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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 the Institute’s studies in the first quarter of 2005.

At that period, public life in Belarus just like in the other CIS member states was to a greater extent influenced by the revolutions in neighboring Ukraine and far-away Kyrgyzstan. These two very different countries, diverse in both history and culture, featured similar outcome: the people rose up and, almost without blood and mass violence, overthrew the power. Commenting on those dramatic events, the Belarusian authorities gave three major reasons of why that could happen: “First, weak power; second, low living standard and third – implementation of Western political technologies.” They also stated that “no revolution will happen in Belarus” as these reasons don’t have grounds in this country. The opposition immediately launched hot discussions of “orange prospects” in Belarus arguing that they are, on the contrary, entirely possible. Millions of the Belarusians who watched over stormy events in Kiev and assault of the presidential palace in Bishkek on their TV’s started thinking more seriously about their living and comparing it not only with the recent past but with the living of their neighbors in the East and in the West. All these processes have been covered in the analytical materials prepared based on the results of January polling among public opinion leaders and experts as well as the nation opinion poll conducted in March.

As before, the opinions of the elite and the electorate in Belarus differ significantly. Thus, 82% of respondents among the elite think that recent stormy events in Ukraine are a process beyond anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities and only 10% say that this is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities. As regards the electorate, it has split in two almost equal parts on this crucial issue. Furthermore, the elite is very critical about the current political and economic course and looks more into various political layouts (around the president, in the opposition, in Russia, in the West, etc.) while most Belarusians take it with a moderate optimism and think more about the immediate socio-economic prospects. Politically active part of the society debates on a sole candidate for the democratic forces at the coming presidential election as well as new actions of the West against the Belarusian authorities while common citizens support striking entrepreneurs and express strongly negative attitude to president’s attempts of putting under state control health-recovering trips of Belarusian children abroad. Remarkably, despite active political discontent of the minority and latent socio-economic ferment in the masses, the authorities continue neglecting the first (and even increase the pressure) and quite promptly respond to the second. At the same time, our researches reveal that the standpoints of active minority and silent majority gradually come closer: the first more and more often turn to socio-economic problems while the second take greater concern in politics and human rights violation.

 As usual, we give our readers an opportunity to make independent analysis based on the results of our researches presented in the form of trends of change in the Belarusian public opinion as well as the most important issues through basic socio-demographic characteristics.

This time, our “Open Forum” is given to a outstanding respected and experienced public figure and scientist of Belarus Academician A. Voitovich. His thorough analysis of the referendum results in relation to country’s further development – from the viewpoint of both home and foreign prospects – gives a fundamentally new view of these prospects.

On our “Bookshelf”, noted experts M. Plisko and V. Dashkevich introduce new editions of the Belarusian civic society organizations that we hope will be not just interesting but very helpful for many of our readers.

Although the situation turns rather critical for the Institute, as you might have seen from the interview of the IISEPS Director Prof. O. Manaev, we will do our best to work in accordance with our mission here. Therefore, all comments and requests are, as usual, mostly welcome!  

IISEPS Board

STRENGTHENING PRO-“WIDE EUROPE” ATTITUDES IN BELARUS
In January of 2005, the IISEPS conducted an opinion poll among public opinion leaders and experts (those interviewed are over 60 policymakers, mass media leaders, scientists and businessmen almost equally representing private and public sectors). 

In March of 2005, the IISEPS conducted a nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed – 1516 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.

JANUARY – 2005

President’s prospects in Belarus: opinion of the elite
According to the polling results, absolute majority of leaders and experts (90%) are convinced that the nearest presidential election in Belarus will take place in 2006, as it is stated in the legislation. Within the private sector, 84% of respondents stick to the same viewpoint that is slightly less than within public sector (97%) and 13% say that the election will be conducted one year earlier. Within the public sector, only 3% of respondents think in the same.

