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Dear readers!

This – 30th-anniversary! – issue of the analytical bulletin “IISEPS News” offers to your attention materials reflecting the most interesting results of the institute’s studies in the fourth quarter of 2003.

We continue publishing commentaries to the results of the September public opinion poll and the opinion poll among elite. The materials presented reveal that reduction of Russia's informational presence in Belarus leads to not that much the development of national information system but to even deeper ideologizing, decrease in quality and, finally, increased manipulation with public opinion. Data comparison of the nation opinion poll and polling among the elite points out to an increasingly greater coincidence in the value systems of 'masses' and 'biggies'. Aversion of the political course carried by the authorities has been gradually becoming "the ground for national consensus" that many believe the Belarusians have long ago lost. 

Important conclusions are presented in the materials made up on the results of the nation opinion poll jointly conducted by the IISEPS with the Gallup-Baltic Surveys of Lithuania (Vilnius) in December. Thus, the analysis indicates that the information blockade and persistent discrediting of democratic forces by state's powerful propaganda machinery are essential but not the only reasons why they don't have a wide electoral support. Estrangement of democrats from the society will continue unless their ideological, political and personal interests veil the reality most Belarusians live in. Although the situation is gradually changing against the authorities, disappointment and discontent of Belarusians haven't so far transformed so as to support the opposition. Thus, answers of respondents to the question "In your opinion, does A. Lukashenko understands problems and concerns of the people like you?" fell into two equal groups of 44% while the political parties gave 24.4% of "yes"-answers and 57.2% of "no"-answers. Clearly, such expectations will sooner or later get focused. But on whom? Future of the country depends on the answer to this question.

Independent statehood takes increasingly greater value in the opinion of citizens. To illustrate, 71.8% of respondents claim Belarus should be a sovereign state and only 6.5% adhere to the opposite viewpoint. However, restating Z Poznyak's well-know statement in a different way: "What is more important for a Belarusian – sausage or independence?" we understand that the point gives little grounds for optimism. Over 60% of respondents consider improvement of the economic position more important than country's independence and only one fourth of citizens makes choice for the latter. So far most Belarusians don't have comprehension of a close connection between statehood and welfare achievement. In a sense, the authorities have turned prisoners of the course they carry out. On the one hand, integration with Russia is deadlocking. And on the other, if assuming that A. Lukashenko proclaims the course for entering the EU tomorrow, he will have to fight the mass stereotypes he has personally built.

The Belarusians estimate changing in their financial state over the past year absolutely differently from the official propaganda: those who admit its aggravation are 3.5-fold more than those who state its improvement. In fact, negative estimates prevail in almost all demographic groups. A deeper analysis discloses an important regularity: the current course is approved by the groups having the lowest incomes. Evidently, the source of income and not the amount itself is crucial here: these are different kinds of transfers and not earnings they receive. As far as citizens in those groups don't earn money but receive it from various state sources, they feel more dependent on the state and therefore support the current course. This implies a rather counterintuitive conclusion: the current authorities are not interested in the welfare growth of its citizens.
We believe that materials of our round-table discussion "Belarus-2006: Ways of Changes" organized and held by the IISEPS late December will be of a particular interest to the reader. At first sight, there is no lack of estimates and prognoses on political and socioeconomic development in Belarus. Such discussions are often held in the mass media and conference halls, party and governmental offices. But a greater part of those estimates and prognoses confine to either the topic of the day (What is happening now?) or a near-term outlook (What will happen tomorrow?). Farther outlooks usually drop out of sight. In fact this is quite natural: the farther one looks into the future, the vaguer it is and so more indefinite prognoses and estimates are. However, this is not only the present that determines the future (just like the present itself is determined by the past). In a sense, the future determines the present. This happens the most often, what people wait for. As far as the social and political analysis examines people's awareness and behavior in a particular social environment, a grounded conception of the future, even at a high degree of uncertainty, may influence real social and political processes. Hence, well-known experts in the field of politics, economics and sociological study have made an attempt to look beyond the horizon in their discussing possible ways of transformation to take place in this country after October of 2006.

This time our “Open Forum” is given to a noted Belarusian politician V. Leonov who not only took the positions of the First Secretary of regional committee of the Belarusian Communist Party and the Minister in his career but was also imprisoned on political grounds. Currently President of the Belarus-Russia Fund For New Belarus, V. Leonov from his personal experience knows technicality of Russia-Belarus relations. He tells about their problems and prospects in the light of the recent election to the State Duma (Parliament) of Russia in the interview with journalist A. Koktysh.

On our "Bookshelf", there's a new brochure "National Identity of Belarus" presented by a known political scientist M. Plisko and published by the Fund of Friedrich Ebert. In our opinion, it will be of great interest to not only researches and analysts but also journalists, politicians, diplomats and all those who are not indifferent to the history, culture and future of our country. All comments and requests are, as usual, welcome! 
IISEPS Board

STRENGTHENING ROLE OF INDEPENDENT SOCIAL RESEARCH AND EXPERTS' NETWORKS IN BELARUS
We continue publishing commentaries to the results of a public opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed – 1519 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error does not exceed 0.03) and a survey among public opinion leaders and experts (61 persons (policymakers, businessmen, scientists and mass media leaders) almost equally representing public and private structures) conducted by the IISEPS in September 2003.

Also, we introduce the most important findings of the public opinion poll conducted by the IISEPS jointly with the Gallup-Baltic Surveys of Lithuania (Vilnius) in December 2003 (those face-to-face interviewed – 1494 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error does not exceed 0.03). “No answer” and “Find it difficult to answer” alternatives are not available in the most points of the questionnaire.

SEPTEMBER – 2003

Elite and average voters are united in not wanting A. Lukashenko's third presidential term

A marked difference in the opinions of the elite and average voters is axiomatic in any country. To which extent does this statement apply to Belarus? First, we should like to compare the estimates given by public opinion leaders and experts, on the one hand, and common citizens, on the other, on general issues.

As it goes from the results of the IISEPS' nation opinion poll (September 2003), the events that have aroused most interest for the past three months are: integration with Russia (16.2%), entertainment and sport events (12.8%) and changes in state machinery (6.7%). However, most respondents (18.5%) said to have no events remaining in their memory. Some might interpret those figures as a proof to notorious 'apathy towards living' of an average Belarusian. Others would on the contrary say this proves the theory of atomization in the modern society when it is considered normal for a person to show concern in the events that directly influence his life. Yet, much more noteworthy is the fact that 41% of the elite remember no interesting events to have happened in the past quarter (they are a half in the public sector). (See Table 1).

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "Which social events of the past three months have generated your strongest interest?", % (open question, more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
Leaders and experts
Among them:



Public sector 

employees
Private sector 

employees

No events have remained in the memory
41
50
34

Putin - Lukashenko talks in Yalta and Sochi 
20
22
18

Conflict between the Kremlin and Minsk
13
–
27

Pressure on independent mass media 
12
7
17

Pressure on NGO
12
3
20

Struggle against  small retail trade 
5
–
10

Formation of the coalition of five parties
5
–
10

Defeat of the Belarusian football team
3
–
7

Vacation
2
–
3

Preparation to Dozhynki festival
2
3
–

Cancellation of benefits
2
–
3

Arrests of  professors
2
–
3

Russia-Belarus Parliamentary Assembly in Mogilev
2
3
–

Decision of Gazprom to rise prices
2
–
3

Adoption of the law on mass actions
2
–
3

This fact can be accounted for in two ways: either our living is rather eventless or state officials have got so accustomed to all kinds of shocks that the threshold of their perception has gone sharply up and it is only a kind of an extraordinary staggerer that can surprise them now. The events that stimulated at least certain interest with the elite were those pertaining to Russia-Belarus relations. About 20% of respondents from both public and private sectors mentioned the talks of presidents V. Putin and A. Lukashenko in Yalta and Sochi and 27% of the latter pointed out to the conflict in Minsk-Moscow relations. State officials have apparently been instructed to disregard the conflict due to their position. In fact, their imperturbability cannot but surprise. Besides the presidential talks, experts from the public sector could also remember pressure over independent mass media and NGOs (among experts from the private sector those events were mentioned by 17% and 20% of respondents respectively), cancellation of some benefits and the session of Russia-Belarus Parliamentary Assembly in Mogilev.

The Belarusian elite is often accused of being cut off from the problems of 'a common man' and focused excessively at its personal interests that are purely corporative. Are these reproaches grounded? The citizens claim that the problems to be urgently solved are social and economic problems: low standard of living (40.7%), economic crisis (29.9%), inflation, rising prices and rising tariffs for municipal service (22.2%) and unemployment (18.9%). Only 11.7% are concerned about the development of democracy and civil society. This shouldn't be wondered. Despite inflation of the image of 'prospering Belarus', real state of millions of Belarusians sharply contrasts with this propaganda myth. But it's quite another matter that our citizens, unfortunately, still don't see a close link between the development of democracy and civil society and the standard of well-being. But the elite especially that from the private sector, does understand this point (See Table 2).

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, which acute home problems should be solved in the first place in Belarus?", % (open question,  more than one answer is possible )



Variant of answer
Leaders and experts
Among them:



Public sector 

employees
Private sector employees

Reforming economics
54
43
67

Democratizing the country
26
10
43

Reforming the system of government 
26
27
27

Putting end to abuse of discretion on the part of supervisory bodies
20
23
10

Reducing taxes
18
40
3

Increasing the standard of living
8
13
3

Holding free and fair election
5
3
10

Defending sovereignty
2
–
3

Another point of considerable interest is the difference of priorities among representatives of the public sector and the private sector. Almost a quarter of public sector employees pointed out to the necessity to stop abuse of discretion on the part of supervisory bodies (their colleagues from the private sector don't regard this problem as an acute one). Many of them have apparently been inspected. Furthermore, state officials are much more concerned about tax reduction while their colleagues in the private sector don't show such a deep interest in the issue as it is an integral part of the economics reforming. Disappointing is a weak attention to free and fair elections that are in fact a generally recognized a road to democratization and economic renovation.

Now we should like to address how leaders and general public estimate political problems. The difference appears to be more noticeable. While speaking about fulfillment by president of his election pledges, the elite shows greater degree of demand (See Table 3).

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "It has been already two years since A. Lukashenko's 

re-election as the president of state. How would you estimate his fulfillment of the election pledges 

by the 5-point scale?", % (1 point – very poor, 5 points – excellent)



Variant of 

answer
Nation opinion poll
Leaders and experts
Among them:




Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

1
16.8
41
37
47

2
25.9
43
37
47

3
32.5
11
20
3

4
18.3
3
3
3

5
5.7
–
–
–

In average
2.7
1.8
1.9
1.6

This exactingness is totally accountable. President A. Lukashenko carries inherently anti-elite policy strongly disliking the very fact of belonging to the establishment. Claims of private sector employees to A. Lukashenko are most often the matter of values while dissatisfaction of state officials is inflated by unfulfilled expectations of the promised economic liberalization that would give them new chances and opportunities.

Such low estimate of presidential activity's outcome is a major cause why the elite is so strongly willing to see someone else at this post (See Table 4).

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think that in general A. Lukashenko well governed the country and he should be re-elected the president at the next election or another candidate should take this post and receive an opportunity to do this better than him?", %



Variant of answer
Nation opinion poll
Leaders and experts
Among them:




Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Another candidate should take this post
61
87
80
97

Re-elect A. Lukashenko
28.3
–
–
–

Nearly unanimous aversion on the part of the elite of A. Lukashenko's re-election at the coming election is also caused by the fact that the current governing pattern deprives all those not members of the ruling clan an opportunity of professional advancement. As regards the population, economic grounds it gives first priority to turn fully sufficient.

So far, A. Lukashenko has little chances to amend the Constitution by referendum. Only 22.6% of respondents are ready to cast their votes for amending the fundamental law so that the president can be elected for the third term while 51.8% take the opposite stand. Taking into account the votes of those who haven't yet made up their minds (21.7%) on the issue, amendment of the Constitution looks unreal.

Meanwhile, the elite, in particular from the public sector, is re-estimating the degree of citizens' likeness of the current head of state (See Table 5).

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question "If there is a referendum on amendment of the Belarusian Constitution so that A. Lukashenko could be re-elected president (under the current Constitution, he cannot be re-elected for the third consecutive term), how do you think would most citizens vote?", %



Variant of answer
Leaders and experts
Among them:



Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Would vote for  amendment of Constitution 
34
40
30

Would vote against  amendment of Constitution 
30
20
37

DA/NA
36
40
33

Evidently, the reason of such non-confidence roots in the results of the previous election as well as in the fear that by using all the arsenal of earlier tried election technologies A. Lukashenko will again attract a greater part of presently hesitating voters to his side.

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question "Imagine that one candidate from the list below should be voted for at the 2004 election to the National Assembly. In your opinion, who would most voters vote for?", %



Variant of answer
Nation opinion poll
Leaders and experts
Among them:




Public sector employees
Private sector employees

A  current member of the 

National Assembly 
13.6
8
7
10

Chairman of an opposition party or a public movement 
13.5
21
13
30

Chairman or speaker of a 

public organization (NGO)
8.1
8
–
13

Director of a state-run 

enterprise
20.5
7
10
3

Entrepreneur running his own business 
14.5
2
–
3

None of them 
9.4
8
13
3

DA/NA
20.4
46
57
38

In our opinion, conducting of a referendum before the election to the National Assembly is unlikely. The election to the Parliament will become a large-scale examination of both opposition's capability and authorities' ability to achieve wanted results. So far, an average voter considers an enterprise director to be a most attractive candidate to deputy while an expert relies on a leader of public movement or chairman of an opposition party (See Table 6).

For an average Belarusian, deputyship of his boss, plant director or head of a collective farm is closely tied to an opportunity of receiving certain preferences for himself. Soviet-time stereotype of a director as an elected representative of the people able to 'provide a flat' appeared to be very strong. The elite sees restricted opportunities of the present-day deputies in general and dependence of deputies from directorial corps (this status hasn't protected some from imprisonment) in particular. Therefore, leaders are convinced that representatives from parties and movements experienced in opposing the authorities will bring more use as deputies rather than economic managers who can be easily incriminated any economic crime.

