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Dear readers!

The next issue of the analytical bulletin “IISEPS News” offers to your attention materials reflecting the most interesting results of institute’s studies in the fourth quarter of 2004.

Social and political life in Belarus at the end of autumn and beginning of winter was, first of all, marked by reshuffle of forces following parliamentary election and referendum. It became obvious that A. Lukashenko would run for presidency anew. Therefore, the process of re-consolidation, certainly aimed at forthcoming presidential election, is now taking place in both bodies of government and among the opposition. Certain changes have been happening within the Belarusian electorate as well as in various international and foreign organizations, from Moscow to Washington, watching closely the developments in Belarus. These analytical materials based on the results of the nation opinion poll conducted in November address the above processes.

Apparently, a major result of the November opinion poll has become the figure 49%. This is the number of respondents who voted for Constitution amendment at the October referendum. It’s almost the same as the figure of the Gallup Organization / Baltic Surveys, which conducted exit polls on October 17, and makes 48.8! This actually proves “redistribution” of 30% of votes (i.e. over two million of Belarusians). How can this fact influence the developments in this country? Do Belarusians know what to expect from the authorities, the opposition and the electorate? Are any changes possible in this society? Authors of this issue answer these questions.

As usual, we present the most important issues in the light of basic socio-demographic characteristics as well as the trends of change in Belarusian public opinion over the past years to those of our readers who prefer pure figures to analytics. 

This time, our “Open Forum” is non-traditional. It offers documents on the so-called “case of IISEPS”, i.e. one of the latest notice letters from the Ministry of Justice, protocol of the night-time search carried by KGB in the office where Institute’s employees meet, statements of the IISEPS and Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary Ambassadors of the EU and the USA to Belarus on the latest developments over the Institute. In our opinion, these documents are bright examples of that the agencies of state authority willing to avert inevitable changes in the country have actually waged the war against the civic society.

On our “Bookshelf”, a famous Slovak scientist and a noted public figure Martin Butora reviews a new book of the IISEPS titled “Independent Research in Independent Belarus: Fighting for Reality”. Based on his rich professional and political experience, a former presidential candidate, he not only gives analysis of the book but also outlines peculiarities of Belarus at the post-Soviet territory as well as draws deep analogy of the development in Belarus and Slovakia and traces the prospects Belarus.

We hope that this issue of the IISEPS bulletin will be interesting and helpful for you and your colleagues. All comments and requests are, as usual, welcome!

IISEPS Board

STRENGTHENING ROLE OF INDEPENDENT SOCIAL RESEARCH AND EXPERTS' NETWORKS IN BELARUS
In November of 2004, the IISEPS conducted a nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed – 1 521 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error does not exceed 0.03). 

The questionnaire, as usual, covered a wide range of problems related to the most pressing and most topical aspects of life in Belarus. 

Below you will find commentaries to the most important findings of these sociological procedures prepared by IISEPS experts. “No answer” and “Find it difficult to answer” alternatives are not available in most points of the questionnaire. In some tables, the total amount may be different from 100% as the interviewees could choose more than one alternative.

DECEMBER – 2004
Referendum and election in the mirror of sociology

High electoral activity at the autumn parliamentary election was predicted yet in June of 2004 when the IISEPS conducted an opinion poll – 62.6% of voters then aired their decision to participate in the voting. Combining this election with the referendum on Constitution increased the electoral activity even more. According to the Central Election Commission, 90.28% of voters from the voting lists came to the polling booths in October. The figure seems so incredible that it apparently takes back to the Soviet time. However, the Gallup Organization / Baltic Surveys, that studied behavior of the Belarusian electorate during preliminary election and during the election on October 17, received similar figure (87.3%). In our November polling we got a close figure as well – 82.7% (See Picture 1). This means attendance was truly unprecedented!
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1. Came to vote (82.7)

2. Didn’t come (16.1)

3. No answer (1.2)



Picture 1. Distribution of answers to the question "Did you participate in the election of deputies to the House of Representatives of the National Assembly of Belarus and at the national referendum that were held on October 17?", %


[image: image2.wmf]1

2

3

4


1. Voted on October 17 (61.8)

2. Voted before the appointed date (21.0)

3. Didn’t come to voting (8.8)

4. No answer (8.4)

Picture 2.  Distribution of answers to the question "If you took part in the election and the referendum, on what date did you vote?", %

In our opinion, figure of attendance was slightly understated due to the wording of the question. Thus, some voters who voted before the appointed date said that they didn’t take part in the election on October 17. Hence, the number of voters who confirmed their non-participation in the election appeared overstated (16.1%). Answers to the question on the voting date shown in Picture 2 also prove this assumption. As one can see, a major part of citizens (61.8%) voted on October 17, another 21% voted ahead of schedule, and only 8.8% said they didn’t come to voting at all (according to the Central Election Commission, 9.6% of voters put on the voting lists didn’t participate in the election).

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "If you didn’t take part in the election, then why?"

(more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

I couldn’t come to the polling station because I was busy 
6.1

This election was neither free nor fair
2.8

Anyway, deputies will not advance my interests
2.0

The current Parliament doesn’t decide anything
2.0

I don’t trust any of the candidates
1.6

I supported the boycott announced by some opposition parties
1.1

Other
1.3

Basic reasons of why some 9% of voters didn’t come to voting are shown in Table 1. Obviously, their main argument was “busy with other affairs”. They are mainly men than women, young than aged, higher educated, and living in Minsk and other big cities.

The reasons of why voters would vote before the appointed date are given in Table 2. Thus, every third man could not vote on October 17 as he/she was busy. Most of such answers are given by villagers, in particular from the Gomel region. All others, as it goes from their answers, were constrained to vote before the appointed date. These are approximately 375-380 000 people, mostly youth with high level of education, students and public sector employees living in small towns and villages.
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1. Long before the election (56.2)

2. Right before the election (5-6 days) (21.3)

3. On the day of election (6.0)

4. No answer (16.5)

Picture 3. Distribution of answers to the question "If you participated in the election and 

the referendum, when did you take the decision to do this?", %

The majority of respondents decided to participate in the election either long before (56.2%) or right before (21.3%) the very voting (See Picture 3). Only 6% of voters decided to join the voting on the day of election. Thus, absolute majority voluntarily resolved to take part in the election.

Answers of respondents on how they voted at the referendum are presented in Picture 4. Only 49% of respondents said they voted for A. Lukashenko’s proposal to amend the Constitution so that one man could run for presidency more than twice and he personally could receive the possibility to be re-elected. This figure is almost identical to the figure of Gallup’s Institute (48.4% of voters) and is by 30.42% lower than the one announced by the Central Election Commission.

By the way, the polling revealed that 57.7% respondents never heard about the Gallup Institute researches (only 32.7% – have heard), but 28.6% of the polled think that its data is closer to truth (44.3% say that Election Committee’s figures are more true).

Almost 85% of voters noted that they weren’t put pressure to vote “for” or “against” and 5% said they were. The latter are approximately 350 000 people, most aged 30-40, public sector employees and residents of small towns and villages of Grodno and Brest regions.

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "If you voted before the appointed date, then why?"



Variant of answer
%

I was busy on October 17, so this was more convenient for me
14.9

I was constrained to vote before the appointed date (by my chiefs at work, at school, etc.)
5.4

I didn’t participate in the election
8.3

NA
71.4

Naturally, these and other violations registered by international and independent observers keep the world community from recognizing the Belarusian election and referendum as free and fair. In other words, “elegant victory” doesn’t seem that elegant at a closer consideration.
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1. For Constitution amendment (49.0)

2. Against Constitution amendment (29.2)

3. Didn’t take part in the voting (9.5)

4. No answer (12.3)

Picture 4. Distribution of answers to the question "If you participated in the election and the referendum,, when did you take the decision to do this?", %

Socio-demographic and regional aspects of the referendum

Socio-political standpoints of population groups are known to have great distinctions. This has been once again proved in the opinion poll conducted by the IISEPS in November and presented in the form of socio-demographic and regional breakdown.
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Picture 5. Results of the referendum depending on sex (%)
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Picture 6. Results of the referendum depending on age (%)
Thus, A. Lukashenko’s proposal to allow his third (fourth, etc.) participation in the presidential election was more supported by women (53.7%), pensioners (78.6%), elderly people (aged 50-59 – 60.4%; aged 60 and over – 78.5%) as well as poorly educated respondents (elementary education – 79.1%, incomplete secondary education – 69.8%) most of whom are residents of the Gomel region (62.8%) and villages (63.5%). The proposal received least support with men (43.3%), students (31.6%), private sector employees (16%), middle-aged citizens (aged 25-29 – 27.7%, aged 30-39 – 30.1%), voters with higher education (35.4%) and residents of Minsk (37.2%) and big cities (37.5%).
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Picture 7. Results of the referendum depending on education (%)


[image: image8.wmf]16

47

31,6

78,6

29,6

46,3

32,6

42

9,9

28,4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Private sector

employees

Public sector

employees

Students

Pensioners

Housewives,

unemployed

Voted "For"

Voted "Against"


Picture 8. Results of the referendum depending on social status (%)
In general, analysis of respondents’ answers gives average portraits of A. Lukashenko’s supporters and opponents. The first is a woman on retirement with elementary or incomplete secondary education, or an elderly public sector worker living in a village or in eastern regions of Belarus (first of all, in the Gomel region). The second is a young private sector employee with higher education, or a student living in Minsk or a big city (first of all, in Brest region).
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Picture 9. Results of the referendum depending on the place of residence (%)

To give a better picture, results of the referendum depending on socio-demographic and geographic features are presented in the Pictures 5-10 (each category of population vs. number of voters on the voting list).
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Picture 10. Results of the referendum depending on the type of settlement (%)
Belarus got the Parliament it didn’t vote for

Hardly the parliamentary election could provoke such a high electoral activity as on October 17, if it weren’t carried together with the referendum – 82.7% of respondents said they came to election (according to the Central Election Commission, over 90% of those having right to vote came to the polling booths). Well-known tricks were used to increase attendance to the maximum for the authorities to win the referendum: administrative pressure from enterprise boards, wide-scale propaganda campaign in the electronic mass media, concerts and cafes on the voting day, etc. Yet, the most effective was voting before the appointed date, 21% of respondents confirmed their participation in it (according to Election Committee – 16%), that roused strong censure of OSCE observers.

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "If you participated in the election, when did you take the 

decision to come to voting?", %



Variant of answer
10’00
11’04

Long before the election
26.4
56.2

Before the election (5-6 days)
22.5
21.3

On the day of election
14.5
6.0

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question "If you participated in the election, when did you make up your mind on what candidate to vote for?", %


Variant of answer
10’00
11’04

Long before the election
15.1
35.7

Before the election (5-6 days)
29.5
28.6

At the polling station
18.8
19.0

Are the claims of observers grounded? Among the reasons of voting not on the voting day, only 15% of those who came to polling booths before the appointed date said they were busy on October 17 while 5.4% admitted that they were pressed at the places of work or at schools (ratio 3:1). At first sight, the figures are not impressive. However, 70% of those who voted before October 17 didn’t give any answer on the reasons at all. If we assume that their ratio also makes 3:1, then much more citizens suffered pressure from administration.

It should be noted that the referendum moved the election far to the background because if the current president keeps his position after 2006, the current political system, with current little influence of Parliament, will remain unchanged. In our opinion, this is mobilization of the electorate to participate in the referendum due to which more than twice as many Belarusians as at the previous election decided this time to take part in the voting long before it began (See Table 3).

Although the majority of voters (over 40%) didn’t talk over the candidates to choose the one to vote for, the issue was addressed in every fourth Belarusian family. The very choice was to a greater extent determined by the referendum. Evidently, one of the first questions asked in a talk with candidates to the Parliament was an ideological one – their attitude to the Constitution amendment. Perhaps, this is why over third of respondents chose a candidate long before the election (See Table 4).

Comparing how A. Lukashenko’s supporters and opponents solved this issue, we can see that there are twice as many voters among the first (52.5%) than among the second (26.7%) of those who chose a candidate long before the election. To put it differently, president’s supporters still have good organization, mobility and willingness to support their hero.

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question "Whom did you vote for at the election to the House 

of Representatives on October 17?"


Variant of answer
%

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
35.2

For a candidate opposing A. Lukashenko
9.6

For an independent candidate
21.3

I didn’t participate in this election
15.2

Refused to answer
12.2

The official interpretation of the parliamentary election results reads as follows: the people have fully approved the socio-economic course of the current authorities and gave their votes to those who positioned themselves as supporters of such a course; they turned out the opposition. Actually, none of the opposition figures entered the parliament except for two constituencies where they were elected in the first round. Yet, the exit-poll conducted in some constituencies gave absolutely different results. After listening to the opinion of the voters themselves we can speak responsibly – full victory of A. Lukashenko’s supporters is out of question (See Table 5).

Table 6

Voting at the election depending on the degree of awareness about candidates and their programs, %*



Variant of answer
Received information about 

candidates and their programs (42.2)
Didn’t receive information about 

candidates and their programs (55.0)

For a candidate supporting 

A. Lukashenko (35.2)
57.0
41.6

For a candidate opposing 

A. Lukashenko (9.6)
38.3
61.7

For an independent candidate (21.3)
48.3
51.5

*Table is read across

Slightly over one third of respondents said that they voted for candidates-supporters of A. Lukashenko while over 30% of Belarusians voted either for his opponents or for independent candidates. According to such figures, the Parliament should have looked pretty different. How could it happen that O. Abramova turned the most ardent oppositionist within the Parliament? Obviously, A. Lukashenko once again needed not just a victory but an outright triumph (like in the case with the referendum). He needed not mere control over the Parliament but total control. Such an “elegant” result, first, actively works for the myth that there is only one politician in the country who has no serious opponents. Second, it releases from suiting the interests of the other part of society: who to debate with and to compromise with if there’s only him and dissidents, and there’s only one viewpoint that is fully supported by the people?

How did the degree of awareness about candidates and their programs influence the character of voting? Those who voted for the candidates supporting the current course were better informed, as they say (See Table 6).

Apart from the ideological identification, what other criteria were crucial for citizens when they chose a candidate?  Party affiliation hasn’t yet become such a criterion. In the answers to the question “If you voted for a candidate for a particular party, then for which party?”, none of the parties received more than 2%. What’s more, 90% of respondents even found it difficult to specify a party. In other words, political parties haven’t yet succeeded in changing the negative image they enjoy within the society. 

Priorities and aims in the fight for citizens’ votes should be drawn from the list of problems the Belarusians take into account when choosing a candidate. Like we expected, prevailing are socio-economic issues like improvement of living standard (35.5%), healthcare (9.5%), payment of pension (6.5%) and creation of workplaces (6.5%). Democracy and independence of Belarus was given the second place (11.7%) that greatly encourages. The majority of citizens give first priority to everyday problems and the most urgent needs, and this is the Belarusian society nowadays. It’s not the time of concepts, but it’s the point of how to survive. The official authorities promote this in all ways – construction of ice palaces and railroad stations, provision with gas, and increase of wages. The above problems are surely deadly crucial. However, we believe that the development of man living in a free society where the authorities respect his/her rights is much more important. Clearly, there are plenty of examples when non-democratic regimes demonstrated impressive indexes of socio-economic development within a certain period of time. This means an election campaign mustn’t be build on purely democratic slogans. On the other hand, the values can’t be ignored either.

Closing the talk about voting at the parliamentary election, we would like to point out once again to the most important points. The referendum greatly influenced attendance and the character of voting. However, the index of electoral activity as stated by voters differs from the data of the Central Electoral Committee. Considerably more Belarusians than four years ago resolved to participate in the election as well as chose the candidates long before the election date. Finally, the official voting results, i.e. “striking victory” of the candidates for the authorities, contrast sharply with the real figures.
Estimates of the election campaign depend directly on the political standpoints of Belarusians

The Belarusian authorities did their best for a quiet and ordinary parliamentary election. This became possible due to its overlapping with the referendum, as the latter was the focus of attention and therefore given much more importance, and due to the conditions under which the candidates to the deputies had to work. Two five-minute long speeches (on TV and on the radio), possibility to publish an election program in a national or a local newspaper and $50 from the state budget for the propaganda campaign were obviously insufficient to make efficient communication with the voters. The candidates had the only way out to solve the issue – staking on direct contacts with citizens and going “from door to door”. Every third voter faced these two forms of propaganda (See Table 7).

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question "What forms of pre-election propaganda did the candidates to deputies used in your constituency?", %



Variant of answer
10’00
11’04

Distribution of fliers
57.8
61.3

Meetings with voters
26.2
21.8

Visiting voters in apartments
6.2
10.3

Pickets in crowded places
3.4
2.7

Meetings
1.6
1.5

Other 
0.6
1.0

Didn’t face any forms of propaganda
24.4
25.6

Comparing the results of this campaign with the results of the election campaign of 2000, we can say that one fourth of citizens still wasn’t covered by propaganda. Meetings with voters have become less, hence visits to houses have become more often. This is easy to explain. Most citizens are so much accustomed to leaflets that they don’t even read them. Picketing and demonstrations are the events for those who like such kind. Also, October is not the best season for street actions. Organization of meetings is often counteracted by the authorities as well as enterprise and organization boards. Thus, the last thing to do is going to people’s houses that is, as the candidates say, the most difficult but the most efficient form of persuasion.

Visual means of propaganda (posters, leaflets and fliers) still remain the most common source of information about candidates and their programs (See Table 8).

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question "From which sources did you get information about 

candidates and their programs?", %



Variant of answer
10’00
11’04

From pre-election fliers, posters, leaflets
55.3
51.7

From newspapers
16.4
26.5

From meetings with candidates
11.8
11.8

From TV programs
9.8
14.7

From colleagues at work and from associates 
9.4
15.5

From radio programs
7.5
9.7

From bosses at work
2.7
3.7

Other source
0.5
1.2

Got no information
18.4
15.3

 As compared to the previous campaign, the number of respondents who didn’t receive any information has dropped down. However, the role of newspapers and TV programs has slightly increased as well as the opinions of colleagues and friends. The Belarusians now more actively discuss political issues with their colleagues and families. Perhaps, they try to fill in information gap this way. On the whole, the situation in this field has slightly improved for the past four years, although over half of respondents didn’t have enough information about candidates (See Table 9).

Is the degree of awareness somehow connected with the political preferences of the Belarusians? We have found out that this ratio (had – didn’t have enough information) is very different among A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters (59.3% vs. 39.0%) and opponents (32.8% vs. 63.0%). Those who support the authorities had much more chances to be introduced to the opinion of candidates for the authorities than to the opinion of those who opposed them. An opposition bloc Five Plus came out with its program “Five steps to better living” as against the official propaganda. Some over quarter respondents said they heard about that program. However, most voters among vacillating (25.2% vs. 63.5%) and among presidential supporters (38.2% vs. 50.6%) couldn’t say anything about “Five steps…” This means that the opposition once again failed to establish contacts with the electorate and communicate its standpoints.

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question "Did you have enough information about candidates and their election programs in your constituencies?", %



Variant of answer
10’00
11’04

Yes
32.3
42.2

No
64.8
55.0

Many opposition candidates explained this with active resistance of the authorities. Also, international observers spoke out much about inequity of election campaigns and violations of the law. The Belarusians estimate pre-election struggle more positively, though (See Table 10).