Asked about who can become A. Lukashenko’s feasible contender at the coming presidential election, most leaders and experts (60%) said this will be a candidate for consolidated democratic forces (this is the viewpoint of 46% of respondents in the public sector and 73% of respondents – in the private sector). The following candidates were mentioned as probable presidential contenders: A. Lebedko and A. Yaroshuk (5% each); V. Frolov, A. Voitovich and S. Kalyakin (3% each); S. Bogdankevich, A. Klimiov, V. Leonov and V. Parfenovich (2% each). By the way, 16% of respondents consider that a single candidate should be nominated by a specially gathered Congress of Democratic Forces (within the private sector, this is the opinion of 31% of respondents). Respondents also offered other ways to elect a single candidate (from voting by “Belarusian citizens” to nomination by “NGO’s” or “independent sociological agencies”) but those alternatives were given 2-7% of votes.

Another 23% of respondents assume that this is a candidate for nomenclature that may become A. Lukashenko’s feasible contender (this is the opinion of 26% of respondents within the public sector and of 16% – within the private sector). The following names were mentioned in this regard: A. Kozulin, M. Myasnikovich and S. Sidorsky (2% of votes each). Public sector employees chose the first one and private sector – two other candidates.

Some 5% of respondents say that A. Luka-shenko’s “feasible contender” will be his successor nominated personally. In our opinion, a candidate whom A. Lukashenko trusts so deeply to nominate a candidate to his own post is hardly a contender for him. 

Despite leaders and experts’ suggestions on A. Lukashenko’s probable contender, 18% of them (almost irregardless the sector they represent) are still convinced that the current president will win the coming presidential election. No other probable winner mentioned by respondents received over 2% of votes. Two thirds of respondents gave no answer at all.

Now, what are the prospects of Belarus in case A. Lukashenko wins the coming presidential election? As the Table 1 shows, leaders and experts are fairly pessimistic about country’s future. Only 7% of respondents anticipate better prospects (most of them represent the public sector).

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you estimate the prospects of Belarus in case 

A. Lukashenko wins the coming presidential election?", %



Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 
employees

The prospects of Belarus will aggravate
43
27
60

The prospects of Belarus will not change fundamentally
50
63
37

The prospects of Belarus will improve
7
10
3

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "What changes do you personally expect in, let's say, 5 years in case A. Lukashenko wins the forthcoming presidential election?", %



Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 
employees

My state will gradually aggravate
42
13
70

My state will not change fundamentally
55
84
27

My state will gradually improve
3
3
3

Leaders and experts are to the same degree pessimistic about their personal future in case of such developments of the presidential election: only 3% of them hope for certain improvement. (See Table 2).

At the same time, opinions of public and private sector employees are transparently mirror-like. An absolute majority of the first hopes that no changes will happen in either country’s future (63%) or in their position (84%). This is a pretty odd optimism bearing in mind the future of G. Zhuravkova, M. Leonov, E. Rybakov, etc. Almost the same majority of respondents in the private sector predict aggravation of both country’s state (60%) and their own position (70%).

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "In you opinion, for how long will A. Lukashenko stay the president of Belarus?", %



Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

For at least one more term after the election of 2006 
67
90
43

Till 2006
21
–
43

For as long as he wants
10
10
10

Finally, two thirds of respondents are convinced that A. Lukashenko will stay for at least one more presidential term after the election of 2006 (See Table 3). Within the public sector, this is the opinion of 90% of leaders and experts and within the private sector – of 43%. Only 21% of respondents, all representing the private sector, still believe that A. Lukashenko will resign after 2006. Some 10% of leaders and experts are convinced that the current president will rule for as long as he wants. Apparently, the Belarusian elite doesn’t strive to follow the Cuba experience in a more severe climate of Belarus.

"Orange Prospects" in Belarus

The analysis given (See Table 4) is based on numerous researches and contacts undertaken by the IISEPS. Its goal is rendering assistance to all concerned agents of influence in Belarus in determining and promoting a feasible scenario of political changes in Belarus.