It should be noted in conclusion that the difference in standpoints of the elite and average Belarusians on social issues is inessential. Clearly, the latter are more concerned over daily wants while the first think more about aftermaths of this or that event and about the perspective. Both are got to the current power, so both stand against giving further opportunity to A. Lukashenko to rule the country. And overcoming non-confidence of the elite to the voter is the matter of time and willingness to jointly attain to the aims that are, as we have seen, almost equal in this case.

Reverse side of "information sovereignty" 

In view of well-known reasons (single Russia-Belarus information space, strict control on the part of the authorities, poor quality of the Belarusian press in general, etc.), Russian electronic mass media were in the lead at the information market of Belarus when it gained independence. Yet in April of 2003 the Belarusians ranked Russia's television the first among the sources providing information about this country and foreign countries (78.1%). The next listed sources were Belarusian TV (64.1%), relatives, friends and colleagues (30.4%), Belarusian state-run radio (25.0%) and Belarusian state-run press (22.0%). The sources giving an alternative viewpoint on the events in the country appeared to have by far lesser audience: Belarusian non-state press (12.9%) and Western radio stations (3.3%).

In other words, Russia's TV channels have for a long time remained the only hurdle for the current authorities striving to increase state monopoly at the information market. Dealing with them as brutally as they did with some Belarusian newspapers and radio stations, i.e. closing or denying the air, was hardly possible. Such a measure in no way fitted the official course of building a union state and could produce a negative response from the Kremlin.

Due to this reason the authorities chose another plan – successive squeezing of Russia's TV channels from the information space of the country. Their programs, in particular newsreels and analytical ones, were substituted with domestic production of appropriate content. Sharp increase of ONT's rating that "with few casualties" erased Russia's First Channel from the minds of the Belarusian audience has been thoroughly analyzed in our previous publications. We then assumed that the above policy, despite its electoral drawbacks like audience's discontent with disappearance of favorite channels and programs, would be continued. And we appeared right. Belarusian channel Lad has already taken the place of Russia's channel Culture while NTV's and RTR's broadcast time has been cut down. From January 1, the right for retransmission of RTR programs was passed from the First National Channel to STV. Resources of the latter are to a greater extent poorer that will undoubtedly influence the quality of reception. The outcome of such policy hasn't failed to come forth (See Table 7).

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question "What are the sources you most often use to receive information about life in Belarus?", % 

(more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
09'03

Belarusian state-run mass media
80.9

Russian mass media
68.2

Belarusian non-state mass media
37.2

Western mass media (Liberty, BBC, etc.)
6.5

Other sources
3.5

As it can be seen, Belarusian state-run mass media have already forced their Russian opponents to the background while the rate of Belarusian non-state media has increased almost threefold (!) even though the number of non-state printed editions goes down and their circulation and periodicity don't grow up.

The growth mentioned is worthy of respect. However, the difference of wording should be taken into account: in April we asked about the information sources on life in Belarus and abroad while in September – about the information sources on life in Belarus only. Our citizens are known to draw information about foreign countries from TV programs mainly and not newspapers, either state-run or non-state. Making an allowance for this fact, we should anyway be glad at the independent press that shows excellent indicators under utterly unfavorable conditions.

Let us reflect closer on the very reasons to this. If putting it briefly, the fewer is the number of participants at the media market the greater is the weight of those remaining. After the authorities put Russian media under heavy pressure their audience reduced and people had to turn to what they had – Belarusian state-run and independent mass media as well as Western media. The quality of independent and Western media products accounts for the fact that a greater part of the audience turned to those media. Rigid bounds of 'state ideology' within which Belarusian state-run media work win by far not every reader or viewer, so in search of an alternative the latter address Western (their rating has also increased twofold) as well as Belarusian independent media. This is not surprising. Almost 45% of respondents claim the country doesn't need a sole state ideology. These people will hardly watch Lad after the Culture channel has been closed.

Now, what about ousting Russia's TV channels from the Belarusian media space? It is often said that A. Lukashenko does right limiting access of the Belarusians to the Russian mass media as he thus contributes to elimination of "expansion of imperial information" and "increase of information sovereignty". Also, there are occasional appeals to resign all claims to A. Lukashenko if he "starts speaking Belarusian."

In our opinion, such ideas are not just deceptive but dangerous. First, such argumentation (shutting the market and fighting the opponent by administrative measures instead of creating a competitive environment and ensuring a free access to various information sources) is stale in the age of globalization. Second, in place of "Empire's channels" TV viewers received programs not about cultural or national revival that are, to put it mildly, not very decent from the creative viewpoint. Third, as regards the political component of this strategy, it aims at not founding a national television that would be unbiased in presenting the country events but at increasing state's dominance in the information space, depriving citizens of the right to choose, promoting "the only right" viewpoint and, finally, at exercising totally uncontrolled power.

Those who welcome all happening should consider the following point. Even if President A. Lukashenko suddenly switches to the Belarusian language (in a wider sense – will to a greater extent correspond to the criteria of those ready to sacrifice democracy for independence), he and his propaganda machinery will not start saying the things those people demanding such transformation expect to hear. 

A year ago we called your attention to the growing rate of confidence (ratio of those who trust/trust not to all who gave answer to this question) to the press, both to state-run and non-state press. The index of confidence to independent mass media then for the first time reached a positive value (+0.102) and even exceeded the index of confidence to state-run mass media (+0.078). We didn't predict steadiness of this phenomenon. But now we can certify that the tendency stands firm (See Table 8).

Table 8

Dynamics of trust to the mass media, %



Variant of answer
09'98
06'99
04'00
10'01
12'02
04'03
09'03

State-run mass media

– trust

– trust not
41.8

26.0
39.8

31.0
38.5

31.6
40.4

42.4
40.4

44.2
45.0

37.8
49.7

36.5

Non-state mass media

– trust

– trust not
19.6

32.6
19.5

34.9
25.7

31.9
31.7

42.1
37.1

42.4
43.8

33.8
45.0

35.1

Thus, the number of those trusting non-state mass media has increased 2.2-fold while the number of those not trusting almost hasn't changed (the index of confidence presently makes +0.110). Also, it should be noted that indices for the state-run media have improved (index of confidence makes +0.132) especially as against October 2001 when the quality of publications in state-run press before the presidential election was beyond any criticism (remember the notorious White Stork published in the "serious newspaper for serious people").

Clearly, it is necessary to make a reservation here that the state-run mass media have in all respects (economic, legal, etc.) much more favorable working conditions than their colleagues. And conservation of unfair competition has negatively affected the financial position of independent editions. Some of them had to wind up, others reduced periodicity and circulation. Lately another tendency has come forth: non-state mass media are losing another advantage of theirs – the staff. Three years ago transfer of a journalist from a non-state to a state-run newspaper was a big stir while now this is a regular practice.

The very fact of journalist's transfer is not strange in itself if not take into account that in Belarus the press has been lately sharply divided into "honest" and "dishonest" and that this division was drawn by the authorities and not journalists. The standards of work they established in the state-run press as well as their vision of journalist's role and place in the social life have brought to impossibility of the most part of journalist community to work in the state-run media.

What are the reasons of growing trust to the state-run press? It hasn't become more unbiased or professional or changed the objectives set up by the authorities. It still serves for promotion of state ideology and not exercising control over this ideology or informing the readers. However, something has changed and this drives journalists from independent press to transfer to Sovetskaya Belorussia. In our opinion, the point is that the authorities have succeeded in making their media product look more attractive for the citizens. Its content, i.e. its filling, hasn't improved but the packaging has grown by far prettier. Sovetskaya Belorussia is a classic example. It comes out in color and has two supplements – an ideologically adjusted Delovoi Vtornik (Business Tuesday) and a yellow Sobesednik (Companion). New cognitive and entertainment columns have been included in the newspaper, with journalists from independent editions mainly working for them.

Anyway, it can be assumed with a great degree of confidence that as mass political campaigns are approaching (possible referendum, parliamentary and then presidential elections), control over information will be getting progressively tougher and the information space – narrower. The Internet will play a crucial role in such circumstances, especially since the number of Internet users is slowly but steadily growing (See Tables 9 and 10).

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you use the Internet?", %



Variant of answer
09'03

No, 
73.7

I don't know what it is
7.5

Yes, daily
2.2

Yes, several times a week 
4.9

Yes, several times a month
6.6

Yes, several times a year
3.6

Table 10

Dynamics of Internet usage, %



Use the Internet:
11'97
03'99
10'01
12'02
09'03

Yes
3.8
4.2
12.0
15.9
17.1

Among them regularly (daily and several times a week)
–*
–*
3.6
5.7
7.1

*No data

This applies to both the general number of the World Web users and their most advanced part, the so-called permanent users (daily and several times a week). The time spent by the Belarusians in the Internet remains stable. The Internet users working in the Net from half an hour to one hour a day make the largest group (33.6%). Contrary to those skeptics who call the Internet a "worldwide dump", the Belarusians connect to the Internet for practical purposes mainly – finding occupational information (over 60%) and working with e-mail (over 50%).

Although monopoly of Beltelekom at the provider market doesn't foster decrease in prices and growth of quality, progress in this field cannot be barred. Even North Korea's president has resolved to connect the country to the Internet in a limited range.

Due to high tariffs for access to the Internet as against incomes of the Belarusians, most users surf the Web at work. Yet, the number of those who can afford the Internet at home is gradually increasing (6.3%) while the part of those using it at work or at studies (6.3%) and at Internet clubs (4.7%) goes down. Regarding the resources, the Belarusians give preference to Russian web sites and this tendency grows stronger (See Table 11).

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question "If you use the Internet, what are the Internet resources (web sites) you visit most often?", % 



Variant of answer
04'03
09'03

Russian
9.1
9.9

Belarusian
5.7
3.9

European
3.9
x

US
0.6
0.3

Other 
1.1
0.3

Apart from absence of cultural and language gaps promoting this factor, the Russian Internet offers much more resources. Of course, the potential of the Belarusian Internet community is none the less high. Its leaders are in high demand in that same Russia. But what we have so far is a widely advertised A. Lukashenko's on-line press conference that ended up by a total failure while the authorities plan to issue a new law on the mass media regulating use of the Internet.

We will conclude this part with a following observation. Once accounting for breaking Victory Day parade's broadcasting at Russia's TV channels so that all Belarusians could see A. Lukashenko's speech, Colonel V. Zametalin called that event "a brief manifestation of information sovereignty". It then generated violent indignation of all citizens – from nationalists to liberals and from veterans to businessmen (according to our survey, over 80% of Belarusians estimated the event in the negative). At present the authorities do exactly the same but on a much greater scale and with by far more fatal consequences.

DECEMBER – 03

Belarusian democrats should make bargains with reality to achieve success

Although discontent of the Belarusians with their living isn't so far manifested openly, it continues to grow inside the socium. Only 27.3% of respondents say that in general A. Lukashenko well governs the country and should be re-elected while 60.4% claim "another candidate should take this post." This is as well the opinion of those who voted for the current president in September 2001. If two candidates – V. Putin and A. Lukashenko – were nominated for the presidential election in Belarus, 45.8% of citizens would cast their votes for V. Putin and only 28.0% – for A. Lukashenko (for none – 16.7%). If voters had to choose between B. Nemtsov, V. Zhirinovsky and A. Lukashenko, 40% would vote for A. Lukashenko, 12.7% – for B. Nemtsov and 12.1% – for V. Zhirinovsky (for none of them – 29.1%). Finally, if there were A. Lukashenko and a candidate for the opposition nominated, 38% respondents would vote for A. Lukashenko and 30% – for a candidate for opposition (for none of them – 16.2%). It is significant to note that if the Belarusian president runs for presidency together with V. Putin or "another candidate", over 30% will vote for the latter and for A. Lukashenko – only half of his supporters (i.e. those who voted for him at the election of 2001). But if this "another candidate" represents the Belarusian opposition or Russian politicians (from B. Nemtsov to V. Zhirinovsky), the number of those ready to vote for him goes down to 10-11% while the number of those ready to vote for A. Lukashenko increases to 70%. The conclusion is that Lukashenko's true rival may be not a Belarusian B. Nemtsov or V. Zhirinovsky but a Belarusian V. Putin.

In fact, the point is that only 12.6% of respondents personally know a member of an opposition political party and only 4.3% of them have read or heard something about the recent actions of the Belarusian political parties. Meanwhile, 45.6% have at least once discussed activity of the parties in the family or with friends. This means that the opinion of most Belarusians on the activity of democratic parties is built based on the information coming not from the very parties. It is easy to guess now who spreads such information about the parties and which particular information. Hence the result. Among those who have heard about unification of five opposition parties for joint actions (14% of respondents), only 9.5% would vote at the parliamentary election for a candidate for the deputy group Republic, 8.9% – from UCP, 8.6% – BPF, 6,9% – BSDP, 6% – Labor Party, 1.2% – PCB and almost 45% wouldn't vote for any of them or found it difficult to answer. 

Information blockade and constant discrediting of democratic forces enforced by the powerful state's propaganda machinery are essential yet not the only reasons why they have a low electoral support. Isolation of democrats from the society will continue until their ideological, political and personal interests stand in the reality most Belarusians live in.
A bright example of dominating ideological interests is a peculiar vision of the "Belarusian national idea" under which Russia poses threat to Belarus while no joint movement to Europe, democratization and market economy can be accepted. This domination received new impetus after the recent election to Russia's Duma (Parliament) ("Perhaps, in the light of new appeals we should re-consider our attitude to A and even look for the means of approaching the current authorities," a UCP (not BPF) leader has stated recently. In fact, the issue of relations with Russia is very painful for the Belarusians. Although most of them don't accept the idea of Belarus' incorporation into Russia "so that the regions of Belarus become Russia's regions" (72.1% of respondents would vote against and 17.1% – for incorporation at such a referendum), close economic ties with the Eastern neighbor are a foreign policy's first priority for them. Thus, answering a direct question: "What is more important for you, improvement of Belarus' economic state or independence of the country?" almost two third of respondents (62.2%) give their preference to the economic situation and only a quarter (25.4%) to independence. If this was possible, half of Belarusians (50.4%) would choose Russia-Belarus economic union and only one third (34.3%) – Belarus' joining the European Union. Such attitude is accounted for by not only deep cultural and psychological orientation of most Belarusians but also by actual socio-economic orientation. Answering to the question "Where do people live better nowadays?", 31.4% of respondents said "in Russia" (much better or slightly better), 31.6% – "equally" and 28.2% – "in Belarus". At first sight, the difference is insignificant. However, comparative analysis of presidential supporters and potential supporters of democrats (i.e. those who are ready to identify themselves with them and vote for them) shows that anti-Russian orientation of the latter is obviously overestimated by the adepts of the "national idea" (See Table 1).

