common efforts of all democratic forces.
PUBLIC POLITICS AS REHABILITATION OF POLITICS 

By Irina Bugrova, International Institute of Political Studies

1. Politics diagnosis

Once I asked graduates of the political sciences faculty at one of the most famous and prestigious Belarusian universities where they were going to work. In response they smiled bashfully and finally revealed their striving for studies abroad (which is praiseworthy in itself), but if to work in Belarus – only in one of a few international organizations. That means staying in the country while being independent from it. The conversation inspired by me allowed to record some conclusions, which are not only a result of mediation in a classroom and not a discovery for competent audience, but an expressive evidence of existing Belarusian practice. Without diagnosing Belarusian politics as a whole it is difficult to speak about coordinates of public politics, because it is an element and natural continuation of it. 

First. In Belarus there is no politics as such. At least this is an explanation of the professional interest loss (and to some degree political interest) especially from the side of policymakers and experts. Undoubtedly, young specialists, who are set for a professional career, feel it. Absence of necessity to understand the essence of politics, speaking philosophically – its ontological purpose – is characteristic of almost all the political entities of Belarus. Understanding of politics as association with power, handling power dominates all other senses. That means the initial Aristotelian concept of politics as sphere, where public welfare is created, public affairs are managed, disappears. Holding power loses contact with the question "holding for what?", and politics is boiled down to activities of state officials. 

Politics (better to say the state, which embodies politics) and society distance form each other and conditionally agree upon certain ritual communications (for examples, an election with known results, all-Belarusian assemblies, etc.). In general, the state constantly demonstrates force and protection for the obedient, the society – obedience to authorities, indifferent and cynical conformism before the powerful. Results of sociological researches and real processes are an evidence of a stable character of such relations. 

If according to data of different sociological services about 60% of the population are interested in politics (such interest might change, (during election campaigns, for example), only 6% believe politics exert a significant influence on their life, and 14% say it has only certain influence. The rest either found it difficult to give an answer, or do not think their private life depends on politics. 

Public opinion is quite united in determining a real influence on life in the country (80—90% of respondents) of such interest groups (structures) as the presidential vertical, law enforcement agencies and management of enterprises, but at the same time is prone to distrust them (especially two first groups, including the president). During the presidential election campaign a considerable part of voters – up to 60% — was ready to accept the election results even if they are falsified. What, indeed, did took place. 

Second. Politics privatized by the state is becoming a closed enterprise to provide for and consolidate its own power resource. It isolates itself from all other spheres and considers them only from the point of view of brutal competition. Potential zones of a serious alternative, against which the major state power is directed, is being monitored and controlled. In the given concept in any point of the coordinates initiative and an increase in index of resource consistence is considered by authorities (the state) as a direct attempt at its own monopoly. Because it is clear that any resource is certain power. And no matter what the resource is – finances, knowledge, information, organization, or a new promising top-figure. 

And the position of young specialists is explainable: doing politics in Belarus – is to expose oneself to danger no matter where you are, either in the corporation of those holding power, or its opponents. 

In this case the state machine’s reaction at hotbeds of alternative influence revealed during the presidential election campaign is indicative. Here different repressive sanctions against some structures after the election was over is meant – director corps, official labor unions, certain NGO structures, independent mass media and analytical centers, concrete organizations and structures, etc. Also the authorities’ striving to cut off channels of alternative information is quite explicable and there is an evidence of it – the presidential order to set up information-consultative groups consisting of supervisory personnel. They are to become the information channels to strengthen ritual communications between authorities and society. 

In this respect the president’s election slogan about economy liberalization seems absolutely illogical. Regardless of a presentable formula, it does not suit the concept of privatized politics. Since any liberalization (even with participation of Russia) immediately ruins authorities’ monopoly and increases potential of society (even partially), creates hotbeds of independence, corporate interest, financially secure, and also contributes to appearance of new (successful!) and relatively independent leaders (pay attention to political processes in Russia and Ukraine). That means that authorities would strengthen their competitor. 

Third. A simplified attitude towards politics as a popular sphere demanding no special training is characteristic almost of all political players in Belarus, both representatives of the state and the opposition. This is a major "stumble" for all of them. Because politics avenges for not knowing its rules, as well as economics. Political, as well as legal illiteracy — is the scourge not only of society, which is defenseless against aggressive power (it is known that absolute power corrupts absolutely), but also of those who hold this power. 

The state, isolating the society from politics and controlling all outlets, believes it efficiently consolidates its power. To certain degree this is fair. Offering no serious prospective project for the society, the state hampers its consolidation, drives it into apathy, ruins solidary environments and outwardly gets rid of possible competition. Thereby it kills itself as a major political actor, because it looses nourishing environment, which politics means for the state. Politics, which we have already defined as a multidimensional public initiative. The state pines away to nothing without applying to it. 

There is a great difference between efficient strengthening of power and power efficiency. If the latter secures the former, strengthening of power does not necessarily lead to its efficiency, more often – it ruins it. Similar historical examples are abundant in pictures of power crisis. This is quite understandable. Limitations, isolation, administrative and command methods exhaust themselves in due time and give birth to double nature tendencies. On the one hand, hotbeds of applying different resources appear in power, even within the framework of its strengthening (search for social and outside support, addressing competent specialists, using alternative information, etc.). On the other hand, the society excluded from participation suddenly begins to seek for an alternative to the given power. It gives birth to a public project. One shall not forget that the state only rules, and the society lives. And only where there is a society, there is a state (A. Gramshi). 

The more serious and substantial proposals top-managers, organizations and interest groups (corporations) make, the quicker society perceives its project. Here we must address chaotic practice of counter-elite or opposition structures, which are still making two strategic mistakes. The first is related to the fact that their major opponent was the present authorities, and therefore style and public politics was connected to negation and protest. But staying out of the system, possessing no share of resources of authorities, it was impossible to put stakes on such strategy. 

The second mistake arises from the first one. The society and its concrete groups must have become a major object for the opposition. But the society, as well as opponents of the authorities, also happened to be out of the decision-making system. And it was the society, which needed and still needs a public project. The opposition preferred to work for destruction of authorities, rather than creating solidary public structures, what determined its priorities in contacts with outside actors, first of all, international organizations, but not corporations (even weak) within the country. 

The society’s despair expressively displayed during the presidential election campaign. It turned not ready to oppose the authorities, uncoordinated (there was no real integration, it only took shape at the level of upper structures, central offices), mostly unable to function, and therefore cynically conformist. And speaking for changes, it felt no taste of them. That why it betrayed an unripe idea of changes, and the club of its authors and supporters at one. 

In this respect a statement by a participant of one of numerous focus-group researches during the election campaign: "Yes, we want changes. But changes are impossible in our country. And therefore we do not need them". This is another evidence of misunderstanding of essence of politics by those who must have offered an alternative and real public politics to official ritual samples? 

2. Rehabilitation of politics

Return to real politics means engaging society into it, which is impossible without efficient public politics. And those who are quicker and more successful would benefit from it. 

Public politics should be understood as a public engagement, stimulating public support, promoting ideas, parties, leaders, structures. This is politics for society and together with society. This is not a matter of an abstract humanism or social readiness to sacrifice. Public politics does not exclude realization of private and group interest, and on the contrary, encourages positioning of active groups and their lobbying of interests. Because politics – is a sphere of competition and coordination of positions of many groups. It considers interests of those who are ready to produce them. And the greater resonance a presentation receives, the higher chances to get a full voice in it. 

Public politics is a window of politics as a whole, this is images and samples, which some political and public actors want to circulate. Its efficiency – this is a condition and in many respects a major condition for efficiency of politics in general. Many understand public politics as bright actions, appearance at mass events or mass publications in mass media. But in fact, this is a complex sphere of planning, which takes into account achievements of many sciences, first of all, sociology, social psychology, theory of communications and also PR. 

Its basic directives are based on the following elements: 

· Subordination to a common strategamme, strategy of actions;

· Assumption of goals (in line with hierarchy of strategic objectives);

· Determining efficient and measurable criteria for achieving goals;

· Determining address (referent) groups;

· Orientation at network creation (distribution, influence, cooperation, etc.);

· Determining format of an action (actions), planning (PR-strategy);

· Public reaction recording;

· Result control (PR-control);

· PR-strategy correcting.

It seems that the above information is known to many politicians. But why, then, most acts of Belarusian public politics, both from the side of authorities and their opponents, are so inefficient and sometimes even absurd?

Examples. From the point of view of public politics the president shall not (it is both inefficient and dangerous) build his present political course ignoring almost half of the country’s population, which does not agree with the current policy (he must be aware of real results of the election). Because a candidate, who gained a small advantage (over his opponent and those who voted against all), shall build up voters’ credit by means of vacillatory and skeptical groups (for example, President G. Bush). He chooses the worst version of the present policy aimed at suppressing freethinking, which (evidently) came to grief. 

The opposition, in its turn, must have not only foresaw, but also offered an efficient scenario of unification of two opposing, as it may seem at first glance, forces – director corps and labor unions, which happened to be in disfavor (what was predicted after the election). The above scheme added to real public events allows to detect mistakes and defective actions in steps of both sides. And here strategic, but not short-term errors are meant. 

So, is rehabilitation of politics possible today?

3. Professional planning of public politics

Rehabilitation of politics demands a professional approach. Formation of public politics is impossible to imagine without specialists in different fields. In order to be able to change the situation in Belarusian politics, it is necessary to start working not with analysis of a daily poor product, but a project how to make a high-quality product. 

It is known that after the election there is a global revision of plans and strategies in many structures, parties and organizations. Today there is a real opportunity of engaging the society into the process of making political decisions, an active influence on this process. Several scenarios of different strategies are under discussion. How to make a choice, and how to make it the most successful one? I would dare to offer some principles for professional preparation of political projects, which are not only the result of special preparation, but also conclusions based on experience of participation in preparation and realization of many acts of public politics. 

First, regardless of existing teams of analysts and experts in parties and organizations, it is always expedient to invite outside experts and advisors to prepare basic documents, especially at the stage of elaboration. That would contribute unusual ideas before the strategamme is formed. 

Second, a short-time and occasional participation of experts in form of passing analytical notes or results of sociological researches is insufficient, and sometimes is the worst variant for planning public politics. 

Third, there is no point in integrating advisors at the stage of an already launched project. Difficulties for the structure and advisors may appear. Opportunities to correct mistakes seem very limited, whereas mutual reproaches are enormous. 

Fourth, there is no need to attract several advisors at one time (especially during election campaigns).

Fifth, in terms of professional planning of public politics the following steps seem the most acceptable variant: 

· creation of educating programs for different structures and groups (specialized, different levels);

· attracting interprofile groups of specialists, politically independent and financially secure, which work within the framework of the following directions: strategy development, education programs, PR-control, planning of concrete actions and their integration into the strategy, creation of image of a concrete organization, analysis of chances of concrete leaders, etc.

Maybe, as a popular TV anchorman says, different times came and we realized that no matter how good a sportsman is, no matter what records he beats, what techniques he masters, he definitely needs a coach, because the coach sees the sportsman from outside and advises from within. Perhaps it is the right time to do politics professionally, thereby rehabilitating it.

HOW TO SACRALIZE BELARUS?

By Valentin Akudovich, Belarusian Collegium
The problem of formation of public opinion and public politics in Belarus is already essential, especially for the situation we are in, and its urgency could not be doubted. And if the numerous sociologists present here conducted a survey on the topic "What social, economic and cultural concepts should become a basis for public opinion, which is about to be formed through various mechanisms of public politics?", then one could be sure that there would have been enough many-polar and many-vector opinions about "public opinion" to nihilize it as such. Schematically this situation reminds a virtual meeting of a large group of people who gathered to build something new, but one of them is bearing in mind a project of a village house, another – a decent estate, someone else – an apartment of communal flats, or barracks, or a covered market, or a transit hotel, etc. The result of such joint architectural efforts is evident… 

But it is not only a matter of what the result would be, but the fact that so far in Belarus different political subjects have only demonstrated their desire to build something together. In reality, behind the back of the rest each of them is trying to win a tender and make a contract to realize its own project. Naturally, those who accumulate the largest capital, in our case – political capital, would have the best chances in this competition. Thus, in my opinion, so far we haven’t been in the process of "public opinion formation", but in the process of accumulating political capital by "sub-contractors" from politics, each of which hopes one day to win the tender for construction of Belarusian House by its project.

Hence, at least for me, there is still an open question: how to form anything which so far has no more or less real project, in our case that means formation of public opinion without a conventional consent to a certain form of its actualization and transformation in wide public circles. That’s first…

Second, which is connected to the first, if subjects of real politics cannot achieve a conventional agreement with the society regarding conceptual parameters of its social and cultural arrangement, wouldn’t everything that we call a formation of public opinion be only a thrust? 

It seems to me that this is a significant moment for each politician and for politics as a single whole – to clearly distinguish a formation from a thrust. Anything could be thrust upon by means of dictatorship, totalitarianism, fear, blood, repression: including national-socialism, communism (in fact, almost every dictatorship begins with populism, which is also one of the forms of thrusting public opinion). It is possible to form something to what society is potentially ready, what it latently bears in itself, waiting for a chance when the still concealed suddenly reveals and materializes in real projects. 