Table 4

"Matrix of readiness"*


Political agents of influence
Readiness to this kind of developments (as compared to Ukraine before the "orange revolution")
Rank of 
readiness
Rank of possible change in readiness

A. Lukashenko and his immediate circle 
Higher
I
VI

Russia
Higher
II
V

West
Lower
III
I

Opposition
Lower
IV
II

Electorate
Lower
V
III

Nomenclature
Lower
VI
IV

In general
Lower



* The influence can be both positive (i.e. promotion of the events similar to Ukrainian ones) and negative (i.e. aversion of similar events)

·  Readiness of A. Lukashenko and his immediate circle is higher in the sense that he will go farther than L. Kuchma and his immediate circle in retaining the power (by force included). As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. liberalization of the regime), on the contrary, the chances are the least.

· Readiness of Russia is higher in the sense that, taking into account its experience in Ukraine, it is obviously ready to take more efficient measures to avert similar developments in Belarus. As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. supporting an alternative candidate to A. Lukashenko), there are some chances, although little.

· Readiness of the West is lower in the sense that its influence on the Belarusian politics is by far less than in Ukraine (in Moldova, it is even greater) both in the procedures and the resources involved. As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. giving support to the democratic forces), its position seems the most dynamic (this is proved by the “Belarus Democracy Act” as well as EU most recent decisions).

· Readiness of the opposition is lower in the sense that it lags far behind Ukraine in the level of consolidation, presence of a single leader, capacities, part within the bodies of the legislative power, determination, etc. As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. readiness to further consolidation and more direct actions), the opposition seems has every prospect to succeed. 

· Readiness of the electorate is lower in the sense that the Belarusians still yield considerably to the Ukrainians in the degree of discontent with the current regime, level of consolidation, determination, etc. As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. readiness to mass protests), the electorate has fair chances. 

· Readiness of the nomenclature is lower in the sense that it is greatly backward Ukraine in the degree of solidarity, resources, diversity of political and economic interests, independence and determination. As regards probable change of this readiness (i.e. readiness to give up support of the current regime and turn to the alternative), the nomenclature stands some chances.

· In general, ‘orange prospects’ are presently much less in Belarus than they were in Ukraine but are absolutely possible under certain conditions.

It all depends on voter’s standpoint
Soon after the referendum it turned obvious that President A. Lukashenko was not going to make fundamental changes to his political course. The objectives he aired (improvement of the situation in the educational and healthcare systems and struggle against bureaucrats) were merely a set of beauty aids to improve the government system. New initiatives (ban on rehabilitation of Belarusian children abroad, toughening the procedure of getting funds from abroad and amendment to the law on internal troops) demonstrated willingness to avert the processes that would weaken in the future his undivided authority. It looks like the president will never let out the “golden cup called Belarus”.

There are some important questions arising in this regard. To which degree is the current Belarusian regime stable? Is the Ukrainian scenario possible in Belarus? What social groups can stand up for changes? What do opinion leaders and experts think about this?

Although amendment of the Constitution opened the road to the third presidential term for the president (potentially – to permanent governance), most of them are convinced that president’s position almost didn’t change after the referendum and the election (See Table 5).

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, has the power of President A. Lukashenko strengthened or weakened after the referendum and parliamentary election?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Has strengthened
22
27
17

Hasn’t changed
54
63
47

Has weakened
22
10
33

Yet, there’s an obvious divergence of opinion in the answers of respondents: there are almost threefold more of those who think that A. Lukashenko’s authority has strengthened rather than weakened among the public sector employees while private sector employees stick to the opposite viewpoint. It is hard to expound for the optimism of the private sector employees. Pessimism of their colleagues from the official bodies seems more reasonable. On the one hand, a great part of state officials was actively involved in the election and referendum organization. Perhaps, some of them might have worked with an honest effort rather than out of fear and this is why feel belonging to the presidential victory. Others just didn’t dare to refuse from participation in the campaign. Now, they both see that the authorities have once again got away with this. Therefore, there are no grounds to assume that there may be a different scenario in the future. 