Table 1

Sociological portrait of the Belarusians convinced that A. Lukashenko or political parties well 

understand their problems and concerns, %



Social characteristics
Understand problems and concerns 

of the people like you


A. Lukashenko
Parties

Are you satisfied with how the current authorities solve the problems of the country?

– Satisfied/rather yes
49.2
33.6

– Rather not/dissatisfied
50.7
63.2

Where do people live better nowadays? 

– People live much/slightly better in Russia 
20.2
33.6

– Equally
31.0
32.5

– People live much/slightly better in Belarus
40.4
28.5

Who did you vote for at the 2001 election?


– For A. Lukashenko
73.6
48.1

– For V. Goncharik
4.1
19.1

– For S. Gaidukevich
1.2
6.0

Does in general A. Lukashenko well govern the country and should be re-elected the president or another candidate should take this post?

– Re-elect A. Lukashenko 
54.1
28.6

– Another candidate should take this post
32.1
63.7

If at the presidential election of Belarus you had to choose between A. Lukashenko and a candidate for the opposition, who would you vote for?

– For A. Lukashenko
68.7
38.5

– For a candidate for the opposition
10.0
41.0

– For none of them
9.2
12.9

If at the presidential election of Belarus you had to choose between A. Lukashenko and V. Putin, who would you vote for?

– For A. Lukashenko
29.7
31.0

– For V. Putin
51.5
39.3

– For none of them
9.9
23.6

Do you think  A. Lukashenko should have the right to be re-elected, so the Constitution should be changed: 

– Yes
44.5
21.6

– No
55.5
78.4

Aware of the alternative project on country's budget proposed by the group Republic and the United Civil Party, I will support the candidate to the Parliament promoting this budget:

– Yes/rather yes
58.7
73.2

– Rather not/no
12.7
11.9

What is more important?


– Economic situation of Belarus 
66.3
51.4

– Independence of Belarus
22.0
35.9

Do you personally know a member of an opposition party?



– Yes
8.3
16.3

– No
90.1
81.6

Have you discussed activity of the democratic parties in the past two years?

– Yes
41.4
51.9

– No
55.3
45.3

If it was possible,  I would choose:  



– Russia-Belarus economic union
64.0
44.9

– Incorporation of Belarus into the European Union
20.6
46.6

Do you know that five opposition parties have united to work jointly?

– Yes
11.1
21.0

– No
76.2
76.2

The group Republic, a number of public associations and trade unions have joined them to participate in the election as a single bloc. How do you estimate the initiative? 

– Very/rather positively
28.2
53.5

– Rather/very negatively
32.7
23.7

If there is a list of candidates of the united opposition bloc presented at the parliamentary election, will you vote for it? 

– Definitely/rather yes
10.5
38.0

– Rather/definitely not
58.5
39.7

If there are two candidates running in your constituency, who of them would you vote for provided they do not differ in all other parameters:

– For the candidate supporting A. Lukashenko's policy 
65.7
35.9

– For the candidate for the bloc of democratic parties and the group Republic (Five Plus)
12.6
44.5

Have you ever participated in an authorized march?


– Have participated
4.4
4.6

– Is ready to participate
11.4
23.7

– Is not going to participate
80.0
68.5

What language do you use for everyday communications? 


– the Belarusian language
19.0
16.0

– the Russian language
63.9
71.3

– mixture of the two languages
16.8
12.0

Domination of political interests is illustrated in the split of Belarusian democratic forces into two election blocs – "Popular Coalition 5+" and "European Coalition" (their ideological stands almost coincide) or a very formalistic character of the "plus" in the Popular Coalition (the parties are making constant demands to the deputy group Republic to "demonstrate its political force" and still take it will great suspicion.) The truth is that the potential of consolidated democratic forces increases multifold, especially when their actions appear integrated in the eyes of the electorate. Thus, when respondents learn that "chairmen of the deputy group Republic and the United Civil Party (UCP) have recently proposed an alternative draft of the budget involving reduction of taxes and consequently rise in wages by 10,000 rubles a month, creation of 15,000 additional workplaces and abatement of prices for goods and services" 78.7% of them spoke out in the positive (8.7% – in the negative) to this proposition. Furthermore, 65.8% are ready to support at the parliamentary election the candidate that will promote this alternative project (won't support – 13.1%). A vast electoral potential of democrats' consolidated actions is seen in the answers to the question: "If two candidates run in your constituency, who would you vote for if they don't differ in all other points?" – a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko's policy (36.3%) and a candidate for the bloc Five Plus (34.5%) would receive approximately equal number of votes (See Table 2).
Table 2

Sociological portrait of potential supporters to the democratic forces, %



Social characteristics
At the election I would vote for a candidate for the opposition:


Presidential 

election
Parliamentary 

election

Are you satisfied with how the current authorities solve the problems of the country?

– Satisfied/rather yes
4.0
5.1

– Rather not/dissatisfied
95.0
93.0

Where do people live better nowadays? 


– People live much/slightly better in Russia 
46.4
47.5

– Equally
35.3
33.8

– People live much/slightly better in Belarus
13.6
13.6

Who did you vote at the 2001 election?


– For A. Lukashenko
17.6
18.6

– For V. Goncharik
34.5
32.6

– For S. Gaidukevich
8.8
8.3

If there is a presidential election in Belarus nowadays and you have to choose between the same candidates, who would you vote for?

– For A. Lukashenko
3.0
5.8

– For V. Goncharik
36.9
34.1

– For S. Gaidukevich
16.5
14.0

Does in general A. Lukashenko well govern the country and should be re-elected the president or another candidate should take this post?

– Re-elect A. Lukashenko 
0.2
1.4

– Another candidate should take this post
97.9
95.8

If at the presidential election of Belarus you had to choose between A. Lukashenko and V. Putin, who would you vote for?

– For A. Lukashenko
3.5
3.8

– For V. Putin
68.9
69.8

– For none of them
25.2
23.4

Do you think  A. Lukashenko should have the right to be re-elected, so the Constitution should be changed: 

– Yes
0.8
0.6

– No
99.2
99.4

Aware of the alternative project on country's budget proposed by the group Republic and the United Civil Party, will you support the candidate to the Parliament promoting this budget?

– Yes/rather yes
84.6
86.4

– Rather not/not
7.8
7.3

What is more important?


– Economic situation of Belarus 
48.8
51.8

– Independence of Belarus
40.8
37.5

Do you personally know a member of an opposition party?


– Yes
22.3
21.5

– No
77.1
77.1

Have you discussed activity of the democratic parties in the past two years?

– Yes
60.2
56.5

– No
37.6
40.2

If it was possible,  I would choose:  


– Russia-Belarus economic union
28.7
28.4

– Incorporation of Belarus into the European Union
63.6
62.4

Do you know that five opposition parties have united to work jointly?

– Yes
25.3
24.5

– No
71.1
71.4

The group Republic, a number of public associations and trade unions have joined them to participate in the election as a single bloc. How do you estimate the initiative? 

– Very/rather positively
71.5
68.8

– Rather/very negatively
12.1
12.4

If the election to the National Assembly would be held tomorrow, who would you vote for?

– Candidate for the united democratic bloc (Five Plus)
38.1
38.3

– Candidate for the movement Belarus – into Europe
10.5
10.2

– Candidate for the Liberal Democratic Party 
7.8
7.3

– Independent candidate
13.6
13.4

– None of them
5.2
6.7

– DA/NA
13.7
13.3

Have you ever participated in an authorized march?


– Have participated
7.0
6.5

– Is ready to participate
40.0
37.5

– Is not going to participate
49.2
51.5

What language do you use for everyday communications? 


– the Belarusian language
16.2
15.3

– the Russian language
76.0
75.8

– mixture of the two languages
7.1
8.3

The situation over Women's Party Nadzeya and Liberal Democratic Party is a bright example of domination of personal interests. When Nadzeya was headed by V. Polevikova, the party was an active member of the democratic coalition Coordination Council of Democratic Forces. After V. Matusevich headed the party, chairmen of the current Popular Coalition 5+ declined to admit the party into the coalition, even though its program, actions and the new leader (both women represent former trade union board) don't differ fundamentally from the previous. The basic reason is personal relations between the leaders of the democratic parties. Consequently, such tactics resulted in that the party with the highest rating (6.2%) remained outside the coalition while the Party of Communists Belarusian (PCB) with the rating 1.3% is its active member. Exactly in the same way, the Liberal Democratic Party with the second rating (4.9%) and the electorate close to Five Plus' electorate stands apart from coalition actions while its Chairman S. Gaidukevich more often criticizes democrats than the authorities.

Clearly, neither ideological nor political nor personal interests can be disregarded as their bearers are living people that have their reasons for this. We are not going to make them change their minds – this is impossible and unnecessary. However, the problem is that all those people are not just willing to express their interests but they make politics, i.e. they wish to come to power and change the current course. There are two variants possible to do this – either elitist (from coup d'etat to election of president in parliament) or popular (from revolution to popular vote). The first variant can be carried based on the interests of elites; the second variant is impossible if the interests of masses are not assigned the primary importance. The Belarusian democrats should finally answer this fundamental question: How are they going to come to power and change the political course? The first variant is quite possible in Belarus, yet the democratic forces won't play a crucial role in it and won't possess its results in case of success. If the Belarusian democrats choose the second variant, their ideological, political and personal interests should give way to the interests of the Belarusian electorate and in the form the very electorate and not politicians understands them. Unless the Belarusians striving for changes identify themselves with the interests of the democratic forces and "pass them their powers", there won't be chances for victory either today or tomorrow. It was exactly by "popular variant" that A. Lukashenko came to power and received such "popular powers". But those times have gone. Answers of respondents to the question "In your opinion, does A. Lukashenko see problems and concerns of the people like you?" were equally divided – 44.6% said "yes" and 44.2% said "no". Belarusian political parties received 24.4% of "yes"-answers while 57.2% still believe that "no" (18.2% found it difficult to answer). As it can be seen, almost half of the Belarusians have given up identifying themselves with A. Lukashenko but haven't yet identified themselves with the democratic forces. Clearly, such expectations will sooner or later get focused. But on whom?..

To achieve success, the Belarusian democrats should proceed from what they have and not what they would love to have. They should if not accept the reality represented in the interests of the most part of Belarusian electorate then at least learn "to make bargains with it."

Where does a threat to Belarus' independence come from?

A great part of the Belarusian elite still talks about the threat of losing independence as a real standing danger. The most probable scenario is said to be A. Lukashenko's giving up sovereignty in exchange to his continuing the political career in Russia even at a lower post (e.g., governor of Severo-Zapadny Territory of Russia). The elite representing both the government and its opponents is unanimous in its aversion of such scenarios.

At first sight, its position on firmness of the state sovereignty almost fully coincides with the opinion of an average voter – 71.8% of respondents claim that Belarus should be a sovereign state (6.5% stood out in the opposite).

Similar results were received in respondents' answers to the question about possible referendum on incorporation into Russia (See Table 3).

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question: "If there is a referendum conducted this Sunday on Belarus' incorporation into Russia so that the regions of Belarus become Russia's regions, how would you vote?"



Variant of answer
%

Definitely for
4.1

Rather for
13.0

Rather against
35.6

Definitely against
36.5

DA/NA
10.8

As it can be seen, that same 72.1% with a different degree of confidence said that they come out against such annexation. This means that state independence has gained a considerable value in the eyes of average citizens. However, the situation turns slightly blurred if trying to define the place of state independence within citizens' hierarchy of values. In fact, restating Z. Poznyak's well-know statement in a different way, it is the matter of: what is more important for a Belarusian – sausage or independence? And this doesn't give ground for optimism. Over 60% of respondents believe improving economic state of the country is more important nowadays and only a quarter made their choice in favor of country's independence (See Table 4). 
Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question "What do you think is more important – improvement of the economic situation in Belarus or independence of Belarus?"



Variant of answer
%

Improvement of the economic situation
62.6

Independence of Belarus 
25.4

DA/NA
12.0

The results we received can be interpreted in two ways – optimistically and pessimistically. It is entirely probable that the Belarusians who have chosen the economic growth are absolutely sure that independence will not be lost, so it is time to think about daily wants.

Meanwhile, it should be admitted that most citizens still stand to firmly sensual positions and have no comprehension of a close connection between statehood and welfare achievement. The Baltic States took independence as an instrument of prosperity achievement. Although slowly but this is exactly the way the situation develops there. Gaining statehood hasn't brought Georgia to a growing living standard. The country on the contrary fell into a deep economic crisis. It is even said that Georgia is a failed country. Every man is free to have his opinion on the issue but there are no doubts that the Georgians would answer the question "What is more important?" not like the Belarusians.

One may reiterate the well-known theses on non-development of national self-awareness, aftermath to russianization, polonization, etc. They are right but they do not reverse a real situation excellently described in V. Akudovich's thesis: "Belarus is first of all a social state." All other values (liberal, national, etc.) cannot so far stand a consolidating factor and those who appeal to them won't win voters' confidence.

This fact should not be ignored by a politician of sound judgement longing to receive electorate's support because almost 60% of those respondents who claim that Belarus should be an independent state (72.1%) paradoxically think that the economic progress is more important than independence. Among those who spoke out against independence, there are at all 95.9% adhering to the above viewpoint (See Table 5).