As a matter of fact, my speech is devoted mostly to an analysis of distinctions between strategies of formation and thrust in the situation when society has not yet determined its position regarding its own social-cultural form, as well as concrete priorities and goals. And I want to show this analysis on an example, which many formed by their active participation, partnership or a passive or even a purposeful opposition. I mean the example of an idea of Revival, national idea, on which a number of parties, movements, public associations, actively influencing public opinion in favor of this idea, were founded. 

Finally, at that time (the late 80’s – early 90’s) values of the native language, history, autonomous culture, an independent national State looked so evident not only for adapts of Revival, but also for quite wide public circles, that efforts of proper political associations were aimed not so much as at popularization and propaganda of the national idea, rather than opposition to Russia’s colonization and communization considered as the main obstacles for a free and natural self-manifestation of a previously repressed national consciousness. 

Let’s refer to concrete examples. The course of political events supported and urged confidence in value of the national as a conceptual value for the whole Belarusian society. The breakup of the Communist block and then the Soviet Union into many independent national states, numerous and mass meetings and rallies under white-red-white flags and the "Pagonya" emblem, creation of a sovereign Republic of Belarus, where a democratic-minded and conscientious Belarusian leads the Supreme Council, a state status of the Belarusian language, and a clear tendency for a global Belarusization, etc. 

In short, allegedly most facts and events of that time unambiguously proved that regardless a desperate opposition of the old nomenclature and geopolitical intrigues of Moscow there is an active formation of public opinion on the basis of national idea. And even the replacement, formally without plausible grounds, of a too nationally conscientious and democratic-minded Supreme Council Chairman for a less conscientious and less democratic-minded person, and then electing the president (at a relatively free election) a person who built his program on a radical minimization of democracy and independence, as well as the subsequent referenda about abolition of national symbols and, in fact, the Belarusian language, supported by our society – did not make the national political elite to carefully consider what it had been doing during the past years: a formation or a thrust of public opinion? And even today, six years later, when almost none of the-then political parties, movements and associations really exist, after they did not dare nominating a clearly nationally engaged candidate for the presidential election, it seems that in the national political discourse no one seriously asks the question why the overwhelming majority of Belarusian society rejected the national idea as a forming dominant for building a new life mode?

Just before the 2001 presidential election I published an essay entitled "Without Us", where I presented my opinion in this respect. In general, my analytics of that time looked as follows. Preoccupied with a possibility of building an independent State, ideologists and architects of the national project did not see that an abstract idea of Revival dismissed any value of existing Belarus. Behind the demand to return historic heritage, language and authentic cultural knowledge, there was a strict ideological construction, for which no achievements and values of the Belarusian society seemed suitable, because all of its victories, achievements and joys were of a communist or colonial origin. In a stricter sense, ideology and practice of Revival was a peculiar cultural-intellectual genocide against the people of this land both in their actual reality and their deep retrospective, because Revival denied the right to a value estimation of life not only to our contemporaries, but also dozens of previous generations, which had been living here for 200 years under the yoke of the eastern oppressor. Thus, in line with the Revival concept, only heroes of the opposition to Russia’s colonization and victims of the communist terror had the right to be called humans. 

In fact, we should admit that in the vortex of perestroika and just obtained independence it was not easy to spot a deeply repressive essence of Revival for its ideologists and those who maybe because of shame of their infamous past, or pride for a newly compiled national history, or offense for disgraced Motherland took a penitential path to an Ideal Belarus…

Gradually a white-red-white fog cleared away and the travelers saw that their path lead to a deserted place where no one lived except for historical buildings and ghosts. And then they began returning to their country of May and October holidays, great revolutions and military and labor victories. Naturally, what did they forget on that deserted spot of obvious freedom which couldn’t be compared to their superpower that they built with their own blood and sweat, and which exalted each of its builders by its own might. 

And here I would like to focus attention on another important, as I see it, moment. A conceptual gap between the Revival ideology and the major part of Belarusian society resulted not only from different attitudes to the language, history, culture, but rather from determining the place where Belarusians lived for the last 200 years and where they happened to be after obtaining independence. 

The Revival ideology claimed that during the last several centuries Belarus used to be a colony of the Russian empire, and Belarusians – its slaves. And only now they obtained freedom. And the overwhelming majority of Belarusian society believed that after obtaining independence it received little, but lost a lot, and first of all a great power that the entire world reckoned with. And that majority only smiled at an alleged enslavement, because a considerable part of Moscow’s political, economical and intellectual elite were Belarusian natives, and in the configuration of the empire Belarus occupied one of the most important places, was industrially modernized and had almost the highest level of welfare. In short, the Revival ideology suggested that the Belarusian people changes the role of a great warrior and architect, which during the two centuries of being a part of the Russian empire either appropriated or liberated half of the world, explored a considerable part of outer space and built the first in the world communist civilization – for a disgraceful role of an unyoked slave, a true history of which only begins… Naturally, the Belarusian people was unlikely to accept such a deceitful exchange…

A more detailed analysis of that situation would have inevitably disclosed a number of other important moments, which prevented the Revival paradigm from taking the lead thereby winning the tender for construction of Belarusian House by its own project. But the above named reasons are enough to understand why this ideology promptly marginalized and why its bearers unexpectedly became exiles at home. 

Above, on the example of a failure of the national State project, I tried to show how an idea, by all classic canons suitable for being a basis of solidary public opinion formation, in the concrete situation of Belarus revealed in the form of thrusting a repressive ideology upon the society. However, instead of the Revival idea I could have considered the communist idea or an idea of liberalism, or even – all-Slavic unity, and I would have probably had to draw a similar scheme. To prove the above statement I would refer to a remark by Y. Drakokhrust, a well-known politologist and publicist: "A man of sense believing that Belarus must be Russia, that it is Russia, might as well give way to a complete despair – if even in an ideal situation (here the years of A. Lukashenko’s regime are meant – V.A.) this formula has not become a reality, it is not going to become a reality at all".

And that’s why I am going back to the initial question: if not thrusting again, but really forming public opinion, on the basis of what it should be formed? 

I do not have an answer to this question for others, but I have it for myself. Obviously, this answer would be equally viewed unsuitable in terms of ideology, sociology, politology, etc., but it seems to me, that in a sense it is quite close and understandable for many of my respected contemporaries. In particular: I would have formed public opinion on the basis of sacralization of the reality we have, i.e. I would have tried sacralizing Belarus that we have today. 

As a nationally engaged Belarusian, the existing Belarusian reality deeply humiliates me by its denationalization; as an apologist of a democratic arrangement of socium, it causes a deep concern by its anti-democratic nature; as a supporter of economy liberalization, it embarrasses me by absence of a real liberalization. And altogether (and many things that are not mentioned here) its seems a less problematic trouble, than a total profanation of Belarus, both in each of its local fragments and in the format of a single whole. 

The tradition of profanation of Belarus has a long-standing history. But this is a separate and complex theme, and I would not plunge into it. I would consider only a small fragment of it, which is close to us not only by time, but also by our common participation in it…

When A. Lukashenko came to power, in order to beat him the opposition (in many of its ideological modifications) failed to invent anything better than in all available forms and technologies, first of all in state-run mass media, daily criticizing not just authorities and personally A. Lukashenko, but the whole country, society, hoping that the more terrible the life we live and people we live with look, the sooner people would rise against those who made our life so terrible. To prove it, I would just refer to some of numerous well-known slogans: "swamp", "swine", "evil nation", "homo sovieticus", "loutish people", "collective farmers", "locals", "creoles" … (it seems enough). 

We must be grateful to Belarusian citizens that they have almost forgotten opposition newspapers, stopped taking part in opposition-organized rallies and voting for opposition candidates. Such avoidance of any initiative of the political opposition by our respected society means that, thanks God, the opposition stained not the whole country, but only their minds and souls. 

If the opposition does not change its strategy of an obsessed defamation of everything and everyone for a path of respect for its contemporaries and pride for the real Belarus we have today, later it would hardly be able to get out of the dirt it has been producing for many years already. Even when it suddenly comes to power (though it seems rather problematic under the policy of a masochistic profanation of its homeland and its own people), it would able to change neither its mental perceptions regarding this "servile nation", nor mental perceptions of the "servile nation" regarding itself. And in the situation of a total profanation of all political space, such sacral things as the State or civic community – do not appear. 

Considering Belarus’ profanation as a real threat not only to its present, but also its future, I would not like my words being interpreted as a call to rename black into white, white into rose (our respected authorities are actively doing this). It is not a matter of changing signs, but understanding that an intensive profanation of Belarusian reality is taking place not because this is what we have in reality, but because certain subjects of the global political field both outside (from West or East), and inside (national-democrats, social-democrats, communists, liberal-democrats, etc.) need to burden Belarus with a profane content, since only in a profane space they might hope to declare one day their project as the only form for its sacralization. 

Unfortunately, neither knowledge of the Revival idea failure, nor knowledge of other ideologamme failures, as well as historic knowledge in general, do not damp hollow hopes of many of our politicians for an ideologammic monopolization of this land, though all of them know well that during its long history Belarus has never been a monoethnical, monodenominational, monosocial, monolingual, etc. 

It would be logical to suppose that in the prospect…

Belarus would never be only Belarusian, but it would never be only Russian or Polish…

Belarus would never be only Orthodox, but it would never be only Catholic or Protestant…

Belarus would never be only socialistic, but it would never be only liberal or communist…

Belarus would never be only pro-western, but it would never be only pro-eastern or whatever it might be…
This game of rejection of any extremes regarding Belarus might go on and go on. But we would conclude here: if we were able to make public opinion solidary on the basis of sacralization of Belarus in its obvious and conflicting reality, we would have not only legitimized socio-cultural polyvariance of this area as our unquestionable value, but at the same time minimized the problem of ideological struggle for a choice of its future.

What shall we struggle for, if today we already have everything. Tomorrow we would have only to improve our "everything".
ENGAGEMENT OF INDEPENDENT EXPERTS AND FORMATION OF PUBLIC POLICY 

By Yuri Drakokhrust, Belarusian Service of Radio Liberty (Prague)
In periods when society profoundly and irreversibly determines its fate, role of a modest observer seems insufficient. At the crossroads, when an action, a choice by a single person is able to determine the choice of the whole society, simply stating the current situation seems if not a crime, then at least a cunning rejection of mission. Moreover, the tradition of Russian intellectuals overhanging over us has always demanded not only to determine one’s place regarding the line of barricades, but also to subdue one’s intellectual being to this choice. 

For the last time in Belarus these disputes resumed anew during the 2001 election campaign. To cite an example, it is worth mentioning publications by Professor V. Orgish, who with an uncommon naivete urged sociologists to join a single democratic line and predict victory of democracy and overthrow of dictatorship. Looking at such word battles from today, it is noteworthy that sociologists, reviled by the above mentioned professor, turned out to be right in terms of predictions – in particular, at that time they stated that A. Lukashenko enjoys a wide public support, and the presidential election proved it. 

It is hard to deny falsifications, which accompanied the past election. But it is naive at least to boil everything down to them. In a sense, a wide public support of the present head of state made the falsifications possible. 

It is clear that different political forces, especially at moments of critical political collisions, are trying to get independent researchers on their side, to engage them. The reverse side of such tactics are attempts to discredit results of these studies, attempts, so to say, "to break the mirror", which reflects not too inspiring faces of political figures. The funny side of the situation is that quite often concurrent irritation of opposing political forces cause coinciding results of independent researches, and methods of their discredit turn out surprisingly alike. It makes an impression that politicians view the research community as an influential institution of society, which must be gained or won over, at worst – neutralized. 

According to data of sociological surveys, independent, as well as state-run, research centers enjoy a rather high confidence in Belarus. During the research conducted by IISEPS in July of 2001, 37% of respondents said they trust non-state "think tanks" and 23% answered in the opposite. By trust index non-state research centers surpassed many state-run institutions – National Assembly, police, courts, and civic society structures – parties, unions of entrepreneurs, non-state mass media. To be fair we shall note that speaking about confidence in research centers respondents not always have a clear understanding what they have confidence in. In the above mentioned survey by IISEPS, only 29% of respondents claimed they knew about existence and activities of such institutions as "Strategy" Center, "Novak" Laboratory, IISEPS, and only every fourth respondent expressed confidence in results they publish. This is much less than the number of those who claimed about confidence in similar institutions in an abstract form. So, partially this is a matter of brand trust: studies is a useful thing, Belarusians have always respected science, education. 

These organizations, however, own such powerful brand by right, what makes them tempting objectives of engagement for political forces. At times it seems that none of the strugglers need the product of research centers, owing to which they became so influential, information about the field of political battles – about the society. 

Nonetheless, even if party interests of critics of unengaged science are factored out, the problem remains. And may be sometimes information only interferes? If the heroine of a famous parable – a frog, which fell into a cream jar, asked certain frog independent researchers for a piece of advice, it would have received a recommendation to avoid similar situations and a rather plausible prognosis – in some time it would die. However, as we know, having no opportunity of consulting competent experts the frog started desperately moving its legs until the cream turned into butter and the frog managed to get out. 