“The case of Marinich” is another ground for such moods among the officialdom. All who watched it have unanimously noted that such a hard sentence to the former Mayer, Minister and Ambassador was obviously given as a lesson for the Belarusian nomenclature. What conclusions did it come to? Answers of the public and private sector employees to this question are again pretty different (See Table 6).

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you think the Belarusian nomenclature took the Case of Marinich – as a signal for its consolidation and search of an alternative to the current course or, on the contrary, as a signal for consolidation around the president and support of his course?", %



Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 
employees

As a signal for their consolidation and search of an alternative to the current course
37
53
20

As a signal for consolidation around the president and support of his course
17
17
17

Other:

Act of intimidation

No consolidation at all
20

16
3

10
40

20

Over half of respondents said that the “case of Marinich” played for the nomenclature is a signal to seek for an alternative to the current course. This does encourage. However, optimists should be careful. After the many reshuffles and resignations, there are still many people among the officials who took the results of the case exactly this way. Yet, they are barely a majority. Clearly, these figures can hardly stand an evidence of a kind of coup-d’etat growing within the nomenclature. This is rather an emotional shock of an unexpectedly severe punishment. As a rule, the first reaction in such case is willingness to oppose transparent inequity at least with statements.

We think that 40% of leaders and experts from NGO’s are closer to truth in saying that the nomenclature took the case of Marinich as an act of intimidation (only 3% of officials agreed with this that, apparently, expounds for their unwillingness to admit this).

While the nomenclature had to turn to the analysis of losses within their ranks (arrests of directors of some large enterprises as well as the sentences to G. Zhuravkova and E. Rybakov), the opposition is solving the problem of its consolidation. Although it is long before the presidential election, the democratic forces – this time in advance – look to nominating a single candidate to compete with A. Lukashenko. For this purpose, they take consultations and sign documents like an agreement of the so-called “ten”. Leaders and experts give controversial estimates of its importance (See Table 7).

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question "Democratic leaders of Belarus have recently signed an agreement on cooperation (the so-called “ten”), first of all, in what pertains to preparation to the forthcoming presidential election. In your opinion, how will it influence the development of this country?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

In the positive
37
20
53

Won’t influence in any way 
56
73
40

In the negative
–
–
–

Thus, representatives of the democratic forces are very positive about signing this document while three fourths of public sector employees are convinced that it won’t influence the development of the country. Such a skeptical attitude is reasonable. There’s a number of similar agreements that were signed in the past, yet they brought almost no effect. In addition, outstanding representatives of some organizations that signed the document still cannot agree on consolidation of their efforts and actually fought with one another in the only constituency that announced the second round of election to the Parliament. 

It is no wonder that the West took closer interest in Belarus after the referendum. As a result, many powerful politicians and agencies were involved in the solution of the Belarusian problem. This certainly encouraged the democratic forces. Belarus Democracy Act adopted by the American Congress and signed by President G. Bush has become one of the first feasible steps for their support. Attitude of experts and leaders to the consequences of Act’s implementation once again appeared far from unanimous (See Table 8).

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question "US has recently adopted the Belarus Democracy Act under which it will impose sanctions against the Belarusian authorities for violations in the field of democracy and human rights. At the same time, this law provides for support of the civic society in Belarus.  In your opinion, how will it influence the development of this country?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

In the positive
45
27
63

Won’t influence in any way 
47
57
37

In the negative
8
16
–

Naturally, in the current situation the Belarusian civic society that is getting smaller and smaller lays its hopes on foreign aid increase. As for the skepticism of the public sector employees, it might be based on the knowledge of the very procedure of getting such aid that was developed by the government as well as on the assurance that the current authorities are not likely to take tough measures to avert such aid.