Table 5

Priorities of supporters and opponents to the independence of Belarus, %*



Variant of answer
What is more important?


Improvement of economic situation (62.6)
Independence of Belarus (25.4)

Belarus should be an independent state (71.8)
59.6
30.3

Belarus should not be an independent state (6.5)
95.9
2.1

DA/NA (21.7)
67.6
7.4

*Table is read across

Exactly in the same way, two thirds of those who are ready to vote firmly against or rather against Belarus' integration with Russia insist that improvement of economic position is by far more important (See Table 6).

Table 6

Priorities depending on the answer to the question " If there is a referendum held this Sunday on Belarus' incorporation into Russia so that the regions of Belarus become Russia's regions, how would you vote ?", %*



Variant of answer
What is more important?


Improvement of economic situation (62.6)
Independence of Belarus (25.4)

Definitely for/rather for 
75.7
14.5

Definitely against/rather against
67.7
22.0

DA/NA
65.4
11.5

*Table is read across

Another illustrative example is people's attitude towards introduction of the Russian ruble. When the very project was launched the Belarusian authorities, apparently, didn't plan to fulfill the agreement. First, there have been very many declarative documents signed and they all were soon forgotten. Second, while signing the agreement (in April of 2002) it was more important to ensure gas delivery at Russia's inner prices. Some concessions concerning a single currency could be made for the sake of this, especially since the date of its introduction was to come in three years. Unluckily, the new Russian government firmly demanded that the agreements are fulfilled and A. Lukashenko finally chickened out. The state-run mass media started presenting the perspective of Russian ruble's introduction as a dangerous step, partial loss of sovereignty, etc. Eventually, the opinions of voters divided almost equally – 42.5% of respondents to a different extent agree that introduction of the Russian ruble will make Belarus less independent while 40.7% think in the opposite way (See Table 7).

All those who give preference to improvement of economic situation take the threat of independence contraction due to Russian ruble introduction as a much more minor than those who consider it more important to retain independence.
In other words, a real danger to independence loss is not that much "Lukashenko's cynic plans" or "crafty designs of Russian militarists" – they are nothing but empty declarations and are worth little – but the views of most Belarusians who put wealth in the first place. In this regard, the threat to loss of independence may increase when/if the standard of living in Russia become remarkably higher than in Belarus and our nationals see and appreciate this. Persistent nostalgia of some part of the society for "golden" Soviet time is in many respects connected with the fact that in 60-80-ies Belarus received significant investments from the Union center. So, in the opinion of those dependant-psychology people, Russia hasn't yet lost the chance to take the place of the former union center in exchange to which independence can be sacrificed.

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you agree that introduction of the Russian ruble in 

Belarus will make the country less independent?" depending on the priorities, %



Variant of answer
What is more important?


Improvement of economic situation (62.6)
Independence of Belarus (25.4)

Yes, I do (18.1)
11.7
34.6

Rather yes (24.4)
22.4
30.6

Rather not (27.0)
33.6
16.6

No, I don't (13.7)
15.7
9.8

DA/NA (16.9)
16.5
8.5

From such considerations, it can be assumed that some part of respondents will be ready to give out independence in exchange to material welfare to one who will offer the best terms of such an exchange. However, it isn't all that outright here. Answering the question on whether people live better in Russia or in Belarus, the respondents fall into three almost equal groups: those who believe that Russia lives to a different extent better (31.4%), those who believe that Belarus lives to a different extent better (28.3%) and those who believe that people in both countries live equally (31.6%). Thus, the Belarusians don't have illusions on that comparing to Belarus Russia is a prosperous land.

On the other hand, the standard of living in the countries of the European Union and its resources in assisting new members much more exceed Russia's standard of living and its financial resources. Nevertheless, half of the Belarusians prefer now the economic union with Russia and one third – with the EU. The ratio in favor Russia-Belarus union is even higher among those respondents who consider improvement of economic situation to be more important than independence – 60% against 28%, i.e. 2:1 (See Table 8).

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question "If it were possible, which variant would you choose?" 

depending on the priorities 



Variant of answer 
What is more important?


Improvement of economic situation (62.6)
Independence of Belarus (25.4)

Economic union with Russia (50.4)
59.6
32.6

Belarus' incorporation into EU (34.3)
28.3
52.4

DA (15.3)
11.8
14.5

What is the reason? Why do Belarusians give priority to the economics and the union with Russia although well understanding that it won't be manna from heaven but not to integration into rich and democratic Europe? In our opinion, such a phenomenon is a direct result of the official policy – nine-year purposeful brainwashing. The Belarusians just don't receive enough information to make a deliberate choice. Integration into Europe is almost never considered in the state-run mass media. If the issue is somehow touched upon with reference to our neighbors (Poland, Lithuania and Latvia), the emphasis is always made on the negative moments that are undoubtedly present. The new opportunities the integration into Europe gives are deliberately concealed and ignored. In a sense, the authorities have turned prisoners of the course they carry. The project of integration with Russia deadlocked and suggests no easy way out for Lukashenko. Assuming A. Lukashenko proclaims a course for entering the EU tomorrow, he will have to fight the mass stereotypes he has personally built. And the opposition politicians staking solely for the slogan "Belarus – into Europe!" should be ready to people's poor awareness as well as durability of the old and the new myths, in other words – to a complicated and continuous work.

Was the year 2003 so favorable for the Belarusians?

The mouthpiece of the presidential administration, newspaper Sovetskaya Belorussia has these days pompously praised social and economic results of the previous year. According to the state statistics, the growth of working efficiency in the real sector of economics has made 10-12%, profitability has increased by 10-12%, the number of non-profitable enterprises has decreased by a quarter and an average salary in the real sector has reached $150 in equivalent. The figures are impressive! Yet, what has really improved in the living of an average citizen who the authorities, as the official propaganda claims, take care about day and night? The newspaper also gives the answer to this question, although a modest one: "According to sociological data, about half of the population estimates the precedent year as a good one." Such modesty as well as anonymity of the sociologists mentioned raise distrust. The results of our latest nation opinion poll witness that not in vain.

Let us first examine how the population estimates changes in its financial position over the past year. As it can be seen from Table 9, those who admit its aggravation (44.4%) are 3.5-fold more than those who state its improvement (12.7%). In other words, the public opinion doesn't share the bravura of official reports. In fact, almost all demographic groups estimate the situation in the negative. Veterans (aged 50 and over) are the only group that fell in two equal parts admitting one – improvement and another – aggravation of their financial state.

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, how has the financial position of your family changed over the past 12 months?", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age: 
Education:



M
W
Under 30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General secondary
Above 

secondary

Has deteriorated
44.4
46.3
42.7
45.8
49.2
27.8
35.5
46.8
48.0

Hasn't changed
41.0
37.5
43.9
34.4
37.2
43.1
51.1
37.7
37.2

Has improved
12.7
14.5
11.1
19.0
11.7
27.5
12.0
13.0
12.9

By presenting answers of respondents to the question on their per capita incomes, Table 10 once again proves that negative estimates of socio-economic results of the past year are prevailing in the mass thinking. Thus, comparing to autumn of 2002, estimation of income position has worsened even more: a year ago 82.2% of citizens lived beyond simple reproduction (minimum consumer budget) and in November of 2003 their number increased to 89.8%. By the end of 2003, over half of adult population (51.6%) lived beyond the poverty line (living wage budget). Also, the number of citizens with the per capita income above minimum consumer budget has gone down considerably. In other words, in the opinion of the population, no improvement of socio-economic conditions of living has taken place in Belarus over the past year. Contrary to Sovetskaya Belorussia's assurances, the situation has even worsened.

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question "Would you please indicate the average per capita income (including salaries, pensions, welfare payments and other  extra-earnings) your family had in the past month:", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:


09'02
11'03
M
W
Under 30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General secondary
Above secondary

Under  the living wage budget  ($52.4)
49.5
51.6
48.1
54.6
52.3
46.8
56.3
63.8
49.7
45.1

From  the living wage budget  to  the minimum 

consumer budget ($84.2)
32.7
38.2
37.6
38.6
35.4
39.4
38.3
34.2
40.2
38.6

From  the minimum consumer budget to $100
12.2
5.8
7.6
4.1
4.6
9.1
3.0
0.5
5.9
9.3

Over $100
5.6
3.7
5.7
2.1
5.7
4.3
1.9
0.5
3.5
6.2

Distribution of answers to the question about per capita incomes represented from the demographic viewpoint indicates that incomes of men continue to exceed those of women. They go down with age and grow with higher level of education.

Furthermore, the citizens don't believe the state-run mass media in that "a common man" lives better in Belarus than in Russia. Table 11 shows that respondents' answers to this question have fallen into three approximately equal groups. But from the demographic viewpoint, distribution of answers differs greatly. Thus, most men think that people live better in Russia. A greater part of youths, middle-aged and highly educated people adhere to the same viewpoint. Veterans and poorly educated persons have an opposite standpoint. Remarkably, there are almost half of those who think that people live equally (equally bad or equally well?) in Belarus and in Russia in all groups.

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, do people live better in Belarus or in 

Russia?", %



Variant of

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:



M
W
Under 30
30-50
50 +
Below secondary
General secondary
Above secondary

In Russia 
31.4
35.8
27.8
38.0
37.8
20.8
17.4
37.3
35.3

Equally
31.6
31.2
31.9
31.4
33.1
30.0
36.0
30.1
32.9

In Belarus
28.2
26.2
30.1
24.5
22.8
36.3
35.7
25.4
25.9

Respondents' predominantly negative estimation of the socio-economic aspects of life in Belarus accounts for their aversion of country's general development course. As Table 12 shows, almost half of respondents (49.1%) estimate this course as wrong and only a third of them (32.9%) admits it right. As usual, the first are mainly young and educated citizens while the second are veterans and poorly educated citizens. There are by a third more men (56.7%) disapproving the current course than women (42.8%). Data comparison of Tables 10 and 12 reveals an important regularity: the current course is approved by the groups having the lowest incomes. Evidently, the source of income and not the amount itself is crucial here: these are different kinds of transfers and not earnings. In other words, citizens in those groups don't earn money but receive it from various state sources. They more depend on the state and therefore support the current course.

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, is the country in general going in the right or wrong direction?", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:



M
W
Under 

30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General secondary
Above secondary

In the right 
32.9
30.8
34.6
17.4
23.9
51.4
51.5
28.2
24.6

In the wrong 
49.1
56.7
42.8
63.6
60.0
29.2
27.8
55.1
58.0

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question "Are you satisfied with how the current authorities of Belarus solve the problems of the country?", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:



M
W
Under 

30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General secondary
Above 

secondary

Satisfied*
25.2
22.6
27.3
12.0
15.2
43.3
42.6
18.7
19.5

Dissatisfied**
69.5
72.9
66.5
84.6
80.8
48.7
47.1
77.7
76.7

* This answer incorporates answers "Satisfied" and "Rather satisfied"

** This answer incorporates answers "Dissatisfied" and "Rather dissatisfied"

Table 13 indicates that seven out of ten adult Belarusians (69.5%) are to a different degree discontented by how the authorities solve the problems. Even among veterans and poorly educated there are more discontent citizens than satisfied. Especially large is the number of dissatisfied among younger and highly educated citizens, that is quite clear.

Discontent with the activity of the authorities is projected at the head of state. In his turn, A. Lukashenko constantly distances himself from the government and local authorities blaming them of all political and economic failures. Also, the citizens are strongly affected by his peculiar charisma as well as by his image of the defender of the poor and weak persistently supported by state propaganda. Nevertheless, respondents' direct assessment of his activity over the whole period of government indicates prevailing of low marks (See Table 14). Thus, his average mark on a five-point scale doesn't reach even "three". In fact, it greatly depends on the demographic parameter. Low marks prevail among the men and higher – among the women. Youths and highly educated citizens assess president's work in lower marks while veterans and poorly educated respondents – with higher marks.

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question "In general, are you satisfied with how A. Lukashenko has been ruling the country over the past nine years? Give your mark on a five-point scale, where 5 is "absolutely satisfied" and 1 – "absolutely dissatisfied", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:



M
W
Under 30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General

secondary
Above secondary

1
23.0
29.7
17.2
32.5
26.9
13.3
11.3
25.7
28.4

2
20.5
21.5
19.8
26.8
27.1
10.0
10.1
23.1
25.2

3
21.2
19.3
22.8
25.1
22.5
17.7
15.3
25.0
21.7

4
21.2
17.7
24.1
9.9
16.3
33.1
33.5
17.2
16.7

5
12.4
10.1
14.4
3.0
5.7
25.0
27.7
7.9
6.3

Average mark
2.79
2.56
2.99
2.22
2.46
3.47
3.57
2.58
2.46

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think A. Lukashenko understands problems and concerns of the people like you?", %



Variant of 

answer
All 

population
Among them:



Sex:
Age:
Education:



М
W
Under 

30
30-50
50 +
Below 

secondary
General secondary
Above secondary

Yes
44.6
37.9
50.2
25.9
33.6
67.0
67.3
39.0
34.4

No
44.2
51.0
38.5
61.1
54.4
23.5
23.1
50.0
53.1

Thus, discontent of most Belarusians with socio-economic results of 2003 generates dissatisfaction with the work of the government. However, faith of the citizens in good intentions of the president remains strong. According to Table 15, almost half of country's adult population (44.6%) is convinced that A. Lukashenko understands their problems and concerns. Naturally, this 'faith rating' has greatly fallen for the past two years since the presidential election and anti-rating has reached almost the same level (44.2%). Although A. Lukashenko still has a certain reserve before he reaches the 'margin of safety', it can appear too little to prolong his powers beyond the term stipulated in the Constitution.