One could say that this humorous example is a particular case of research error – frog researchers must have known that cream could be whipped into butter. Conducting a deeper analysis of this example reveals a typical nature of the mistake, it reveals, in our opinion, a principal limited nature of research paradigm. 

As F. Nietzsche wrote: "Will is not a thing". At the same time social science, following Durkheim’s methodological rule, deal with social "things".

To illustrate it we will point at a well-known contradiction between results of researches conducted in Belarus and existing practice. Year after year sociologists record a powerful social-political tension in our society, a deep social split is meant, a break dividing Belarusians almost in two societies. But one shall spare no efforts seeking for visible signs of such split in public being. 

Does this mean a mistake by researchers, a mistake due to their engagement, striving to present something desired as reality? Most probably, no. Sociologists record some tensions, which potentially could be a reality. However, the methodology applied is unable to measure motivation intensity, presence (or absence in the give case) of will. 

Naturally, as in the frog example, here a conclusion about insufficient refinement of methodology could be drawn – other measurable phenomena could be indicated, or social "things", which block the potential tension in Belarusian society preventing it from becoming a reality. It seems that such will remainder would anyway slip off from notion nets of researchers. That’s why, fortunately or unfortunately, life cannot be calculated in advance. 

And here, perhaps, fairness of party criticism against independent observers could be admitted. In fact researchers are not priests of absolute truth, their conclusions – prognoses, but not final verdicts. Will, concentrated expression of which are political forces, could refute or at least correct the most plausible preliminary calculations. And in this respect the observer’s modest role is even more modest than it seems to be.

Doesn’t that mean that the observer shall leave his "ivory tower" and dive into the thick of collision of wills, which cannot be measured with his "rulers"? Undoubtedly, experience, turned at observation, or understanding of the process studied from within, makes observation deeper and more accurate – "sense of game", described by French sociologist P. Bourdier, is an important element of social and political process and it is difficult to understand without taking part in the "game".

But this is not what we are talking about. The matter is whether political preferences of a researcher, his personal political will shall determine goals of the research and research program as such, shall the research become a part of the "game".

And the answer, as we see it, is negative. The matter is that mission of the process participant and the observer are strictly additional. By virtue of a limited nature of research tools, and because the will component of being is slipping off, the researcher, the observer is able to more or less accurately determine boundaries, which reality gives to will. These boundaries are flexible, surmountable, but they do exist. If the researcher becomes a demiurge, then, of course, there are no boundaries for his will, they simply disappear, but only within the framework of the research model. Such virtual victories are of no help to politicians, who have to act in crude reality. 

So, an engaged researcher is doing a bad service both to those who use his product and finally himself – trying to combine things that could not be combined, he looses confidence among his customers, clients and society as a whole. And as a result, sacrificing objectivity for the sake of strengthening his direct influence on social process, the researcher "achieves" a diametrically opposite goal – his influence diminishes, in society he is considered as a single, not the most successful political figure. 

During the last several years a number of independent Belarusian publications has faced this paradox of higher efficiency of "unengaged engagement". Some of them, seeking to widen their influence, intensified their involvement into political process. The result was prompt – their circulations dropped significantly. The problem of mass media engagement differs from the problem we are dealing with, but there is a certain similarity of after-effects. 

It is worth mentioning another temptation, from which Belarusian research society is not free. This is the idea that the science’s mission is concluded with making public indicators, figures received during surveys and describing social and economic reality. Some 10 years ago such naivete could have been explained by reaction at the deteriorating scholasticism of official Marxism. However, the given period seems suffice to understand that social reality is too complex to be directly measured, and that data of direct observation is only a primary, raw material for further analysis. Of course, analysis, as any intellectual adventure, — is a risky affair, but abstention from analysis is not identical with objectivity. Objectivity presupposes seeking for certain pattern, necessity, but they are not on the surface. 

So far a threat of such approach has not been felt vastly in Belarus. Moreover, in the situation of a critical political confrontation, when there are strong tendencies for direct engagement, at times abstinence from analysis seems an acceptable substitute for objectivity. However, danger of such approach is to rocket, when Belarusian society obtains much more freedom. Then the discussed problem of engagement would come to background, or rather would become more refined. 

Some time ago, as a correspondent for RFE/RL, I asked the leader of a state-run Belarusian research center for comments. During our conversation my interlocutor claimed with certain pride: "You understand, I am a senior official". You are unlikely to hear such fascinating sincerity not only from a western, but even a Russian or Ukrainian researcher, even though he might be 100% engaged with the state. Moreover, in this situation he would do his best to show his independence. 

In fact, his role could be similar to that of my Belarusian interlocutor, but hypocrisy is a tribute that vice pays to virtue. 

These differences could be explained not only by a more influential corporate ethics, but a change in the nature of demand for research products. Consumers turn out to be much more interested, than in today’s Belarus, in obtaining objective information, to see society in public mirror, but not themselves. 

Also engagement as such looses a lion share of its pathos: the opposition of A. Luakshenko and his opponents could be imagined as a battle between metaphysical evil and metaphysical good. Such operations seem much more difficult with regard to A. Kwasniewski and his opponents. 

On the other hand, under conditions of freedom the research, as other spheres of being, is turning into business. Now customers do not need ready, desired answers to their questions, but also they do not need answers to questions they do not ask. And this contributes to a possibility to pass sliding on a surface for an ideal of objectivity and scientism. If customers are satisfied, public is satisfied, then why straining oneself, why asking questions which are not paid for? This temptation of "golden Taurus" – is a much more powerful motivation that temptation of political engagement. 

If the problem of engagement, at least in the form we are discussing, is a specifically Belarusian problem, caused by a rather exotic political situation existing in the country, then the problem of surface – is absolutely international, which relates to any country, any society. 

In his article "Probing: Science without Scientist" devoted to this topic, P. Bourdier reminds of a long struggle between people of art and scientists of natural sciences to recognize autonomy of their fields, for freedom, as P. Bourdier put it, "from pressure of order and temptation of demand".

For social researchers distance between these Scilla and Haribda is much narrower and no one can point out a reliable way to avoid collisions with one of them. The sense, which once made each researcher choose this occupation, is a sign that everything is possible. This sense is curiosity. For people driven by this sense it is more important and interesting to understand the world, than to rule or please it.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL POLICY: INTEREST GROUPS AND 
INTEGRAL RESULT

By Leonid Zaiko, "Strategy" Analytical Center 
The past years in Belarus were a period of struggle between two tendencies of transformational development – an economic rationality and a social justice. In fact, development formulas discussed at different stages of life of the country were multifarious: from pure liberal to openly socialistic. This "hovering" means a conceptual dualism, an uncritical receptivity, which, in fact, does not promote elaboration of realistic models for society development, based on public consent. 

One of the paradoxes is that the present authorities with their seemingly linearity do not know what they could and need to do for the country to go ahead in the future. Neglecting opinion of opponents leads to movement stochasticity, confusing steps in social and economic policy. Moreover, confusion and eclecticism is seen in program documents, adopted laws, decrees, which serve rather for holding power without paying attention to consequences of a genesis of the society and the state. Manifestation of stochasticity in domestic policy, dashing aside in economy, concocting enemies, a surprising approach to scientific institutions – very often it makes an impression of a complete collapse of the old nomenclature elites, which are dying with surprising efforts and are trying to turn the society into a national hospice.
 

One of the reasons for such condition is an underdevelopment of main elite groups and their inadequate place in the system of politics, the place which they obtained themselves, "appointed" and defined as a result of a hindered social reaction and an obvious self-deficiency. At the same time one should bear in mind that one of fundamental issues in any modern state is a real possibility of elites to influence people’s life, to form directions of social-economic policy. Which is often called to "educate public will", when aspirations of different interest groups integrate. So far we’ve been facing not addition, but subtraction. Also it is know that the president claimed he was going to be the president of all citizens and not only those who voted for him. This is a very important aspiration which might make the society systemic, balanced and efficient. Of, course, if this is not a mere declaration, but a manifestation of political will. Real actions are necessary. 

But when and how – this is the question. Several assumptions could be made in this respect. A principal question for any society – a mechanism of formation and making decisions. It is not a matter of a certain list of people who make decisions on the most strategic issues of the development of the country. Any such people "clip" could not replace a wide process of influence on decision-making by different social groups. Independent institutions, experts, professional specialists are given a special place in this process. 

However, even now one could see that our policymakers are trying to substitute for all themselves. This is yesterday of a policy concept still being realized in the country. Sooner or later such type of political power is to begin degenerating, though it may take the life of a whole generation. 

Many are convinced that today’s top politicians want to share power under no circumstances. This is what the power itself is based on, it strengthens its ideology and inner confidence in their case. Sure, much of this is true. Moreover, there is an inherited from the past loutish and cynical habit to disregard those who are not in power, or at a lower level of power. This is a disease of the "Soviet administration system", and we have plenty of them. A clear, and not too clear, assistance to such officials results in undermining of trust to any power. Not only the present power, but also the future one. 

What is going on in reality? Who is considered the carrier of power in the country, which interest groups obviously lead public consciousness as the most influential? Let’s consider how our citizens estimate different public institutions. IISEPS has made a significant contribution into studying this phenomenon. We begin from what is called an estimation of a real influence of some public and power structure (interest groups) on life in the country (See Table 1). 

The given studies were carried out not during the election, but long before it, what allowed to receive a more accurate result. As the saying goes, our people know who deserves what in this life. The vertical and power bodies – this is who determines life of a common Belarusian. According to them, they thought this way before the election, and they think this way now. 
Table 1

Rating of influence groups (corporate groups)



Place in rating
Influence groups
%

1
Presidential vertical
93.0

2
Law enforcers
89.5

3—4
Leaders of state-run enterprises 
82.5

3—4
Journalists 
82.5

5
Businessmen
73.7

6
Opposition politicians 
63.2

7
National Assembly Deputies 
35.1

8
Military
29.8

Let’s pay attention to a noteworthy moment – estimations of politicians’ influence as such. Including officially acting (if we can call them this way) members of the National Assembly, and "off-system" politicians staying in opposition. First, politicians are placed 6-7th by their influence, surpassing only the military. Such attitude towards the military is well-reasoned, though there has always been a variable number of influential colonels in the country, but that has not always been considered by a wide public opinion. 

Second, paradoxically the difference of official politicians (35.1%) from non-official is in favor of representatives of political opposition. This is of great importance because our fellow citizens recognize as politicians only those who are able to express a different opinion. This is a very important moment in the development of Belarusians’ consciousness. If you want, this is a result received by experience. On the other hand, the situation suggests a necessity to fix such stereotype, to intensify political work in different regions, social groups. That would mean a transfer to a higher level of political technologies, a higher professionalism of the "political class".

It seems that it is important for the country not to form such influence groups in the prospect, which are able to think differently. This is what will be our capital for the future. Similar contributions into the development of interest groups are of a strategic importance. Ironically, many corporate structures (entrepreneurial, public and other) do not realize they must adhere to their egoistic goals. Instead they use common stamps and stereotypes, which are recognized, and not more. Widening the field of discussion about the present and future of Belarus would allow to break an information wall erected in our society. 

So far everything has been simple and the picture of our process of "political will creation" has been rather schematic. Two interest groups, a corporate community of executive power officials and a police-judicial corporation became during the 90’s a tandem realizing power in the country. At least, our population perceives inner life this way. Of course, we are not talking about the presidential administration, and obviously, the vertical does not exist on its own. At least it is subordinate to the head of state. But this is not always the case. Local vertical, keeping in mind recent hard times, is able to lock power and money on itself that even a strong authoritarian power is unable to follow everything that is going on in the country. Not accidentally year after year sociological surveys show that local authorities are placed in the end of the trust ratings list. But such situation is characteristic not only of our country, and it is a certain relief. For some time. 

Concentration of political power leads to a similar concentration of economic and social power. However, economy development breaks this tendency. Experience shows that it is as impossible to achieve creation of "neosocialism" in a separate country, as it is impossible to prevent people from striving for freedom. In terms of economics Belarus is almost a closed system, what is likely to lead to reception of "game rules", economic and social technologies, which are formed in regional and world economic space. This is what an inevitability of transformations, changes means in itself. 

2. Lobbying and group interests as a synthesis of economic policy in Belarus 

As for outsiders, they are: political parties, police, courts, local authorities, which enjoy negative trust indexes. This is the case when they are not trusted more than distrusted. It turns out that in our reality "wide popular masses" deny their confidence to the most influential groups in the country. This is our reality, but it should not be hooked on while determining one’s path into the future. On the other hand, we could say that the society is carrying a concealed (sometimes an open) negative charge – there is no consolidation of citizens with those who use the power given to them on behalf of these citizens. 

It is hard to imagine a normal future for such society. This is a system contradiction, which inevitably must be solved rationally.
 So far we have had chances of rejecting such a "limited" society, which exists now, in favor of a strong and wise state which is to become a home for all citizens. 

It is not easy to build such state, it would demand to considerably change the role, first of all, of economic elites. Thus, we should pay attention to the fact that the most influential interest groups (officials of the vertical, law enforcers) are the groups depending on the state budget. Money is earned by our fellow citizens, including managers of the real sector, private business, entrepreneurs. This is an obvious discrepancy: a gap between powers and responsibilities. 