The decisive factor in such estimation of candidate’s struggle conditions, we think, is the standpoint of politicized majority. If the gap, not even a difference, in opinions and estimates of president’s convinced supporters and opponents has become a common point, the loyal attitude of those vacillating to the election makes the general picture exactly like we see it. How did a common citizen, not an opposition party or NGO’s member, estimate this election? It was pretty decent, nothing extraordinary: lists of voters, bulletins, booths, observers (56.9% of respondents said there were observers at their polling stations while 13.0% – there were none), posters about candidates on the walls, cafes and music. What else?

Actually, the violations affecting voting results are inconspicuous to an average voter. As regards rude violation, the majority just didn’t face them: 85.2% of respondents said that they weren’t constrained to vote for a particular candidate (3.8% were) and over half of respondents said that candidates didn’t use any compromising material against opponents (5.7% used). Noteworthy is voters’ estimate of authorities’ attitude to candidates into deputies (See Table 11). 

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think the candidates were put in unequal conditions during the election?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents 
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s

 opponents
Vacillating

Yes
40.7
67.0
19.6
42.3

No
27.9
10.9
48.2
22.5

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question "Did national and local authorities support any candidate in your constituency?", %


Variant of answer
All 

respondents 
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s

 opponents
Vacillating

Yes
33.5
35.6
38.4
29.3

No
15.8
19.6
16.9
13.3

Convinced supporters, opponents and vacillating all think that the authorities personally supported one of the candidates. In each group, there twice as many of those who speak out for this opinion than against it. However, this issue didn’t influence A. Lukashenko’s supporters and those vacillating as most of them stated that the candidates had equal conditions. In other words, they are sure that support of the authorities to a candidate is a natural thing, not a violation of law.

This way the propaganda campaign was carried like the authorities planned. It was quiet and ordinary. As compared to the past parliamentary election, propaganda means and methods didn’t change greatly. Posters and fliers are still dominating. Information about candidates and their programs is still insufficient. Regarding people’s attitude, all of their groups just like OSCE and CIS observers didn’t take the election as someone’s. Those who support current socio-economic course are fully satisfied and don’t see any grounds for protests. Opponents to the authorities are much more critical. Vacillating majority now trends to opponents’ standpoints, and thus determines the general tendency.

Electoral resources of President A. Lukashenko 

A. Lukashenko commented on the results of October referendum as “striking”: according to the Central Election Commission, nearly 90% of all registered voters took part in the voting and almost 80% of them voted “for”. In his comment on the results, the president was right when he said that this is demonstration of the support to the current course that remained unchanged for about past ten years rather than of the support to him personally. Hence, the major conclusion is that the state won’t change its course as “the people themselves don’t allow changing it.”

In other words, the president still proclaims that the Belarusian electorate is a basic resource of his power. Unless we have this resource, no “political technologies from outside” and no efforts of “the crude opposition” can lead to changes. In the opinion of the Belarusian authorities, even dramatic events in the neighboring Ukraine will not be able to affect their course to a great extent.

Is the electoral resource of the president truly that great and stable? Is it possible to predict A. Lukashenko’s victory at the coming presidential election if rely on this resource? Findings of our latest opinion poll give well-grounded answers to these questions.

Tables 12 and 13 show that the electoral resource of the president has grown up greatly over the past year, in particular over the past months (in March-June, 34% of respondents were ready to vote for him and this is almost the same rating as the last year). Such growth is explained, first of all, by huge concentration of state resources – informational and propaganda ones (from overall propaganda of the “Belarusian model” to discrediting of the opposition and the West), organizational and political (from the July parade to “electoral power line”), material and economic (from increase of pensions, wages and grants to stabilization of prices) – that the authorities used to win the referendum. At the same time, even such mass concentration of state resources failed to ensure guaranteed electoral resource, when the number of those who voted in the positive on all four issues would reach over half of respondents while the number of president’s convinced supporters would exceed the number of his convinced opponents. In addition, extrapolation of trends observed over the past eight years suggests that six months after the referendum we’ll witness the same collapse of president’s rating as one could see in six months after his reelection in 2001. The reason is very simple. The authorities deliberately refuse to change their course and avoid reforms while the resources available are not sufficient for a long-term concentration. 

Table 12

Structure of aggregated indicator of attitude to A. Lukashenko, %



Indicators of attitude
Marked A. Lukashenko 


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

I would vote for A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election
44.3
52.2
45.0
38.2
44.4
46.0
30.9
27.0
31.7
47.7

I would vote for A. Lukashenko at the election choosing president of Russia and Belarus
35.2
44.7
38.4
27.5
27.8
26.4
14.0
15.0
21.1
29.8

I trust the president
45.0
48.0
44.1
36.0
43.8
44.5
32.4
36.1
40.4
47.2

I think A. Lukashenko is an ideal politician
50.4
51.5
47.4
37.5
39.4
36.8
26.0
23.2
26.6
40.6

Table 13

Dynamics of electorate typology, % *


Electorate typology
11'97
09'98
06'99
11'00
08'01
10'01
04'02
09'02
09'03
11'04

A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters (answered in the positive to all four questions)
26.0
29.3
26.2
18.5
21.8
20.2
10.4
10.7
14.9
21.9

Vacillating
53.2
53.3
48.1
49.1
46.1
43.9
42.7
48.0
42.5
47.0

A. Lukashenko’s convinced  opponents ( answered in the negative to all four questions )
20.8
17.4
25.7
32.5
32.1
35.9
46.9
41.3
42.6
31.1

* A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters are the citizens ready to vote for him at the presidential election of Belarus, who trust him and take him for an ideal politician and at the same time ready to vote for him at a hypothetical election of Russia-Belarus Union State’s president. Convinced opponents are their antagonists.

Actually, the authorities are convinced that the current electoral resource (half of voters comprising convinced supporters and vacillating) is absolutely sufficient for the tasks like winning elections and referenda. In their opinion, current administrative resource will work yet for long time to solve the strategic tasks like power retention and maintenance of the course. Such an approach is reasonable when the stronger, more dynamic and better organized social group prevails among presidential supporters and social fringes, in their turn, prevail among the part of the population dissatisfied with the current state. Comparative analysis of sociological portraits of the president’s convinced supporters and opponents reveals a surprising picture (See Table 14).

Table 14

Comparative sociological portraits of President Lukashenko’s convinced supporters and opponents, %*



Sociological characteristics
Supporters
Opponents

Socio-demographic


Sex:

Male 
36.1
52.9

Female
63.9
47.1

Age:

Under 30
7.0
32.8

30 to 50 
26.6
51.1

50 and over
66.4
16.1

Education:

Elementary/ secondary incomplete
51.5
8.6

Secondary 
29.3
39.1

Secondary vocational/higher
19.2
52.3

Social status:

Private sector employees
3.8
30.3

Public sector employees
39.0
44.4

Students
1.8
9.0

Pensioners
53.8
8.2

Unemployed/housewives
1.6
8.1

Place of residence:

Capital
10.7
20.7

Regional centers
14.3
24.5

Village 
41.4
22.9

Socio-economic


Incomes (in thousand rubles,  monthly per capita):

Below 130 
33.3
27.7

130 to 200 
56.6
41.1

200 to 400
9.6
25.6

Over 400
0
4.8

How will socio-economic situation change in Belarus in the near future?

Will improve
64.7
7.5

Will not change
22.5
41.1

Will aggravate
1.0
40.4

Attitude to privatization:

Allow sale of enterprises to Belarusian businessmen
20.4
34.2

Do not allow sale of enterprises into private ownership
71.3
15.0

Comparison of the standard of living in Belarus and in neighboring countries:

In Lithuania, it is higher
27.6
76.6

In Lithuania, it is the same
51.5
17.9

In Lithuania, it is lower
19.2
3.8

In Russia, it is higher
13.9
46.4

In Russia, it is the same
53.5
38.2

In Russia, it is lower
31.7
14.5

If I had an opportunity, I would move to another country for permanent residence:

Yes
6.0
51.2

No
91.7
38.0

Socio-political


To which extent are you satisfied with democratization in Belarus?

Fully/rather satisfied
87.4
8.7

Rather/absolutely dissatisfied
5.6
86.9

Are human rights observed in Belarus?

Yes/rather yes
90.2
8.7

Rather not/no
6.1
87.5

Estimation of people’s readiness to express their political standpoints in Belarus: 

No one is afraid
40.8
3.7

Few are afraid
32.7
9.4

Many are afraid
18.3
58.0

All are afraid
2.3
26.2

At the presidential election in 2001, I voted for:

A. Lukashenko
92.3
10.8

An alternative candidate
0.8
36.6

If A. Lukashenko and a candidate for democratic forces participate in the next presidential election, I will support: 

Definitely/rather A. Lukashenko
94.5
0.8

Rather/definitely a candidate for democratic forces
0.6
68.9

I participated in the election and the referendum:

Yes
92.4
72.7

No
6.8
26.3

If you participated in the referendum, when did you take the decision to come to voting? 

Long before the referendum  
72.8
49.2

Before the referendum (5-6 days)
18.4
17.0

On the day of referendum
2.4
27.8

How did you vote at the referendum on October 17?

Voted “for”
91.2
6.3

Voted “against”
2.1
63.2

Didn’t participate in the voting
3.9
16.0

If you participated in the election, when did you make up your mind about what candidate to vote for?

Long before the election  
52.5
26.7

Before the election (5-6 days)
25.7
24.2

On the day of election
15.1
21.8

Whom did you vote for at this election?

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
68.2
5.4

For a candidate opposing A. Lukashenko
0.5
21.9

For an independent candidate
16.6
23.9

I didn’t participate in this election
6.1
26.9

Did the candidate you voted for pass into the Parliament?

Yes
55.4
15.6

No
8.3
25.1

Have you heard that, according to the polling conducted by the Gallup Institute, A. Lukashenko received support of only 48.4% voters?

Yes
17.8
51.7

No
75.4
40.1

In your opinion, which results are closer to reality? 

Results of the Central Election Commission
84.3
9.2

Results of the Gallup Institute
1.9
65.6

Was this election free and fair?

Yes
86.3
10.7

No
4.6
75.5

Your attitude to the protest actions of the opposition against rigging referendum and election results held 

on  October 18-20:

Positive
1.6
63.6

I don’t care about this 
21.9
25.1

Negative
73.2
10.7

To which extent does the Parliament and its deputies influence your life?

Influence greatly
26.6
10.0

Influence insignificantly
44.8
25.7

Don’t influence at all
18.5
56.1

What country achieved greater success in building a democratic state and a civic society?

Belarus
47.7
3.4

Russia
5.8
57.6

If you were to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the EU, which would you choose?

Integration with Russia
73.2
29.2

Accession to the EU
8.6
58.0

Attitude to the "Belarus Democracy Act":

Positive
5.2
43.2

Negative
37.6
14.1

Haven’t heard anything about this
40.2
25.3

Socio-cultural and informational


What is your language of communication in the family?

Belarusian
32.6
13.0

Russian
69.2
88.7

Other
8.2
2.4

Speak foreign languages (read, write, communicate):

Yes
16.7
48.8

No
83.3
51.2

Which information do you think is relevant and reliable?

Presented by state-run mass media
92.5
16.4

Presented by non-state mass media
11.0
55.9

Presented by Russian media
25.1
57.2

Presented by research centers
20.0
6.1

Presented by non-state research centers
4.0
32.8

What TV do you watch?

Regular TV
95.3
87.8

Satellite TV
4.7
23.0

Cable TV
16.2
51.5

Use of modern means of communication: 

Have a phone at home 
61.5
83.5

Have a video tape recorder
26.6
62.5

Have a cell phone
8.3
52.4

Use a PC
7.4
40.5

Use the Internet
3.6
29.3

Do you take strong drinks?

On a regular basis (daily, several times a week, several times a month)
36.4
61.8

Seldom (several times a year)
33.7
29.5

I don't take strong drinks
29.3
7.9

Have sex:

On a regular basis (daily, several times a week, several times a month)
24.8
64.4

Seldom (several times a year)
4.6
4.2

Don’t have sex at all
41.6
9.8

* Contrast types of each group are highlighted in bold 

These two groups of the Belarusian society strongly differ from one another. Voters with low level of education, elderly economically inactive pensioners living in villages dominate among president’s convinced supporters. Their economic and political stands are very explicit. They come out against privatizing state property; they don’t see infringement of human rights or problems with the political climate and state of democracy; majority of them voted “for“ at the referendum and supported A. Lukashenko’s candidates at the parliamentary election that they consider free and fair. Finally, they are very suspicious of the European Union and the USA. On the contrary, citizens with high level of education, young or middle-aged economically active residents of big cities prevail among their antagonists. They speak out for privatization, are seriously concerned over human rights infringement, political climate and state of democracy. They mostly voted “against” at the referendum and supported alternative and independent candidates at the parliamentary election that they don’t consider free or fair. As regards European Union and the USA, they openly welcome these. The difference between the two groups is especially striking in what concerns their informational and cultural features. Thus, presidential opponents quite smoothly flow into the process of globalization while presidential supporters are desperately behind.

This fact is not a new, and the IISEPS has stated this for already ten years. The official response is as well known: “People living in Belarus, just like in other countries, have different values. This is quite natural.” However, the problem is that over the past years citizens with different values started feeling differently. Presidential supporters believe that living in Belarus is not worse than in the neighboring countries. Therefore, they are optimistic about the future and don’t plan to move to some other country. Presidential opponents are convinced that living in Belarus is much worse than in the neighboring countries. They are more pessimistic about their prospects, and this is why many of them are ready to emigrate.

It is obvious that socially weak and passive group of voters nostalgic about the past dominates within the president’s current electoral resource. At a normal state of country’s development, this group will gradually decrease due to natural reasons and its political influence will inevitably decline. On the contrary, socially strong and active group that would move the country fourth at a normal development will rapidly turn a fringe in Belarus. Perhaps, the only point in which presidential opponents yield to his supporters is consolidation and good organization. President’s supporters well know what they want and what they should do. Nearly 95% of them would once again vote for their hero at the next election while only 68.9% of their antagonists are ready to support a candidate for the democratic forces. The first group all came to the October election and referendum with transparent intentions, unlike the second group. Opponents look uncoordinated and confused at the background of consolidated and confident supporters. The secret is simple. The current course of the Belarusian authorities serves the interests of the first group. The interests of the second group are ignored or even suppressed. The first get everything and the second – nothing.

This comparison alone well demonstrates that neither scale nor dynamics of the president’s electoral resource can ensure his stability even in the middle-term perspective.

In addition, a new factor has recently appeared. The entire world as well as many Belarusians have been introduced to the real results of the referendum (according to the polling of the Gallup Institute, under half of registered voters voted “for” that is also proved by our opinion poll.) Every third citizens have heard about these results and almost 30% say that they are more truthful than the results announced by the Election Commission. This is why they took in the positive actions of the opposition on protesting against rigging of results. The potential force of this factor is well seen in the comparison of president’s convinced supporters and opponents. Only 17.8% of the first have heard about the results of the Gallup Institute while threefold more – among the second. Overwhelming majority of the first group trusts the results of the Central Election Commission while the second trust the results of the Gallup Institute. This is in the situation when the democratic forces still failed to introduce most citizens to the real results of the referendum. Therefore, recent statement of the president to the TV channel “Al-Arabia” on that “treating Belarus like Yugoslavia, Georgia or Ukraine would be indiscreet and even a great mistake” can itself appear indiscreet.

Paradoxes of public credit

Table 15 offers answers of respondents to the traditional question about trust to basic state and public institutions. For the past six months estimates of almost all public institutions have changes, many of them – considerably. It is reasonable to suggest that the election and the referendum as well as the propaganda campaign have become the reason of such sharp changes. As for the credit to the president, these are not only hot appeals to vote “right” at the referendum that influenced its growth but the choice itself: a part of voters was led by the thought “Who instead?” even though people tend to assign higher motives to their choice.

Table 15

Public credit to state and public institutions, %



Institution
Trust
Distrust
Index*

11'04
Index

06'04

Orthodox Church
61.5
23.6
+0.379
+0.471

Army
53.9
30.2
+0.237
+0.269

Independent research centers
44.7
26.6
+0.181
+0.268

State-run mass media
51.7
36.8
+0.149
+0.129

President
47.2
37.0
+0.102
+0.015

State-run research centers
39.8
33.9
+0.059
+0.099

Belarusian Helsinki Committee and other human rights 

organizations
29.9
29.1
+0.008
+0.013

Government
42.1
41.5
+0.006
–0.193

Non-state mass media
40.7
42.3
–0.016
+0.038

Catholic Church
33.6
39.8
–0.062
–0.080

Central Election Commission
38.5
44.9
–0.064
–0.160

Free and independent trade unions
33.2
40.0
–0.068
–0.003

Courts
38.8
46.3
–0.075
–0.105

Committee for State Security (KGB)
33.7
43.8
–0.101
–0.061

National Assembly
32.4
45.5
–0.131
–0.262

Trade Unions incorporated into the Trade Union Federation 
30.6
44.8
–0.142
–0.079

Local Executive Committees
33.5
49.7
–0.162
–0.205

Local Councils of Deputies
31.6
50.9
–0.193
–0.210

Militia
34.0
53.8
–0.198
–0.247

Unions of entrepreneurs
25.0
44.8
–0.198
–0.077

Political parties supporting current authorities
27.7
49.0
–0.213
–0.228

Protestant Church
12.5
56.3
–0.438
–0.445

Opposition political parties
16.1
61.1
–0.450
–0.288

* Index of trust can take on the values from +1 to –1 and represents the ratio of difference of positive («I trust») / negative («I don’t trust») answers of respondents to a general number of the respondents who answered to this question.

There’s a certain pattern of how the confidence indexes changed over six months. They grow up with the institutions closely linked with the head of state, in particular with the government, the National Assembly and Central Election Commission. Actually, these are the election campaign and the voting itself that could influence the degree of confidence in the Parliament and the Central Election Commission: If a voter resolves to take part in the election, he/she gives certain credit to the elected body in advance when explaining this step to himself/herself. 

Also, confidence indexes to all civic society bodies (independent research centers, non-state mass media, independent trade unions, unions of entrepreneurs and opposition) has gone down as compared to June of 2004. Apparently, officially announced results of the election and the referendum influenced the decrease of confidence in the opposition. The people not much engaged into the politics usually prefer to be winners in this very politics. This is why the opposition has found itself surrounded with only its loyal and convinced supporters now. Yet, this is more likely mass pre-election and pre-referendum official propaganda mainly aimed at discrediting the opposition parties and other institutions of the civic society that has contributed to the credit to these bodies.

It’s not only de facto and de jure that the president is the centerpiece of the Belarusian state system. At the level of social conscience, he appears the “source” of legitimacy of this whole system. Confidence in this system results from trust to the president that is proved by Table 16.

As one can see, there’s a strong relation between attitude to the head of state and the opinion about deep influence of the Parliament on the life of respondent. The direction of this connection is obvious – from president to the Parliament. Trust to the head of state brings trust to the legislative body that is ether formed by the president or is obedient to him. Even if a respondent cannot clearly imagine how the laws adopted by the Parliament influence his/her living, he/she still extends confidence in the president onto the institutions subject to the president. In other words, if A. Lukashenko does everything right, his subordinates – also do (at least, they are supposed to).

Table 16

Connection between answers on the influence of Parliament on respondents’ living and answers to the questions on voting for A. Lukashenko and on October 17 election and referendum*


Variant of answer
To which extent does the Belarusian Parliament and deputies influence your living?