BELARUS – 2006: WAYS OF CHANGES
ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION OF ANALYSTS
At first sight, there is no lack of estimates and prognoses on social and political and socio-economic development in Belarus: researches and analysts, journalists and politicians persistently discuss possibility of the third term for President A. Lukashenko, increase (according to official data) or decrease (according to the opposition) in people's standard of living, prospects for Russia-Belarus relations, attitude of Belarus to the West and many other topical issues. Such discussions are often held in the mass media and in conference halls, party and governmental offices. But a greater part of those estimates and prognoses confine to either a topic of the day (What is happening now?) or a near-term outlook (What will happen tomorrow?). Farther outlooks usually drop out of sight. In fact, this is quite natural: the farther one looks into the future, the vaguer it is and so more indefinite prognoses and estimates are. However, this is not only the present that determines the future (just like the present itself is determined by the past). In a sense, the future determines the present. This that people wait for – with fear or hope, occurs the most often. As far as the social and political analysis has for its object not the stellar motion in the outer space or leukocyte growth in the body but  people's awareness and behavior in a particular social environment, a grounded conception of the future, even at a high degree of uncertainty, may influence real social and political processes.

From these considerations, late December noted experts in the field of politics, economics and sociological study gathered for a round-table discussion organized by the IISEPS to look beyond the horizon in their discussing possible ways of transformation that will take place in this country after October of 2006 (the date of the next presidential election). The following topics for discussion were offered:

· Scenarios of developments;

· their agents;

· instruments of their implementation;

· tasks set up before independent researches.

Participants of the round table discussion are: expert of the International Institute for Political Studies, Associate Prof. Irina Bugrova, PhD in Philosophy; expert of the public association Human Rights Initiative Alexander Dobrovolsky; President of the analytical center Strategy, Associate Prof. Leonid Zaiko, PhD in Economics; President of the Center for Future Studies, Prof. Alexander Potupa, PhD in Philosophy and Futurology; IISEPS experts: Vladimir Dorokhov, Associate Prof. Alexander Sasnow, PhD in Economics, and Prof. Oleg Manaev, PhD in Sociology (principal). Following are the most important excerpts from the discussion.

О. Manaev: Our present discussion is, perhaps, the first attempt to think seriously about what will happen to the country after autumn of 2006. It is entirely possible that such attempts are taken but the press almost never writes on this issue and few know about this. Materials of this discussion will be published. We understand that there are still about three years till this date and anything can happen. We cannot predict closely the patterns but we all in this or another way do reflect upon this now. This is why the IISEPS has invited you to this round table discussion titled "Belarus 2006: Ways of Transformation". Are real changes possible in this country? Who will become their active participants? How can they come? To which degree are they possible? I assume that if we come to more or less common standpoints, we will better see (up to particular technologies) the actions to be taken, for example, preparation to the parliamentary election, a possible referendum, presidential election, etc. The Center for Future Studies seems to be the only Belarusian organization considering possible scenarios in such long-run prospects.

For our talk not to go into unnecessary detail and for all participants to stay within single framework and common vocabulary, I propose the following plan of our discussion. First, discussing most probable patterns following October of 2006 (This is certainly a relative date and we simply proceed from that the official presidential election should take place in Belarus in 2006). Second, pointing out to the most important agents of those patterns. Third, the mechanisms of pattern implementation. Fourth, probability of those developments and the influence exerted by that or those agents. Finally, the objectives implied by all this. I don't think we need to discuss the goals for the authorities, opposition, democratically minded general public, etc. It is by far more essential discussing the tasks independent researches and analysts can accomplish, and first of all Belarusian organizations and think tanks in general.

To begin with, I invite you to have a look at the following matrix (table 1).

I want to underscore that this scheme is the result of the theoretical analysis although it has surely used trends based on IISEPS polling data (and other sources).

There are two basic patterns in the core of the scheme: Alexander Lukashenko will either remain the president of Belarus or not. In my opinion, probability of both scenarios is approximately equal: 50% to 50%.

Table 1

Matrix of probable developments in Belarus after 2006 (in % of probability)


Actors*
Scenarios 


I. А. Lukashenko is out of office
50 
50
II. А. Lukashenko is still in office


A.

Through 

election,

50
B.

Through 

“coup

d'etat”, 

40
C. 

Through mass 

protest,

10 


A. 

Maintaining regime, 

50
B. 

Strengthening regime,

30
C. 

Transformation regime,

20

Electorate,

27.5
40 

(organization + 

information)
10


60
30
25
30
20
20

А. Lukashenko and his team, 19 
0

(information)
10
0
4
34
30
50
20

Nomenclature, 16.3
20

(negotiations + information)
20
0
18
14.5
15
10
20

Opposition,

9.2
10

(building coalition)
10
30
12
6.5
5
10
5

Russia, 

21.3
20

(negotiations + information)
40
0
26
16.5
15
10
30

West, 

6.7
10 

(negotiations + information)
10
10
10
3.5
5
0
5

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

* The actors can stand both a positive and a negative stimulant of a scenario

Let us have a closer look at each of them. There are three more developments possible within the framework of the first base pattern:  A. Lukashenko resigns from his post following a) election, b) coup-d'etat, c) mass protest actions. For me, the first scenario is the most probable – by approximately 50%, the second – by 40% and the third is the least probable – 10%. Regarding the second base pattern, three more developments are also possible: A. Lukashenko will remain president by a) maintaining the current regime, b) tightening the regime, c) transforming the regime. The first one is the most probable – I estimate it by approximately 50%, the second – by 30% and the third – 20%.

The patterns' main agents presented in the table are (read it down): Belarusian electorate, A. Lukashenko himself and his close circle, Belarusian nomenclature, opposition, Russia and the West. Clearly, the agents play different roles in each of the six developments. Thus, I think the electorate will play a key role in changing president by election (40% among all pattern agents) while A. Lukashenko and his close circle – in maintaining power by tightening the regime (50% among all pattern agents). Two central columns give average percentage on the role of each agent in each of the two base patterns. Average percentage in the first column characterizes in general the role of each agent in the possible development. As it can be seen, the electorate will play a dominant role in this development (27.5%) and the West – the least role (under 7%). Division of those patterns and their agents is rather relative. First, because in true life they are composite (different groups, at times antagonistic, may be found within the electorate, nomenclature, opposition, in Russia and in the West; elections, coup-d'etat and other developments have several possible sub-developments each). Second, because in true life they intersect sometimes disabling and sometimes strengthening one another. The task of the analysts is to foresee and substantiate the forms of their intersection so that they bring some patterns to success and block up the other. To illustrate, it can be assumed that effective co-operation of the electorate, nomenclature and the opposition can foster the change of power by election even without external factors involved. Or, that maintaining of power by tightening the regime can be provided for by effective co-operation of A. Lukashenko's close circle, nomenclature and Russia.

As far as changing power by election is preferable for us out of all possible patterns, we should identify our tasks concerning this pattern. I believe, most generally our task regarding the electorate can be identified as "informative and organizational work", i.e. the widest possible distribution of information on the real state of affairs within the society and the state and working out the actions ensuring success of the election (for example, efficiency in observation over it). The task regarding the president and his circle can be identified as "informing" (for example, providing information that points out to people's readiness to changes, insufficient electoral support to the third term, etc.). The task regarding nomenclature is identified as "informing and negotiating" that, apart from informing, implies assistance in organizing talks between the concerned parties. The task regarding the opposition is, first of all, assistance in forming and consolidating the coalition of democratic forces. The task regarding the West and Russia is as well informing and assisting in organization of proper talks. Accomplishing these tasks is quite in the competence of independent researches and analysts and conforms to our viewpoints and occupational capacity.

Before we go into discussion, I would like to reiterate that this is a very general and sketchy view of possible developments that isn't meant as a manual to actions but is just an issue under discussion. Some other pattern, agents and their probability are entirely possible. The very issue may radically change. Thus, Belarus may incorporate into Russia before October of 2006 (the patterns of this may also appear very different) or the presidential election will be announced ahead of schedule. My current analysis is based on the assumption that there won't be such radical deviations within the next three years.

It is clear that for thorough analysis we need to introduce one more dimension – factors/conditions (political, economic, informational, ethno-psychological, technological, etc.) that would stimulate or block up certain patterns. But this will already be a multidimensional space requiring special resources for its credible presentation. So far I don't have such an opportunity, so I suggest that we simply have them in mind.

А. Potupa: That's right. Even the possible deviations are better to consider at the background of the matrix presented. These are not so much particular figures that matter but including the most significant factors into the analysis. I assume that the role of Russia is very important at the Belarusian political field, so changing of the situation largely depends on the decisions taken in the Kremlin. The political structure in Russia has changed after the election to the State Duma. The patriotic component has sharply increased, so strengthening of the presidential position in this very direction is to be expected. This means the scheme of a more rigid and clearer-cut approach to holding talks with A. Lukashenko has been launched in the Kremlin. There has never been a universal model of Russia-Belarus Union. The Kremlin and the Minsk models have always differed and now Minsk will have to pay for this. Belarus will be put into tougher conditions, in particular economic, in the period between the parliamentary and presidential election in Russia. Moscow is concerned in obedient Belarusian administration. And as regards the possible integration, no other variants but Belarus' becoming the eighth federal district are not even considered. For A. Lukashenko, changing the present status for the post of a governor or a district chief is disastrous, as he himself said. This is why he will have to stand up a passive fighter for Belarusian sovereignty to protect his power.

This is from Russia that we are to expect sharp changes. In my opinion, correlation of influence exerted by Russia and our opposition differs at least by an order. The Belarusian political opposition has taken all efforts to turn from a political factor into a political agent. In some cases it can be even disregarded as an infinitesimal quantity.

I will reiterate that the Russian factor presently dominates. However, there are no patterns with permanent factors. The factors may change. The West is occupied with other problems nowadays and the Belarusian issue is simply not listed in its agenda. If the situation changes, correlation of influence exerted by the West and Russia may change within months. But I don't know any organization in the West that would concentrate its efforts in the Belarusian direction. The issue of EU expansion and the Balkans problem now take so many efforts and funds that Europe cannot think about us. In its turn, the USA has enough problems in the Middle East and Central Africa.

Let's now turn to Belarusian agents – are they the agents of a possible development? I don't mean that they aren't but we need to make some reservations in this regards. Nomenclature is truly a significant agent. But there is a policy of active 'feeding' carried out in its regards. The nomenclature can easily betray A. Lukashenko but losing 'pork' is a big problem. And this will quite possibly happen if A. Lukashenko leaves. Nomenclature will fight hard for 'pork'. Furthermore, it is unclear who they should hold talks in the country because the officialdom is presently to a greater extent guided by Moscow. It understands that there are no weighty agents in Belarus.

The situation with Russia may anytime approach destabilization by an obvious reason – increasing prices for gas to over $50, let alone $80. Profitability will consequently drop down, although it has nowhere to drop as it presently doesn't exceed 7-8% that is very low.  The number of non-profitable enterprises will be then not 40% but 70% that is already a destabilizing factor. There's an impression that the authorities purposefully follow this pattern – introducing an emergency situation would be quite reasonable under such conditions. The guilty would be found Russia and its policy. Yesterday I read the results of the research conducted by the Belarusian state-run press.  It follows from them that at present Belarus' No.1 enemy is the USA and No.2 is Russia. A slow destabilization of the situation is being taking place. The state of emergency is introduced tacitly. And we are observing its second wave after 2001, some of its elements.

Such development will bring to an absolutely different configuration when a long-term prognosis is necessary. A. Lukashenko should have decided all issues on his third term yet in 2002. If he wasn't advised on holding a 10-year steamer meeting with V. Putin, he might have successfully carried a referendum on prolonging his powers. The referendum should be certainly conducted before 2006. However, aggravation of the economic situation may deprive him of the instruments of power retention. Therefore, probability of the pattern when the inner situation will aggravate is 80%. What hampers its implementation are the West and the opposition reconstructed after spring of 2004. 

Entering 2004, we may encounter two-three watershed events that will make the events develop beyond the scenario. For example, if the authorities change the current economic model. An attempt to tie up the Belarusian ruble to the Russia may inflict a deep reconstruction, and not only in economy. All this will strongly re-focus the premises and create the bifurcation point that requires revision of estimates and forecast amendment.

L. Zaiko: I believe we still have time, yet not very much. We have a short period of time to work within. The opposition doesn't understand this and is slowly assimilating the political situation. Coalition Five Plus has being formed for too long already. A. Lukashenko is a legitimate president until 2006, so there should be strong arguments for some third force (e.g., Russia or the West) to remove him. For instance, a crisis in the Belarusian political life. If the political life in Belarus reaches the stress situation – drop down of living standard, non-heated apartments, unemployment growth, there will appear an opportunity for a change by a coup-d'etat or mass protest actions. So far, these patterns don't work and are not very possible in case of aggravating socio-economic problems.

Regarding the prices for gas, the Belarusian economics can afford the new prices. In the reckoning of V. Dashkevich (Executive Director of Belgasprombank, IISEPS expert – editor's note), rise in prices to $50 will affect the product price by no more than 3-4%. The expected debt growth will still allow converting enterprise debts into property and paying with shares. Thus, A. Lukashenko can quietly wait till 2006 unless he does something all greatly dislike.

But he is doing absolutely different things. He has instructed the Foreign Minister "to work out new variants of relations with the West and the USA." He understands that this is a good instrument of resistance to Russia's political elite that would like to remove him. And he secures himself.

What will the development of situation depend on? On activity of the political class responsible for this. In its turn, reaction of the West and Russia will depend on success of its consolidation.

So far, A. Lukashenko may calmly work until 2006. I see no grounds for stresses and sharp deterioration of living. The opposition may as well live quietly until 2006, then march in the streets with flags and content itself with a "response from the international community." In 2006, the president will state, "As you can see, the results of my two terms in office are very good, the country is consolidated, so I can run for the third term." President of Kazakhstan N. Nazarbaev has life presidency, in Azerbaijan presidency is hereditary and Russia has been talking about extending presidential term of office from five to seven years. Thus, we may find ourselves in a situation when political leaders are easily re-elected despite objections of their human rights experts and the Council of Europe.