The current situation is that positioning of domestic elites is mostly anomalous, even unnatural. One could state there is no balance of interests of major political and economic elites in the country, no correspondence of possibilities to influence the process of making strategic decisions both in domestic and foreign policy. Neighboring countries, international organizations, business circles of countries of the region take that into account. Existing institutions of economic and political power inconsistently project themselves creating a zone of heightened risk for our country. 

Let’s show that on a concrete example. Lack of enough influence of political circles on public political institutions makes them hostages of irrational decisions leading to a sharp slump in economic potential of the country. The threat of real bankruptcies in the national industry is really growing, especially for large enterprises. Private business keeps silence and is afraid of sounding the alarm, to promptly activate public resources for support and protection of its interests. 

Thus, business circles shall not be outsiders, what diminished their possibilities in realization of investment, innovation projects both in Belarus and abroad. In fact, political elites sink their "social brothers" – economic elites. Finally, our politicians would have to seek for support outside Belarus. Such support could be provided not only by western or Russian capital, but also criminal structures thereby threatening the country’s security.
 

What society have we created? If officials and power structures (but not the army) proved the most influential in the country, this is an influence without support from the population, civic society structures, business-world. Moreover, the major interests of leading corporate groups are placed in the system of coordinates so asymmetrically that it creates a dissonance, is a real source of conflicts in the society. First it would be seen as an instability of common life, then it might turn into a deep social crisis. 

Today there are prerequisites for such crisis. Our industry begins to suffocate, because it becomes noncompetitive, defenseless before out own authorities. For that reason this is the economic elite, professionals in the filed of management, marketing and finances, rather than policemen, judges or local officials are going to rescue 4.160 loss-making enterprises. The question is whether they are going to do it. Of course, the above example is simplified. But who, however, is going to change our economy and society while outside competition is getting stronger and foreign capital is actively penetrating our country? Could democratic technologies be applied in this new field of conflicts and collision of interests of elites, and not only Belarusian elites? There are real possibilities for that, they are even more efficient that traditional, to be correct – traced political mechanisms. 

3. Economic democracy in a new market matrix 

One of the practically realized paradigms was an ideologamme about priority of political democracy, but not social or economic. That was a trap into which our democratic movement fell. It must be noted that striving for freedom and self-realization of one’s rights, i.e. human rights, was seen in the country even during the period of communist statics. However, the value of a real democracy at enterprises, organizations, in every-day life was not used by new politicians, even democratic-minded. Moreover, many believed that when democratic political institutions are created in the country, it might head for a new social and economic future. That was a mistake which resulted in narrowing of social base of democratic forces. 

But how democracy and freedom showed themselves, especially during the first years of transformations? The most important result of transformational changes promptly revealed itself in the form of people’s consumer freedom. To be correct, usually it is a matter of freedom of consumer choice, which, unlike the president’s choice or a choice of a party, is being made on a daily basis by all of us. 

Is it important for the country and its residents, who have been living for ten years in conditions of a non-free consumer and other choice? Let’s apply to figures. First, the population’s incomes become of different vectors, though only partially, and their expenses were promptly relieved from imperatives of the planned economy.

Second, let’s not forget that in total about 46% of GDP is "pumped" through the consumer market, and capacity of all its segments is about (at the rate: $1=1.600 rubles) $5 billion annually. Nominally, without considering inflation, in 2001 alone sales of consumer goods on the domestic market jumped up by 84%. And inflation, as we know, also makes us buy something. In our situation a rise in incomes and inflation expectations worked in favor of purchases. At present we state about a situation of acceptable freedom of a common Belarusian on the consumer market. A liberalization of currency policy and exchange rate resulted in a rise in outside vectors of freedom of travel, education and vacations abroad, which also influences the mode of Belarusians’ life.
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Naturally, the structures of the population’s expenses remains relatively underdeveloped, because 64% of all purchases – food products. It is good for those who trade in food products, but as soon as incomes grow money flows would inevitable turn to durable goods, education, vacations. This is all in the future. Today the level of expenses on foods provides a pessimistic estimation of the situation in the country. Only the dynamics of indicators provokes optimism. 

We could try to see if there is a prospect for formation of private investment activity, if there are prerequisites for formation of social groups interested in ownership and increasing one’s capital. And in general, what is the role of revenues from property in Belarusian society after 10 years of a retard transformation? Picture 1 provides an answer. 

The given indicators make one think over. First, our society is obviously different from that of the Soviet times. New forms of incomes in the form of business profits, financial revenues change a real status of Belarusian citizens. Second, there is an evident stop in the process of formation of new type incomes. Statistics prove that over the last four years statistics has almost not changed. There is no movement of revenues’ structure, what results in freezing of existing economic relations. This is also a question of economic interests frozen in their remoteness. Incomes of employees constitute half of public incomes, twofold less than revenues from private enterprise, financial sources. One fifth – social transfers, pensioners – 26%. Revenues from property – only 1.9%. 

Such an insignificant aggregate income from realization of property, comparable with the unemployment index. Most probably, both indicators are of an irrational character caused by an inadequate understanding of essence of ownership and employment in our non-socialistic society. First changes should take place in consciousness, then in public psychology. Only then statistics would record changed stereotypes quantitatively. 

Let’s define a new for us problem of democracy in the context of creation of new mechanisms for making decisions in economy and society. For the period of transformational changes, there are still chances for an industrially developed Belarus to form a system of counteraction to expansion of authoritarianism at the level of enterprises. The matter is that authoritarianism of the central power generates similar mechanisms at lower levels which simultaneously switches problems of democracy into a practical channel. And the population would first of all perceive these problems. Germany used to form such institutions during the process of denazification. 

Here institutions of self-government are meant, participation of employees in the process of decision making at large and small enterprises of different forms of ownership. The fate of our privatization could be similar to that of Russia’s privatization, when the major part of the population turned out to be "moved" from its social and economic "space" occupied by right. Concealed forms of ownership transfer, voucherization resulted in a growth of totalitarianism as a social-psychological and economical phenomenon. Employees in neighboring countries became disappointed, they understood that they were deceived. And they were deceived by democrats declaring slogans of democracy, human rights and freedom. 

Thus, not incidentally a phenomenon of a socialistic Renaissance appeared, when former and new communists began receiving a good electorate at elections. This is a lesson of democracy formation, not imaginary, but real. 

Considering the above proposals, we could formulate an important direction in activities of public society institutions as formation of a real democracy in economy and society. It is a matter of transformation of a waged labor person from a subject into a citizen of economy. For that reason the upcoming privatization could be a field of strategic partnership of most social groups of the country, which presupposes legalization of the right to create monitoring councils with participation of representatives of working collectives, boards of enterprises, where 50% of places would be given to employees, 50% - owners, systems of democratic participation in the process of decision making at the level of associations, corporations, factories, plants. Such democracy has a real content and is directly locked on interests of the main part of society. And that, undoubtedly, could become a powerful growth factor for a real democratic movement in the country.
ROLE OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND SOCIAL-ECONOMIC POLICY

By Georgy Badey, Belarusian Union of Entrepreneurs and Employers named after Professor M. S. Kunyavsky

1.  Organizations of entrepreneurs in democratic society 

In market-oriented economies, organizations of entrepreneurs, called business associations, play a significant role in determination of social-political policy and related distributive relations. Formed by voluntary members and controlled by professional managers, these organizations have become a necessary element in the process of improving economic, political and social structures of respective countries. As a result of their joint actions common people acquire opportunities and freedom in taking decisions on what most suits them and the society they live in. 

Activities and methods of work of entrepreneurs’ organizations in different countries have always differed from each other depending on existing economic basis. In countries with market economy organizations of entrepreneurs have always played a leading role not only in forming investments, creating new jobs in the private sector and making decisions related to freedom of private enterprise, but also settling issues of public politics affecting interests of private business. 

The following are the most important criteria and principles for creating and efficient functioning of organizations of entrepreneurs: 

· Total independence of entrepreneurs’ organizations and their accountability only to their members. Independence is out of the question, if most enterprises are state-owned or there is no free market in the country; 

· Sufficient representation, as it makes organizations of entrepreneurs significant in the eyes of governments and labor unions; 

· Clear goals and a precise strategy, without which they cannot play their public role satisfactory.

On the basis of the above prerequisites organizations of entrepreneurs are able to speak on behalf of their members with competence and authority. 

2. Organizations of entrepreneurs in countries in transition 

In countries in transition from centrally controlled economies to systems dominated by market, organizations of entrepreneurs were formed alongside promotion of market reforms. Thus, most of them have little experience. 

The following could be considered as the major obstacles for creation and development of organizations of entrepreneurs in most countries in transition: 

· A significant role of the public sector in economy and problems with privatization; 

· A regulating environment unsuitable for development of the private sector and absence of an adequate legal basis supporting voluntary organizations in the economic sector;

· Traditions, notions and relations of the former system;

· A misbalance with a relatively greater influence and resources of labor unions.

In most countries the largest enterprises form the public sector and the pace of privatization is slow. In order to make organizations of entrepreneurs representative, they must encompass most enterprises, including those of the public sector. That makes them more able to exert influence on legislation. 

The notion of entrepreneur-employer is still a problem for many countries in transition. Entrepreneur’s economic function is perceived well, but his/her role as an employer, one side of labor agreement, has not been realized yet. It is important to admit that the sense of entrepreneurs’ organizations existence is to represent interests of enterprises in their capacity of employers. These interests do not coincide with state interests, as well as interests of managers, who were appointed to manage enterprises under the previous system. 

Absence of adequate legal frameworks for entrepreneurial organizations is also a considerable obstacle. In particular, in the beginning of the transition period many organizations claiming for representation of entrepreneurs appeared, though only a few of them were true organizations of entrepreneurs. Such diversification of forces delayed the process of efficient coordination of interests of entrepreneurs and created problems of winning authority and acknowledgement. 

Researches by the International Center for Private Enterprise Study (Romania) showed that most business associations in postcommunist countries were "captives" of state-owned enterprises or enterprises privatized by former nomenclature. This affected the formation and activities of entrepreneurs’ organizations. To some extent these tendencies are peculiar to Belarusian organizations. 

3. Organizations of Belarusians entrepreneurs

In Belarus, as in other countries in transition, private entrepreneurs feel the necessity of representing their interests in government and state, including local bodies, parliament and political parties, labor unions, including on industrial and regional levels, and also before society as a whole. 

Such representation can be of different forms, such as consultations about positions of entrepreneurs, presence at sessions of governmental or parliamentary bodies, introducing alternative drafts on issues discussed, speaking against economic policy and practice contradicting interests of entrepreneurs, covering positions of entrepreneurs in press, organizing different hearings, etc. 

Organizations of entrepreneurs aimed at representing the defined interests of their members in society and state began to appear only in the early 90’s in the course of privatization. As of today, two organizations have passed re-registration as associations of employers as legal entities: the Belarusian Union of Entrepreneurs and Employers named after Professor M.S. Kunyavsky (BUEE) and the Belarusian Union of Employers. There is also the Belarusian Confederation of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs (BCIE), uniting 15 unions and associations. 

There are also public associations of individuals in the country: the Belarusian Union of Entrepreneurs, the Belarusian Scientific-Industrial Association, the Union of Transport Workers, the Union of Builders, the Association of International Truck Carriers, etc. 

There is a number of regional organizations: the Minsk Capital Union of Entrepreneurs, the Brest Union of Entrepreneurs, the Vitebsk Association of Employers and Entrepreneurs, the Grodno Club of Entrepreneurs. All of them are not numerous, and are weak economically and organizationally. First of all because the private sector is weak. This is proved by data of the public opinion poll conducted by IISEPS in 2000. Answering the question "What is your attitude towards business associations?" 55—75% of respondents said they knew nothing about such organizations, and only 10—20% assessed their job positively. Although organizations of entrepreneurs are not numerous, nonetheless, their significance as efficient structures of public society should be admitted as deficient. 

BUEE and BCIE enjoy the largest representation in the country. 

The former has the status of a national association of legal entities, is a nonprofit organization, based on principles of voluntary membership. This is a working organization uniting about 200 enterprises and non-state firms. Its major tasks are to promote market reforms, creation and development of the private economy sector, to help its members with business development, urgent problems, to participate in elaboration and realization of a coordinated policy on social-economic issues. 

By virtue of existing conditions in the country, BUEE and other organizations of entrepreneurs give priority to influence on the process of perfecting legislation determining legal environment for enterprises. It coincides with the process of social dialog development and setting the practice of trilateral consultations. Special attention is paid to efforts to overcome market reforms obstacles, regulating economic activities, creating equal conditions for enterprises of all types of ownership. 

Last year alone BUEE examined more than 20 legal acts, prepared necessary, as we see it, comments and proposals. Promotion of economic reforms, development of the private sector is the substance of activities of our organizations. In this respect words of G. Sallivan, executive director of the Center of International Private Enterprise, are topical for us: "If business associations cannot promote reforms, their environment would be reformed without their participation and not for their benefit".