Influence considerably (15.2)
Influence insignificantly (32.8)
Do not influence at all  (40.1)

Do you think that A. Lukashenko should be re-elected president at the next election? 

Yes (41.3)
62.4
50.0
25.5

How did you vote at the October 17 referendum?

For (49.0)
71.9
55.6
32.3

Against (29.2)
19.7
26.4
37.7

Whom did you vote for at the parliamentary election of October 17?

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter (35.2)
57.6
40.2
21.3

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent (9.6)
8.9
10.7
9.7

For an independent candidate (21.3)
15.1
24.6
22.9

I didn’t vote (15.2)
7.6
10.2
23.5

* Figures in brackets represent basis weight of respondents within a particular variant of answer among all respondents.

This mechanism of transfer is general that is demonstrated in Table 17 giving comparison of attitude of those trusting and distrusting the president to various public institutions.

Table 17

Trust to state-run and public institutions depending on trust to the president, %



Institution
Those trusting 

the president (47.2)
Those distrusting the president (37.0)

State-run mass media
+0.728
–0.580

Orthodox Church
+0.684
–0.001

Government
+0.640
–0.755

Army
+0.625
–0.305

Central Election Commission
+0.524
–0.776

State-run research centers
+0.446
–0.475

National Assembly
+0.349
–0.234

Courts
+0.345
–0.509

Political parties supporting current authorities
+0.313
–0.809

Local Executive Committees
+0.313
–0.714

Local Councils of Deputies
+0.267
–0.733

Committee for State Security (KGB)
+0.246
–0.546

Militia
+0.239
–0.712

Independent research centers
+0.100
+0.233

Trade Unions incorporated in the Trade Union Federation 
+0.083
–0.487

Belarusian Helsinki Committee and other human rights organizations
+0.034
–0.064

Catholic Church
–0.009
–0.170

Free and independent trade unions
–0.033
–0.166

Non-state mass media
–0.222
+0.152

Unions of entrepreneurs
–0.294
–0.129

Protestant Church
–0.370
–0.569

Opposition Political Parties 
–0.667
–0.222

Thus, those trusting the president are filled with confidence in all other state institutions as well as to the institutions related to the president. It is in a way symbolic that state-run mass media take the second place after the head of state in the top hierarchy of confidence. They go before the traditionally respected Orthodox Church and the Army. These mass media, enjoying high credit of presidential supporters, to a greater extent build “right” picture of the world inducing and bringing up trust to other state institutions as well. Positive attitude to the head of state and state-run mass media is naturally combined with distrust to non-favored independent trade unions, non-state mass media and especially to the opposition.

The group of distrusting the president is mirror-like. It still survives painful impression from October voting. Pro-presidential parties and the Central Election Commission that are not heard and not seen in a regular time cause their strongest distrust. Also, all other institutions related to the head of state, first of all the Government and the “vertical of power” that are closest to the president, receive a huge part of non-confidence from those who distrust the president. 

At the same time, closer analysis of indexes in Table 17 shows that hierarchy of confidence with those trusting and distrusting the president isn’t that mirror-like. Those distrusting the president not only distrust state and other institutions related to the president but they also distrust almost all civic institutions opposing the president in this or that degree. Hierarchy of indexes with those distrusting the president is strongly shifted to general non-confidence. Thus, they give highest confidence to independent research centers but the index of confidence (+0.233) is still less that the index of confidence to the state-run mass media found with those who trust the president (+0.728). On the contrary, those who distrust the president almost totally distrust pro-presidential parties (–0.805) but non-confidence of those trusting the president in the opposition is not that unanimous (–0.667).

As it goes from Table 17, some civic institutions (human rights organizations and independent trade unions) as well as Catholic and Protestant Churches, which are hardly A. Lukashenko’s strongholds, provoke even greater distrust with those who distrust the head of state than with those who trust him.

In other words, those who distrust the president (at least, their major part) do not confide in the bodies independent of him or opposing him. To put it short, they don’t confide in anyone or anything.

The situation seems very alike to the Russian one outlined a year ago in the article by D. Furman and K. Kaariajnen “I trust the president. Transformation of social support to authorities in the post-Soviet Russia”
.
We should like to quote some conclusions made by the Russian and Finnish researches based on the polling in Russia. “Decrease of trust to the president causes not growth but decline of trust to other institutions which this way turn not alternative sources of trust but a kind of zones that pick up or not the light from the only source – trust to the president. They “shine with reflected light.” If trust to the president is especially high, then it to a certain degree extends to the other institutions. However, if a man doesn’t trust the president, he/she most often doesn’t trust to anything else… Distrust to the president isn’t distrust to a personality, but a general distrust to the society and the world, a general dissatisfaction with these and with their position, “misanthropy”… The majority of distrusting is not adherents of a party or a political ideology but simply “aloof” people who “don’t believe in anything” and who are passive.”

Comparing these conclusions to the data of Table 17, we can see that the group of those in Belarus who distrust A. Lukashenko is in a way “better” than the group of those who distrust V. Putin in Russia. The Belarusians distrusting the president still have certain, yet not very strong, “magnets of confidence” which are independent research centers and mass media. Also, their degree of confidence in the opposition is higher (to be more exact, not less) than of those for whom A. Lukashenko is a hero. Nevertheless, similarity of the situations in Russia and Belarus is obvious.

Table 18 proves that the majority of those who have no sympathy to A. Lukashenko are not necessarily supporters of classic democracy.

Table 18

Voting at October 17 presidential election depending on answers to the question "Do you think this is the Belarusian Parliament that should appoint the Government and control its activity?", %


Variant of answer
Whom did you vote for at the election of October 17?


For A. Lukashenko’s supporter (35.2)
For A. Lukashenko’s opponent (9.6)
For an independent candidate (21.3)
I didn’t vote (15.2)

Do you think this is the Belarusian Parliament that should appoint the Government and control its activity?

Yes (50.9)
52.9
59.3
49.1
49.5

No (21.0)
19.0
18.3
27.9
24.1

The right of the legislative body to appoint the government is a classic principle of the parliamentary democracy. It’s certainly needless to say that the political system of Belarus is, to put it mildly, far from implementing this principle. Apart from the right to form up the government (and this would make Belarus the parliamentary republic), the parliament enjoys many other rights exercised by the legislative power in the civilized countries. 

Nevertheless, every second respondent thinks it necessary to empower the parliament with the right to form up the Cabinet.

The data in Table 18 reveals the extent to which this opinion is connected with the attitude to the current authorities. There is direct evidence of such a connection, but it is hardly strong. Presidential opponents are more ready to support the classic principle of the parliamentary republic as well as over half of presidential supporters (more than in the average on sampling).

It is entirely possible that most respondents simply don’t understand clearly what implementation of this principle would mean for Belarus. Perhaps, some of presidential supporters just fell for the word “control”, especially since we don’t talk here about control over the head of state. Answering to this question, respondents might want the parliament to control the government, as there’s never much control. Remarkably, the idea of parliament’s control over the government sounds the most alien to the people who are to a certain degree “aloof”.

Belarusian political system incorporates the opposition, at least de facto. So, the people who don’t want to choose a representative for the authorities or for the opposition and especially those unwilling to cast their votes at all appear to a certain extent aloof from the current political system. This happens not because the system may be insufficiently democratic for them but because the basic parliamentary principle is alien to them in even much greater degree than to followers of an authoritarian ruler.

When analyzing president’s ratings including confidence ratings, researchers and politicians often classify those who answer to their question “no” as A. Lukashenko’s opponents, at least the potential ones. The opposition then is rebuked in that it cannot win such people to its side because of its mediocrity. However, the data of Table 17 brings serious doubts if anyone or anything, in particular a public organization, can win to its side those distrusting the president. Let’s assume that the opposition is “bad” and this is why it cannot attract those people. Now, what about human rights organizations? What about free trade unions? What about the Catholic and Protestant Churches? Are they as well so bad that arouse strong disaffection with those distrusting the president? May be, this is not so much the point of institutions but rather attitude of such people to the world?

It is probable that nothing and no one can win these “people of refusal”, as H. Marcuse call them, or the “alien people”, as D. Furman and K. Kaariajnen called them.

What could win them should probably always bear the features that are far from democratic. These people don’t trust the society in general and can be attracted with the prospect of hate to the entire society only.

Clearly, not all of those distrusting to the president are “alien people”. Thus, 29.5% of distrusting the president already now trust the opposition. However, consolidation of those distrusting the president has very low potential due to a great part of “alien people”. All cannot be consolidated anyway.

This draws to an important conclusion. Changes are impossible unless a considerable part of president’s current supporters moves (or is attracted) into the opposition camp.

Nearly half of Belarusians believe that parliamentary election was free and fair

Results of the parliamentary election and referendum publicized in Belarus by the Central Election Commission appeared so impressive that even the president said he didn’t expect such a wild success. On the contrary, the Belarusian opposition and the West decided that the official data doesn’t communicate the will of the Belarusian citizens. In this regard, interpretation of the political campaigns by voters now seems particularly interesting, especially since Ukrainian events arouse many analogies and comparisons. As per OSCE observers, many violations of the law were registered in both countries. As for the reaction on rigging the election, it came absolutely different in the two countries. In Ukraine, those who voted for V. Yuschenko at the least agreed with OSCE observers. In Belarus, fewer than 30% of respondents supported the statement of OSCE observers (See Table 19).
Table  19

Distribution of answers to the question "OSCE observers stated that "the election didn’t meet 

considerably OSCE obligations on democratic election. "Do you agree with this statement?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents

I don’t agree
33.5
63.0
6.7

I don’t care about this
21.2
20.4
15.2

I agree
29.0
4.5
63.6

Now, let’s put aside so customary for us diametrically opposite standpoints of A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters and opponents and take the place of a regular Belarusian citizen who is far from political fights. In view of a number of historic reasons, Belarusian citizens, to put it mildly, don’t care much about the law as a norm of behavior or about its observance. What’s more, over the ten years of A. Lukashenko’s ruling citizens have got used to that the president’s conduct towards both the opponents inside the country and the West depends on what he thinks is right. He always gets away with this, though. Indeed, the strong are allowed much.

On the other hand, one may disagree with OSCE’s criteria of assessment and tough wordings (estimate “by law” is alien to the Slavic nature) and at the same time agree that it wasn’t an upright fight (category “truth” is closer to the Slavs). In our case, only one third of respondents have certain claims while almost a half believes that all is good (See Table 20).
Table 20

Distribution of answers to the question "Was this election free and fair?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents

Yes, it was free and fair
48.5
86.3
10.7

No, it was neither free nor fair
35.2
4.6
75.5

Apart from monitoring of the voting procedure at the referendum, the Gallup Organization / Baltic Surveys conducted exit-polls in a number of constituencies. It turned put that the results they received strikingly (by 30%!) differed from the official ones. As we see it, the problem is that most Belarusians was never introduced to these results. One third of respondents said they have heard (58% – never heard) about Gallup Institute’s results on referendum while much fewer respondents said they heard something on the election results. This is why introducing citizens to the true results of the election is the most important task, and there’s less and less time to accomplish it. Perhaps, the standpoints of voters will change then. So far, comparing data of the Central Election Commission and the Gallup Institute on the referendum, the majority of Belarusians trusts more the agency of Mrs. Ermoshina rather than the Gallup Institute (44.3% vs. 28.6%).

Back to estimation of the election results, most respondents haven’t come to the conclusion that they were cheated and that the authorities stole their votes. This is primarily why the protest actions of the opposition, with respect to courage of their organizers and participants, were few and short. However, the protest provoked a wide response (three thirds of respondents have heard about it) due to the brutal reaction of the authorities that was broadcast by largest European TV channels. Attitude of the society to such methods of struggle is by far mixed (See Table 21).
Table  21

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to the protest actions of the opposition (on October 18-20) against rigging referendum and parliamentary election?", %


Variant of answer
All respondents
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents

Negative
39.2
73.2
10.7

I don’t care about this
30.3
21.9
25.1

Positive
28.3
1.6
63.6

Clearly, beating peaceful demonstrators and journalists is not good. Most Belarusians didn’t see grounds for violent protests. Otherwise, they would quickly make the Belarusian “Isle of independence”. Millions of Belarusians didn’t find anything extraordinary – arbitrariness, unlawfulness and falsification – in what took place at the election only because they took president’s another “elegant” victory as a self-evident thing, because they got used to festive mood at the polling stations and because they are far from procedural nuances. Presidential supporters are triumphing. Opponents are revolting. Yet, the majority doesn’t care. So far, the society hasn’t yet reached a critical mass of discontent. Therefore, whatever is nowadays said about role of modern political technologies for revolution-making and their key role in Kiev events, we cannot agree with such assertions. Technologies are certainly important, but they cannot bring a success if the state of minds is different and if there is no indignation over the actions of the authorities and readiness to seek the truth. 

One of referendum’s benefits has possibly become attention of the world community to Belarus that has jumped sharply up after October 17. In the West, hot debates are held among those who are somehow related to Belarus on its further strategy towards the official Minsk. No decisions have been taken yet, but for all there the referendum has become a kind of Rubicon after which the events taking place in the country can’t be ignored. Remarkably, the Belarusians didn’t take the carte blanche for A. Lukashenko’s life governance, which will bias the whole world against them, for an event at all (See Table 22).
Table  22

Distribution of answers to the question "In what way will referendum and parliamentary election 

influence the relations:", %


Variant of answer
With the West
With Russia

They will aggravate
36.1
14.6

They won’t change 
37.2
51.8

They will improve
12.5
21.9

Why should relations with Russia aggravate if nothing bad has happened in Belarus? As for the West, it isn’t an authority for many here.
Political climate in Belarus: Christmas frost

Such a description of the political climate in Belarus isn’t slander or revenge. This is a conclusion that goes from the polling data. If the king of frosts rules in the streets, the king of fear rules in the Belarusian houses nowadays (See Table 23).

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question "What do you think about readiness of the Belarusians to express their political standpoints?"


Variant of answer
%

No one is afraid to express his/her political standpoints
19.1

Only some people are afraid
21.5

Many are afraid 
40.7

All are afraid
13.0

We asked respondents to estimate a general level of fear in the present-day society, not to say if they are afraid to speak out their opinions. Psychologically, man feels uncomfortable to say that he/she is afraid of publicizing his/her opinion even in anonymous questionnaires. Indirect questions help overcome this psychological barrier so that, in this particular case, people often say about themselves when speaking about others. Thus, it has turned out that the index of fear is fairly high. Nearly every second man speaks about mass fear (53.7%). This result doesn’t much agree with the official statements on that the Belarusians “have got a better living and a more interesting living” over the past years and especially after the recent referendum.
Answers to the next two questions give political explanation of the reasons to this fear (See Tables 24 and 25).
Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question "To which extent are you satisfied with democratization in Belarus?"



Variant of answer
%

Fully satisfied
15.9

Rather satisfied
31.0

Rather dissatisfied
23.3

Absolutely dissatisfied
21.9

Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, are human rights observed in Belarus?"


Variant of answer
%

No
19.9

Rather not
24.8

Rather yes
32.1

Yes
17.0

Those dissatisfied with the state of democracy and with human rights observance are approximately equal – 45.2% and 44.7% respectively. Sociology has found (P. Bourdieu) that switching to special political questions decreases the number of respondents ready and able to give specific answer. Truly, the part of discontented in Tables 24 and 25 is approximately by 10% less than the part of those who noted mass spreading of fear in Table 23. We can make the conclusion that a major (if not the only) reason of such wide fear dissemination within the society is purely political.

The ratio proximity of those who talk about mass fear and aren’t afraid to speak out their dissatisfaction with the situation in the country looks paradoxical at first sight. If a man talks about mass fear (and this means that he most likely has fear himself), how isn’t he/she afraid to talk about bad situation over human rights and democracy? Let us explain this. First, answering in the positive to the question on fear proliferation some part of respondents still gives a general estimation of the situation rather than describes their inner state. Second, the questionnaire is anonymous and the questions on democracy and human rights are impersonal. Thus, respondent may think in the following way: “If I say that we have little democracy here and this is publicized, I personally won’t be put in jail.”

Actually, this is true. As regards speeches in public and in particular statements on absence of democracy, one can easily be taken behind the bars in this case. Recent investigations carried by the Prosecutor’s Office against S. Kalyakin, H. Pogonyailo, A. Dobrovolsky, V. Frolov and V. Kolos are quite illustrative. To remind, the reason was exactly statements of these politicians on exceptional non-democracy of October election and referendum. Clearly, the respondents not necessarily know about all this, but part of those who gave no answer greatly increases in the answers to the questions on the character of the election. Thus, when asked if the candidates had equal conditions in the course of the election, 40.7% of respondents answered in the positive, 27.9% – in the negative and 31.4% gave no answer. When asked if the election was free and fair, 48.5% said “yes”, 35.2% – “no” and 16.3%. Also, 29% of the polled agreed (33.4% – didn’t agree, 21.2% – were indifferent and 16.3% gave no answer) with the statement of OSCE observers that “this election didn’t meet OSCE obligations on democratic elections essentially.”

In other words, around 30% of respondents consider the recent election hardly democratic, which is much less that the number of those who noted deficit of democracy in the country (See Table 24). We would like to turn again to idea of fear. Quite possibly, most of those who aired their discontent in abstract form chose to keep silent in their answers to the hot questions on democracy (or non-democracy) of election. Hence, the above mentioned politicians are not alone in their claims.

Belarusians no longer wish to integrate with Russia?…

According to the data from Table 26, supporters of Russia-Belarus integration has been reducing significantly. Nowadays, they are only 11.6% while they were twice as much two years ago. Also, followers of closer relations between the two countries within the framework of a special union have considerably gone down (yet, the official mass media continue actively promoting such a union). Today, they are less than a half of respondents (47.8%). On the contrary, the number of those who prefer regular relations (like between the other CIS countries) have jumped over lately (by almost 1.6-fold!).
Table 26

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "What variant of Russia-Belarus integration would you personally prefer?", %



Variant of answer
12'02
03'03
06'04
11'04

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states with close political and economic ties
51.7
48.0
49.7
47.8

Russia-Belarus relations should be the same as between other CIS member states
19.7
19.3
25.5
32.1

Belarus and Russia should form one state with  a single president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
21.2
25.6
15.5
11.6

This dynamics suggests that the integration idea supported by the majority has been promoted in such a form and in such ways that absolutely different attitude to it have started prevailing in the society. It has turned out that Belarus-Russia integration was rather a propaganda trick for A. Lukashenko who intended to get political benefits and substantial financial aid from the eastern neighbor. Support of the idea has greatly weakened when man’s personal interest to move to the Kremlin came out from behind the pretence of care about “common man” and “history of Slavic peoples.” Finally, when it became obvious that A. Lukashenko would never reach Kremlin in the foreseeable future, his electorate along with the initiator started losing interest in the integration idea.