Post-Soviet nomenclature worked out a certain pattern for itself and has existed already ten years in it. Gradually, it will form a new organization – a Five, a Six, something like EU – for the post-Soviet presidents to move after long-term presidency and the West won’t object to this. My estimate is fully optimistic: we are to enter the "governed democracy" under which CIS leaders will jointly provide for the balance of interests.

А. Dobrovolsky: I consider the pattern "Lukashenko the president" entirely possible when he forms, let's say, another republic with the head of state elected by deputies of the Parliament. It is thus preservation of regime with new system of law.

O. Manaev: This is the variant II.С. – transformation of the regime – in the matrix proposed.

А. Dobrovolsky: In other words, changing system of law doesn't matter because the government type doesn't change?

V. Dorokhov: I would say it is not the system of law or a government type that are different in this pattern but constitutional and legal decorations it exists within. And the core of the regime remains the same.

L. Zaiko: In my opinion, nomenclature is not the "tail" that guides President A. Lukashenko. Rather on the contrary. Agricultural and construction lobbies have well adapted to the situation. Privatizing hasn't been carried in the country. So, if the nomenclature is allowed to convert its political capital into the economic one and become proprietors and industrialists as a payment for loyalty, it will be a strong union. It won't be a market economy but that same nomenclature and administrative economy while A. Lukashenko will obtain a powerful support from those new proprietors given access to money and resources. He will in this case become the leader of a new social layer converting its political power into economic.

А. Dobrovolsky: He will lose at least a part of his control over economy.

L. Zaiko: That's not a problem. He understands that he needs to find the best variant of retaining the power. From A. Lukashenko's viewpoint, it is better to build a system similar to the one Den Xiaoping has built. He didn't take an official post, yet remained a real governor of the country. This is as well a possible variant.

O. Manaev: It is also a part of the II.С. variant of the matrix – transformation of the regime.

А. Potupa: There are several well-considered patterns: referendum, re-election, etc. That's right, if he manages to take them to the 'pork', they will turn his supporters and not because they love him but because they will want to keep the pork.

I. Bugrova: I would like to make an observation on the economic factor that is present in different patterns and is used by different agents. The economic factor is the last opportunity for A. Lukashenko to prolong his term of office. Right now, these are ideological and national factors involved. But I think the economic factor is the last to be involved as it will inevitably generate change of the regime. May be not immediately but it will provoke it. Therefore, the safest variant for A. Lukashenko is building a temporary 'praetorian army'. Economy players always try to break away from the center. They strive to independence. Thereupon, the variant of economic liberalization is the least possible. A. Lukashenko holds liberalization as it can create a space for a political game he won't be able to control. The proposed matrix may be applied if remembering that each agent – Russia, the West, the electorate and nomenclature – is ambivalent.

Nomenclature's appearance at the political field was twice undertaken in 2001. It was rather spiritless and all say nowadays that both M. Miasnikovich and V. Ermoshin are just a timid attempt to make accents. This is already second nomenclature. There have already been the third one – 'red directors' (M. Leonov, L. Kalugin and others). 

Leonid Zaiko has noted that the opposition is very slowly incorporating into a coalition. This is truly a long-term and complex process as they have committed very many follies. This is normal that the coalition is formed. However, the point is that their present-day goal is not the coalition.

Let me now digress from the matrix and talk on the context it is situated in. We should understand that today Belarus exists in the context that is contradictory but very convenient for the authorities. The world has faced a new threat – the little-studied terrorism. All know a few figures – Ben Laden, Saddam Hussein, someone else. But no one knows what it really is. They know that it is panic, fear, real danger that one cannot touch. Terrorism is simultaneously a virtual and a real threat. It is easy to scare with terrorism. Manipulation of the authorities is building safety systems so that no one of the citizens could say that it is an inappropriate safety system. Thus, informational safety is a full control over information, strengthening of security agencies, etc. All that can be done under the pretence of fighting the global enemy. The opened world turns the world of threats. This is why the authorities appeal to integrate with those who are close by blood. Although they say that a terrorist is not necessarily a Moslem, it is obvious (and the election in Russia has demonstrated this) that there is a definite enemy with a particular face. Under this auspice arises a wave of xenophobia, chauvinism and tribal moods (i.e. there's a tribe and all should unite around it). At this background, Belarus with its willingness to become a country safe due to A. Lukashenko's efforts has all chances to use this fear. This is the game to make use of. 

On the one hand, A. Lukashenko can stand out for integration with Russia. What will matter then is not his goodness or badness but his being a guarantor of the processes increasing safety. On the other hand, he can stand against a single space with Russia as this is where a Moslem threat goes from. At the background of these fear the Belarusian president looks a demanded figure as he positions himself a man able to resist those processes.

А. Dobrovolsky: I think the nomenclature and the electorate are very relatively the agents of the discussed patterns. This is A. Lukashenko and his close circle who is the agent. Their capacities, resources and their pronounced will to victory may strongly influence and even determine the situation. The opposition is also the agent but I agree with A. Potupa that its influence is weak. Three things can increase its influence. 

First is change in attitude and new vision of the situation, their place and goals. This takes place but very slowly.

Second, the opposition can be strengthened in coalition. There is understanding of the unity factor within the Five Plus and, surprisingly, no deep conflicts and violent arguments between its leaders. There is no controversy in the development of plans, either. And this is an absolute advantage. But this is not sufficient. When there is an opportunity for making combinations, this best position will help act in the most effective way. 

Third thing is all kinds of resources: informational, financial, technical, etc. Lack of these resources impedes opposition's effective actions. But the most important is changing the situation in the mind.

Clearly, as an agent, Russia may strongly change the situation. The personality factor has changed its sign: previously, Russian authorities supported A. Lukashenko and now we can see V. Putin's personal dislike of him. However, national interests are also taken into account. It is important for V. Putin to find answer to the question: Who will replace A. Lukashenko? Although the work in this direction has already begun, its outcome will largely depend on personal relations and interpretation of the situation as the conflict of state interests. Russia will in any case have strong influence over Belarus. Even if the West resolves to concentrate its efforts on Belarus, its influence won't exceed that of Russia. The point is that Russia will immediately concentrate its efforts and it has much more capacities. I assume that influence of Russia – economic, political or informational – as an agent of developments in Belarus will increase even comparing to the present-day estimates (this is why A. Lukashenko wants to get rid of it).

Also, strengthening of the West's influence is to be expected. And this is not only the old USA and Europe. I guess Poland and Lithuania will work as well actively. All these factors will also foster changes in Belarus.

From the proposed list of agents, what coalitions are possible? A. Lukashenko and the electorate – such a coalition is surely possible, with a part of the electorate using A. Lukashenko. Then, there can appear the coalition of A. Lukashenko and the nomenclature. The president will destabilize the opposition trying to obtain Russia's support and disable influence of the West as he understands that its support cannot be obtained now, except from that on maintaining independence of Belarus. 

Now, I would like to talk on the factors. Much will depend on the international situation that may influence positions of many agents. Thus, when our neighbors join the EU and our citizens see the great advantages given to those countries (investments, credits, high technologies, freedom of movement for people, capitals, goods, etc) this will certainly affect their moods. If the world prices for energy change, for example, decrease, Russia will get weaker and its role in our development will go down. But if the prices rise, Russia will get stronger and its role will, on the contrary, increase. 

Estimating the situation in general, it is clear that Belarus will again face the problem of defining its way in 2006: Where to go further and who with? At the point of bifurcation, even a minor influence may then crucially affect it. Also, proper allowance must be made for the fact that there are several events to potentially become the point of bifurcation, e.g., parliamentary election. But will they become such a point?.. Some actions on the part of major agents may as well change the situation. Thus, change in correlation of forces is known to be a criterion to arrive at the point of bifurcation. If it doesn't change, the base patterns will have equal chances. If it changes – to this or that side, the chances will turn absolutely different for these patterns. 

А. Sasnow: May I say a few words about the proposed developments? In my opinion, probability of the pattern "change of power by election" is overestimated. The election non-controlled by A. Lukashenko is hardly possible. He well knows how to hold and control the election.

There's another scenario possible when A. Lukashenko will resign voluntarily. It may also fall into the pattern "maintaining of regime". Look, has B. Yeltsin come back via V. Putin? No, he hasn't. Is V. Putin his successor? Yes, he is. This was a way to avoid the responsibility, to slip out from being torn by the electorate. I believe such a pattern is entirely possible with us and it is even more probable than the uncontrolled election. As far as influence of the opposition, Russia or the West is weak and that of nomenclature is no more than 20-25% in this pattern, influence of the electorate will grow essentially. A. Lukashenko will nominate a little-known figure like V. Putin was and transfer him the power on a security of his personal quiet living. Thus, he won't come back but everything will remain including the regime. V. Sheiman or A. Tozik might become such figures, although unlikely.
А. Dobrovolsky: The regime won't be preserved in this case, it will inevitable transform. This is rather the patter II.C.

А. Sasnow: This is not very obvious. Kim Jong Ir changed Kim Ir Seng. Has the regime changed? In a way but not fundamentally. 

V. Dorokhov: It did over the past three years and first of all in economics.

А. Sasnow: Economic progress is a different thing. In political respect, all North Korean changes are external. The essence remained. So it may happen in Belarus.

L. Zaiko: So far, there isn't a figure A. Lukashenko could thus transfer his power to.

А. Sasnow: How popular V. Putin was before his appointment of Prime Minister? And this is in Russia! I'm convinced the probability of uncontrolled developments for A. Lukashenko makes no more than 20%. Everything else is under control. He is still powerful enough.

Another point is no unity within the opposition. Its integration in the previous form is impossible nowadays. It needs a figure that could have all organizations and all kinds of resources focused on it by 2006. If this is achieved, there is a chance to hold the election not controlled by A. Lukashenko. The nomenclature may denounce him if it sees that A. Lukashenko has a real chance. It is tired of a constant tension coming from A. Lukashenko. It wants to have clear and constant play rules not varying depending on the president's mood. But the coalition Five Plus is not likely to play the entrusted role by 2006.

L. Zaiko: It will play the role it personally lays on itself.

А. Dobrovolsky: Its role will truly depend on how it defines itself.

I. Bugrova: Let us put aside the home situation for now and look at the issue from the outside. Thus, Russia influences the situation in Belarus not economically but rather spiritually – with information, culture and spirit. These are some fluids going that the Belarusians pick up. Neither Poland nor Lithuania has such influence.

As regards the internal situation, the most perspective agent from the viewpoint of our working at it is I think the nomenclature. Its concern is much more explicit than that of the electorate now. Just like A. Dobrovolsky, I don't regard the electorate as an agent of possible changes, especially lately. Previously – a year before and a year after the presidential election, there were certain noticeable differences, polarization for and against, the spirit of struggle and competition within the electorate and now everything is smearing. The presidential election has outlined a new stage. This is why the second term implies adapting to what has already happened and finding out the points A. Lukashenko is below comparing to the others and not those he is bad at. We should understand that it elsewhere happens in the same way as here and no happy-end patterns exist. Regarding the state of our economy, we cannot contend that a deep crisis is coming. Look at the countries around us. Look at Russia that survives in poverty by the idea of the superpower that is transforming into aggressive chauvinism. And it goes without offering a sound economic program. 

I see only one idea that can stir up the electorate or make it active – this is everything pertaining to economics and personal living if the latter deteriorate suddenly. If it deteriorates gradually, readjustment and compensation mechanisms will turn on within the electorate and it won't become an active agent coming to election to give everyone his gruel. At the best, we'll have that same "governed democracy" Russia presently has and where these mechanisms already work – the administrative resource have always worked there but now it has taken on even greater significance. Any aggressive campaign built on fear makes possible firm establishing of existing leader. A. Lukashenko has learned this well. If speaking about where some changes may take place, this is more likely the nomenclature with its controversial attitude to the president as it may anytime find itself at the hook of criminal prosecution.

When they started that "debriefing" in KGB (i.e. president's criticizing of the KGB at the meeting on the results of integrated inspection of this office – editor's note) I understood that the nomenclature, those who surround him are nowadays the most dangerous agent for A. Lukashenko. There are at least three groups among them: the close circle that will betray A. Lukashenko at no circumstances, those who are close to him but are eager to unjoint and those who understand that they won't be able to advance under A. Lukashenko. Even governors bear latent offences and ambitions. I wouldn't say that they are entirely loyal to the ruler. And this is why some of them are trying to build a 'safe field'. A leader is only to show weakness and he will be promptly surrendered. There are few among province nomenclature concerned in A. Lukashenko's remaining the president. So, it is vital to work hard with the nomenclature.

I would also like to say a few words on Russia's role. It can efficiently co-operate with the nomenclature through its representatives and agents of influence. I suppose that Russia and the West can be used to increase nomenclature's readiness to changes and to promote it. Importance of the opposition will grow up only after it is recognized by other agents – the electorate, nomenclature, Russia and the West. The opposition should not wait for the parliamentary election and new failures but do now what the Union of Right Forces (SPS) and Yabloko are doing after their recent failure at the election to Russia's State Duma – consolidate and renew its image. If no new leaders are promoted to create a new context for the parliamentary election, the series of failures pursuing now the opposition will continue to pursue it. They will until an effective system of communication is formed between all agents (first of all, within the electorate) who are potential allies in the struggle for changes.

V. Dorokhov: In my opinion, hardly anything can hamper A. Lukashenko to retain power till 2006. Apart from remaining a legitimate president in the eyes of the majority, he is very good at communication and is very sensitive to the signals coming from the society. In the next year, we are probably to expect concurrent holding of the parliamentary election and the referendum on amendments to the Constitution that will allow A. Lukashenko be elected the president for the third term. The presidential election will not I think be held ahead of schedule.

A. Lukashenko is a politician who basically doesn’t want to renounce anything. However, if the economic situation in the country aggravates, he will have to sacrifice something to retain the power. He will have to either make some concessions to the nomenclature (for example, carrying restricted privatizing for nomenclature) or advance to other social groups like nationalists or those looking to the West and integration with Europe. And he will use all slogans possible if only they may help him keep the situation under control till 2006 when A. Lukashenko will surely run for the third term. 