Public and private sector employees are more or less unanimous in the only thing: changes in the country depend the most on the Belarusian citizens rather than the opposition, nomenclature, foreign organizations or circumstances (See Table 9).

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, which of the following agents do democratic changes in Belarus depend from to the greatest extent?", % (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

Belarusian citizens
70
83
57

Belarusian opposition
12
10
13

Russia
10
3
17

West
7
–
13

Belarusian nomenclature
5
–
10

Appearance of a single candidate for democratic forces
5
3
7

Other
4
–
6

So, it is necessary to persuade the citizens in that democratic changes are vital and attainable. So far, less than a half of respondents from the private sector and one tenth – from the public sector believe in this (See Table 3).

Elite no more trusts the authorities, yet it doesn’t believe in changes
One of the major reasons of why the president’s “magnificent victory” in the referendum and parliamentary election announced by the Central Election Commission didn’t arouse protest of the Belarusian voters was that they didn’t have the impression of being cheated. As a result, the country received a legislative body different from the one many Belarusians voted for.

In fact, at the very start the previous House of Representatives was also free from not only oppositionists but from any sort of people with independent standpoints. The small group Republic appeared eighteen months later and greatly bothered the authorities with its activeness and fidelity to principles. Right now, opinion leaders and experts don’t believe in possible formation of a group or fraction like Republic within the Parliament. Thus, 87% of respondents in general and 97% of public sector employees say that appearance of such a group is impossible and only 10% spoke out an opposite viewpoint.

Unlike many common voters, public opinion leaders and experts from both public and private sectors don’t have illusions about the parliamentary election (See Table 10).

Table 10

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



Variant of answer 
Nation opinion poll*
Opinion poll among leaders and experts



All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

No
35.2
90
80
100

Yes
48.5
8
17
–

DA/NA
16.3
2
3
–

* Here and below are given the results of the nation opinion poll conducted by the IISEPS in November of 2004 (those interviewed are 1521persons, margin of error does not exceed 0.03%)

It is not sufficient to come to the polling booth on the Election Day and mark a candidate in the bulletin to understand the procedure of rigging the election. As it has been many times noted, all was decent on the Election Day. There’s yet another side of the election hidden from most voters (listing of voters, organization of pre-term election, counting of votes, etc.) and well familiar to the political elite. This is why we think their estimates are more accurate in this regard.

Results of the referendum and parliamentary election publicized by the Gallup Organization/Baltic Surveys – strikingly different from the official results – haven’t stirred up the society. Most Belarusians simply weren’t introduced to them. Since the level of awareness is much higher among leaders and experts, their attitude to the results of the Central Election Commission and Gallup’s Institute differs from that of the population in general (See Tables 11 and 12). 

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question "The Central Election Commission announced that almost 80% of the voters on the voting lists supported A. Lukashenko at the recent referendum. According to the opinion polls conducted by Gallup Institute / Baltic Surveys, А. Lukashenko received the support of only 48.8% of voters? Have you heard anything about this?", %



Variant of answer 
Nation opinion poll
Opinion poll among leaders and experts



All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

Yes
32.7
73
53
93

No
57.7
27
47
7

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, what data is closer to truth?", %



Variant of answer 
Nation opinion poll
Opinion poll among leaders and experts



All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

Data of Gallup Institute
28.6
80
63
97

Data of the Central Election Commission
44.3
7
14
–

The question is: Why weren’t the results of Gallup’s Institute aired in public? If a common voter is responsible for making the right choice, the elite is then responsible for informing the majority about the real political situation that differs from the one outlined by the official propaganda. How can the elite complain about indifference and pessimism of the majority when it doesn’t fulfill this important task?

However, whatever is the stand of the elite and whatever tough is the political regime, there are always citizens ready to speak out openly their standpoints. Such citizens organized the actions of protest after the election and referendum. Those actions arouse wide response abroad while attitude of Belarusians to those events appeared controversial (See Table 13).