V. Putin’s notorious statement about the necessity of putting “flies on the side” dispelled the remaining integration moods. Also, the citizens found out that not all was well in Russia, and it was too early to give out yet weak and odd independence for that. To give you an example, six months ago three of five Belarusians believed that Russia is more democratic than Belarus (See Table 27). Today, this is the opinion of every third respondent (30.8%), although very few (only 21.6%) respect their own democracy.
Table 27

Dynamics of answers to the question "In your opinion, is it Russia or Belarus that have achieved greater progress in building a democratic state and a civic society?", %



Variant of answer
03'03
09'03
03'04
11'04

Russia
56.3
50.6
45.2
30.8

Belarus
17.8
17.2
21.3
21.6

Both countries equally
25.9
20.0
21.8
32.4

The project of conversion to the Russian currency also lost many of its supporters for the same period. Thus, 44.2% of respondents supported the idea eighteen months ago and only 31.6% support it nowadays (See Table 28). People have finally understood that the Russian ruble is a currency of a different country unlike the collective euro. What’s more, its introduction would mean giving out the right to manage Belarusian finances, i.e. giving out a part of sovereignty.
Table 28

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "In your opinion, should Russian currency be 

introduced in Belarus?", %


Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04

Yes
44.2
33.3
35.6
31.6

No 
34.4
48.2
48.0
52.4

In fact, why converting to a foreign currency if, in the opinion of the majority (56.6%), there are no prospects of Russia-Belarus unification in the near future (See Table 29). Some six months ago, every third citizen (33.9%) hoped for integration; today – only every fifth (21%). In addition, experts say that the Russian ruble is firm unless oil and gas market is stable. Also, the default of 1998 following which many Belarusian citizens lost their deposits in the Russian banks is still in the memories.
Table 29

Dynamics of answers to the question "Will Russia and Belarus integrate into one single state in the near future or not?", %


Variant of answer
06'04
11'04

Will not integrate 
45.7
56.6

Will integrate
33.9
21.0

Remarkably, weakening of integration moods has greatly reduced the number of Belarusians who would like to see V. Putin as the president of hypothetical Russia-Belarus Union State. Previously his rating exceeded A. Lukashenko’s rating (sometimes, twofold or threefold!). Now, it is for the first time since 1999 that the Belarusian president has taken the lead by 5.5% (29.8% vs. 24.3%).
Table 30

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "If there’s a referendum on the Constitution of 

Russia-Belarus Union State, how will you vote?", %


Variant of answer
10'01
12'02
06'04
11'04

I will vote «for»
43.8
46.1
42.9
40.9

I will vote «against»
20.2
20.4
25.0
30.5

I will not take part in the voting
17.8
13.7
16.5
9.5

At such a background, frosty attitude of the Belarusians to the so-called Russia-Belarus Union State does not surprise. According to Table 30, some 41% of respondents are ready to vote for the Constitution of this odd formation at a probable referendum. Over 30% said they would vote against. Taking into account those who will not participate in such a referendum (9.5%) – and this is fair because boycott is a form of protest as well – the number of this union’s opponents (or its Constitution, which is the same) will be equal to supporters. Therefore, this Constitution can pass nowadays only if the Belarusian system of vote-counting is applied. 

Have a cell phone, a follower of privatization!

Speaking recently before the new House of Representatives, unexpectedly A. Lukashenko sharply criticized some points of his own economic policy. He was particularly frustrated with the relations between the state and private entrepreneurship, those “lousy fleas” he promised to “throw away”. In general, his speech had a shade of surrealism, improbability, drama and populism. How can one believe in that an ardent follower of Soviet collective farm economy has suddenly seen the light and turns his economic course by 180 degrees? How can he throw out the fruit of his economic counselors and managers to the garbage of history? We think that his “pioneer” flame is just a PR campaign aimed at demonstrating “wisdom, honor and consciousness” of the current epoch to presidential supporters and generate hopes for possible changes in the hearts of his opponents. In reality, the changes are not likely to come. A. Lukashenko would change his mentality so radically only to retain his power. So far, nothing and no one threatens him seriously.

How do voters really take the components of the carried economic course? Is A. Lukashenko really led by the opinion of the majority in taking economic decisions? Let’s consider this issue in respondents’ attitude towards privatizing of Belarusian enterprises. “We won’t allow wild grab-what-you-can privatization of the public property!” The official propaganda has been inducing this unchanging slogan of the so-called “market socialism” for already many years. Polling results in Table 31 well demonstrate the fruit of such policy.

Table 31

Distribution of answers to the question on the sale of Belarusian enterprises into private ownership, % 

(more than one answer is possible, reduced to 100%)



Variant of answer
11'04

Allow sale of Belarusian enterprises,
62.2

among them to:

Belarusian entrepreneurs
29.3

Western businessmen
9.8

Russian businessmen
5.4

Anyone who’s ready to pay
17.7

Do not allow sale of Belarusian enterprises into private ownership
37.8

Thus, only 37.8% of respondents stand against sale of private enterprises into private ownership. Mainly, these are A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters. Most of them trust him (70.6%), voted for him at the presidential election of 2001 (71.9%) and are ready to vote for him again (69.2%). They are satisfied with democratization in Belarus (64.7%), human rights observance (65.9%) and believe that the election was free and fair (66.9%). They supported president’s proposal at the recent referendum (70.4%) and would like to integrate with Russia (62.2%). They are mainly women (60.7%) aged 50 and over (52.4%) with a low level of education (elementary, incomplete secondary and secondary – 69.8%) and pensioners (40.3%) who are residents of small towns and villages (60.9%). Their per capita incomes are mostly (87.9%) below minimum consumer budget. 
Nowadays, there are already 62.2% (i.e. 1.6-fold more) of those who think that Belarusian enterprises should be sold into private ownership. These are absolutely different people: only 31.8% of them trust the president, 34.6% voted for him at the presidential election of 2001 and 33.4% would vote for him again. Only 25.2% of them are satisfied with democratization in the country, 37.9% – with human rights observance and 36.3% say the latest election was free and fair. Some 34.7% of them voted for A. Lukashenko at the referendum and 40.8% stand for integration with Russia (43.7% – for accession to the EU). There are almost equally men and women among them, mostly under 50 (72.2%) with secondary and higher education. Their per capita incomes correspond to the average in the country.

The group of those who think that enterprises should be sold to anyone who is ready to pay (17.7%) differs even more sharply. Only 15% of them trust the president, 18.9% voted for him at the previous election and 20.2% would vote for him anew. There are 17.4% among them of those who are satisfied with democratization in the country, 21% of those who are satisfied with human rights observance and 25.2% of those who believe that previous election was free and fair. Some 19.5% of them voted for president’s proposal at the referendum and 33.3% would like to integrate with Russia (49.5% – with EU). These are mainly men (54.6%), people under 50 (78%) with secondary and higher education (87.8%) whose per capita incomes are even lower than in the entire group of privatization supporters.

According to the analysis, there’s a firm connection between respondents’ attitude to privatization and cell phone ownership. Only 19.2% of those who stand against privatizing in general have cell phones while among those who support privatizing this figure is 43.2%. Higher is the number of cell phone owners (51.3%) among those who are ready to sell Belarusian enterprises to any investor. In the whole world, cell phone is a symbol of progress! Tomorrow is with its owners. 

Good is there where we are not present?…

As the polling data shows, nearly 80% of adult population say that their per capita incomes don’t exceed the minimum consumer budget, i.e. the level of simple reproduction (See Table 32). This figure hasn’t changed for the past three years. The same is the part of those whose incomes are above the minimum consumer budget. Hence, assertions of the state-run mass media on the constant growth of people’s welfare are doubtful. Speaking about improvement of economic situation in the country is too early.

Table 32

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question on the average per capita income (including wages, 

pensions, cash benefits and other earnings) in the previous month, %



Variant of answer
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04

Below minimum consumer budget
87.9
79.6
81.1
81.4
79.6

Above  minimum consumer budget
10.9
19.8
18.4
18.3
19.6

Meanwhile, Table 33 reveals obvious tendency to the growth of optimist in the mass thinking as regards changes in the socio-economic situation in the near future. Thus, the number of those who believe that the situation will aggravate over the coming years has decreased nearly twofold. At the same time, there are now twice as many of those who think that it will improve. Two years ago the first were twice as many as the second while now the second are twice as many as the first. 

Table 33

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "How will socio-economic situation in Belarus change within coming years?", %


Variant of answer
09'02
09'03
11'04

Will improve
16.9
19.6
34.1

Will not change
31.6
38.4
37.0

Will aggravate
34.7
28.5
17.7

This way obvious pessimism of respondents about the living conditions changes into optimism when it comes to closer estimates of country’s socio-economic prospects. Why does this happen? In our opinion, the reason is strengthening propaganda of socio-economic achievements of the authorities that has been actively affecting the minds of the Belarusians over the past years. Analysis of the data from Table 34 gives us good evidences of this.

Table 34

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "Compare standard of living in Belarus and in the neighboring countries. Which is higher?", %



Variant of answer
Higher 
The same
Lower 


11'99
11'04
11'99
11'04
11'99
11'04

In Poland
85.3
72.8
7.5
19.4
2.0
6.0

In Latvia
77.8
57.5
12.6
29.5
3.2
10.9

In Lithuania
77.7
53.6
12.5
33.6
3.2
10.3

In Russia
24.5
30.8
40.9
44.6
29.6
22.8

In Ukraine
9.8
11.7
34.2
33.0
50.7
53.1

Thus, respondents give lower estimates to socio-economic achievements in the neighboring countries lately. In particular, those who say that the living standard in Latvia, Lithuania and Poland is higher than in Belarus (by 12-24 points) have sharply decreased. There are more of those who think it’s the same as in Belarus or even lower. By the way, Belarus can hardly reach the basic indicators characterizing living standard in those countries even in the long-term perspective.

Basically, the citizens who visited those countries say their living standard is higher than in Belarus. On the contrary, those who haven’t been to these countries claim their living standard is lower or the same as in Belarus. Thus, 88.2% of those who visited Poland say that its living standard is higher than in Belarus and only 2.7% still say that it’s lower. As for those who went to Lithuania, the ratio is 65.5% vs. 9.1% respectively. This means living standard in the neighboring countries is underestimated by those who don’t know real situation and estimate their livings based on the official propaganda.

Despite active work of state-run mass media telling about “infringement of employee’s rights” in Poland and the Baltic States, most citizens estimate living conditions of their neighbors as more preferable. To put it differently, life in the countries which carried economic reforms is by far better. Unfortunately, not all know this. 

Non-state press must win back reader’s credit

The year 2004 has become one of the most hard and darkest in the history of Belarusian non-state mass media. Growing administrative pressure from the authorities and unequal economic conditions as compared with the state-run mass media have resulted in cutting of editions (some 20 newspapers were closed or suspended and no new newspapers were open),  financial aggravation of still published newspapers, personnel flow and eventually worsening of general quality.

The general trend certainly influenced the state of the media field as an important part of the parallel democratic society. At the background of stabilizing political regime and its relative economic success (no matter how these were reached and how stable they will be), all democratic infrastructure (political parties, NGO’s and independent mass media) working in a more and more alien environment was gradually squeezed to the back seat of social life. The official authorities continued pursuing their policy so that democratic products (seminars, newspapers, analytical materials, etc.) didn’t reach the citizens.

Selling information is the essence of the press’ activity. Just like in any other business, this has its own laws of success and reasons of failures. Reader’s opinion can be taken with skepticism but the future of the press depends directly on reader’s attitude to the press. Non-state mass media always had problems with this part (See Table 35).

Table 35

Distribution of answers to the question "What information do you think is more relevant and 

reliable?" (more than one answer is possible)*


Variant of answer
%

Presented by the state-run mass media
54.7

Presented by the Russian mass media
42.7

Presented by non-state media
32.3

Presented by non-state research centers
17.3

Presented by state-run research centers
14.1

Presented by Russian research centers
7.4

Other sources
3.3

* All tables are read down

By tradition, standpoints of A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters (21.9% of all respondents) and opponents (31.1%) look mirror-like when they answer to the questions about values. Thus, advantage of the state-run mass media over non-state media is eight-fold among president’s supporters (92.5% vs. 11.0%) while this ratio is opposite but exactly bright among presidential opponents (16.4% vs. 55.9%).

President’s supporters and opponents are ideologically “clean” social groups with distinct political viewpoints. However, most Belarusians (nearly a half) are classified among the so-called vacillating. The problem of the mass media is that this most numerous group considers information of the state-run press more reliable than non-state information (62.5% vs. 26.6%).

Similar is the situation in the other group whose representatives don’t distinguish with pronounced political engagement. These are those who voted for independent candidates – 45% vs. 38.3%. Dynamics of trust to state-run and non-state media doesn’t encourage either (See Table 36).

Table 36

Dynamics of trust to state-run and non-state mass media, %


Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
03'99
04'00
04'01
04'02
09'03
11'04

State-run mass media:

– trust

– distrust
43.7

21.0
41.8

26.0
39.1

31.0
38.5

31.6
33.1

35.4
38.7

43.1
49.7

36.5
51.7

36.8

Non-state mass media:

– trust

– distrust
25.4

24.1
19.6

32.6
21.8

32.6
25.7

31.9
25.3

31.8
32.2

43.9
46.0

35.1
40.7

42.3

As regards the reaction of politicized majority, it isn’t in favor of independent media too: 40% of vacillating trust them and 39.7% – distrust (to compare this ratio with the state-run media, it’s 61.4% vs. 21.6%).

Referendum and parliamentary election is a hot time for the press as well as the most serious examination of their professional skills. All merits and demerits of the media are exposed upon covering of such large-scale political campaigns. In the opinion of Belarusians, how did the mass media pass this exam?

Data of Table 37 doesn’t look very encouraging. By the way, one of the basic reasons of why OSCE observers estimated parliamentary election in the negative was an openly biased political standpoint of the state-run media demonstrating one-way-street game. There was only one standpoint presented in all state-run newspapers and on TV channels – an official one. Nevertheless, 3.5-fold more respondents said the state-run press covered the election and the referendum in a more unbiased way than non-state press. We won’t stop much on the estimates of the antagonistic group of president’s convinced supporters and opponents as well as of those who voted for candidates-supporters or candidates-opponents of A. Lukashenko. These people have already done their choice and it’s unlikely to change. As regards those who voted for independent candidates, 42.4% of respondents gave preference to how Belarusian state-run media covered the election and the referendum (35.9% – to the Russian mass media and only 16.9% – to the Belarusian non-state media).

Table 37

Distribution of answers to the question "Which mass media covered the campaign on referendum and parliamentary election of October 17 in a more unbiased way?", % (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
A. Lukashenko’s

 supporters
A. Lukashenko’s

 opponents
Vacillating

Belarusian state-run mass media
48.3
83.4
14.9
53.9

Russian mass media
30.6
10.6
53.2
25.1

Belarusian independent mass media
13.4
3.2
24.4
10.8

Western mass media
9.1
0.5
20.3
5.7

Clearly, there’s a temptation to explain such unfavorable results by governmental pressure and irrational behavior of the Belarusians. Yet, the voter is known to punish the hardest those who choose such simple explanations.

Perhaps, this is not just the point of making the Belarusians zombie and their total inability to think critically? After all, the Russian media (just like the Belarusian non-state) were as well analytical in their covering of the election and the referendum, especially of the protest actions of those disagreeing with the official results. They both spoke about one and the same issue, yet the information was estimated in favor of the Russians? Are these the professional skills of the latter that mattered and not just the political standpoint of the audience and journalists? The data below proves that the Belarusian audience in its majority takes reasonably the process of information-gathering; it wants more sources of information (See Table 38).

Table 38

Distribution of answers to the question "Broadcasting of Russian radio and TV channels has been considerably cut down in Belarus lately. What’s your attitude to this?", %



Variant of answer
All 

respondents
A. Lukashenko’s

supporters
A. Lukashenko’s

opponents

Negative
64.0
43.8
81.2

I don’t care about this
27.5
43.8
13.6

Positive
3.8
6.2
1.6

Reduction of Russian TV and radio broadcasting predicted by the Information Minister V. Rusakevich due to a low quality of programs causes irritation of not only president’s opponents but many supporters as well. Apparently, this is because the Belarusians don’t like the attempts to restrict their choice. As for the alternative, many already know what it is: one third of respondents watch programs of cable TV (transmitting many channels besides Belarusian) and 13.5% watch satellite TV (See Table 39).

Table 39

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you watch TV programs on:", %



Variant of answer
I watch
I don’t watch

Regular TV
91.5
6.8

Cable TV
33.1
61.6

Satellite TV
13.5
80.1

So, a major question is why a substantial part of the society, and not only A. Lukashenko’s loyal followers, is very much reserved about independent press? Why do non-state media lose average reader? To put it briefly, over the ten years of A. Lukashenko’s governance the country greatly changed, working conditions have sharply aggravated for not only independent press but for the entire non-state sector. The authorities are more and more rigid towards non-state media which are always regarded as their political opponents. Hence, the runs go down and editions got closed. Also, political discomfort is increasing as these processes take place at the background of state-run media development – new color supplements are published, FM radio stations and TV programs are open.

What is especially frustrating, young journalists are more willing to work for the official mass media. They certainly understand what happens in the country and fully believe in what they say and write about. Perhaps, they are led by assurance that A. Lukashenko is a serious figure for long, that he is supported by strong government with all the trappings – courts, prosecutor’s office, police, taxation bodies, etc. In their opinion, those who disagree with the authorities are lost idealists without any prospects in the Belarusian media space.

Another important issue is to which extent currently poor state of independent press is the result of the policy of authorities and to which extent this is the consequence of personal mistakes. Naturally, it is easy to assign everything to the plots of the authoritarian regime. Then, nothing should be done till its collapse because nothing can be changed. Provided the errors of editors and journalists are admitted (let alone governmental pressure), independent mass media should take efforts to correct them and make their best to win reader’s credit.

Will the Belarusian community of journalists be able to solve this complicated problem independently, without help from outside? We think not because of the entire state machinery standing against it. Yet, serious discussions in the West on the situation in Belarus which began after the referendum witness in favor of such assistance. For Europe and the USA, free press is not only an integral part of civic society but one of the most efficient instruments of democracy promotion. Changes in Belarus are hardly possible without the system of bringing alternative information to the population. Belarusian democrats alone will not be able to build such a system. Now, is the journalist community ready to use efficiently foreign aid? Saying “yes”, we must not forget that addressee of our independent press are not Western democracies but the Belarusians with their stereotypes and controversies. It is their trust that should be won back as soon as possible. 
Clever tongue will take anywhere?

Since 1995, the IISEPS has polled respondents on their language of everyday communication. The number of those who said they spoke Russian fluctuated between 37% and 47% during the whole period of researches, the part of those using Belarusian language in their everyday life – from 2% to 7% and over half of respondents mentioned  transient forms “Belarusian and Russian” and “mixture of Belarusian and Russian”.

Analysis of this research
 revealed that Russian-speaking respondents as compared to the other in Belarus, despite common beliefs, are greater adherents of Belarus’ independence and economic freedom and approve A. Lukashenko the least.

These conclusions have provoked criticism of a number of politicians and researches. In particular, they objected to the very criteria of language preference measurement. In the opinion of our critics, the very question is not very correct as under current conditions Belarusian-speakers often have to speak Russian, for ex. at work. Therefore, they say, the number of Belarusian-speaking population is significantly understated in the questions on the language of everyday use and this brings down the value of the entire analysis.

To find out if the above criticism was fair, the IISEPS asked a slightly different question on language preferences (See Table 40).

Table 40

Distribution of answers to the question "What language do you speak in the family?" 

(more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Belarusian
20.8

Russian
81.0

Other
5.4

Language compulsion – administrative or social – doesn’t take place in the family. It is within the family that a man learns the language. Also, a spouse is chosen freely and as a rule with account to cultural compatibility. As far as more than one answer was possible in the question on the language of communication in the family, data of Table 40 should be supplement with data on language “intersections”. Thus, 13.7% of respondents say they speak only Belarusian in the families, 73.6% – only Russian, 6.8% – both Russian and Belarusian and 4.7% – some other language (except Russian and Belarusian). All other combinations – Belarusian and other language, Russian and other language, Belarusian, Russian and other language – were given less than 0.5% each and will not be considered in our further discussion.