4. Influence of associations of employers on social-economic policy and public opinion 

Organizations of entrepreneurs, as has already been mentioned, must promote market relations, make for creating conditions for investments and development of the private sector. Economic progress shall be based on social and political stability. Harmonious, non-conflict labor relations and achievement of social peace – is also an important objective of entrepreneurs’ organizations. 

In order to overcome a heavy economic crisis, according to the World Labor Organization, it is necessary to elaborate and realize a socially acceptable economic policy through dialog, consultations and talks. It is a matter of trilateral representation – social partnership. Speaking before the UN Economic and Social Council in July of 1991, the former IMF director M. Camdessus said that "economic system cannot be efficient if there are no structures for dialog, participation, enabling discussion of major directions of activity and show that the choice of these directions was made in the interests of nation, but not simply to keep privileges of oligarchy".

There isn’t a singe model of social partnership system in the world. But there are universal principles on which democracy is based. This is freedom, pluralism, participation of parties concerned in the process of making related decisions, independence of all sides, each of which performs its functions. And on their basis each country chooses its own model considering historic, political, social and cultural experience. 

A social partnership system exists in Belarus. In line with Belarusian legislation a National Council for Labor and Social Issues was set up. It includes 11 representatives from the state, labor unions and employers. It holds regular quarterly sessions to deal with urgent issues of social-labor relations. One shall admit, it is of a formal nature, whereas associations of entrepreneurs insufficiently use existing opportunities to deal with problems of social-economic policy. 

One of BUEE flaws, as well as other organizations of entrepreneurs, is a non-systematic information coverage of their activities. If about half of BUEE members are being informed via participation in sessions of the Board and the National Director Club, the rest receives no regular information. Sometimes information about activities of the Union is published in press. But this is not enough. Wide public circles have no proper information. A project to form an information-analytical network of BUEE realized jointly with IISEPS with assistance from the Center of International Private Enterprise was aimed to bridge the gap. The realization of the above project enabled BUEE to enter a new working level and increased its influence upon economic policy formation in our country. To this purpose information-analytical groups were formed in all regions of Belarus, a series of seminars was organized, and an information-analytical bulletin "Business-Press" began to come out. 

Organizations of entrepreneurs must assume the responsibility for their own future. They must rely on their own forces and their abilities. They must simultaneously serve interests of their members and be leaders for them. In case of instability and sweeping changes they must also work to achieve stability. They must educate their members, emphasizing that social responsibility is as important as gaining profits. Enterprises might become prospering in long-term prospects only under conditions of social and political stability, and therefore economic development must promote life and labor standards improvement.

ROLE OF NGOs IN FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND POLICY
By Anatoly Kasyanenko, Center for Development of Social Resources "Oracul" (Gomel)

In activities of the third sector to form civic society a special place is given to a so-called "secondary sphere" of its functioning, which is connected with stimulating civic support through communication channels, sources of information, public information systems and independent mass media. In this field a new public culture and public traditions are being created, formats and systems of dialog within civic society, as well as between civic society and other sectors, are being modeled and approved. Mechanisms of public politics formation from the side of NGOs, in fact, are connected with establishing a network of solidary relations both at the level of "horizontal" relations within the third sector and at the level of "vertical" relations between public associations and inter-sector partners to solve common problems. This activity allows NGOs to carry out the mission and perform civic function at levels of political, administrative and public decision-making. 

In public opinion ideas of civic society are under formation yet, and it’s a pleasure that role of non-governmental organizations as an independent entity of public politics and a social partner of authorities is appreciated. 

The absolute majority of regional experts that were questioned consider public associations as a necessary element of democratic order of the society and an important resource of public policy of the state: 93.8% agree with the opinion that cooperation between local authorities and NGOs would be beneficial for both sides, 89.9% believe that NGOs could be valuable partners for the government in performing separate functions and standing up for public interests, 88.5% of experts are confident that public associations are necessary for a democratic society. 

Very often striving for participation in public politics leads NGOs to the sphere of political activity. NGOs have their own political interests, which, as experience of other countries shows, are often formed and articulated during periods of public transformations. As a rule, these interests are connected with formation of civic society institutions, determination of their working field and right to participate in public politics. This is what we see in Belarus now. Belarusian NGOs want to be heard, they are seeking for forms and methods of dialog with authorities and very often, as the "2000 national round table" experience showed, it is hard to achieve right away. That’s why about 41.9% of regional experts believe that taking part in political life public associations come out as a part of the Belarusian opposition. Searching for new forms of dialog, as well as a new network of public relations is becoming a top priority issue for the NGO sector. 

The network of social relations, established by regional NGOs, cannot be considered dense. The expert survey showed that relations with two-three community groups are developing most intensively. First of all, with mass media: every second expert pointed at constant cooperation between NGOs and mass media and 43.8% — occasional cooperation. Cooperation with related public organizations was placed second. 60.5% of NGOs maintain permanent relations, 28.6% of organizations have occasional relations. At the same time up to 11% of local NGOs are in no relations with related NGOs in the given region. 

Relations with information-analytical centers are placed third. 36.5% of local NGOs maintain permanent relations, 42.6% — causal or occasional character. Every fifth organization has established no such contacts. Such high position of information-analytical centers among inter-sector partners of NGOs is quite expressive. These relations are of a more intensive character, than with regional resource centers. How could this be explained? A growing demand of NGOs for respected analytical information is evident. On the other hand, NGOs need exchange of opinions, information with competent experts and advisors. This is how the advantage of "think tanks" before resource centers could be explained. The fifth position (fourth place – education and culture institutions) among inter-sector partners of NGOs is occupied by resource centers. Obviously, the place of resource centers among inter-sector partners does not correspond to the role assigned to resource activity in the sector of regional NGOs. Researches showed that one third of NGOs (32.7%) cooperates with resource centers on a permanent basis, 39.5% occasionally and 27.9% maintain no such contacts. The substance of such relations was checked with an additional question regarding support of NGOs. More than half of experts-leaders of NGOs (55.3%) answered in the affirmative, and 29.6% "totally agree" with this statement. 27% of respondents spoke negatively about support of NGOs from the side of resource centers, including 15.8% of experts – "totally disagree" with the statement that such support exists. 

Participation of NGOs in regional public politics is becoming a topical theme for public discussions. According to experts, the most important directions to increase efficiency of participation of local NGOs in regional politics should be the following: informing public about activities of non-profit organizations (95.7%), closer relations between NGOs and population groups and individuals (95%), a wide participation of citizens in the work of public organizations (94.9%), elaborating more real social projects (93.3%), intensifying cooperation with local authorities (88.7%). Urgency of cooperation with authorities has its grounds – among inter-sector partners of NGOs, local administration is placed in the end of the list together with small business and professional unions. 

Support and recognition of activities of regional public organizations from the side of local authorities remains, perhaps, one of the weakest units in the third sector social status. In opinion of experts, the most important for solving this problem is the following: creation of a favorable "administrative-legal regime" for NGOs in the regions (94.1%), joint discussion of regional and local problems (86.8%), assistance in formation of a positive image of non-governmental organizations in mass media and public opinion (86.8%), granting tax privileges for local economic entities rendering charitable assistance to public organizations (83.6%), inviting organizations to take part in formation of social policy at local levels (82.2%) and financial support of non-governmental organizations form local budgets or local funds by means of social order or agreement (72.4%). 

Efficiency of participation of public organizations in public politics is more and more determined by abilities to hold their social space and find possibilities to widen it.

ROLE OF INDEPENDENT RESEARCHES IN FORMATION OF PUBLIC OPINION AND POLICY: BELARUSIAN VARIANT
By Oleg Manaev, Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and Political Studies

Many in our country and abroad believe that there is neither public opinion, nor public politics in Belarus. There is some truth in it. In fact: there is no dominant, pronounced mood determining political course. Belarusian public opinion seems "scattered" between different groups, opinions of many citizens about the most fundamental issues of social-economic and political development are diametrically opposite. Therefore many experts speak even about a deep split of Belarusian society. Speaking figuratively, public opinion is "driven" into the heart of socium, on "the surface" of which only authorities are seen. 

There are many reasons for that. One of them is that condition of public opinion and public politics is determined mostly by people’s readiness to express political views. Today there is no such opportunity in Belarus (See Table 1).

Table 1

Estimation of Belarusians’ readiness to express political views *


Variant of answer
%

No one is afraid to express political views 
20.0

Some people are afraid 
33.8

Many people are afraid 
29.5

All are afraid 
6.3

DA/NA
10.4

*Here and below data of nationwide public opinion polls 

conducted by IISEPS is presented (in all cases about 1.500 

respondents aged over 18 were questioned,margin of error did not exceed 0.03).

As we could see, the overwhelming majority – almost 70% – of respondents believe that to some extent people are afraid of expressing their political views. Thus, demands of the opposition and international organizations to create an atmosphere of trust are well-grounded. 

However, no matter what public-political atmosphere exists in the country, there are mechanisms by means of which citizens can express their opinion and will. And election is the most important of them. First, because the majority of Belarusians is dissatisfied with the current state of affairs and want changes (in summer of 2001 54.6% of respondents claimed that the most important provision of the program of a candidate for presidency while voting would be "sweeping changes in A. Lukashenko’s present policy"). Second, because the overwhelming majority considers election as the most significant way to achieve such changes (more than 80% of voters took part in the September 9 presidential election).

And what the majority of Belarusians, aimed at sweeping changes and presidential election, could rely on, what, in their opinion, affects election results most of all? Below are Belarusians’ answers to the question (See Table 2). 

Table 2

Estimation of factors affecting presidential election results most of all 



Variant of answer
%

Opinion of voters 
58.6

Mass media
39.1

À. Lukashenko
35.6

Local authorities 
33.1

Russia
15.8

Political technologies 
12.0

The West
4.1

DA/NA
11.3

As one could see, regardless of the atmosphere of distrust and fear, the majority of citizens first of all rely on themselves, their own voice. The matter is: who and how could help citizens of Belarus form an objective opinion based on real rather than distorted (by lying propaganda, narrow political interests, etc.) reality, and moreover – express their opinion not only at the final stage of election campaign (in polling booths), but during the campaign. Strictly speaking, only under such conditions election would be recognized as free and fair. 

Table 3

Confidence in the most important state and public institutions, %



State and public 

institutions 
2001
2000
1999
1998


Trust
Distrust
DA/NA
Trust 

index*
Trust 

index
Trust 

index
Trust 

index

Church
56.5
24.7
18.8
+0.321
+0.298
+0.267
+0.329

Army
48.7
31.2
20.1
+0.176
+0.165
+0.085
+0.135

Independent research centers 
36.6
23.4
40.0
+0.135
+0.190
+0.122
+0.098

President 
44.5
39.5
16.0
+0.051
+0.064
+0.162
+0.258

Constitutional court
38.3
34.1
27.6
+0.043
-**
-0.078
-

State-run research centers
32.7
31.7
35.6
+0.011
-0.003
+0.027
-

OSCE AMG in Belarus 
29.5
28.8
41.7
+0.007
0.000
-
-

State-run mass media
40.4
42.2
17.2
–0.020
+0.072
+0.091
+0.159

Central Election Commission 
33.1
40.3
26.6
–0.073
-0.092
-0.098
-

KGB
30.1
39.4
30.5
–0.093
-0.173
-0.165
-

Courts
34.7
44.0
21.3
–0.094
-0.186
-0.186
-0.164

Non-state mass media
31.7
42.1
26.2
–0.105
-0.065
-0.159
-0.130

Free and independent labor unions
25.5
36.2
38.3
–0.109
-0.055
-0.181
-0.126

Labor unions, forming the Federation of Labor Unions 
22.2
36.7
41.1
–0.147
-0.077
-0.198
-0.143

Government
30.8
45.9
23.3
–0.152
-0.172
-0.044
+0.038

Associations of entrepreneurs
21.8
38.6
39.6
–0.171
-0.062
-0.254
-0.292

Political parties supporting authorities
23.2
42.9
33.9
–0.201
-
-
-

National Assembly
20.7
42.9
36.4
–0.225
-0.207
-0.184
-0.077

13th Supreme Council
17.1
41.8
41.1
–0.251
-0.189
-0.306
-0.165

Local authorities
22.3
53.5
24.2
–0.315
-0.310
-0.220
-0.131

Police
25.1
56.2
18.7
–0.313
-0.302
-0.293
-0.229

Opposition political parties
13.6
51.9
34.5
–0.391
-0.315
-0.409
-0.320

*Read horizontally. Trust index may vary from +1 to –1 and is calculated as a quotient of sum of positive ("trust") and negative ("distrust") answers to the number of all the respondents who answered the question 

** The given institution was not included in the questionnaire.

The same Table shows that quite objectively estimating role of the so-called administrative resource (A. Lukashenko + local authorities), the majority of citizens relies on its own opinion and mass media. But in our country there are quite different mass media targeting different audiences. A comparative analysis reveals that audiences of Belarusian and foreign, state-run and non-state electronic mass media differ greatly by most social-political characteristics. Audience of non-state Belarusian and western radio, and especially Internet users – are people sharing democratic and market values, supporting independence of Belarus, respecting international structures and standards. On the contrary, characteristic of audience of Belarusian state-run radio and television are antidemocratic and antimarket values, cautious attitude towards international structures and standards, and state sovereignty isn’t considered a value at all. Audiences of Russian TV channels are placed in the middle. Projecting the above data on an election campaign (and public-political process as a whole), we could with high degree of probability predict what role different mass media are to play, which voices and positions would they express. Hence, OSCE’s demand to provide the opposition with an access to state-run mass media is also a well-grounded and necessary condition for staging a really free and fair election. 