Table 13

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



Variant of answer 
Nation opinion poll
Opinion poll among leaders and experts



All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

Positive 
28.3
57
23
90

Indifferent
30.3
33
57
10

Negative
39.2
5
10
–

Positive attitude of private sector employees certainly has its moral background. Those actions showed to the world that not all people in Belarus support the current policy: “We think it important to speak out our discontent even if this doesn’t bring to real changes.”

Apparently, indifference of the most public sector employees can also be explained: “If those protesting are so few, then the authorities are still powerful and we need to wait.”

At the same time, over 80% of respondents from the public sector said that the recent ‘orange revolution’ in Ukraine wasn’t the result of authorities’ weakness or application of political technologies. That was a process beyond the control of the authorities provoked by dissatisfaction with their policy (See Table 14).

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your opinion of the recent wild events in Ukraine?", %



Variant of answer 
All 
respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

This is a process beyond someone’s control caused by people’s dissatisfaction with the policy carried by the authorities
82
84
80

This is a controlled process caused by use of political technologies from the part of the West and weakness of the authorities
10
13
7

Other
7
3
10

Perhaps, such an estimate is connected, first of all, with the scale of the Ukrainian protest – hundreds of thousands of people pressed for their demand for almost one month and they finally received what they wanted. If the Belarusian elite feels that mass protests can take place in this country, its standpoint can be predicted right away.

Integration Prospects: with Europe or with Russia?
As we have many times mentioned in our bulletins, Belarusian citizens have turned less concerned in Russia-Belarus integration over lately. Thus, at the end of 2002 almost 52% of respondents stood for close political and economic ties between the two countries while two years later – under 48%. On the other hand, the Belarusians – unlike Lithuanians – don’t show deep interest in building closer relation with the EU: nowadays only one third of respondents would like to join the united Europe. In which direction will integration interests of the citizens develop in the years to come? As we’ve noted, the viewpoints of opinion leaders and experts are a good indicator of public opinion trends to expect in the near future. Let’s see what they think about integration processes.

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think Belarus should become a member of the 
European Union?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Yes
94
90
97

No
3
3
3

Asked if Belarus should become a member of the EU, absolute majority of leaders and experts (94%) answered in the positive (See Table 15). Representatives of both public and private sectors have almost the same opinion of this. In other words, the Belarusian elite doesn’t see any prospects for Belarus outside the united Europe even though this may disagree with the foreign policy of the authorities.

Also, respondents do not hesitate to choose between accession to the EU and integration with Russia. Overwhelming majority (90%) stands for accession of Belarus to the EU rather than integration with Russia (See Table 16). However, there are 5-6-fold more supporters of Russia-Belarus integration (17%) among public sector employees as compared with the private sector employees.

In the opinion of the elite, the role of the integration-with-Russia course in general is getting down within the Belarusian society. Many of respondents are convinced that the referendum of 2004 has even more aggravated relations between the two countries. On the other hand, the elite expects more active support of democratization in Belarus from the part of the EU. This is why, as it goes from Table 17, the majority of respondents (72%) are convinced that Belarus-EU relations will turn closer than Belarus-Russia relations within the next 10 years. Representatives of the two sectors are unanimous in this.

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question "If you were to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the European Union, which one would you choose?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Accession to the European Union
90
83
97

Integration with Russia
10
17
3

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question "In ten years, will Belarus be closer to the EU or Russia?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

EU
72
73
70

Russia
25
27
23

Results of the opinion poll among leaders and experts draw to the conclusion that accession to the European Union is the only right direction for this country. This opinion shall become dominant in the Belarusian public conscience in the very near future.

Does Belarusian economics develop in the right direction?