We would like to compare this data with the results of the Ukrainian Institute of Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences
 (See Table 41).

Table 42 proves the fact of social compulsion in Belarus. The respondents were offered to choose the language of communication with the interviewer.

Table 41

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your language of communication in the family?", %


Variant of answer
1992
2000

Only Ukrainian 
36.9
39.1

Only Russian
29.1
36.0

Differently, it depends 
32.0
24.8

Other language
2.0
0.2

Table 42

Connection between the language of communication in the family and the language a respondent chose to speak during the interview, %*


Variant of answer
Language of communication in the family


Belarusian 
(13.7)
Russian

(73.6)
Both Russian and 

Belarusian(6.8)
Other 

(4.7)

Interview in Belarusian (10.1)
48.5
2.2
14.7
21.2

Interview in Russian (89.9)
51.5
97.1
85.3
78.8

* This table and tables below are read down.  Figures in brackets represent the part of respondents who chose this or that variant of answer

Every second of those who speaks only Belarusian at home chose to talk in this very language. In all other language groups, percentage of those who wanted to speak Belarusian in the interview was much lower. Remarkably, the part of those who preferred to speak Belarusian with the interviewer was larger among those who speak Ukrainian, Polish, etc. at home rather than among those speaking only Russian or both Russian and Belarusian in their families. 

We should admit that our critics were partially right: social pressure is a real fact, and the part of Belarusian-speaking citizens increases when we change the question on the language of everyday use for the question on language of communication in the family. However, even in this case they make only one fifth of all respondents and even less if we cross out bilingual communication in the family.

Some supporters of the Belarusian national idea interpret social language compulsion as hatred of “Russian-speaking mass” to the Belarusian culture and Belarusian language. In our opinion, speaking about hatred is absolutely inappropriate here, especially since ethnic Belarusians make a major part of this “mass”. In our researches, we managed to measure the degree of hostile attitude to the Belarusian language.

During the entire history of independence, debates have been held in Belarus if the Belarusian language should be the only official language in the country or two languages should be admitted official in Belarus. Meanwhile, we have found out that there’s a third variant widely introduced in the mass thinking that has never been spoken about (See Table 43).

Table 43

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


Variant of answer
%

Belarus should have only one official language - Belarusian
16.8

Belarus should have two official languages – Belarusian and Russian
71.8

Belarus should have only one official language - Russian
7.1

The group demanding that the Russian language should be recognized the only official language is the only to be really placed among true foes of Belarusification. In Table 44, we show distribution of official language adherents among the studied language groups. Supporters of two official languages make almost a half of even those who speak only Belarusian in their families. They are greater in number than adherents of the Belarusian language as the official even in this language group. It should also be noted that, in the degree of their adherence to the Belarusian language and its official status, those speaking other language than Russian or Belarusian at home stand at the second place after Belarusian-speaking citizens. On the other hand, as Table 5 shows, Russian-speaking citizens is not the only group willing to revoke Belarusian the status of the official language, even though this idea is mostly popular among them.

Table 44

Connection between the language of communication in the family and the status of languages 

in the country, %


Variant of answer
Language of communication in the family


Belarusian

(13.7)
Russian

(73.6)
Belarusian and Russian (6.8)
Other

(4.7)

Belarus should have only one official language –Belarusian (16.8)
42.5
11.2
14.4
35.1

Belarus should have two official languages – 

Belarusian and Russian (71.8)
49.4
76.4
77.1
57.0

Belarus should have only one official language –Russian (7.1)
2.6
8.3
6.0
4.0

How are language preferences connected with the values of economic freedom? To a certain degree, Table 45 answers to this question.

Table 45

Connection between the language of communication in the family and attitude to privatization, %



Variant of answer
Language of communication in the family


Belarusian

(13.7)
Russian

(73.6)
Belarusian and Russian (6.8)
Other

(4.7)

Do not allow sale of enterprises into private ownership (39.9)
51.8
34.1
63.6
61.4

Allow sale of enterprises to Belarusian businessmen (31.0)
32.4
31.7
23.6
26.2

Allow sale of enterprises to Western businessmen (10.3)
6.1
12.1
4.7
3.9

Allow sale of enterprises to Russian businessmen (5.7)
6.6
6.0
1.8
2.4

Allow sale of enterprises to anyone ready to pay (18.7)
10.4
21.8
9.7
10.4

Thus, liberal approach to privatization is inherent in the Russian speakers to the greatest extent: the smallest part of them fully rejects privatization and the largest stands for sale of Belarusian state-owned enterprises by purely market laws without regard for personality. Also, their greatest part stands for privatization of Belarusian plants and fabrics by Western investors. By the way, Russian-speaking Belarusians don’t give special preference to Russian investors, at least not more than their Belarusian-speaking nationals.

As regards connection of language preferences with some topical political issues, they are outlined in Table 46.

Table 46

Connection between the language of communication in the family and political preferences, %



Variant of answer
Language of communication in the family


Belarusian

(13.7)
Russian

(73.6)
Belarusian and Russian (6.8)
Other

(4.7)

Do you think that A. Lukashenko should be re-elected at the next presidential election? 

Yes (41.3)
57.6
36.3
56.3
48.4

How did you vote at the referendum of October 17?

For (49.0)
66.0
43.5
66.9
53.1

Against (29.2)
18.0
32.7
19.3
23.3

Was the election of October 17 free and fair?

Yes (48.5)
52.9
45.8
67.5
47.4

No (35.2)
23.8
39.0
12.4
37.5

Obviously, Russian-speaking citizens approve the least current political system in the country. We should like to underline that we are talking here about the degree of likeness. Let’s say, absolute number of those among them who voted “for” at the referendum is more than of those who voted “against”– just like in other language groups – but the basic weight of those who voted “for” is the smallest and of those who voted “against” – the largest.

Finally, in the Table 47 we have traced connection between the language of communication in the family and the eternal Belarusian choice between the East and the West.

Table 47

Voting at the hypothetical referendum on the future of Belarus depending on the language 

of communication in the family, %


Variant of answer
Language of communication in the family


Belarusian

 (13.7)
Russian

 (73.6)
Belarusian and Russian (6.8)
Other

 (4.7)

For integration with Russia (31.2)
36.5
29.8
33.8
29.6

For accession to the EU (20.8)
17.6
21.6
15.7
26.3

For both (18.9)
11.8
20.6
23.0
12.5

Against both (17.3)
18.0
17.6
7.2
24.3

In the degree of willingness to move to Europe, Russian-speaking citizens yield only to the group of national minority representatives. 

As regards integration of Belarus with their “language motherland”, Russian-speaking Belarusians wish this even less than Belarusian-speaking citizens.

To sum up all said above, changing the question on the language of everyday use for the question on the language of communication in the family doesn’t change comparative characteristics of the language groups established earlier: Russian-speaking Belarusians are stronger (at least, more than Belarusian-speaking citizens) adherents of the values like economic, political and national freedom.

Clearly, little compatibility of the very Belarusian language with these values isn’t a reason to such ratios. Despite educated Belarusian-speaking circles loyal to these values, a greater part of the Belarusian-speaking population is poorly educated elderly people residing in villages and small towns. As for the Russian-speaking citizens, a part of highly-educated city-dwellers and youth is considerably greater among them. Therefore, these socio-demographic characterizes and not the language of communication in the family in itself turn determinant in this case. 

However, this advantage of socio-demographic reasons over the language reasons is a purely Belarusian phenomenon distinguishing this country from, let’s say, neighboring Ukraine where exists a strong relation between the language and adherence to European values, as the recent presidential election showed. Naturally, many Russian-speaking Ukrainians voted for V. Yuschenko while some Ukrainian-speaking citizens gave their votes to V. Yanukovich. Yet, most of Ukrainian-speaking population preferred a leader of pro-European opposition. This connection between the language and the political preferences was especially obvious in the “far” west and “far” east of Ukraine.

In Belarus, connection between the language and preferred values is different and even opposite to the one in Ukraine. We don’t know how and when the changes will take place in Belarus, but we’re convinced that this all will be different from how it happened in Ukraine. Despite the well-known proverb, the Belarusian language is not likely to take the Belarusians to Kiev.

Female face of the Belarusian alternative 

Despite growth of A. Lukashenko’s rating following huge concentration of state resources during preparation to the referendum, search for an alternative candidate is still widely spread in the Belarusian society. When asked, “Do you think that A. Lukashenko well governed the country and should be re-elected at the next presidential election or some other candidate should take his post and get an opportunity to do this better than him?” 45.2% of respondents said “some other candidate should take this post, 41.3% – “re-elect A. Lukashenko” while others found it difficult to answer. When asked “If you knew a person who can efficiently compete with A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election, would you vote for that man or for A. Lukashenko?” 41.1% said they “would vote for such a candidate”, 32.6% – “for A. Lukashenko” and 26.1% – “so far, I don’t know, I would judge by circumstances.”

As before, the IISEPS gives much attention to the issue of “chances for an alternative” in Belarus, including chances of alternative presidential candidates. In spring and in summer, we published the materials on some potential candidates for political parties and other democratic forces. This time we studied attitude of the Belarusians to potential female candidates. Although in general readiness of societies in post-Soviet countries to choose a female candidate as a head of state is much lower than in many other countries, a number of active and highly skilled women successfully winning political authority have grown in Belarus over lately. Can Belarusian alternative have a female face?

We have found out that Belarus isn’t an exception. Like on the male lists, we included well-known figures from the democratic camp, one figure from the so-called “system opposition” (the Parliament) and one – from the power camp (See Tables 48 and 49) into the list of candidates offered to respondents.

Table 48

Distribution of answers to the question "Imagine you are given candidatures of A. Lukashenko and …* at the presidential election of Belarus. Whom would you vote for?", %


Variant of answer:
А. Lukashenko
and ...*
None of those
DA/NA

Т. Protko, Chairman of the Belarusian 

Helsinki Committee 
47.2
11.4
28.5
12.9

L. Gryaznova, Deputy Chairman of the United Civil Party
47.2
9.2
30.3
13.3

I. Krasovskaya, wife of a disappeared  

business who supported the opposition, and Head of the civic initiative We Remember 
47.8
9.2
32.1
10.9

N. Masherova, ex-deputy of the House of Representatives, a daughter of former head of Belarus
43.4
15.9
28.3
12.4

L. Ermoshina, Chairman of the Central 

Election Commission
47.3
4.8
38.5
9.4

* Short profile of other candidates (variant of answer in each of five identical questions) is given in the leftmost column. Read across.

Table 49

Ratings of potential presidential candidates, %



Rating
А. Lukashenko
Т. Protko
L. Gryaznova 
I. Krasovskaya
N. Masherova
L. Ermoshina

Open*
41.7***
2.7
1.0
1.0
4.5
1.1

In pair with A. Lukashenko
46.6
11.4
9.2
9.2
15.9
4.8

Expected winner in 2006 election** 
69.3
0.2
0
0.1
0.3
0

* Question: "Based on what you know about probable presidential candidates at the next election, who do you presently support?"
** Open question 

*** Average percentage on five pairs of candidates

Analysis of these tables draws to several important conclusions. First, it is obvious that the current president remains a major player in the electoral field and his rating doesn’t change in all combinations. Second, he is still a major but not the only player in this field. Supporters of an alternative, including the “female face” shouldn’t flatter themselves though. Many of them (those far from not only sociology but from the reality as well) just sum up the number of potential voters for different candidates and argue with absolutely unreal figures.

Thus, the figure 45.7% (simple adding of ratings of the four women candidates) doesn’t exist in reality. A true number of voters ready to vote for any of these candidates makes only 2.2%. However, if we sum up all voters ready to vote for this or another candidate, their number will go up to 25.9%! This means that unified electorate of the four female candidates significantly exceeds the electorate of each separate candidate: 25.9% – 15.9% (electorate of N. Masherova) = 10%. Hence, our third conclusion is: only maximum consolidation of the alternative female candidates and their electorates can make competition to the president in the office. Is this an attainable goal at all?

Table 50

Mutual electorate of democratic candidates, %


Potential candidates
Т. Protko
L. Gryaznova
I. Krasovskaya
N. Masherova

Т. Protko
Х
47.2
44.3
44.8

L. Gryaznova
58.6
Х
55.4
50.6

I. Krasovskaya
54.9
55.2
Х
50.7

N. Masherova
32.1
29.2
29.4
Х

* Read across

As it is seen from Table 50, supporters of I. Krasovskaya are more ready to vote for other female candidates (in case there’s an alternative between them and A. Lukashenko) than followers of other candidates for I. Krasovskaya. This reveals that her electorate is so far less stable and less consolidated than the electorate of other politicians. The most “open” (i.e. ready to vote for other democratic candidates) is the electorate of L. Gryaznova. The most “closed” is the electorate of N. Masherova. Electorates of L. Gryaznova and I. Krasovskaya appear sparring partners (i.e. ready to vote for any of these two candidates). Perhaps, this can be explained by their image of a politician-defender. Yet the main thing is that approximately a half of female candidates’ supporters, except for the electorate of N. Masherova, is ready to vote for another democratic candidate.

The key issue of the “female alternative” analysis is how much the potential electorate of democratic female candidates differs from the general electoral and from the democratic electorate. Is it a specifically female electorate? If the answer is positive, female candidates don’t have chances to win because women’s political activity yields greatly to man’s activity. As shows the comparative analysis of “socio-demographic portraits” of these three electorates, there are by far more citizens with higher education, economically active private sector employees residing in big cities among those 25.9% of respondents ready to vote for T. Protko, L. Gryaznova, I. Krasovskaya and N. Masherova as well as among those who showed their readiness to vote for democratic male candidates in spring and summer (See Table 51).

Table 51

Comparative socio-demographic portrait of A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters and opponents, %*



Socio-demographic characteristics
Electorate of women
General electorate

Sex:

Male 
45.2
45.6

Female
54.8
54.4

Age:

Under 30 
27.2
22.3

30 to 50 
48.4
40.0

50 and over
24.4
37.7

Education:

Elementary/secondary incomplete 
12.6
25.1

Secondary
39.0
36.5

Secondary vocational/higher
48.4
37.6

Social status:

Private sector employees
25.0
16.8

Public sector employees
47.6
45.0

Students
7.3
5.5

Pensioners
13.7
26.6

Unemployed/housewives
5.6
5.3

Place of residence:

Capital
21.0
16.7

Regional centers
25.5
19.0

Village
27.3
30.7

Incomes (in thousand  rubles a month per one member of family):

Below 130 
26.9
31.7

130 to 200 
46.4
47.9

200 to 400
21.6
16.6

Over 400
4.1
3.0

* Table is read down



This means that the electorate of potential female candidates is almost identical to the democratic electorate in general. It has little of “specifically female” in it. At the same time, the potential electorate of female candidates doesn’t coincide fully with the electorate of male candidates and in certain characteristics appears even closer to the general electorate. This brings us to the most important conclusion. So far, Belarusian women cannot compete equally with men for the presidential seat but they certainly can increase the electoral resource of a democratic male candidate (for example, if a well-known female political figure joins candidate’s team). “Female features”, if not a “female face”, of the Belarusian alternative can make it closer and more attractive to many voters.

Results of the nation opinion poll conducted

by the IISEPS in November of 2004, %

1. "Did you participate in the deputy election to the House of Representatives of the National Assembly of Belarus and referendum held on October 17?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes 
82.7
75.1
72.1
71.6
78.9
85.4
90.4
88.7

No
16.1
24.9
27.2
27.0
20.1
13.9
8.7
8.9

Refused to answer
0.8
0
0.7
0.7
1.0
0.6
0.5
1.1

NA
0.5
0
0
0.7
0
0.1
0.4
1.3

Table 1.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
87.5
85.7
78.4
84.6
83.2

No
9.5
13.6
20.3
14.9
15.2

Refused to answer
1.0
0.4
1.2
0.5
0.4

NA
2.0
0.3
0.1
0
1.2

Table 1.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
70.4
85.5
76.1
90.3
76.5

No
28.5
13.6
21.5
8.3
10.6

Refused to answer
1.1
0.6
2.4
0.6
1.2

NA
0
0.3
0
0.8
0.7

Table 1.4. Depending on residence


Residence

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes 
78.1
83.8
81.2
84.9
80.6
83.1
87.7

No
21.5
16.2
17.9
13.3
15.5
15.4
11.5

Refused to answer
0.4
0
0
1.0
3.9
0.5
0

NA
0
0
0.9
0.8
0
1.0
0.8

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
78.1
80.5
72.8
84.7
89.0

No
21.5
17.2
25.8
13.9
10.1

Refused to answer
0.4
2.0
0.4
0.8
0.3

NA
0
0.3
1.0
0.6
0.6

2. "If you participated in the election and referendum, when did you vote?"

Table 2.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

I voted before the appointed date
21.0
24.1
22.0
14.9
24.2
19.7
24.1
19.2

I voted on October 17
61.8
52.5
53.7
56.7
55.1
65.4
65.8
68.8

I didn’t vote 
8.8
8.3
16.3
15.3
11.4
6.3
4.8
5.8

Refused to answer
0.7
0
0
0.6
1.0
0.6
0
1.1

NA
7.7
15.1
8.0
12.5
8.3
8.0
5.3
5.1

Table 2.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I voted before the appointed date
16.5
21.7
18.5
22.8
27.8

I voted on October 17
68.3
64.3
60.4
62.4
56.8

I didn’t vote 
7.7
7.2
9.6
8.0
10.7

Refused to answer
1.0
0.4
1.0
0.5
0

NA
6.5
6.4
10.5
6.3
4.7

Table 2.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

I voted before the appointed date
12.1
25.1
31.9
18.5
11.9

I voted on October 17
59.5
60.6
46.4
71.1
53.7

I didn’t vote 
16.2
7.3
12.2
4.8
15.5

Refused to answer
0.7
0.7
0
0.6
1.3

NA
11.5
6.3
9.5
5.0
17.6

Table 2.4. Depending on residence


Residence

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

I voted before the appointed date
15.7
12.5
19.5
28.4
25.6
15.1
31.6

I voted on October 17
62.8
70.6
61.8
57.9
54.1
69.3
56.0

I didn’t vote 
13.2
9.3
10.8
4.8
6.0
10.3
6.3

Refused to answer
0.4
0
0
1.0
2.1
0.4
0.8

NA
7.9
7.5
7.9
7.9
12.9
4.9
5.3

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I voted before the appointed date
15.7
18.3
12.3
22.2
28.2

I voted on October 17
62.8
62.8
62.3
62.5
60.1

I didn’t vote 
13.2
8.6
17.4
6.6
4.7

Refused to answer
0.4
0.7
1.0
1.1
0.3

NA
7.9
9.6
7.0
7.7
6.7

3. "If you participated in the election and referendum, when did you take the decision to do this?"