Belarusian independent research and analytical centers ("think tanks") are another important institution, which provides people with necessary information, helps forming an objective public opinion. Role of such centers in formation of public opinion and public politics has increased thus much that they are already called "the fifth power". IISEPS has repeatedly published data of numerous nation public opinion polls, according to which rating of public confidence in think tanks much surpasses rating of confidence in many other state and public institutions (including government, parliament, local authorities, political parties, labor unions, etc.). In our opinion, this is a growing role of these structures in the public-political process that explains a constantly increasing pressure from authorities on them. Accusations of subjectivity, commercial dependence, political engagement regarding think tanks. A direct question clearly reveals people’s attitude towards this activity (Table 3). 

As we see, today 60% of respondents are aware of activities of Belarusian Think Tanks, and the overwhelming majority of them trusts these new public institutions. Just several years ago a little more than 40% of respondents knew about them, and the number of those who trusted them was a little bigger than the number of those who distrusted them. Therefore the majority of Belarusians does not support appeals of some "guardians" of public opinion and public politics not to publicize data of sociological surveys, because allegedly they "fulfil a social order of those who sponsor them" (the list varies from "the guileful West" to "shadow capital") (See Table 4). 

Table 4 

Estimation of calls not to publicize data of sociological surveys, because it has a significant effect on public opinion and political situation in the country



Variant of answer
%

Data of sociological data must be made public to the maximum without any permissions 
60.4

Authorities’ permission must be obtained to publish data of sociological surveys 
10.4

DA/NA
29.2

Interest in data of independent researchers and confidence in them from the side of society is turning into a powerful factor of their influence on public opinion. Results of such influence are evident from a comparative analysis of social-political portraits of those who trust figures and analysis of independent research centers and those who know nothing about them. Audience of think tanks – is people sharing democratic and market values, supporters of Belarus’ independence, respecting international structures and standards. Those who know nothing about their activity hold other, sometimes diametrically opposite, opinions. One could easily notice similarities of this "picture" with the above mentioned "picture" of mass media: independent research centers influence public opinion (if not by scope, then by nature of influence) as much as independent mass media do. This similarity is clear from their political behavior, for example, foreign policy objectives (See Table 5). 

Table 5

Foreign policy attitudes depending on attitude towards public institutions, %*


Attitude towards public 

institutions  
Consider the best future for Belarus:


Join the European Union

(18.1)
Remain a neutral, sovereign state 

(18.9)
Be in Union with Russia, remaining a sovereign state 

(43.3)
Become a part of Russia 

(12.4)

President:

Trust
8.9
12.7
54.3
17.8

Distrust
31.0
24.6
31.8
6.4

State-run mass media:

Trust
6.8
14.4
53.7
17.4

Distrust
30.2
23.4
33.2
7.3

Non-state mass media:

Trust
28.6
24.9
33.5
8.2

Distrust
13.0
14.6
48.6
15.1

State-run research centers:

Trust
11.9
12.3
55.1
14.2

Distrust
28.9
23.5
32.5
8.8

Non-state research centers:

Trust
27.1
19.4
40.9
7.8

Distrust
14.0
17.2
45.6
14.8

*Read horizontally (sum in each line is less than 100%, because options "find it difficult to answer" and "no answer" are dropped).

Moreover, as results of the latest public opinion poll by IISEPS (conducted in October of 2001) shows, more than 62% of those who trust independent mass media, at the same time trust think tanks (to compare: opposition political parties – only 21.2%, labor unions – 17.1%, government – 17.0%, Supreme Council – 19.3%, National Assembly – 11.3%). On the contrary, 57% of those who trust think tanks, at the same time trust independent press. Within four years crossing of audiences of independent mass media and think tanks went up by more than 20%. To put it differently, today two thirds of those who trust independent mass media and "think tanks" – are the same people. Reasons for such a close correlation of their audiences are quite obvious: both institutions combine (though in different proportion) two major types of activity – perception of society and influence on it. Inner mechanisms of their activity differ significantly, but they achieve almost the same results – information and analysis addressed to society. Alliance of the two institutions of civic society is mutually beneficial: information and analysis offered by non-state mass media on the basis of materials prepared by think tank become more reasoned and convincing, in turn getting a direct access to society, think tanks become widely known and respected. Because the scope of activity and influence of independent mass media (a permanent audience of which is fourfold less that a permanent audience of the Belarusian Television) and think thanks (which employ less people than a state academic institute) has so far been incommensurable with the state, their alliance strengthens positions of both sides, makes their influence on society heavier, including their role in starting presidential election campaign. Also today there is a number of such centers working in Belarus, known to elite and wide public. 

While opposition circles are debating to what extent should mass media and research centers, opposing attempts of these circles to control them, be supported, Belarusian authorities being well aware of a potential role of such alliance of independent mass media and think tanks are introducing new limitations for their activities. Last spring the presidential Decree #8 came into force. It puts serious obstacles in this respect, because most independent mass media and think thanks receive various support from international structures. The beginning of 2002 was marked with a new initiative of authorities – in fact to put independent social researches under political control through the procedure of licensing. Undoubtedly, a growing role of this unique alliance in the public-political process objectively increases role of all other forces of society expressing interest in changes, opens new prospects for democratic development of Belarus, strengthening of its independence and return to European community.

LOCAL ANALYTICAL CENTERS AS FACTOR OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

By Anatoly Lysiuk, Public Association "Logos" (Brest)
History of local analytical centers development in Belarus is rather short: just several years. Appearance of these structures of civic society was caused mostly by pioneer initiatives of small groups working in university environment. At least four factors motivated their activity. First, a need for creative self-realization, because independent study gives creative freedom without outside limitations. Usually, members of non-state analytical centers choose topics for research on their own, also they select personnel to carry it out, seek resources, organize creative work, are responsible for end products, etc. 

Second, a need for positive-constructive transformations of Belarusian society was of significant importance in the system of motivation. It was evident for independent analysts that creating a new Belarus, serving it could be achieved not only though rallies, political actions, but also by means of elaboration of creative analytical knowledge as a basis for elites to make responsible decisions. And thereby changing influential political forces which hamper social transformation. It is noteworthy that independent analysts focused on studying urgent problems of society. 

Third, activity of analytical centers was initially founded on new social-psychological grounds: on principles of personal, value and professional relations, through which the need for affiliation, i.e. friendship, support, mutual aid, corporate solidarity, team spirit, etc., was satisfied. This is especially important, because in state-run research institutions, at university faculties scientists are not only personally disassociated, but innovation-thinking researchers are staying in an aggressive psychological environment. 

Fourth, activities if independent analysts were motivated by material needs, since there was a prospect to get access to financial resources of international funds.

Researchers who were spurred to deal with independent analysis by similar motives are few. All the more, in the province. Thus, there are only a few local analytical centers in Belarus. For example, in the Brest region there are two of them: Public Association "Logos" and Sociological Group "S.R.G".

1. Activity directions and efficiency of local analytical centers

And how have new forms of scientific self-organization as local analytical centers performed? To estimate their work is not difficult, because results of their activities are "on the surface".

First and foremost, they proved that region-made "products" of analytical-innovation activity are quite competitive both on domestic or international markets, and regional markets too. Moreover, if comparing coefficient of independent analytical centers and state scientific institutions of Brest, such as faculties of sociology, politology and psychology at universities, the former enjoys a visible advantage. It is not just a matter of quantitative and qualitative indicators, but also research urgency. 

To prove the above statement, let’s consider a sketch picture and logic of realization of scientific-analytical projects of Brest Public Association "Logos". 

Since, in our opinion, positive transformation of Belarusian society can be based only on social initiative of citizens, it was decided to clear out to what degree behavior of Brest region inhabitants is determined by religious motivation. This is of certain importance because religious factors along with ethnicity form the basis of political culture of any society. Also, if problems of national self-consciousness and national identification of Belarusians have been in the limelight of many analytical centers, in particular IISEPS, issues of defining determinative role of religious beliefs have remained in the periphery of scientific studies.

Results of our studies allowed to conclude that a metaphysical chaos is characteristic of the overwhelming majority of Belarusians, there are no steady value grounds in their consciousness. No wonder, because only 5.6% of respondents are practicing believers, oriented at God in choice situations. Among Orthodox believers there are only 3.5% of them. The majority of Belarusians (61.2%) feel that not everything in their life depends on their efforts, and very often an individual happens to be a toy of mysterious forces. Therefore they believe in everything: God, Devil, prophetic dreams, horoscopes, extrasensory individuals, etc. This is what causes inner weakness, political cowardice, social amebiasis, fear sensitivity, and a bunch of masochist features typical of nowaday Belarusians. 

Our researches proved that so far Belarusian society hasn’t passed the stage of spiritual revival yet. An obvious church (institutional) Renaissance has not become a factor of society value transformation, has not stimulated social activity. Orthodoxy continues to confess the doctrine of etatist subjection, whereas Catholicism and Protestantism – closed from the world of politics. 

Successful personal development of a Belarusian is possible on the basis of love. To a great extent spiritual and moral health of Belarusian society depends on how an individual is able to love, to what degree an individual is being loved. That’s why we paid special attention to the problem of love relations between man and woman. Results of our studies allowed to conclude that Belarusians, paradoxically, are unable to love, because there are several characteristic features: first, a consumer attitude towards love; second, interpretation of this phenomenon mostly as feeling, but not relations; third, misunderstanding of spiritual grounds of love; fourth, absence of striving for rational perception of essence of love relations, etc. 

The future of Belarus mostly depends on specificity of value transformation, value socialization of youth. "Logos" Association conducted four sociological surveys devoted to the topic. The most valuable sociological facts are the facts, which define social infantilism and conformism of youth, its necrophilous orientations, nihilistic attitude towards human rights, etc. 

A special problem for us – the problem of political leadership, including state leadership of A. Lukashenko. We proceeded from the fact that problems of leadership in post-Soviet Belarus are of a culturological, rather than technological origin. That’s why we focus on analysis of its culturological grounds. Aside from that, it is obvious that art of communication is the most important professional feature of a modern politician. Therefore, significant importance in our researches was paid to analysis of communication acts (verbal, symbolic, stylistic, etc.) of Belarusian politicians, providing adequate answers to many questions related to "A. Lukashenko’s phenomenon". 

The Brest region, as we know, is not only a transitive region, but also a transit region, where two civilizations, spiritual and political, get into contact. Because of its geopolitical position, many of its residents think in international categories. Therefore, analysis of a specific perception of Poland and the USA by residents of the boundary Brest region in their institutional, national and personal dimension was of great heuristic interest for us. It turned out that the majority of our citizens is ready "to accept" political-economical models of western community appreciating their efficiency. At the same time we recorded a high degree of our culturological estrangement from western community, representatives of which are considered as "strangers", "different", too mercantile and "spiritualless". 

At present two problems are in the limelight of analysts at "Logos" Association. First, state of mental health of Belarus’ population and its onerousness with "prison inmate" thinking. Second, the problem of civic society formation in the Brest region. 

A short list of our current projects and their results allows concluding about urgency, efficiency and breadth of activities of analytical centers, including local centers. 

Certainly, the main reason for that – a strong motivation of analysts, their colossal interest in freedom of scientific work. But this is not only "other" motivation what matters. Research efficiency considerably "facilitates" absence of scientific ballast. Also there is no bureaucratization of scientific and educational work which kills creative spirit. Possible regulation of activities can originate only from an excessive administrative and personal pressure by leader of organization. 

However, analytical centers are successful partially because the problem of their leadership is solved in an optimal way. The optimal option, from the one hand, is a result of their legal status as public organizations where leader is subordinate to members board. On the other hand, leadership is mostly based on personal and professional authority, rather than administrative status. And this is where both efficient and steady leadership characteristic of Belarusian analytical centers originates from. 

It should also be noted that, as compared to state-run centers, regional analytical centers are more flexible and mobile both in terms of organization and decision-making. Regional centers are much more mobile, because they are less dependent on grants than national centers. 

Efficiency of independent researchers is also promoted by lost in most state-run structures of corporate spirit, sense of solidarity, professional and moral support regardless of strong competition on market of resources. Relations between independent analysts, for example, within Belarusian Think Tanks, are not boiled down to communication of professionally close people, they maintain common friendly relations. 

In general, activities of local analytical centers are a live, vivid evidence of power and efficiency of civic society, its superiority over the state. 

2. Conditions of existence of local analytical centers

Appearance of independent analytical centers institutionally was caused, first of all, by political circumstances: collapse of Soviet system and democratization of Belarusian society. Their current existence is still mostly determined by political factors: specific features of political regime. 

At present the majority of Belarusian politologists claim that an authoritarian regime corresponding to all classical criteria has established in the country. Authoritarian state power traditionally tolerates non-state analytical centers until they present a direct threat to its political interests. 