I want to say here a few words of comment about basic agents of the possible changes. The leading agent is undoubtedly Russia. I assume that A. Lukashenko is no more acceptable for the current Russian authorities.  Even if he now meets all Russia's demands (convert to the Russian ruble, allow privatizing of Beltransgaz with the major holding given to Gazprom, etc.), he isn't anyway a safe partner for the Kremlin.

Response of Moscow to the referendum on Constitution amendment will be negative but it won't come to sanctions or preparing plans to remove A. Lukashenko. How will Russia react in 2006? I believe much depends on whether a real alternative to A. Lukashenko, a serious rival comes. If the situation of 2001 recurs, i.e. it will turn obvious that A. Lukashenko enjoys a greater voters' support than his rival, Moscow will go after the pattern of the past election understanding that A. Lukashenko is an unsafe partner: it will initiate no special operations but give up on him in view of zero chances.

If there comes a worthy rival to A. Lukashenko able to not only take Russia's national interests into account (a candidate staking for distancing from Russia cannot be real as he won't receive the support of most voters) but also persuade the Kremlin, Russia may agree to actively support him.

The scheme described gives many chances and opportunities to the opposition and as well poses many obstacles and challenges before it. Clearly, it should enter 2006 consolidated at the maximum. Then, the opposition should prove its competence by mobilizing the electorate and at last reach an understanding with it. Listening to all that moaning on that the liberal idea has suffered failure in Russia I want to make a statement that I don't agree with this. This is not the idea but Russian liberals who failed as they lost their electorate (on different estimates, it made some 20-30 million people). Therefore, if the Belarusian opposition doesn't find a key to the hearts of those people who are their potential allies and they are millions in Belarus, the results will be the same SPS had at the Duma election. To sum up, the opposition should consolidate, then win voters and if necessary be ready to take them in the street. It needs to nominate a popular leader at least close to A. Lukashenko in the support of voters. Such a leader will be rendered assistance both at the East and at the West.
А. Dobrovolsky: I would like to underscore that nomination of a popular leader is essential. Our person-oriented traditions may then bring to appearance of a new agent – i.e. not that much the opposition but this leader may become an independent and influential agent.

V. Dorokhov: Also, the opposition should reach understanding with Russia – the agent having unchallengeable influence in Belarus. The kind of this influence depends on both the opposition and the nomenclature. If the opposition nominates a competitive leader, it will receive Russia's support. Reaching understanding with Russia means talking with it at the language of interests and not by ideological stamps and mutual accusations. If there are common interests found, we can expect the Kremlin to express its willingness to deal with us. If not, Russia will apparently focus on other possible opponents to A. Lukashenko among the nomenclature. Coup-d'etat may be entirely possible then. A. Lukashenko will be explained that "this man will be a new president and you, Alexander Grigorievich, will be granted the guarantees B. Yeltsin received."

А. Potupa: I would more carefully speak now about the necessity for the opposition to reach understanding with Russia. In my opinion, the political regime in Russia has been developing not in the best direction. KGBism is a new government system and I wrote about it yet in 1999 when V. Putin had just become a successor. It is still a question where development of this system will lead. In a sense, this is even worse than the Soviet power or the Communist Party. In absence of control over the presidential power, the Kremlin can now compare to the Red House. In this respect, if A. Lukashenko's replacement for a Kremlin's direct protégé is made through our nomenclature or opposition, it is not worth choosing between two evils. We should be very careful at this point. Belarus should be prudently taken away from under the influence of the special service the Kremlin has now become. 

V. Dorokhov: I agree with this but the process of such withdrawal can hardly be accomplished till 2006. The pressure over Russia can become feasible only when A. Lukashenko has a true rival with a comparable rating. This is why the Belarusian electorate is a material agent of possible changes and I can't agree with those who say its role is insignificant.

А. Dobrovolsky: I would like to remark that it is not the rating in itself that is a determining factor but its dynamics. President of Lithuania R. Paksas had first 8%, then 10% and then 12%. He entered the first round with a slightly higher rating but he had a positive dynamics President V. Adamkus didn't have. Furthermore, no candidate in Belarus will be able to obtain the rating comparable with A. Lukashenko's unless some notable events occur.

Let us ponder on how A. Lukashenko can win or lose. We are now looking on the issue from the one point pretending estranged people. But we do have a certain interest that is still displayed in this pessimistic approach – we also want changes. Let's consider the situation from another viewpoint. What can help A. Lukashenko remain in office? First, quite favorable combination of factors, i.e. absence of some serious economic problems, more or less favorable international situation, absence of pressure from Russia or the West. But the most important is passiveness of the electorate. This is what will help him retain the power. Passiveness of the electorate is his ally.

Now, I want to make an observation on A. Lukashenko's possible coalition with the other agents. He is a very powerful agent himself. As regards the nomenclature, his aim is total control. Any attempt to transfer some part of economic resources to the nomenclature will ultimately bring to its withdrawing from A. Lukashenko's influence. Therefore, he will hardly do this. I think he will use his major resource – fear – by 100% against the nomenclature. If there is any privatizing in the country, this will happen by other reasons than A. Lukashenko's decision to 'feed' nomenclature, rather due to external pressure. Anyway, privatizing will in that case be restricted to the maximum.

Regarding the opposition, A. Lukashenko can, first, leave it without resources, second, without informational channels and, third, split it. Clearly, A. Lukashenko will try to make Russia its ally. Coalition of these agents – A. Lukashenko and Russia – may determine the situation. If they turn allies, opportunities for all other agents' activity will sharply close. A. Lukashenko can generate the events that will force Russia support him. Those may be menace to Russia's safety, Russia's transit and other economic interests. If A. Lukashenko assumes that this is not him but someone else posing threat to Russia while he can resist those attempts, there's a high probability that he will get Russia as his ally.

And now, about the general estimation of prospects. I'm no votary to making predictions. This is a hard and ungrateful thing and not always reasonable. However, if proceed from the base patterns – A. Lukashenko either leaves or remains – and regard agents' actions as determining the events at the point of bifurcation – when each pattern has approximately equal degree of probability, even the slightest action may influence the result. Therefore, let us think about what can happen to these agents, what can strengthen or weaken their influence.

I suppose that in general the electorate isn't presently an agent. May be, to a very slight degree, as the special services report to the authorities on public opinion and the latter respond to this information. But in its pure form the electorate isn't an agent. His becoming an agent depends on the actions of the other agents or on combination of different factors. I believe this will become possible in 2006 but I wouldn't make a prognosis on what will generate this. Nomenclature can as well be only assumed an agent as it is not independent. Also, it is unclear how reasonably from the viewpoint of its interest Russia will act. There was a lack of rationality for a long time but now it is being displayed. Russian authorities already count money and estimate efficiency of investments, both economic and political.

I think Russia has changed its attitude to A. Lukashenko and he is to solve a hard task of holding Russia his ally. He has no illusions about the West to become his ally. Therefore, he will be aimed at counteracting the influence of the West – not just the USA but also Europe and his close neighbors (Poland and Lithuania). A. Lukashenko has many opportunities to turn correlation of forces in his favor, although the problems he faces are difficult ones and he is not likely to solve them fully. However, with a powerful administrative control the authorities have, correlation of forces as 50% to 50% means an easy victory for A. Lukashenko in any pattern. The victory is possible only if correlation of forces makes 65-70% to 30-35% in favor of the forces ready to changes.

O. Manaev: In my opening word, I underlined that the aim of this discussion, as we see it in the IISEPS, is talking about not the tasks for A. Lukashenko, the opposition, Russia or the West but for ourselves – independent analysts and researches. What should we do, avert or encourage in different patterns? Instead, most participants, as usual, talked about the tasks for the government, opposition, etc. I won't speak for all BTT members but we don't work for either the opposition or the government in the IISEPS. We work for the Belarusian society in general. Please have this in mind while making concluding remarks.

L. Zaiko: To this end, we may summarize our predictions. Among the many viewpoints spoken out, there have been several paradoxical problems I would like to comment on. First, I understood from observations that this is not the task of changing the president with the name Lukashenko for a figure with the name Zhirinenko or Ziuganenko that we set up. Feasible problems lie in the line of the Belarusian society and Belarusian political and economic elite. Second, to have the official names changed, we should first change the names in the opposition. This is a specific practical task. Yet, here the question arises: What to do with the people from the opposition and from the authorities? It may become a topic for our further discussion. As regards particular targets and the ways of their achievement, I always stand to the viewpoint that what really matters is winning public confidence as well as persistent work and dialog with the society, government, opposition, Russia, and the West. The higher is our professional rating, the more significant our opinion will be and so the better we shall perform our tasks. Therefore, we should publish as many analytical materials in the mass media as we can, publish our own books and magazines, work with students and professors, and do our work professionally. The goal is simple here – we work not to change the names of people in office but to make the Belarusian society loyal to freedom and responsibility.

А. Potupa: I would like to remind about my estimates and prognoses. The opposition will continue to atomize while all suggest that they consolidate. This has already been happening. They should unite and unite around a particular strategy. The sooner some organizations and their leaders give up the stands they allegedly take (in fact, they influence already nothing), the better. This doesn't mean those organizations and people should withdraw from the opposition but it should be reformed so that they can play a different role in it. 

Communist methods – electing a leading communist – shouldn't be used anymore. This was ridiculous in 2001 and this is ridiculous, dangerous and foolish now. It is necessary to consolidate around a strategy and project a strategy on a technology. Let him become a leader who will be able to put these technologies in practice and influence some feasible processes. I'm ready to support such a leader. I cannot imagine any relations within a group – the Five, the Two, or else – when it has no single strategy, outlined technologies and a reasonable business plan. I cannot understand what it is in general. There are likes to certain persons but this is quite a different thing. Unfortunately, such approaches still have influence on our Western friends: they are stuffed with certain analogies "from Prague to Belgrade." Hence, they draw wrong conclusions and, consequently, take wrong decisions and cut their grants.

It should be well understood that no resources to struggle for changes will be given inside this country. In its turn, resourceless war will bring to nothing. Therefore, it is important to concentrate on a more thorough analysis, simulation and prognosis of a situation. Then it will be right to talk about consolidating. The country can be driven to a more reasonable way if it carries a safe policy towards Russia. Attention of Europe and the entire Euro-Atlantic community is to be attracted more actively. 

V. Dorokhov: Speaking about the tasks of researchers and analysts, I believe they should continue doing what they always did – studying the society, providing situation analysis, developing possible patterns, and delivering truthful information and grounded estimates to the society.

А. Dobrovolsky: The first and the foremost, for changes to take place, they need energy and the energy of different agents, inclusing the electorate and the opposition. Lack of energy won't bring to anything and may even aggravate the situation, even though plans and work of analysts appear excellent. This energy can evolve only when agents wish those changes. It is easier to blame others. But there is no such energy now. So, what can analytical centers do? They should set up a high intellectual standard to discussing the situation in the society. So far, this level is low because, apart from all, there is no proper cooperation between those who do and those who think and they are seldom combined in one person. Furthermore, researchers and analysts can play an important role in developing the system of communication between the agents. 

I. Bugrova: First, I know that the issues "living before Lukashenko" and "living after Lukashenko" are monthly discussed in close circles. I would love that this talk makes a start for true co-operation of those people who could and would like to make suggestions. This has already been practiced in many countries including Ukraine and Russia – integrating analytics and politics at a high technological level when there are not just researches and analyses carried, strategies, patterns and business plans built but when these materials are taken seriously and when they are used. There is no place to jealousy and fight for resources in such co-operation. 

From the viewpoint of efficiency, A. Lukashenko and his team have appeared better consumers of such product than the opposition because they formed the bodies that no matter how well but make such work for them. This is why the current policy standing no criticism is nevertheless supported by most of the electorate. We on the contrary work almost in isolation. 

I propose to make analysis of possible developments within 2004-2006 during our next meeting because suggestions will be demanded in this particular period. Thus, we might analyze the course and results of the election campaigns in Russia and Ukraine and make a joint product with its patterns adapted to different agents.

А. Sasnow: It should be noted that, first, no work can be nowadays carried in politics or economics without proper sociological findings. It is essential to have accurate data and follow dynamics of the processes taking place in the society. Second, they need clear and comprehensible patterns presented by researches and analysts. Third, it is necessary to work with all agents that affect implementation of those patterns. And I think all independent analytical centers of Belarus have much work to do in this regard. 

O. Manaev: Frankly speaking, I was surprised by one thesis aired tonight – that the electorate isn't a significant agent of any pattern discussed. At the same time, almost everyone who spoke about other agents – the West, Russia or nomenclature – noted, "When they see the rating of an alternative candidate… ." I'm convinced that the electorate, even in its current passive and dozing state is an agent No.1 because all other agents will take certain actions (or, on the contrary, refrain from them) when they notice due changes in the electorate. Furthermore, these are changes in public opinion, expectations, hopes, fears, and the entire complex of mental and unconscious structures that we study. Therefore, despite the doubts spoken out here, I still leave the electorate at the first place in my matrix. As far as we are concerned in the second base pattern, we don't talk about how to work for the second one to be implemented. This is not our task. It is accomplished by other researchers and analysts.

We have more chances to exert certain influence in the pattern "remove by election". No one has persuaded me to change my opinion.  Naturally, we should work with all concerned figures and organizations to foster this pattern but I think the most feasible and perspective agents for us, independent researchers and analysts, are the Belarusian electorate and the West. Russia will most likely use its own resources. As regards the opposition, many years' experience shows that there are very many restrictions in the work with the opposition that can barely be overcome for three years. Surely, we need to contact the opposition and work with it but it remains inaccessible for most of us. From our previous experience, I should say that the electorate and the West, however odd it is, appear the most concerned and the best accessible agents in our work.

Finally, I fully agree that such meetings and discussions should be kept on. We cannot confine to analysis of the present-day situation. We need to more often look "beyond the horizon" and even farther. Let us take joint efforts for this. I hope that publication of these materials will serve a strong incentive for our further work.