Table 3.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Long before the election
56.2
45.0
48.2
39.6
49.7
55.1
71.3
65.2

Right before the election (5-6 days)
21.3
22.3
19.6
21.6
25.4
24.7
17.7
17.6

On the day of election
6.0
7.8
5.0
10.9
4.8
6.5
1.4
7.4

NA
16.5
24.9
27.2
27.9
20.1
13.7
9.6
9.8

Table 3.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Long before the election
68.3
56.9
51.0
55.2
60.2

Right before the election (5-6 days)
13.9
22.4
23.2
23.0
18.8

On the day of election
6.3
8.2
5.8
6.0
4.6

NA
11.5
12.5
20.0
15.8
16.4

Table 3.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Long before the election
43.8
56.4
52.9
67.9
45.1

Right before the election (5-6 days)
20.4
24.4
19.9
17.3
17.1

On the day of election
7.2
5.6
4.4
6.1
5.6

NA
28.6
13.6
22.8
8.7
32.2

Table 3.4. Depending on residence


Residence

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Long before the election
42.7
58.8
58.8
57.2
54.2
48.6
72.9

Right before the election (5-6 days)
28.3
21.3
20.0
22.7
16.2
28.4
12.6

On the day of election
8.2
3.1
2.1
7.4
10.8
8.2
3.5

NA
20.8
16.8
19.1
12.7
18.8
14.8
11.1

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Long before the election
42.7
56.5
66.9
56.9
58.5

Right before the election (5-6 days)
28.3
20.3
6.9
23.5
22.5

On the day of election
8.2
4.9
1.6
5.1
8.0

NA
20.8
18.3
24.6
14.5
11.0

4. "How did you vote at the referendum of October 17?"

Table 4.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

For letting A. Lukashenko 

participate in the election and for Constitution amendment 
49.0
31.2
32.5
27.7
30.1
44.2
60.4
78.5

Against letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and against Constitution amendment
29.2
35.3
35.8
36.6
44.3
34.9
24.0
9.1

I didn’t vote
9.5
7.1
16.9
17.0
13.8
7.2
3.4
5.8

Refused to answer
5.1
8.6
4.8
6.3
4.8
6.3
5.5
3.1

DA/NA
7.2
17.8
11.0
19.4
7.0
7.4
6.7
3.5

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For letting A. Lukashenko 

participate in the election and for Constitution amendment 
79.1
69.8
43.5
37.8
35.4

Against letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and against Constitution amendment
7.4
11.7
29.8
41.2
43.1

I didn’t vote
7.6
6.3
11.7
7.6
11.4

Refused to answer
3.0
4.3
5.8
5.8
5.0

DA/NA
2.9
7.9
9.2
7.6
5.1

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For letting A. Lukashenko 

participate in the election and for Constitution amendment 
19.9
47.1
31.6
78.6
29.7

Against letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and against Constitution amendment
46.1
32.6
42.0
9.9
28.6

I didn’t vote
17.5
8.0
9.6
5.1
19.9

Refused to answer
3.8
6.3
3.7
3.3
8.3

DA/NA
12.7
6.0
13.1
3.1
13.5

Table 4.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

For letting A. Lukashenko 

participate in the election and for Constitution amendment 
37.2
59.1
37.5
45.4
45.5
55.9
62.8

Against letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and against Constitution amendment
38.2
24.5
37.3
35.1
27.8
24.6
16.5

I didn’t vote
15.0
8.1
11.6
8.1
4.6
10.9
7.9

Refused to answer
3.5
0
6.9
7.8
6.9
3.6
6.9

DA/NA
6.1
8.3
6.7
3.6
15.2
5.0
5.9

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and for Constitution amendment 
37.2
36.0
39.7
54.0
63.5

Against letting A. Lukashenko participate in the election and against Constitution amendment
38.2
37.7
30.9
26.3
20.3

I didn’t vote
15.0
9.6
19.6
8.2
3.3

Refused to answer
3.5
7.1
3.1
5.0
5.6

DA/NA
6.1
9.6
6.7
6.5
7.3

5. "If you participated in the election, when did you decide whom you would vote for?"

Table 5.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Long before the election
37.5
22.9
30.6
31.4
29.3
35.1
45.7
41.6

Right before the election (5-6 days)
28.5
32.5
22.5
26.2
30.5
29.6
24.4
31.0

At the polling station
19.0
19.7
19.0
15.2
19.8
20.9
20.3
17.5

NA
15.0
24.9
27.2
27.1
20.4
14.4
9.6
9.9

Table 5.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Long before the election
45.2
33.8
30.5
34.5
44.5

Right before the election (5-6 days)
29.5
30.4
29.7
28.1
24.3

At the polling station
13.7
22.3
19.2
21.6
15.6

NA
11.6
13.5
20.6
15.8
15.6

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Long before the election
20.3
38.8
31.4
42.5
30.7

Right before the election (5-6 days)
24.1
29.7
26.3
31.7
18.4

At the polling station
26.0
17.5
19.6
17.3
18.7

NA
29.6
14.0
22.7
8.5
32.2

Table 5.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Long before the election
15.3
29.6
31.3
49.2
35.8
29.0
62.9

Right before the election (5-6 days)
28.0
39.9
36.1
27.7
21.8
30.8
15.8

At the polling station
33.8
14.6
13.8
9.9
23.7
25.4
10.2

NA
22.9
15.9
18.8
13.2
18.6
14.8
11.1

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Long before the election
15.3
28.0
45.8
40.1
44.3

Right before the election (5-6 days)
28.0
27.3
20.2
29.3
32.6

At the polling station
33.8
26.8
9.4
15.2
12.6

NA
22.9
17.9
24.6
15.4
10.5

6. "Did you have enough information about candidates and their election programs in your constituencies?"

Table 6.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
42.2
35.9
37.4
38.1
33.8
42.5
50.1
49.0

No
55.0
58.3
61.9
57.6
63.5
54.6
48.0
48.1

NA
2.8
5.8
0.7
4.3
2.7
2.9
1.9
2.9

Table 6.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
49.2
47.2
38.2
40.0
45.4

No
47.0
51.9
58.1
57.5
53.0

NA
3.8
0.9
3.7
2.5
1.6

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
31.1
44.6
42.7
49.1
25.1

No
63.5
53.9
55.2
48.8
67.6

NA
5.4
1.5
2.1
2.1
7.3

Table 6.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
26.8
56.2
42.9
53.5
39.4
29.2
48.1

No
70.8
40.6
54.4
45.1
54.0
68.8
50.8

NA
2.4
3.2
2.7
1.4
6.6
2.0
1.1

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
26.8
38.4
49.9
40.9
50.8

No
70.8
56.6
49.0
58.0
45.8

NA
2.4
5.0
1.1
1.1
3.4

7. "In your opinion, did all candidates have equal conditions during the election?"

Table 7.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
40.7
35.9
30.6
31.7
30.2
37.0
51.6
54.1

No
27.9
34.3
40.5
35.9
33.8
30.7
18.9
17.1

DA/NA
31.4
29.8
28.9
32.4
36.0
32.3
29.5
28.8

Table 7.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
54.9
53.5
37.6
36.5
32.6

No
13.9
19.7
28.2
34.5
36.2

DA/NA
31.2
26.8
34.2
29.0
31.2

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
23.8
41.4
34.8
54.5
27.9

No
36.7
30.9
36.4
15.9
25.1

DA/NA
39.5
27.1
28.8
29.6
47.0

Table 7.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
37.9
62.8
35.2
28.6
28.5
36.0
50.4

No
22.7
20.7
38.7
43.7
30.0
20.8
22.1

DA/NA
39.4
16.5
26.1
27.7
41.5
43.2
27.5

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
37.9
35.4
37.1
41.0
46.6

No
22.7
34.8
26.6
30.3
25.4

DA/NA
39.4
29.8
36.3
28.7
38.0

8. "Did the authorities, local or republican, promote any candidate in your constituency?"

Table 8.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
33.5
28.8
31.7
31.0
31.9
37.6
32.0
34.7

No
15.8
8.0
20.4
19.2
14.2
14.7
15.7
16.3

DA/NA
50.7
63.2
47.9
49.8
53.9
47.7
52.3
49.0

Table 8.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
37.6
32.1
29.5
34.5
40.0

No
18.8
15.2
16.4
15.5
13.0

DA/NA
43.6
52.7
54.1
50.0
47.0

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
27.8
36.5
26.8
34.9
28.4

No
17.3
16.4
10.9
14.8
16.3

DA/NA
54.9
47.1
62.3
50.3
55.3

Table 8.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
29.1
37.5
27.2
64.6
34.0
29.2
19.4

No
19.7
16.2
27.7
4.1
6.0
12.7
19.8

DA/NA
51.2
46.3.3
45.1
31.3
60.0
58.1
60.8

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
29.1
21.8
35.9
35.7
40.6

No
19.7
15.6
9.9
16.2
15.8

DA/NA
51.2
62.3
54.2
48.1
43.5

9. "Have you heard about the program “Five Steps to Better Living” during the election time?"

Table 9.1. Depending on age
Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
27.7
39.8
35.1
31.7
33.9
31.0
27.4
14.5

No
61.6
51.0
54.3
50.8
57.3
62.3
59.9
73.9

Not sure
6.6
5.8
7.0
10.1
5.9
3.7
8.3
7.1

NA
4.1
3.4
3.6
7.4
2.9
3.0
4.4
4.5

Table 9.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
18.6
11.0
28.0
30.7
45.8

No
70.1
76.1
62.5
57.1
46.0

Not sure
7.5
8.5
6.0
7.0
5.2

NA
3.8
4.4
3.5
5.2
3.0

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
30.3
31.2
43.7
17.0
30.7

No
49.8
62.5
45.4
72.1
54.3

Not sure
10.0
5.0
8.2
6.9
7.9

NA
9.9
1.3
2.7
4.0
7.1

Table 9.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
38.3
32.2
19.3
36.0
20.3
15.4
29.7

No
48.0
60.6
71.4
53.7
64.7
72.9
62.6

Not sure
8.0
4.4
6.4
6.3
6.9
8.1
6.3

NA
5.7
2.9
2.8
4.0
8.1
3.6
1.4

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
38.3
30.6
25.5
24.4
23.4

No
48.0
57.0
61.8
68.0
67.4

Not sure
8.0
6.4
7.3
5.2
6.8

NA
5.7
6.0
5.4
2.4
2.4

10. "Whom did you vote for at the election to the House of Representatives on October 17?"

Table 10.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter
35.2
14.4
17.8
17.8
18.9
33.0
43.5
61.7

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent
9.6
11.0
15.3
11.6
12.5
12.2
4.7
4.5

For an independent candidate
21.3
24.3
18.5
26.3
27.6
20.5
24.4
13.8

I didn’t vote at all
15.2
15.7
27.1
21.6
22.2
12.3
9.2
8.2

Refused to answer 
12.2
22.8
15.5
13.1
11.5
13.5
11.8
8.6

NA
6.5
11.8
5.8
9.6
7.3
8.5
6.4
3.2

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter
65.7
49.0
28.4
28.2
24.9

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent
3.6
5.3
10.1
10.9
12.7

For an independent candidate
13.5
17.3
19.2
26.5
28.2

I didn’t vote at all
9.5
9.8
18.2
15.6
17.2

Refused to answer 
5.7
12.6
14.4
12.2
11.6

NA
2.0
6.0
8.7
6.6
5.4

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter
11.9
32.7
13.1
62.1
19.0

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent
15.0
10.4
11.6
4.0
10.3

For an independent candidate
18.8
25.8
28.8
13.7
19.9

I didn’t vote at all
30.4
12.8
20.5
7.0
25.0

Refused to answer 
14.8
12.0
20.4
9.8
10.3

NA
9.1
6.3
5.6
3.4
15.5

Table 10.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter
19.2
48.1
28.3
32.1
37.7
31.5
49.2

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent
11.4
6.0
11.1
16.9
16.8
3.1
3.1

For an independent candidate
25.9
21.6
24.5
29.1
4.6
27.3
16.7

I didn’t vote at all
19.8
13.2
20.2
10.8
15.1
15.6
10.7

Refused to answer 
12.3
5.7
14.0
10.6
11.7
17.8
14.1

NA
11.7
5.4
1.9
0.5
14.1
4.7
6.2

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For A. Lukashenko’s supporter
19.2
25.1
25.7
42.1
49.0

For A. Lukashenko’s opponent
11.1
14.1
8.8
9.7
6.2

For an independent candidate
25.9
18.0
21.7
19.3
21.9

I didn’t vote at all
19.8
20.1
26.2
10.4
8.8

Refused to answer 
12.3
15.5
12.2
12.4
9.9

NA
11.7
7.2
5.4
6.1
4.5

11. "Did the candidate you voted for pass into the Parliament?"

Table 11.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
33.1
15.4
20.1
28.7
24.2
33.6
39.5
46.0

No
16.9
28.8
17.2
20.6
20.1
20.9
14.0
9.2

DA/NA
40.0
55.8
62.7
50.9
55.8
45.5
46.6
44.8

Table 11.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
46.2
41.5
28.8
29.9
30.2

No
4.5
13.2
17.6
21.7
21.2

DA/NA
49.3
45.3
53.6
48.4
48.6

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
15.1
35.9
15.8
45.7
22.7

No
21.6
18.7
28.1
9.0
13.3

DA/NA
63.3
45.4
56.1
45.3
64.0

Table 11.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
21.4
33.0
33.1
30.1
31.5
33.0
49.8

No
13.9
13.9
18.4
38.6
16.3
14.9
7.0

DA/NA
64.7
53.1
48.5
31.3
52.2
52.1
45.2

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
21.4
18.8
32.0
34.5
47.8

No
13.9
16.0
21.0
22.5
13.5

DA/NA
64.7
65.2
47.0
43.0
38.7

12. "OSCE observers stated that "the election didn’t meet obligations on democratic election given to OSCE". Do you agree with this statement?"

Table 12.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

I agree
29.0
37.8
38.1
43.8
44.9
29.7
20.8
9.9

I don’t care about this
21.2
22.7
26.3
22.3
16.5
19.7
18.9
24.6

I don’t agree
33.5
17.8
22.0
19.0
24.7
33.2
43.6
47.6

DA/NA
16.3
21.7
13.6
14.9
13.9
17.4
16.7
17.9

Table 12.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I agree
5.5
14.6
30.6
38.8
42.9

I don’t care about this
27.7
25.8
23.5
17.3
1.4

I don’t agree
48.9
44.1
30.8
26.9
28.0

DA/NA
17.9
15.5
15.1
17.0
17.7

Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

I agree
48.0
30.1
46.6
9.5
41.0

I don’t care about this
21.7
19.9
13.7
24.6
20.8

I don’t agree
13.6
35.0
17.8
49.1
22.2

DA/NA
16.7
15.0
21.9
16.8
16.0

Table 12.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

I agree
28.3
23.3
45.2
40.9
27.7
22.5
17.3

I don’t care about this
28.4
27.6
13.8
22.2
12.1
28.4
16.4

I don’t agree
29.4
42.2
30.0
25.3
25.0
32.0
47.7

DA/NA
13.9
6.9
11.6
11.0
21.7
17.1
18.5

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I agree
28.3
43.6
29.6
24.9
23.2

I don’t care about this
28.4
12.9
15.5
18.2
16.4

I don’t agree
29.4
29.2
34.2
36.2
47.7

DA/NA
13.9
14.3
20.7
20.7
14.0

13. "The Central Election Commission announced that almost 80% of voters supported A. Lukashenko at the referendum. According to the polling conducted by the Gallup Institute, A. Lukashenko received support of only 48.4% voters. Did you know (have you heard) about this?"
Table 13.1. Depending on age
Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
32.7
29.7
39.8
43.2
43.4
30.7
33.8
19.1

No
57.7
57.5
49.0
44.1
46.9
62.4
58.6
70.2

DA/NA
9.6
12.8
11.2
12.7
9.7
6.9
7.6
10.7

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
13.8
23.7
29.7
39.0
54.3

No
75.4
65.9
60.1
50.6
40.3

DA/NA
10.8
10.4
10.2
10.4
5.4

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
41.3
36.0
42.6
19.2
33.2

No
49.0
55.9
48.2
70.0
52.4

DA/NA
9.7
8.1
9.2
10.8
14.4

Table 13.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
36.0
14.4
51.4
36.6
22.4
36.0
35.0

No
56.8
80.5
45.0
46.2
56.8
59.6
53.8

DA/NA
7.2
5.1
3.6
17.2
20.8
4.4
11.2

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
36.0
51.3
24.0
20.4
31.4

No
56.8
39.2
64.5
69.4
58.6

DA/NA
7.2
9.5
11.5
10.2
10.0

14. "In your opinion, which results are closer to reality?"

Table 14.1. Depending on age
Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Results of the Central Election Commission
44.3
28.7
35.2
26.6
30.6
41.2
53.5
65.3

Results of the Gallup Institute
28.6
41.9
38.8
51.4
44.1
24.5
21.8
8.5

DA/NA
27.1
29.4
26.0
21.9
25.3
34.2
24.7
26.1

Table 14.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Results of the Central Election Commission
61.3
64.5
40.5
35.9
34.1

Results of the Gallup Institute
7.5
9.3
32.1
36.8
42.3

DA/NA
31.2
26.2
27.4
27.3
23.6

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Results of the Central Election Commission
25.9
43.9
32.0
63.9
25.2

Results of the Gallup Institute
48.5
29.1
46.3
8.5
43.2

DA/NA
25.6
27.0
21.7
27.0
31.6

Table 14.4. Depending on residence


Residence

Variant of answer
Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Results of the Central Election Commission
39.4
58.8
35.2
29.4
34.4
46.9
62.2

Results of the Gallup Institute
34.3
26.2
48.8
34.5
25.2
18.6
16.3

DA/NA
26.3
15.0
16.0
36.1
40.4
34.5
21.5

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Results of the Central Election Commission
39.4
35.1
46.5
52.0
46.0

Results of the Gallup Institute
34.3
42.3
31.3
20.1
25.8

DA/NA
26.3
22.6
22.2
28.0
28.2

15. "Have you heard about protest actions of the opposition (on October 18-20) against 

rigging referendum and parliamentary election?"

Table 15.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
75.5
68.1
78.1
82.6
85.6
78.5
72.8
64.1

No
24.3
31.9
21.9
17.4
14.4
21.2
27.2
35.4

NA
0.2
0
0
0
0
0.3
0
0.5

Table 15.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
61.1
61.1
76.0
81.8
89.8

No
37.8
38.9
23.8
18.2
10.2

NA
1.1
0
0.2
0
0

Table 15.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
86.1
78.8
70.1
63.7
80.0

No
13.9
21.0
29.9
36.3
20.0

NA
0
0.2
0
0
0

Table 15.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
83.0
68.7
79.7
75.5
79.4
85.3
59.0

No
17.0
31.3
19.4
24.5
20.2
14.7
41.0

NA
0
0
0.9
0
0.4
0
0

Table 15.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
83.0
78.5
75.1
69.8
73.7

No
17.0
21.5
24.9
29.6
26.1

NA
0
0
0
0.6
0.2

16. "What is your attitude to the protest actions of the opposition (on October 18-20) against rigging referendum and parliamentary election?"