In this respect local analytical centers, as well as all democratic public organizations of the region, are in a more favorable position that national centers because they are located far away from "the center", they are little known in high political circles, have no resources to influence ratio of political forces on the national scale. Hence, state authorities consider it unnecessary to apply a regime of liquidation to them. Only if local analysts are engaged into political struggle, their centers are turned into branches of political parties, or they exchange "pen" for "bayonet", their existence could really be threatened. 

To be fair, it should be mentioned that Brest authorities turned out to be civilized enough not to organize a "witch hunt". At the same time, "under Dolgolyov" political environment for local centers began gradually deteriorating. 

On of specific features of Belarus’ authoritarian regime is its egalitarian character, i.e. a skeptical and contemptuous attitude towards intellectual researches and studies. Regional authorities are much more concerned about fodder storage and milk yields than analytical products. Only regional offices of KGB show a serious interest in activities of local analytical centers. 

By nature Belarusian authoritarianism is plebescitary-leader-like. That’s why personality of A. Lukashenko is naturally in the focus of studies by national analytical centers. High popularity ratings of the Belarusian president stated by analysts is in fact one of the most important guarantees of their existence. Nonetheless, scientific studies of personality and political activity of A. Lukashenko are fraught with permanent danger. 

Activities of independent centers are negatively affected by leftist nature of Belarusian authoritarianism aimed at limiting activity of business structures, as well as politicizing economic activities. Fearing of "staining" themselves with "discreditable" relations with non-state organizations, Belarusian businessmen minimize their business contacts with analytical centers thereby undermining the economic component of independent studies. Moreover, being under state pressure, national business has neither sufficient resources, nor economic preferences for financial support of serious independent researches. Especially in the regions. 

Belarus’ authoritarian regime, as we have already noted, tolerates existence of independent analytical centers. But it also establishes a system of legal and administrative limits for their activities. For example, "Logos" had been asking for legal registration for more than a year. Analytical centers face certain difficulties in receiving necessary information and renting offices. Aside form that, they are regularly subjected to psyche-propagandist attacks from the side of state structures. 

In general, intellectual environment for existence of local analytical centers is favorable. There is no problem with attracting professional personnel to conduct surveys and researches, moreover, certain competition exists. Paradoxically, the state itself encourages independent researches by taking no serious measures to stimulate scientific initiative. Recently leaders of high school have repeatedly claimed that college teachers are first of all state officials and only then scientists, and they must follow requirements of state ideology and "sway" together with the president’s line. 

Efficient independent researches are impossible without proper economic basis. Clearly, scientific volunteerism is a necessary attribute of activities of analytical centers, especially in the regions. However serious analytical researches demand proper financial assistance. This is the major problem for local analytical centers. 

There are several reasons for scantiness of material resources of regional centers. First, for different reasons international grant givers prefer to work with national analytical centers. Second, local analysts usually do not conduct market researches which affect their financial security. For example, only 1% of Gellap Institute revenues is provided by national sociological opinion polls, marketing activities bring the rest. 

Third, in general the overall volume and concentration of financial resources in the regions is lower than in the center, what in fact limits material abilities of independent researches. A high degree of intellectual volunteerism at regional levels has its advantages since it eliminates possible financial discords within organizations. 

3. Local analytical centers and regional communities

Estimating cooperation of local analytical centers and local communities, it shall be noted that the closest and the most intensive relations are with regional NGOs. Because of their "kinship", common interests, values, missions, problems and opponents. Aside form that, regional NGOs show the strongest interest in products offered by analysts. So, jointly with the League of Women-Lawyers projects "Youth and Human Rights" and "Woman and Violence" were carried out, with the youth organization "Forum" – projects "Youth and AIDS" and "Electoral Participation of Youth", with the Brest Club of Businesswomen – projects "Female-inmates in Belarus", etc. Cooperation between NGOs and analytical centers is favored by the fact that on the market of resources there is a minimum competition between them since their working fields differ. 

"Logos" Association not only makes creative contributions into development of regional NGOs, but also is the largest consumer of resources provided by the Regional Center for Support of Social Initiatives "Vezha". It is a matter of information service, providing rooms for seminars, copying materials, providing communication systems, etc. Without such support activities of local analytical centers would have been less efficient. 

Finally, logic of cooperation between the Regional Resource Center and independent local analysts makes us realize that further development of the third sector in the region, stimulating social activity of citizens is impossible without support of professional analytics. Therefore, a wide range of joint projects aimed at optimizing activities of regional public organizations are being elaborated and carried out. 

As for communication between independent analysts and regional mass media, one might state that an efficient cooperation has been established only with independent publications. For example, with the help of "Brest Courier", a mass newspaper, there is an opportunity to influence public opinion in the region. This cooperation would have been more successful and intensive, if mass media acted not only as consumers, but also orderers of social researches. 

A number of our materials dedicated mostly to problems of values and elections was presented in programs of the Brest regional radio and television. Access to state-run mass media was ensured by analytical cogency of our materials, partially by their sensational character, as well as existing journalistic "lobby". At the same time independent analysts are deprived of a possibility to create an information network of permanent professional communication with local elites. It seems that this mission could have been entrusted to a regional analytical publication aimed at establishing dialog and trust between them, professional discussion of the most urgent regional problems, working out a proper algorithm of actions, developing local self-government. 

In relations between analytical centers and local authorities there is a detached neutrality caused by absence of direct collisions between them. However, it must be mentioned that value orientations of regional state elite and independent analysts do not fundamentally diverge. The matter is that Belarusophobic, antiliberal and plebiscitary-populist policy of A. Lukashenko threatens its vital interests. Impossibility to live on "wage" forces state officials to become an illegal "cover" for commercial structures and transactions, what, in turn, makes them vulnerable for law enforcement agencies. 

A possible loss of Belarus’ economic and political sovereignty also threatens interests of regional elite. Not only because it deprives it, as a political class, of stability and confidence in the future, but by reason of losing social status and prestige, and therefore, accompanying benefits. Isolation of Belarus from international community is also a threat for the ruling elite, because it limits its integration into European economic and political structures, hampers the process of receiving economic preferences for performing the role of lobbying agents for leading western concerns. 

Aside from that, restriction of democratic institutions in the country, in the given case – reducing to zero prerogatives of local self-government, minimizes abilities of regional elite to play an independent political role and control regions. As a result, at the personal level independent analysts and state officials speak "one language". As for public verbal communication, there is a certain word dissent between them, since regional state elite has no sufficient inner and outside potential to realize its own political will, values and goals, whereas independent analysts are not subject to political situation, publicly articulating their principal positions. 

We could state that at present an efficient cooperation between analytical centers and local authorities exists only while dealing with separate social problems. For example, problems of female (prison) inmates or crisis of family institutions. In prospect a multilateral and intensive cooperation might be connected with inevitable development of local self-government. 

In general actions by regional authorities regarding local analytical centers are unpredictable. There is a permanent threat of administrative "incursion". That’s why a number of politically critical materials, for example, produced by "Logos" Association, are published on behalf of separate individuals. 

At present there is almost no efficient communication between independent analysts and local business. With one exception – a joint organization of election campaigns for separate businessmen. Only organizations of businessmen-Christians are open for realization of joint scientific and educational programs. 

Trying to shortly determine the main directions of influence of local analytical centers on regional development, the following could be marked out: 

1. Studying the most urgent regional problems, especially problems of no interest for local authorities and university science. 

2. Political socialization by means of wide publicizing of professional analytical products in mass media.

3. Stimulating value transformation of regional communities both through realization of research programs and organizing corresponding educational programs.

4. Demonstration of power and abilities of civic society, because independent analytical researches, based on freedom of creative work and personal responsibility, offer a product of higher quality with lower resource expenses than in state-run scientific institutions. 

Finally, local analytical centers act as a bridge between local communities because of their political non-engagement, making a creative product, orientation at values of civic society, professionalism, competence and social responsibility.
OPEN FORUM
ANDREI KLIMOV: "BELARUS TURNED INTO "BANANA" REPUBLIC"
– A. Klimov before the imprisonment and after the release, is he one and the same person? 
– Of course, I’m one and the same person. I was Klimov, and I’m still Klimov. I’m still self-confident, I’m sure I did everything right, and that is the most important thing. While in prison, of course, I had what to remember, to think over. To think about my relatives, employees of my firms, partners, friends. Was I right speaking against the President? Today I come to the conclusion that I did everything right. And this is why. Going back to the story of the disappeared politicians – V. Gonchar, Y. Za-kharenko and others, to G. Karpenko’s mysterious death, probably a violent death – I could say that even the present state of freedom and economic welfare of citizens has been achieved at the cost of freedom of political prisoners and those who suffered from the regime standing up for human rights. Klimov as an intellectual has changed, of course. The time of simple decisions has passed, life is complex and varied. No matter how loud we are shouting about an economic collapse, we have to live, and people still live. No matter what arbitrariness in legislation is allowed by authorities, we get accustomed to it. No matter how authorities threaten us, we still try to find common grounds with them, continue to work and walk in the streets. But there is no certainty that an improvement could be achieved. That’s why today we need to solve not a separate problem, even a significant one – for example, A. Lukashenko’s dismissal. It is necessary to start with people’s consciousness. A question should be asked: what do they want? It is necessary not only to learn to speak their language, foresee their questions and offer proper answers. It is necessary to understand what they need first of all: a high, but not guaranteed wage, or a lower, but stable level of incomes? Security in general or protection in prisons? To be proud of the "people’s" president or the fact you live in a free, civilized country? 

– What is your estimation of the current public-political and social-economic situation in the country?

– I could not give a comprehensive estimation because I was released only a week ago. But I have already drawn some conclusions. First, Belarus is turned into a "banana" republic, though in reality we have quite a high level of education and a developed infrastructure. Second, the country is being turned into an offshore for Russia. We have begun serving Russia’s business, including criminal business, to launder money. And that’s why life could not just freeze, even if plants cease operating, some capitals would still be working. But such policy is thrust upon us. I’m sure we could claim for better. Our landmarks are not Tajikistan and not even Ukraine. Our landmarks must be such countries us the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary. And we do not need to start from the scratch, as the UAE had to in 70’s. We are located in the center of Europe, we have common roots and history with European nations. As for political life, the first thing I have spotted – a complete confusion in the opposition camp. Even while in prison I could see that the authorities’ opponents are demoralized by the way the presidential election was conducted. Going for such an election, the opposition broke its own principles. As a result, today democratic forces have neither single center, nor single objective, or a person who could have been an alternative to A. Lukashenko. Positions of political parties and public movements have not always met demands of the electorate. And a leader of democratic forces has to unite wide popular strata, enjoy voters’ confidence. 

– You have already touched upon the presidential election results. Let’s dwell on this important issue. 

– To my mind, it is impossible to call A. Lukashenko’s victory at the election a real victory, since there was no election as such. That was a victory of a cat over a mouse: the cat instinctively did what it had to do. There were no conditions for a fair competition of different political forces. Numerous falsifications were recorded. As for the opposition’s behavior, it had no chance of winning the election, and it was clear for all. 

– That means, the alternative candidate had no chance by definition? 

– Naturally. I understand statements by some opposition leaders when they claimed it was necessary to use the election to convey their programs, their views to the people. Finally, for people to see who oppose A. Lukashenko. But that objective was achieved only partially. Wide public got to know materials of the official, I put a stress here, investigation into the disappearances of prominent politicians. I think that at the next presidential election that would be a decisive trump card of an alternative candidate. As for the striving to win the past election, the opposition acted unwisely at least. Previously A. Lebedko, the UCP leader, suggested boycotting the presidential election, to be more correct, blackmailing authorities until OSCE’s demands were not fulfilled. That was a right position. Only after the OSCE’s demands are fulfilled, and the opposition is able to control their fulfillment, participation in election could be talked about. Otherwise, it is useless. An when the opposition gave up these principles, it became obvious that A. Lukashenko would not only win the election, it would pave the way for him to be recognized by international community as a legitimate president. 

– Do you believe that it would have been better for the opposition to boycott the presidential election? 

– I have no doubt that an election boycott would have forced A. Lukashenko to make concessions. I do not know whether the opposition might have won such election or not, but anyway today we’d won a serious victory – authorities’ concessions towards democra-tization in the country. 

– What mistakes of the political opposition could you point out?

– V. Goncharik was given a too big credit of trust, and he failed to use it efficiently. I think that his actions turned dishonorable, because first he claimed he would go through, and then, as a matter of fact, quitting the political arena. His televised addresses left much to be desired. Aside form that, going further back, I think that the participation of democratic politicians in the parliamentary election also was a mistake. In general, participation in an election on conditions set fourth by authorities – is a guaranteed defeat. Any lawyer would say that our parliament is an obedient tool of the executive power, it is not recognized and is not going to be recognized in the West. Let’s even assume that N. Statkevich were elected to the parliament, the fact of his participation in an election discredits him as a politician. He nominated the candidature in my constituency thereby opposing me to my voters. Because I convinced these people that the 1996 referendum and the new parliament were illegitimate. I doubt that N. Statkevich did that by A. Lukashenko’s order, but he must decide what is more important: building a democratic society or taking part in political "parties". 