OPEN FORUM
VASILY LEONOV: "RUSSIA'S DUMA ELECTION IS A BROAD HINT FOR 

A. LUKASHENKO"
Chairperson of the Trustee Council of the Belarus-Russia Fund For New Belarus, Vasily Leonov is speaking about how results of the recent election to Russia's State Duma (the Parliament) will influence the situation in Belarus and Russia-Belarus relations.

– Vasily Sevastianovich, many analysts find the new political situation after the parliamentary election in Russia, to put it mildly, odd and even unexpected. Do you share this viewpoint?

– In my opinion, this election has reflected a true public opinion within the Russian society and the latter just couldn't somehow otherwise estimate the results of economic reforms over the past sixteen years. Actually, electorate's support to pro-nationalist moods wasn't a surprise, either.

However, complete defeat of Russia's Communist Party (KPRF) is the most important result of the recent election. More precisely, of its mossy and trite propositions and approaches. The very left idea cannot be defeated and buried. This time Chairperson of this party, Gennady Ziuganov, was 'buried' as a politician.

– But he more than others spoke about falsifications and garbling during the election…
– Anything can be said. Russian communists had enough resources and capacities to organize efficient observation over the voting. The other point is how they used it. In fact, I think Gennady Andreevich and his close associates have forgotten themselves playing and established a too high price for deputy mandates. Their relations with some oligarchs surely didn't add for their popularity in masses, either.

It must be admitted that the political configuration now formed in the Russian parliament is not the best one. The centrists remained alone, without a flank cover. Absence of alternative have always fostered development of regressive and not progressive tendencies in any system. 

– You certainly personally know many of the current Duma deputies. Can you thus say that in general the new Duma has risen comparing to the pervious one?

– I really know some of Russian deputies but I would under no pretext like to become acquainted with some other. What can I say? There are no worthy rivals to Putin left. Actions of the bureaucracy all standing under the flags of the ruling party are quite predictable. Therefore, it is hard to say about advancement of a new Duma composition.

– How do you estimate the statement of Rodina's leader Dmitry Rogozin who has unexpectedly grided his way to Duma that "Belarus has never been independent?"

– I regard it as an ordinary boorishness on the part of a Russian politician that spoke out of his arrogance only. By the way, V. Putin has immediately given a negative public estimate of this statement. Such a policy of great-power chauvinism can destabilize the home situation of Russia only. Alongside, politics is largely the populism. And it should be responded in appropriate way. Remarkably, no one makes such observations about Lithuania or Estonia. It all depends on us. If we do not object to incorporating into Russia, this will inevitably happen. Then, we may give up our independence for lost. 

– However, our president has been lately often reminding about it. In your opinion, has he received some benefits following Russia's Duma election?

– Lukashenko undoubtedly counted on the victory of the left and promoted this as far as he could. Yet, this is solely my personal opinion. His fame of Slav's gatherer as well as great hopes of some politicians in this regard have passed into nothingness. Even the sworn friends of the Belarusian leader Ziuganov and Seleznev didn't demonstrate this time their utter loyalty and admiration to the Belarusian leader as they have many times done previously.

Please note one essential detail. S. Sidorsky was commissioned Prime Minister of Belarus right after the results of Russia's parliamentary election have been summed up. He appears nothing but a small coin to blame in case of political and integration failures.

– Is it really all that grave in Russia-Belarus relations?

– Lukashenko now has almost zero opportunity to play on Russia's political field. He may be denied exit to not only Europe but the friendly Russia as well. The fact that Alexander Grigorievich hasn't come to Baku for the funeral of G. Aliev speak volumes. Another significant sign is the article on new details in the notorious case on disappearances of noted Belarusian politicians in 1999 published by Novaya Gazeta. Although the facts mentioned in the article are rather questionable, such a publication just wouldn't come out earlier. Remarkably, the article was published exactly when influential European organizations started their investigation of this case. Russia cannot allow being late in this issue and it won't to all appearances. The third sign is that the Russian mass media don't anymore publish the articles about a 'wise' president of Belarus.

Such signs have lately become numerous while their number and consequences will grow up even more after the presidential election in Russia. 

– Do you mean Russia is deeply concerned in conducting a fair and impartial investigation of disappearances of Y. Zakharenko, V. Gonchar, A. Krasovsky and D. Zavadsky? Does it have an appropriate information resource to do this?

– We are information-opened to not only Russia but even to the West. Remembering 2001, the results of the presidential election could have been absolutely different if top Russian administration didn't support A. Lukashenko and involved its information resource.
– There is still an impression that the Russian government doesn't give up playing with Lukashenko and forces him to make economic concessions. 

– In my opinion, this is a great mistake of the Kremlin strategists. They haven't still understood who they are bargaining with. No one can squeeze him out.

– There is information that similar bargaining in the corridors is carried with some Belarusian politicians. The price of such bargains is independence of Belarus. 

– Clearly, Russia has its own geopolitical interests. But it can stand them up in either a traditional military-political way or by modern financial and economic methods. Which approach will Russian administration give preference? It is hard to give a definite answer. Perhaps, it is appropriate to mention here A. Chubais' notorious idea on forming a post-liberal empire at the post-Soviet territory. In addition, maintaining close economic relations with Russians is in the interests of the Belarusians. This is presently a feasibly accessible market and the source of cheap primary products for us. However, nothing prevents us from establishing necessary contacts with Western countries. At least, Russian economic circles don't impose such a ban.

– Just like nothing prevents our opposition from establishing close contacts with new old political elite of Russia.

– Some representatives of our opposition previously as well maintained relations with the Russian politicians, though confined themselves to the right parties Union of Right Forces (SPS) and Yabloko mainly. After the recent parliamentary election in Russia, these contacts should not decline but will on the contrary expand. But I'm convinced this search of new partners should not be unilateral. In their turn, Russians should pay proper attention and take seriously the politicians who have a feasible weight in the Belarusian society. 

– As a leader of the Belarus-Russia fund For New Belarus, do you intend to adjust its activity to the new political situation that has formed in Russia?
– I don't see any necessity in this. Our fund is ready to fruitful co-operation with all sound forces both in Belarus and in Russia. But for all that, we do not set up political objectives and do not strive for seizing power. We rather aim at building long-term and efficient co-operation.

As regards my stand of a politician, I'm not going to change the Belarusian passport for cheap Russian oil. What's more, devouring Belarus isn't in Russia's interests (I will reiterate this). It's quite another matter that before establishing a credible dialog with Europe, Belarus should become a different country with all the ensuing consequences. I presume that putting a point-blank question – to the West or to the East? – is non-constructive. Going into extremities is creating problems for yourself.
– But some skeptics say: Why do we need Russia that is going farther and farther away from democracy and market economy?

– First, most Belarusians don't feel foreigners in Belarus while in Poland they are constantly asked for passport. Second, the system of rules in politics and economics Russia presently adheres to is by far more progressive than in Belarus. Brains and hands receive money in Russia while here not yet and will apparently not under the current authorities.
Interviewer Alexander Koktysh

BOOKSHELF
"National Identity of Belarus". Materials of the seminar. Edited by Helmut Kurt. Fund of Friedrich Ebert. Regional office in Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova. – Minsk, 2003, 68 pp.

No other scientific issue but a national can involve human emotions. It can barely be considered within the framework of scientific impartiality based on logic arguments and reasoning only. If this book were written by one author, holding emotions would be much easier. But it incorporates four different-target articles, three of them written by Belarusians and one – by a young German researcher. The Belarusians authors are a noted political scientist Irina Bugrova, Chairman of the 12th Supreme Soviet (12th Parliament) of Belarus Mecheslav Grib and a historian Nina Stuzhinskaya. The German author is an undergraduate of the Institute of Eastern Europe in Berlin Tilo Bayer.

As it follows from I. Bugrova's article, she shares the popular viewpoint on the close connection between the level of national awareness and the degree of people's striving to independence and successful transition to democracy. This thesis can hardly be objected to as it is proved by numerous arguments from the modern history of many countries including Poland, Lithuania and Latvia. Apparently, due to this reason I. Bugrova presents national identity as a political component of the national self-awareness in its democratic form. She estimates the political component of Belarusian identification by government's actions, absence of definite democratic moods in the society and sociological data witnessing willingness of the Belarusians to integrate with Russia. Thus, she says that the crisis of identity appeared “more severe for Belarus than for the other republics of the former USSR” as it wasn't ready to “build an independent state” (p. 8). However, does this mean that if Belarusians managed to form an independent state, they would undoubtedly have reached the level of democratization presently observed in Poland or Lithuania? In 1920-30-ies Polish, Lithuanians, Lett and Estonians showed strong willingness to live in independent states but there was an obvious lack of democracy in those countries at that time. So, didn't the level of democratization in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe depend not on the development of national self-awareness but on some other reasons and factors, for example, people's readiness to adopt and follow the values of open society? Unfortunately, I. Bugrova actually evolves absence of democratization in Belarus from non-development (from her point of view) of national self-awareness only, making no reservations. One might say thus that as far as the Belarusian administration didn't show readiness to build an independent state in late 80-ies – early 90-ies, there hasn't existed a Belarusian nation as such. The thesis on that the post-Soviet countries converted to democracy through their ethnic component is at any rate a moot one and isn't a general pattern anyway. Therefore, instead of considering really actual problems of Belarusians' national identity – influence of the Russian language, religious and territory dichotomy on the culture and mentality of the Belarusians, I. Bugrova focuses on the defeat of democratic forces in their struggle for power. Her article is more an answer to the question why the authoritarian regime has become firmly established in Belarus rather than the analysis of actual problems of national identification. 

Noteworthy is I. Bugrova's assertion that V. Kebich's project of country development could have become the most appropriate pattern if properly adjusted because it “was aimed at setting national (first of all, nomenclature) bourgeoisie and gradual formation of the national elite” and its basic argument that would unite the nation was “economic welfare and prosperity that made the Belarusian people put up with restriction of rights and freedoms in the Soviet period” (p. 12). V. Kebich's project seems to appeal to I. Bugrova as she ranks Belarus among the countries that have to go “into a long search for national identity within already established boundaries” (p. 6).

Analyzing the elements that, according to German researcher G.-J. Glesner, “determine national identity”, T Bayer concludes that “they can barely be filled with any content” in the case of Belarus (p. 63). In his opinion, among those elements can be put neither the Belarusian language, as almost no one speaks it and it is impossible to “divide the population into Russians and Belarusians” by language, neither the religion, as the Belarusians practice the same religion as the Russians. T. Bayer opposes Belarus to its neighbors including Ukraine that “keeps the myth about Cossacks in its collective memory” and claims that “political history of Belarus cannot turn to a long-term pre-Soviet statehood” (pp. 60-62). If Belarus suddenly starts dissociating itself from Russia, it will be “a pure adventurism,” T. Bayer says (p. 63). Quoting some statements of Z. Poznyak, T. Bayer arrives at conclusion that the famous statement “a nationalist hen can hatch a civil society” “is a total illusion in the case of Belarus” (p. 64). Furthermore, he does not hesitate saying “before declaring the Belarusian nationalism as the hope of democratic progress, it is necessary to define whether it will take a rather progressive or regressive shape” (p. 66). In T. Bayer's opinion, and this is a major conclusion of his article, democratization in Belarus should be related with the demands made by individuals and social groups (so-called “pluralistic identities”) beyond the framework of the “national identity factor” rather than with development of national independence and national self-awareness (“collective identity”). Although T. Bayer seems to agree with the opinion that “the Belarusians are in essence a nation but they don't have a special comprehension of this” (p. 60), his reasoning and style of presenting the material persuade the reader in the opposite. How would the Austrians respond to T. Bayer's research methods, for the population of this country “can neither be divided” into Austrians and Germans by language or religion? The peoples of Latin America, Spain, Portugal, Ireland and England are even more unfortunate in this regard.

Clearly, T. Bayer's articles could be disregarded if the viewpoint he presented wouldn't prevail among the political scientists of Germany. This fact should be well considered by the Belarusian political scientists. They should study not only the reasons to why “nationalist hen” failed to “hatch a civil society” in Belarus but also evolution peculiarities of the Belarusian nation in the second half of XXth century and nowadays. 

Another author of the brochure, M. Grib places himself among the people who became proficient in “the issues of true Belarusian history, identity and nation's self-awareness” (quoted in Belarusian – editor's note) very late (p. 25). As far as the current authorities have been reverting to interpretation of the Belarusian history accepted under Soviets, M. Grib decided to remind the reader “about our, Belarusian origin and our background that are the basis for identity and self-awareness” (quoted in Belarusian – editor's note) (p. 25). It should be noted that the author has excellently coped with this task. Unfortunately, the general audience is not likely to know his standpoint due to a limited circulation of the brochure and its unavailability in libraries. 

We should recommend the article of N. Stuzhinskaya for a thorough studying of T. Bayer who states that “the political history of Belarus cannot turn to a long-term pre-Soviet statehood” and also M. Nortberg and T. Kuzio for whom “pre-Soviet history of Belarus had insufficient primary structure for creating national myths and certifying state independence” (pp. 62, 53). Her article is a conclusive and well-reasoned answer to not only T. Bayer, M. Nortberg and T. Kuzio but to their Belarusian supporters as well. N. Stuzhinskaya has no doubts that “the Belarusian statehoods traces back to the Middle ages” (quoted in Belarusian – editor's note) (p. 47). She agrees with the historians who think that formation of the Belarusian People's Republic in March of 1918 and of the Belarusian Soviet Socialist Republic in January of 1919 are “the links of one chain – an objective historical process of forming the Belarusian national statehood “ (p. 52). At present, N. Stuzhinskaya is convinced, the Belarusians are a nation with the inner potential “able to shape up national development” (quoted in Belarusian – editor's note). 

Unfortunately, it is impossible to give a detailed comment of all brochure aspects in a short review. In general, its publication made by the Fund of Friedrich Ebert is significant for studying the problems of Belarusian identity and will acquire a keen interest of the Belarusian reader.

Mikhail PLISKO, Political analyst, 

Editor-in-chief of the "Adkrytae Gramadstva" journal
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