Table 16.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Positive
28.3
45.9
42.8
48.0
40.0
27.6
21.0
8.1

I don’t care about this
30.3
45.4
31.4
27.2
33.0
31.1
27.8
27.0

Negative 
39.2
8.7
25.8
23.3
26.6
39.4
47.5
60.4

NA
2.2
0
0
1.5
0.4
1.9
3.7
4.5

Table 16.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Positive
5.7
14.4
31.4
34.5
42.7

I don’t care about this
24.8
33.2
32.8
31.5
23.8

Negative 
62.2
50.4
34.8
32.1
31.8

NA
7.3
2.0
1.0
1.9
1.7

Table 16.3. Depending on status


Status

Variant of answer
Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Positive
46.7
29.0
49.3
8.1
44.4

I don’t care about this
32.6
30.8
35.8
26.7
31.0

Negative 
20.7
38.2
14.9
60.9
24.6

NA
0
2.0
0
4.3
0

Table 16.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Positive
31.9
20.5
40.4
39.1
32.1
22.2
13.6

I don’t care about this
36.2
37.2
21.6
19.4
31.9
32.0
31.0

Negative 
30.7
42.3
36.3
36.2
32.5
45.3
51.5

NA
1.2
0
1.7
5.3
3.5
0.5
3.9

Table 16.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Positive
31.9
39.5
32.4
21.7
22.5

I don’t care about this
36.2
25.1
26.4
29.7
32.3

Negative 
30.7
34.8
40.2
42.7
43.7

NA
1.2
0.6
1.0
5.9
1.5

17. "Was this election free and fair?"

Table 17.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
Age, year old


respondents
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and >

Yes
48.5
29.8
37.6
26.9
32.5
44.0
60.9
73.5

No
35.2
47.2
42.3
54.1
53.6
34.7
26.8
12.8

DA/NA
16.3
23.0
20.1
19.0
13.9
21.3
12.3
13.7

Table 17.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)
Incomplete

secondary

Yes
80.4
62.7
45.8
36.7
34.4

No
8.4
18.4
37.2
44.9
51.9

DA/NA
11.2
18.9
17.0
18.4
13.7

Table 17.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Да
26.5
46.6
29.6
74.8
27.8

Нет
55.7
36.4
52.6
12.3
55.2

ЗО/НО
17.8
17.0
17.8
12.9
16.8

Table 17.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Residence


Minsk
Minsk region
Brest and its region
Grodno and its region
Vitebsk and its region
Mogilev and its region
Gomel and its region

Yes
47.3
63.8
36.3
34.4
38.4
49.2
65.6

No
38.0
28.8
51.4
48.6
34.9
32.0
15.2

DA/NA
14.7
7.4
12.3
17.0
26.7
18.8
19.2

Table 17.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
47.3
41.1
38.1
52.3
55.2

No
38.0
46.8
39.7
28.3
29.4

DA/NA
14.7
12.1
22.2
19.4
15.4

Trends of change in Belarusian public opinion about 
some socio-economic and political problems 

(based on results of IISEPS’s nation opinion polls, %)
1. Structure of aggregated index of attitude towards A. Lukashenko
Indexes of attitude
Mentioned А. Lukashenko

(Option А)
Did not mention А. Lukashenko 

(Option В)


11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04
11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04

Would vote for  A. Lukashenko at a new presidential election
44.3
52.2
43.8
38.2
46.0
30.5
31.7
47.7
55.7
47.8
56.2
61.8
54.0
69.5
68.3
52.3

Would vote for A. A. Lukashenko at the election of Russia-Belarus president
35.2
44.7
31.6
27.5
26.4
20.5
21.1
29.8
64.8
55.3
68.4
72.5
73.6
79.5
78.9
70.2

Trust to the president
45.0
48.0
39.8
36.0
44.5
38.2
40.4
47.2
22.51
22.11
32.51
37.61
39.51
48.31
44.81
37.01

Consider A. Lukashenko an ideal politician
50.4
51.5
44.9
37.5
36.8
28.1
26.6
40.6
49.6
48.5
55.1
62.5
63.2
71.9
73.4
59.4

1 Do not trust the president 
2. Dynamics of electoral types

Electoral types
11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04

Convinced supporters of A. Lukashenko (chose option A while answering to all four questions)
26.0
29.3
22.3
18.5
20.2
14.3
14.9
21.9

Vacillating
53.2
53.3
49.5
49.1
43.9
41.0
42.5
47.0

Convinced opponents of A. Lukashenko (chose option B while answering to all four questions)
20.8
17.4
28.2
32.5
35.9
44.7
42.6
31.1

3. The most attractive, corresponding to ideal politicians

Politician
11'97
09'98
11'99
10'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04

V. Putin
–2
–2
–2
52.4
65.2
61.9
58.4
51.4

А. Lukashenko
50.4
51.5
44.9
34.3
36.8
28.1
26.6
40.6

G. Schroeder
–2
–2
16.0
9.7
12.6
16.8
15.9
13.1

J. Chirac
  9.5
  9.9
–2
11.6
8.6
8.6
13.7
10.8

G.W. Bush Jr.
–2
–2
–2
–2
 7.7
 11.7
  5.2
  5.5

А. Kwasneiwski
  2.9
  5.3
  7.9
7.6
4.6
6.8
7.6
4.9

A. Blair
–2
  2.3
  6.7
6.5
8.0
7.1
7.0
4.9

F. Castro
  8.3
10.8
14.7
9.7
9.4
6.4
7.9
4.1

S. Berlusconi 
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
  3.4

N. Nazarbaev
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
–2
  2.4

L. Kuchma
  2.2
  2.7
  5.6
3.6
2.4
3.6
3.6
1.6

V. Adamkus
–2
  1.2
  7.2
2.5
2.5
2.6
–2
  1.6

1 Other politicians received less than 1.5% of votes in the latest opinion poll
2 Names of the given politicians were not offered in the polls indicated

4. The country that attracts you the most if moving for permanent residence
Variant of answer
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04

Would not like moving anywhere
61.2
60.1
52.0
53.3
57.1
59.7

Germany
15.2
14.1
18.5
15.3
13.2
11.0

USA
11.5
11.1
6.1
9.5
7.7
8.2

Russia
1.3
3.2
3.6
5.7
6.5
4.2

Poland
3.9
3.1
5.8
5.6
4.9
4.2

Baltic states
1.8
1.3
1.8
1.5
1.7
1.7

Other country
4.7
7.1
6.3
3.5
4.8
2.9

5. Estimate of changes in the coming years with regard to socio-economic situation in Belarus

Variant of answer
09'02
12'02
03'03
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04

Will deteriorate
34.7
43.9
43.7
28.5
22.9
21.5
17.7

Won’t change
31.6
29.1
30.2
38.4
42.9
46.2
37.0

Will improve
16.9
13.6
15.2
19.6
23.1
21.8
34.1

6. Content with democratization in Belarus
Variant of answer
03'03
09'03
03'04
11'04

Fully satisfied
6.3
8.8
7.4
15.9

Rather satisfied
20.4
24.5
27.6
31.0

Rather dissatisfied
37.9
35.7
35.0
23.3

Absolutely dissatisfied
25.1
20.5
18.9
21.9

7. Opinions about observance of human rights in Belarus

Variant of answer
04'01
10'01
03'03
09'03
03'04
11'04

Yes
2.8
4.2
10.5
12.7
11.2
17.0

Rather yes
22.3
30.2
21.7
26.1
31.7
32.1

Rather not
54.3
39.6
38.7
35.1
31.5
24.8

No
20.1
18.2
23.7
20.0
19.1
19.9

8. Voting at a hypothetical referendum on future development paths of Belarus 

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04

For integration with Russia
37.9
30.0
32.0
31.2

For accession to the European Union
23.4
25.1
25.3
20.8

For both
23.2
17.6
21.2
18.9

Against both
6.5
13.4
12.0
17.3

9. Voting at a hypothetical referendum if choosing between integration with Russia and accession to the European Union

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04

Integration with Russia
47.6
41.0
47.7
49.3

Accession to the European Union
36.1
36.5
37.6
33.7

Materials are prepared by Prof. O. Manaev, A. Sasnow, V. Dorokhov and I. Burina
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Tlicemosae mansprarie

Minicropersa toctsipsi  PocnyGrixi  Benapycs micro s> ax
20.09.2004 Me06-04/887 sanpacima § Jlpowapi  PocnyGixanckara
Tpavaciara a6’ mHaRHS “HesalleAHs HCTHTYT CAUBLUISHA-OKAHAMMIGIX i
naiThIX AaotcAabarmay” (Ranci — PPA “HICOII™) xomiio aiHoM 3
SaMOYHeMX acer roTaii apramiaus, ab oA cxataHa § se micie ax
16.09.2004 Ne1/09-04. Aste PI'A “HICOI1J]” nichMOBa afMOBITACS 3a1aBOILE
TOTYIO SaKOMHYIO TPANAHOBY POTICTPYIOUAra oprama (ticr ax 27.09.2004
Ne/09-04).

Taxin s, PFA “HICOI creapsima Misoery mepammcomst §
PRI TNt i focliacu, MparyrTeRAAli apr.25 3akoma PocmyGmiki
Benapych “A6 1paMazckix a6 STHAHIX.

Porictpyiowst opran microm an 13.10.2004 Ne06-04/971 maramay
apranizartsii a6 yMHHeHH] €60 HASBAHEIX IIEPAIIKOAAY, AHAYACOBA BHKATATII
CT3ABaHHe, TITO TIACIA PASMOB, SKAS GUIACS 112 iHiIATHBE MiHiocTa 5
npazetagiica PTA “HICOIIJI” 5 Miricrpam rocTsiusti PocyGuiki Benapych
11.10.2004, apramisamia Bepremma § mpapapoe more. Thit He MeHm,
3JaNpoUIaHae TaK i He MACTYMiMA ja céMmsmmsra gus. Bomsu 3a Toe, PTA
“HICOITJI" y uaproBst pas NpaoMaHCTpaBaTa chaiM icTom a 26102004
22/10-04 HexananHe ToTa paGitth. Tsra sHawsis, urro PTA “HICOIIL” swof
cTRapiUia  MiMiocTy TISpANKONH § aMMIATeHNi M jachwaci,
mpagyTepRANait apr.25 3akoma PocryGmiki bemapych “A6 rpamackix
aG'sHanIX”

3 yiKam BHIGIA3CHAra, KIYIOWHCH apTHIKyMaMi 26, 27, 28 3akona
PocnyGuiki_Bexapycs “A6 rpamackix a6’smmamisx”, MiHiocT BIHOGI
Jisipoagsti PTA “HICOITL” micMOBae MaNspo/kaisie.
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Statement in the occasion of EU and US Ambassadors’ visit to IISEPS

Last months IISEPS faces massive pressure from the Belarusian authorities. At first – various letters from the Ministry of Justice with different claims, one part of witch had formal and other just absurd character. Before October referendum Director of IISEPS Professor Manaev was invited for talk by the Minister of Justice, who showed him an official conclusion for the Supreme Court about liquidation of the Institute for "various violations". At the end of November he was invited to the Public Prosecutor Office, where he was questioned about circumstances of public opinion polls conducted by The Gallup Organization/Baltic Surveys during recent general elections and referendum. A week ago – night search conducted by KGB in the private apartment rented by IISEPS Depute Director A. Sasnow, where Institute’s analysts meet and have scientific discussions. Two days later – visit of local police to the same apartment as because of “the neighbors’ complaints”. Now we could expect participation of the Security Council and Army - and we’ll get "the whole complete" of the Belarusian force structures expressed so unusual interest to the Institute with less than 10 people in staff. 

What is the reason – IISEPS just conducts scientific research, publishes bulletins and books, organizes conferences and seminars, has been never taken part in politics, and is not going to do this? The reason is clear – we study what Belarusians think about their life, and introduce their opinion to themselves. And last time their opinion is getting more and more different from the official one. The most clear example – the results of recent referendum. According to the official data 80% of voters voted in favour of changing the Constitution, but according to the independent research centers data – less then half of voters. Instead of to take into account public opinion, to know public interests, and to solve public problems, Belarusian authorities try to shut down those who study and publicizes this opinion. Uninformed and dumb society is easier to govern. But recent events in neighbor Ukraine show that the public in no country will keep silence and wait for changes forever. 

The war against civil society that, in fact, Belarusian authorities started to stop inevitable changes in the country, led to concerns not only among Belarusians but among international community as well. Not just our foreign colleagues-researchers and analysts but US and EU countries Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary Ambassadors came here today to express their solidarity and support. May be official propaganda will call this visit "unfriendly act" or even "interference to the internal affairs of the sovereign state". We declare just now that it is not truth. In fact visa versa, this visit clearly demonstrates that international community does not leave Belarusian alone with their own problems, it knows that people who want changes are not in minority any more but in majority in their country. It knows and is ready to help them. IISEPS expresses sincere gratitude to our guests and promises to follow further our mission – to promote values of democracy, market economy, civil society and human rights through social research in Belarus.  

IISEPS Board 

December 21, 2004

Rappresentanza locale dell’Unione Europea

delegata dalla Presidenza Olandese
Press Release
EU HOMs in Minsk on Tuesday, 21 December, paid a visit to the Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and Political Studies (IISEPS).They met with Director Prof. Oleg Manaev and his staff and learned with concern that the Institute is under inspection by the authorities.

No specific reasons are known for the ongoing inspection that seems to follow a predetermined pattern politically motivated of harassment on NGOs, media and analytical institutions not linked with the Government. The IISEPS is an internationally respected center that played an important role in providing free and independent data in the run up to Parliamentary elections and the referendum.

EU HOMs deplore any action to put further restrictions to the activity of the Institute of Socio- Economic and Political Studies that will cast worrying shadow on the rights of free thinking and on the political situation in Belarus that can led only to further negative  developments in Belarus’ relations with the European Union.

EU HOMs recall in this respect the Council Conclusions of November, 23, 2004, calling upon  the authorities of Belarus to stop harassing political parties, independent media outlet and academic institutions.
U.S. Embassy Minsk Press Release

Ambassador Krol’s Visit to IISEPS Office in Minsk

December 27, 2004

On December 21, United States Ambassador George Krol joined Heads of Missions of European Union members in visiting the Minsk office of the Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and Political Studies (IISEPS).  Ambassador Krol and the local EU Presidency representative, Ambassador Ardizzone of Italy, expressed joint concern over recent actions taken by Belarusian authorities to harass and hinder the work and threaten the existence of the institute. Ambassadors Krol and Ardizzone underscored the importance of the analytical and polling work of IISEPS in building a free and democratic society by providing Belarusian citizens objective information to help them make informed decisions.  

Ambassador Krol noted in his remarks that the joint visit is a sign of support not only for the beleaguered NGO but for the Belarusian people in general. The joint visit also reflects the unity of the United States and the European Union in supporting and engaging the Belarusian people. The United States calls on Belarusian authorities to halt its campaign against IISEPS and other NGO’s.

BOOKSHELF
“TEN NOTES TO TEN BELARUSIAN YEARS”

"Independent Research in Independent  Belarus: Fighting for Reality". 
Edited by Prof. Dr. Oleg Manaev – Minsk, 2004, 413 pages.
"Where do we come from?" "Who are we?" "Where are we going to?" This is the title of a big canvas by a famous artist Paul Gauguin painted over a century ago. In a similar way, we should title the search for a new self-determination that many countries faced after collapse of communism. Sometimes quietly and sometimes pretty hot, topical issues have been discussed in parliaments and TV studios, in the streets and, unfortunately, at the battle fields. They all concern a new real and mental map of the old continent as well as the place to be taken by new and older peoples and countries at this map at the dawn of one and at the rise of another century. 

While many countries of the former “socialist bloc” have been assuming new identity and becoming a part of the democratic West, others face real hardships in following such a search. This applies to the countries of former Yugoslavia and former USSR. Belarus takes a special place among them due to its controversial heritage of state system and cultural identity.

The book you’re reading now is a unique document that the IISEPS offers as an evidence of such a search. There are many reasons of why it is worth attention of Belarusian and foreign readers. 

FIRST, with its sense of seriousness, proficiency of authors, high-rate methodology, thorough analysis and general highly professional level, this work demonstrates the power of genuinely independent social research. This is a masterpiece of critical-minded intellectuals who take all efforts to define and interpret the reality around them in an uncompromising and meticulous way, following the policy “come what may”, and who speak out their minds as if they were living in an absolutely free country.

SECOND, in its coverage and all-inclusiveness, this work lies beyond the scope of one subject. It pertains to politics and political process, public opinion and mass media, public policy in various fields and contexts, economics and social policy as well as legal system and history researches. Such fruitful interdisciplinary approach gives a synergistic result so that the whole gives more effect than a set of chapters. Thus, we got something close to a “Cumulative report on Belarus” from the viewpoint of social sciences scientists. Apart from separately studied fields, the subject of its study is Belarus as a whole, as a country with many problems, each developing in its way, having its own modern form and its own solution.

THIRD, besides inciting to professional public discussions, this study also shows the ways of carrying out such discussions (for example, cooperation between independent research centers and non-state mass media).

In democratic countries, such a public conversation has many layers. Among its participants are local- and nation-scale politicians, journalists, expert and academic dovecotes, opinion-making figures including priests, civic organizations, associations and NGO’s as well as common citizens whose standpoints are represented in researches of public opinion. Well-functioning democracy manifests itself in openness of political figures to a dialogue, criticism and control by horisontal forces. They do not feel responsible at the vertical line only, i.e. before their voters. Here as well belongs a wide network of independent organizations incorporating think tanks that are a kind of reservoirs storing ideas, concepts and solutions. They have long history in the West, but it is for the past twenty years only that they became better known and could penetrate into the circles of politicians and general audience publicizing their results. Some of them look like “mini-universities without students”; others dedicate themselves to basic researches. There are yet those who take a form of think tanks or advocacy think tanks, i.e. along with carrying scientific researches they implement their proposals and recommendations.

The role of think tanks in policy-making has greatly increased in many old democracies over the past ten years. They observe public life, criticize, analyse already existing and expose still developing problems, draw attention to hidden dangers and obstacles in social development, comment on governmental actions and strategies, deliver their own concepts and proposals, explain complicated issues to the general audience, organize public debates and campaigns as well as participate in the formation of future strategies. They simply assist in the development of the so-called “learning society” that constantly learns by its own mistakes and corrects them. 

To give an example, around one hundred of such institutes works in Washington, with some two thirds of them formed after 1970 (by estimates, about 1200 think tanks have been registered in US by the beginning of XXI century). Some of them are small and too deeply specialized, others have a wide scope. Expert opinions are daily broadcast in TV debates or published in opinion-making newspapers. Almost all think tanks have their own web sites in the Internet. Let alone America, think tanks have also found their place in the societies under transition in Central Europe, in particular what concerns implementation of pro-reform solutions in the struggle against non-flexible bureaucracy. The reforms and legislative changes taking place presently in Slovakia (decentralization, reform of self-governmnance, tax reform, healthcare reform, environmental reform, etc.) first appeared within independent environment of non-governmental organizations. As a prominent Slovak political scientist Gregory Mesezhnikov said, the “small miracle” that took place as the result of “intellectual freedom connected with devotion to general values and decision to build a democratic society” happened due to an independent position, organizational flexibility, first-rate and highly-skilled supporters and to a greater extent due to financial aid. 

In semi-authoritative and non-democratic societies, there are no free public conversations and the general audience have very few opportunities to join a discussion because the network of democratic institutions either doesn’t exist or doesn’t function properly. Contribution of the authors of this book and their parental think tanks is thereby even greater as they show the progress achieved in this field over lately. Due to cooperation with independent mass media, representatives of non-governmental research centers can come out as not merely analysts but authors of the scenarios and developments. This increases their chances to influence public conversation and gives them more credit of the general audience.

FOURTH, this work contributes to critical diagnosis of personality phenomenon represented presently by the Belarusian socio-political system. 