– You’ve touched upon the future election yourself, what, in you opinion, are the prospects of democratic forces in Belarus? Which political party, social stratum or public organization could turn into a significant force in the near future? 

– I would not like mixing these subjects – democratic-minded voters and active political players. Therefore, I would talk about each of them separately. In my opinion, today there is no political opposition. Opposition – is a block, coalition, union, which is able to influence authorities, but there is no such notion in Belarus. The parties, which proved the most consistent in their principles during the presidential campaign, might become a bulwark of the opposition movement – UCP, BPF "Adradzhennye", "Gramada", "Maladiy Front", non-formal unions like ZUBR. Now about the prospects. I’m sure that the experience obtained by the opposition and its electorate opened eyes to many. After the election was over and authorities failed to honor people and promises – prices jumped, backpays appeared – it became obvious why A. Lukashenko needs power. That’s why the future opposition movement has electoral resources. And I think that the human rights movement could become a structure able to carry out an active work with the electorate, to set it on a victory. Today our fellow citizens are concerned not only about their material status. We see that police outnumbers military, and what the former do? Carry out political investigations, put innocent people in prison. People feel no protection and it is necessary to give it to them. Only human rights groups could help them with that. Only when such groups reach not a citizen with his/her problems, but also an official causing these problems we could say a human rights organization exerts political influence. The currently existing human rights groups successfully cope with the tasks they assumed. Owing to their efforts I am free. This is a merit of the BHC and "Vesna" that I am talking freely to you. I would say more, the BHC in fact helped me survive in prison during the first six months when I happened to be in unbearable conditions in the detention center. 

– If I understand you correctly, you are talking about a human rights organization of a new type, with new goals.

– Undoubtedly. I’m talking about an organization, which would consider not 10, or 100, or even 1000 cases of human rights violations, but hundreds of thousands. That is how it is possible to reach each citizen and change his/her consciousness. It is possible to force the state fulfil its functions only by means of pressing on concrete people in concrete situations. It is foolish to claim that all are to blame and everything is bad. But openly pointing at a concrete official and influence him – such an approach brings different results. 

– What do you think is an optimal strategy for democratic forces of Belarus? 

– At least at present it is necessary to keep status quo. People should know than someone disagrees with what is going on in the country, that there is an opposition, and that it is working. As for mass actions, I believe that their present level would remain for a long time. 

– Which scenario of changing power you think is the most efficient – a radical, i.e. by means of different protest actions, or an evolutionary, first all, through elections. 

– I could judge about it after I know what support Belarus’ opposition enjoys in Europe and the USA. 

– We’ve touched upon the role of outside factors – first of all Russia and the West. What influence would they have on the situation in Belarus? What place would they take in the strategy of democratic forces? 

– Without international support it would be hard for the opposition movement and an alternative candidate to win. During the last several years our country has been under an outside influence. There is nothing unusual or terrible in it. Someone always has influence on someone or wants to have it. States and politicians must be ready to correct their actions considering interests of other parties involved. And Belarus is not an exception. It seems that a candidate for presidency from democratic forces is unlikely to find support with Russia, because there is no better president for it than A. Lukashenko. 

– To put it differently, Russia’s influence seems negative to you?

– Until A. Lukashenko is in power – yes. Whereas the West’s influence is positive in many respects. Supporting democratic forces it helps building a civic society. It might help us with economic transformations. Today the West is ready to render Belarus a comprehensive assistance, but it must be confident that the resources assigned would not serve strengthening dictatorship. I would say more, without personal support of heads of leading western countries there is no point in standing out – an alternative candidate for presidency is unlikely to survive, to come to the election. 

– Speaking differently, a victory of democratic forces in Belarus is impossible without support from the West, but it is possible without Russia’s support? 

– Of course, it would have been better to have support from both sides. Or at least to feel no counteraction from the side of Moscow. So, talks with the Russian leadership are essential. 

– Would you assume that the present Belarusian authorities could focus on strengthening of independence, democracy and free market? 

– I could assume that, and that is likely to happen. As soon as there is a powerful party or another political force demanding protection of human rights, investigation into the disappearances of prominent politicians, improvements in relations with the international community – authorities would have to change. It would have been naive to believe authorities would persist until the end. Why? Those in power would not mind earning money and feel themselves in a greater security than they feel now, but they do not know how to do it. Influencing authorities we’d show the way out thereby increasing our chances to win the next presidential election. First, the electorate is likely to see that authorities’ concessions result from our pressure. Second, officials are likely to understand that it is possible to live differently, and they would naturally support those advocating such life. 

– You say that authorities are ready for changes under pressure from outside. Do they have possibilities to change by their own initiative? 

– While in prison I understood that the authorities – unless there is a constant pressure – are ready only for one thing – to put in prison all of us. It would have been optimal for them if our country’s boundaries coincide with prison boundaries. 

– Undoubtedly, now you possess a serious political capital. How are you going to use it? What are you up to? Business, politics or anything else? 

– Klimov must remain Klimov. If I began struggling against the authorities in 1996, struggling for law observance, I must struggle until the end. Business would only interfere. I want to protect people from arbitrariness of our authorities, first of all – law enforcement bodies (the prosecutor’s office, investigation, judges). I want to prevent mass illegal detentions and arrests, and therefore I am going to become a human rights activist. 

Vladimir Dorokhov, Head of IISEPS Center for Documentation, talked to Andrei Klimov, prominent businessman, politician and former political prisoner. 

BOOKSHELF
Presidential Election in the Republic of Belarus – 2001. – Minsk, "Tesei", 2002, 248 p.
Undoubtedly, the presidential election became the major event last year and it is going to affect the situation in the country for several years. Today, not only countries with settled democratic principles, but even authoritarian regimes and dictatorships have to recognize the institute of political election. But if in the first case election is a natural way of passing power from a party or a president to another party or another president, leaders of authoritarian regimes need elections as a means of legitimizing their power. 

There are still disputes around the 2001 presidential election in Belarus, and their participants have so far failed to find common grounds – what are the real election results and how A. Lukashenko’s victory could be explained: only by total falsifications, or there is another, a deeper interpretation. Those, for whom the answer to this question is still topical, would find the given book useful and interesting. It presents materials of an independent monitoring of the presidential election conducted by representatives of a number of public associations of the country. 

The book is based on analytical articles, reports and interviews by experts, prominent Belarusian sociologists, politologists and lawyers. The authors study the political situation in Belarus before the election, examine whether the electoral legislation corresponds to international standards, estimate violations spotted by observers and also analyze the election results. 

The monograph structure includes five interrelated parts. They are devoted to the monitoring before the election and the monitoring of the voting process, an analysis of its results, a comparison of the 1994 and 2001 presidential campaigns, as well as an estimation of the election by international observers (OSCE ODHR Mission and the Association of Election Organizers of Central and Eastern European States). 

Politologist Svetlana Naumova, one of the authors of the first part, notes that today the question "Is it possible to defeat A. Lukashenko in principle?" is becoming more frequent. An answer to this question, as Naumova puts it, greatly predetermines further actions of the opposition. The author also states that the major reason for the democratic candidate’s defeat was "a divergence of demand and supply at the electoral market of Belarus. An alternative to the existing regime offered by the opposition found no demand with the opposition-minded part of the population".

A special attention (the past election was not the last one) should be paid to the report by Mechislav Grib, cochairman of the "Independent Monitoring" Civic Initiative, and Tatiana Protko, chairman of the Belarusian Helsinki Committee. They consider the practice of appealing against election results, including a legal base of the procedure and concrete appeals, and also reactions at them by authorized bodies. One of the most important conclusions by the authors is as follows: "During the presidential election in the Republic of Belarus courts considered not a single complaint against actions and decisions by election commissions and other bodies of state power related to the election. Their decisions are beyond court control and their legality is not subject to estimation".

The monograph does not contain any critical conclusions regardless of numerous law violations revealed. At the same time, it is noted in the third part that "a rapt analysis of that data provides examples, which, at least, allow to raise the question about correctness of the results announced by the Central Election Commission". The editors of the monograph are confident that "no one knows the accurate election results: neither election commissions, nor authorities, nor the President himself". According to independent analysts, however, sociological surveys conducted before and after the election allow to make a quite accurate estimation of the real voting results: in fact A. Lukashenko received 20% less of votes, and his main rival, V. Goncharik, almost twofold more votes than announced by the Central Election Commission. 

Aside form analytical materials, the appendixes contain an important reference information. Readers would find detailed results of the early voting, and the election results released by the Central Election Commission (figures for all the regions and districts are given), and also an information about violations of the electoral legislation recorded by observers (data for all the regions grouped by type of violation is given). Aside from that there is a calendar of major events, which took place during the election and excerpts from legal acts regulating voting process. 

This is a unique edition, which, in fact, is the only well-reasoned evidence of the last year election, and undoubtedly it is of great interest to electoral law experts, lawyers, deputies of all levels, analysts, all citizens of Belarus and foreign experts interested in the political situation in our country. 

Vladimir Dorokhov, 
Head of IISEPS Center for Documentation
NIRA’s World Directory of Think Tanks 2002. Tokyo, the National Institute for Research Advancement, Fourth Edition, 2002, 508 p.

Every three years since 1993 an influential  non-state research center of Japan – the National Institute of Research Advancement (NIRA) – publishes the World Directory of Think Tanks. This edition has become a prominent and respected source (it could be found at www.nira.go.jp, which "offers a full and detailed information about the world’s most prominent and innovative public policy research institutes, better known as think tanks." It is emphasized in the preface that "think tanks community spreads all around the world and today these institutes have become central actors of public policy in democratic countries."

Think tanks are considered "an invention of the 20th century" though the first independent analytical centers appeared in Great Britain back in the 19th century. Before the WWII such centers most actively developed in the USA, in 50-60’s – in Western Europe, in 70-80’s – in Asia, and after the Berlin Wall fall and the USSR collapse – in Central and Eastern Europe and the CIS. The authors of the directory note that after 1970 there was a global "explosion" resulted in a rapid growth in number of think tanks and their influence on public-political and social-economic processes. One of the most important missions of think tanks in today’s world is to "connect political ideas and knowledge with other researchers and institutes, people of different opinions and ideologies. Communication and cooperation of think tanks spreads beyond countries and regions. They become global and play a more important role in globalization processes."

NIRA’s directories have become an important factor of "the most rapidly developing sector in the 21st century – the era of information and knowledge," and is more actively used "for navigation" among numerous independent research and analytical centers in the modern world. The directory is very convenient and useful for users: each presented center is described according to a single standard – name, location, contact information, organizational status, short history and major mission, sphere and scope of activity, financial sources, administrative and research personnel, leadership, the most important publications, including periodicals, information resources and major partners. Naturally, by many characteristics some think tanks seems incomparable: for example, the widely known RAND Corporation created in California soon after the WWII (staff – more than 1.100 people, year budget – $200M) and the Institute of Security and International Studies created in Sophia in 1994 (staff – 13 persons, year budget – slightly more than $10,000). In reality, by major criteria – its authority and influence in home countries and also international recognition – they are quite comparable, and therefore presented in NIRA's World Directory. 

Although today there are several thousand similar centers in the world (1,300 in the USA alone), NIRA’s World Directory contains up-to-date information available on 320 specially selected think tanks from 77 countries and regions. In other words, the given edition is an "elite club" to join which is a big success not only for a concrete organization, but also the country it represents. The latest edition of NIRA’s World Directory includes think tanks from Bolivia, Jordan, Croatia, South Korea and other countries. For the first time Belarus is presented in the directory by IISEPS and SCAF. Three years ago (we have already reported about it) Belarusian independent research centers appeared in the Directory of Think Tanks of Central and Eastern Europe published by the American Freedom House. The presence in NIRA’s World Directory of Think Tanks is an evidence of a new level of international recognition of Belarusian think tanks, and the most important – widens our possibilities to study and influence public-political and social-economic development of the country.
Professor Dr. Oleg Manaev
Appendix 1

STATEMENT

by the Coordinating Board

of the Republican Public Association 

"Belarusian Think Tanks"

Scientific-research organizations of the country – the Belarusian State University, the National Academy of Sciences, the Belarusian Association of Sociologists – have received a letter from the Presidential Administration of Belarus dated January 18, 2002, notifying of Belarusian authorities’ intention to introduce "licensing" of social researches. 

The Coordinating Board of the Republican Public Association "Belarusian Think Tanks", uniting most of representatives of independent research and analytical centers of the country, considers these actions as an attempt by the authorities to put independent social research under administrative control. Whereas the country’s leadership declares its striving to normalize relations with European and other international structures, adherence to the course to a social-economic and political liberalization, these actions is an evidence to the contrary. 

We believe that thereby not only the research community would suffer damage, but also millions Belarusian citizens who would be deprived of their constitutional right "to receive … a reliable and opportune information" (Art. 34 of the Belarusian Constitution). Through that Belarus’ international prestige would suffer great losses, its accession to the world community would be impeded. The authorities are also likely to suffer, because they would lose alternative sources of information and analysis necessary to make well-grounded decision making, which are essential to a domestic and a foreign policy meeting interests of Belarusian citizens. 

Minsk, February 1, 2002.
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