In 90-ies of the past century, many political scientists pointed out to a rather dangerous growth of non-liberal democracies in different parts of the world and to that a real democracy isn’t confined to democratic election only. Non-liberal democracies can lead to the rule of autocrats who don’t respect the power of law, basic human rights and freedoms. Such regimes and such non-liberal democracies called “delegative”, or “electoral” or “formal” or “procedural” or “semidemocratic” or “semi-democracies”, do not ensure victory of liberal constitutionalism in the country. There’s another primary task to do before increasing liberal constitutionalism: ensuring free and correct election.

When Slovak foreign policy expert Alexander Duleba analysed in mid-90-ies current situation in Ukraine, he stated insufficient division of power and its accumulation in the hands of the executive bodies, prospering corruption, authoritative interference into independent judicial system and into activity of the mass media, strong position of old communist bodies, slow process of privatization and so on and so forth. A. Duleba referred to the Ukrainian “controlled democracy” as “a Slavic model of state constructivity in the post-Soviet period.”

In a sense, Belarus is a unique country: the so-called “urban model of transformation” that took place in post-communist countries of Central Europe doesn’t work here; the so-called “south-eastern model” (i.e. the electorate support of a great number of rural citizens, to whom appeal the authoritative populists plays a key role in country’s political orientation) doesn’t fully work here either. In Belarus, I think, we see a peculiar pattern of authoritative regime that is somehow similar to “controlled democracy” but still has its individual characteristics. This work specifies many symptoms identifying this “specific Belarusian model”, a “Belarus path”, a kind of post-Soviet “plesbiscite presidential semi-dictatorship” characterized by resistance to democratization and trying to induce the state doctrine in the form of so-called “ideological vertical”. This model has a number of discrepancies both in the field of legislation (e.g. existence of two law-making centers – Parliament and president; non-classified legislation and frequent incongruity of separate laws; governance by decrees and by-laws; poor protection of human rights and private property; conflicting acts and administrative hindrances to free entrepreneurship) and in the field of power exercize that is arbitrary and ad hoc, effected by president’s self-will (by the way, a characteristic feature is that the president as a key institution of this system is written from capitalized "P"...).

Also, it is characterized by a specific role of KGB that in addition abuses its power to hamper activity of NGO’s and independent mass media which already suffer from lack of funds. It has the elements of public indifference and “trained helplessness” of the population that hasn’t received an opportunity to become citizens and that was deceived by both the authorities and the opposition. At the same time, it contains the elements of “tribal society” like nomenclature incorporating “red directors”, ministerial bureaucrats and security agencies partially supported by academic elite and pseudo-public organizations united by fear of economic freedom, competition, aversion of the West and open society. We will as well find in it a great part of informal and shadow economy contributing to national income. It also has mass organized proto-religious rituals sanctifying authoritative position of the paternalist ruler as people’s “defender” from ill-disposed foreign countries. Finally, it has the mentality of nostalgy for the old Soviet regime as well as the phenomenon of fear.

Recent change of the top position’s name in the National Academy of Sciences (from “President of Academy” to “Chairman of presidium”) has become another bizarre illustration of building a “new state dosctrine” and proliferating paternalist authority of the personality. This decision has been taken first in A. Lukashenko’s decree that was adopted at the end of October of 2004. Thus, the decree changed the traditional title existing from 1928. This is also a campaign against using the title “president” in any organization that started in May of 2004.

This book covers many of these constituent parts via critical perspective of the social and scientific research.

FIFTH, this publication points out to certain crisis elements in such a society. 

The trends revealed really prove, for instance, aggravation of public health and public welfare as well as growth of social pathology. As it is said in the book, for the period from 1990 to 2002, life expectancy decreased by three years; increased the number of premeditated murders, of alcohol consumption (it is presently 10 litres of 100% alcohol per one citizen annually) and of woman smokers; the number of AIDS infected has been constantly going up; over half of families get divorced; 37% of citizens live below the poverty line; even the official economists state high rate of latent unemployment; prices are growing higher than wages; the youth buys more beer than books.

Thorough analysis of the problems of rural citizens has revealed deteriorating quality of living displayed in the low standard of living, shorter life expectancy, early mortality, expanding crimes and decline of traditional forms of living.

Obviously, the social support of the current regime is no longer very strong: researches state steady erosion of credit to existing institutions.

Meanwhile, as the results of IISEPS researches show, certain changes – even though latent so far – are taking place in the public opinion. Thus, in the field of economy the part of those who would prefer changes for market economy to changes for directive planning has been increasing (only every seventh adult citizen of Belarus stands for planned economy nowadays). Under half of respondents in a representative research believe that Belarusian courts bring justice. Although people are still concerned first of all about socio-economic problems, priority of these problems has been going steadily down while the issues of law and human rights observance are given first paces. This is the result of not only aggravating real situation but also of growing jural consciousness. Furthermore, researches show that the ideas of economic and political pluralism find progressively greater response, especially with a more educated part of the population. Although the civic society is relatively weak at this stage of development, its influence in some fields (culture, business, ecology, education, etc.) is already evident.

In this case, it is entire possible that the current regime will sooner or later appear in the situation when it won’t be able to fulfill efficiently the informal “social agreement”, i.e. provision of certain socio-economic benefits in exchange for refusal from civic and human rights. 

SIXTH, by chance, the authors of this book have prepared it exactly by the moment of hot events in neighboring Ukraine. Mobilization of democratically-minded Ukrainian public protesting against gerrymander of presidential election didn’t come out of the blue. This is the outcome of long-term efforts of the community of many different people including civic activists and scientists. Clearly, there’s still much work to do, but the Ukrainian democrats reached the turning-point by refusing to submit passively to “controlled democracy”. The Ukrainian drama was watched closely by Belarusian authorities and their repressive agencies on the one hand and opposition politicians, independent mass media and non-governmental organixations on the other hand. It is no wonder that the reaction of security agencies was increased vigilance and control over local opposition forces including independent research centers. It is possible to assume how deep source of inspiration will the Ukrainian experience become for those who seek for changes in Belarus.  

SEVENTH, it should be noted in this regard that possible changes in people’s attitude do not yet provide for political changes. The public opinion studied in the course of representative researches, even the one slightly critical about current situation, does not necessarily become an immediate factor of political changes. It usually does only when proper “societies” are formed around separate criticized problems, when the groups of people understanfing this problem unite to discuss its aspects, place publications in the press, carry out forums to handle this problem, form organizations, work out programs and settle their requirements in definite terms, conduct actions of pressure and make alliances. This is how they achieve political changes to solve the problem. The question that is the most crutial for the future of Belarus is the following: what population group could become further carrier of such changes? In many countries under transition, these would be, for example, younger people with better education coming from urban environment. In case with Slovak parliamentary election in autumn of 1998, high rate of their attendance helped change the course to democracy. Although democratic values and pro-european orientation are more popular with this group of citizens in Belarus as well (great popularity of the Internet and hence more of free opinions among university youth prove this), still much to be yet done for their wider mobilization. 

On the other hand, as experience shows, formation of wide pro-democratic coalitions is one of the criteria of success. Unifying opposition of Belarus has been carrying activity in this direction (at the end of November of 2004, most political parties accepted the statement on community of actions). However, the test of its efficiency will be its ability to attract to mutual cooperation other elements of society like civic organizations, independent mass media, trade unions, deputies of Local Councils, etc. As concerns opposition politicians, they could use to a geater extent findings of independent social researches. 

EIGHTH, I should say that while reading this book I had a strong feeling of déjà vu in some parts, of something I already survived and something I know well. Slovakia has also survived deficit of democracy. Almost ten years ago, in autumn of 1995, Western press published frustrating articles: “Superextreme revival of authorized control in Central Europe” (Wall Street Journal), “Liquidate power division” (Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung), “Europe doesn’t need semi-dictators” (Die Weltwoche), “Slovak leprosy” (Economist). Pro-governmental mass media tried to put on the audience rose-colored glasses to make an impression that “all is good” while the number of non-democratic transgressions made everyone feel that “all was bad”.

There were many unpleasant phenomena in Slovakia at that time, let alone the system of close intersection of economic and political powers based on party dependence:

· long-term conflict of top constitution figures (President and Head of government) disrupting stability of democratic institutions;

· antagonistic confrontation between the opposition and ruling parties which took efforts to weaken opposition parties with openly discriminative measures;

· excessive concentration of political power in the hands of government coalition and abuse of the institutions of state administration for political purposes;

· growth of authoritative elements in the activity of government coalition which took the democracy as an instrument and often gave preference to the principle of majority in the form of “the winner gets all” neglecting consensus and agreement; 

· balancing at the edge of constitutional principles, showing low respect to the Constituitonal Court and non-observance of its resolutions;

· repeated violation of the principles of a law-based state and of equal protection of the law, expansion of legal nihilism including impossibility to investigate kidnapping of president’s son in Austria and failure of the referendum on direct election of president;

· weakening of country’s internal security and expansion of new dangerous forms of crime (blackmail, racket, assaults with explosives);

· conflicts between state bodies and various elements of civic society – from representatives of civic sector through academic community, trade unions and self-governance, to representatives of occupational associations (medical, teacher's, art, business, journalist unions, etc.) or protagonists of certain religions;

· political, financial and mass media support to pro-governmental organizations and associations (writers’, cultural, journalist, youth, women’s and also industrial, etc.) as well as attempts to create alternative parallel institutions (for example, “new” pro-governmental trade unions, new pro-governmental party of Hungarian national minority, etc.). That was a ridiculous attempt to corrupt the civic society from inside and create a legitimate and financed “parallel insurance police” guaranteed by the government;

· unhealthy attitude of the authorities to the mass media; direct and indirect economic and political pressure on independent mass media;

· efforts of the government coalition to create a single propaganda media complex incorporating mass media, advertising agencies and occupational associations cooperating with state bodies including report-making services, aimed at protection of government and discrediting of the opposition;

· signs of creating a “state ideology” the strongholds of which were defence nationalism of XIX c, isolationism, Slavophilism, denial of the West, resistance to Euro-Atlantic community and building of the “image of enemy” so that those speaking out criticism were discredited as “anti-Slovak”, “anti-national” and therefore “anti-state”.

In one of our think tank’s publications (Institute of Public Affairs in Bratislava), we cited a well-known statement of the political scientist G. O’Donnel on “steady squeezing of freedoms” that will not necessarily result in a momentary death but can lead to “slowly fading democracy”. Luckily, in case with Slovakia, “slow death of democracy” didn’t take place, although fear (in the opinion of Slovak historians, it is a “component of Slovak history”) started invading the society in 1995-1997.

There are certainly more reasons of why this didn’t happen. One of them was a cultural change in Slovakia – the civic society started maturing. Remarkably, civic associations and think tanks (by the way, very similar to Belarusian non-state research centers) contributed to this change.

NINTH, a separate subject not connected directly with this work is the issue of how democratic neighbors of Belarus and the EU can help this country. This note requires more space but the following thing is absolutely clear: Belarus shouldn’t be isolated. It is crutial to find the ways to help the development of civic society, proficiency of young people, establishment of scientific, cultural and other ties.

The concept of wide Europe can become a supporting start. Its constituent part is relations with the countries that are not members of the EU but that are reckoned with for the sake of their future. The EU is concerned in maintaining democratic trends in such countries, strengthening their readiness to possible accession and increasing partnership led by these goals.

After the recent referendum, the European Union will seek for the ways of futher cooperation with Belarus. Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Vice-President of the European Parliament, stood out with a sensible proposal. The European Parliament doesn’t intend to talk with the Belarusian Parliament elected in an unfair and non-democratic election, but it will look for an opportunity to talk directly with the Belarusian public. As an example, he proposed to organize European radio broadcasting in the Belarusian language. Also, there appeared projects on TV broadcasting.

The US and the EU have a common interest in a greater trancparency of the Belarusian regime in the issues like arms traffic as they are concerned about conflicting areas and disputed regimes not to become an addressee of those arms. Another issue is control over incomes from illegal and criminal deals including drug traffic. In general, such communication is possible and beneficial where even a sharp difference of opinion takes place.

The European Union should have been to a certain extent flexible in allocating funds. The question to be yet answered is whether we will be able to use the case of Ukraine, with officially tolerated manifestation of political pluralism and policemen not breaking up demonstrations of civic organizations and opposition political forces, within the framework of propaganda. 

Finally, TENTH, you’re reading a book that is the evidence of free spirit and incorruptible research as well as civic courage. Its authors ask demanding “Belarusian questions” and as true patriots seek for honest “Belarusian answers”. In their civic standpoint, they are followers of “constitutional patriotism” and this is why their answers are universal. What’s more, they embody free and self-confident scholarship of the humanist and enlightener Francisc Scorina that is actually a European scholarship.

As it goes from a Chinese saying, you better light a candle than swear darkness. The light from this book is seen from afar, and God bless you that it doesn’t die out quickly.

Martin Butora

Honorable President of the Institute for Public Affairs, Bratislava, Slovakia
OUR AUTHORS
· Dr. Oleg Manaev – Director of IISEPS, Professor of the Department of Social Communication at the Belarusian State University. Chairman of Coordinating Board of the Belarusian Think Tanks. He was one of founders of United Democratic Party of Belarus and Chairman of Board of Belarusian Soros Foundation.
· Dr. Alexander Sasnow – Deputy Director of IISEPS, member of the Political Council of the United Civil Party and Chairperson of the "Open Society" Foundation. He was a member of Presidium of the XII Supreme Soviet and Minister of Labor of the Republic of Belarus.
· Vladimir Dorokhov – Head of the Center for Documentation of IISEPS and reporter for "Deutche Welle".
· Irina Bourina – Researcher of IISEPS, Assistant Professor of the Department of Social Communication of the Belarussian State University.
· Prof. Martin Butora – Doctor of Sociology and a noted public figure of Slovenia. In 60-70-ies, he worked as an editor and translator of student magazines and took an active part in the activity of independent intellectuals who criticized the Communist regime. During the Velvet Revolution of 1989, he stood out a co- founder of the Public Against Violence movement. In early 90-ies, he served as the Human Rights Advisor to President of Czechoslovakia Vaclav Havel. After collapse of Czechoslovakia, he moved back to Bratislava and became an activist in the struggle for a new democratic state. In 1997, he co-established and became honourable president of the Institute for Public Affairs (IVO), the first independent analytical centre in Slovakia. In 1999-2003, he served as Ambassador of the Slovak Republic to the USA promoting accession of his native country to the NATO. After returning back to Slovakia, he was selected to run for presidency.
IISEPS awards
Annual IISEPS award "For the best journalistic publications based on materials of independent researches" for 2004 has been given to

correspondent of the newspaper Vremya Novostei (News Time) 

Olga Tomashevskaya.

This award was founded in 2001. Among its winners are: observer of the weekly Svobodnye Novosti (Free News) Alexander Koktysh (2001), observer of the weekly Beloryssky Rynok (Belarusian market) Konstantin Skuratovich (2002) and correspondent of the news agency BelaPAN Yuri Potiomkin (2003).

Annual IISEPS award "For the best presentation of independent researches in the mass media” for 2004 has been given to 

Editor-in chief of the newspaper Narodnaya Volya (People’s Will) 

Joseph Seredich.

This award was founded in 2003, and its first winner is Editor-in-chief of the weekly Svobodnye Novosti Plus (Free News Plus) Vasily Zdaniuk.

� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nes.ru/public-presentations/Papers/furman-1-ps-13-11-03.pdf" ��www.nes.ru/public-presentations/Papers/furman-1-ps-13-11-03.pdf� 


�See Y. Drakokhrust. "Belarusian Nationalism Speaks Russian." – Belorusskaya Delovaya Gazeta, January 19, 1998; Y. Drakokhrust “Geneva Convention on Fighting Cultures.” – АРХЭ, # 3(32), 2004. 


� V. Lopatin "Bilingual Situation in Ukraine: Paradoxes and Prospects". – "Kievskie Vedomosti", November 14, 2000.
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		Official results (reference data)		Official results (reference data)



Voted "For"

Voted "Against"

43.3

30.5

53.7

28.1

49

29.2

79.42

9.9
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		43.3		53.7		49		79.42

		30.5		28.1		29.2		9.9





Лист1

		мужчины		мужчины

		женщины		женщины

		Все население (справочно)		Все население (справочно)

		Официальные итоги (справочно)		Официальные итоги (справочно)



Голосовали "За"

Голосовали "Против"
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Диаграмма9

		Minsk		Minsk

		Minsk region		Minsk region

		Brest region		Brest region

		Grodno region		Grodno region

		Vitebsk region		Vitebsk region

		Mogilev region		Mogilev region

		Gomel region		Gomel region



Voted "For"

Voted "Against"

37.2

38.2

59.1

24.5

37.5

37.3

45.4

35.1

45.5

27.8

55.9

24.6

62.8

16.5
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		37.2		59.1		37.5		45.4		45.5		55.9		62.8

		38.2		24.5		37.3		35.1		27.8		24.6		16.5
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		Минск		Минск

		Минская обл.		Минская обл.

		Брест и область		Брест и область

		Гродно и область		Гродно и область

		Витебск и область		Витебск и область

		Могилев и область		Могилев и область

		Гомель и область		Гомель и область



Голосовали "За"

Голосовали "Против"
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0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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0

0

0
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Диаграмма7

		Private sector employees		Private sector employees

		Public sector employees		Public sector employees

		Students		Students

		Pensioners		Pensioners

		Housewives, unemployed		Housewives, unemployed



Voted "For"

Voted "Against"

16

46.3

47

32.6

31.6

42

78.6

9.9

29.6

28.4
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		16		47		31.6		78.6		29.6

		46.3		32.6		42		9.9		28.4
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		Работники негоссектора		Работники негоссектора

		Работники госсектора		Работники госсектора

		Учащиеся		Учащиеся

		Пенсионеры		Пенсионеры

		Домработницы, безработные		Домработницы, безработные



Голосовали "За"

Голосовали "Против"

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Диаграмма11

		Capital		Capital

		Regional centers		Regional centers

		Big cities		Big cities

		Small towns		Small towns

		Village		Village



Voted "For"

Voted "Against"

37.2

38.2

36

37.7

39.7

30.9

54

26.3

63.5

20.3
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		37.2		36		39.7		54		63.5

		38.2		37.7		30.9		26.3		20.3
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		Столица		Столица

		Областные центры		Областные центры

		Большие города		Большие города

		Малые города		Малые города

		Село		Село



Голосовали "За"

Голосовали "Против"

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Диаграмма5

		Elementary		Elementary

		Secondary incomplete		Secondary incomplete

		Secondary		Secondary

		Secondary vocational		Secondary vocational

		Higher		Higher



Voted "For"

Voted "Against"

79.1

7.4

69.8

11.7

43.5

29.8

37.8

41.2

35.4

43.1
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		79.1		69.8		43.5		37.8		35.4

		7.4		11.7		29.8		41.2		43.1
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		Начальное		Начальное

		Неполное среднее		Неполное среднее

		Среднее общее		Среднее общее

		Среднее специальное		Среднее специальное

		Высшее		Высшее



Голосовали "За"

Голосовали "Против"

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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Диаграмма2

		61.8

		21

		8.8

		8.4



1

2

3

4



Лист1

		61.8

		21

		8.8

		8.4





Лист1

		0

		0

		0

		0



8.4% - не ответили

8.8% - не участвовали в голосовании

21.0% - голосовали досрочно

61.8% - голосовали 17 октября
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Диаграмма3
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