Lately, state-run press has been giving exalted comments on the socio-economic results of the past year over. Truly, the statistics shows that almost all economic indicators – including incomes of various population groups – have increased. Thus, the average monthly wages per year (in US dollars) has increased by 31% and the average funded retirement pension – even by 34%. However, the prices have also grown over the past year. In dollar equivalent, they have increased by 16% for all consumer goods and services and by 18% – for the goods making the basket of minimum living budget. In other words, the growth of real incomes is much less than the official propaganda states.

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, how did economic situation in Belarus change for 2004?", %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector employees

Improved 
33
47
20

Didn’t change
45
47
43

Aggravated
22
6
37

Furthermore, results of the opinion poll among leaders and experts show improvement of economic situation in the country over the past year: those who think it has improved are 1.5-fold more than those who think it has aggravated (See Table 18). Among private sector employees, there are more of those who stated aggravation of the economic situation while among public sector employees – on the contrary, more of those who stated its improvement. This points out to improvement of economic state in the public sector of economics mainly while nothing changed to the better in the private sector.

Despite favorable economic development, absolute majority of leaders and experts (88%) say that the authorities chose the wrong economic course. As it goes from Table 19, such an opinion very slightly depends on the economic sector the respondents represent. Hence, improvement of economic situation in the country could hardly happen due to internal factors, efforts of government or improvement of work discipline like the state-run mass media proclaim.

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question "The authorities have many times underlined that the current economic course is the right one. Do you agree with this?", %



Variant of answer 
All 

respondents
Public sector employees
Private sector 

employees

No, this is the wrong economic course
88
80
97

Yes,  this is the right economic course
12
20
3

In the opinion of independent researchers, the basic reason of economic situation improvement is an exclusively favorable current situation at the international energy market that provoked growth of demand for Belarusian goods – those of an average quality but comparatively cheap – in Russia that is a key foreign trade partner of Belarus. If the current situation changes, economic situation may sharply aggravate as the real market reforms in the country have been long ago put on hold.

FEBRUARY – 2005
IISEPS vs. Ministry of Justice

The Supreme Court of Belarus has recently considered the claim of the IISEPS public organization against the Ministry of Justice. As far as the hearings were open, diplomats and journalists were as well present in court and the Case of IISEPS received wide response both in Belarus and abroad. Below you will find the interview of Narodnaya Volya (Public Will) correspondent with IISEPS Director O. Manaev on the reasons of the case, its circumstances and consequences.

NV: Let alone scientific and research work of the IISEPS, lately the institute has been often mentioned in press in view of the pressure put on it from the part of the authorities. What really happens around the institute these days?

ОМ: Within the past few months the institute has been surviving mass pressure from the part of the state bodies. First, we were flooded with claim letters (13 letters for the past five months!) from the Ministry of Justice, some them being formal and other – just absurd. In October, I was invited to see the Minister of Justice who showed me the decision of the ministry – to be submitted to the Supreme Court – on Institute closure for “a great number of violations”. In November, I was summoned to the Republican Prosecutor’s Office where I was to give explanations on the public opinion polls conducted by the Gallup Organization / Baltic Surveys during October election and referendum. In December, late in the evening KGB officials carried a search in the apartment rented by IISEPS Deputy Director Alexander Sosnov and where we all meet for scientific discussions. Several days later, militia came to that very apartment for a check – allegedly at the claim of the neighbors. We were even joking that we were to wait for the army involvement to get “a full set” of security agencies showing so much concern in an institute with less that a dozen of employees.

NV: This looks really strange. Your Institute carries scientific researches, publishes bulletins and books, conducts seminars and conferences and is actually not involved in politics…

ОМ: I think the reason is very simple. We’ve been studying what the Belarusians think about their living and introducing them to their personal opinion. It differs more and more from the official standpoint over lately. Results of the recent referendum are a bright example. According to the official data, 80% of citizens voted for Constitution amendment while according to the data of independent research centers – under a half. Instead of listening to the opinion of citizens, learning their interests and solving their problems, the Belarusian authorities try to shut up the mouths of those who study this opinion and publicize it. Why? It is much easier to govern a society that is uninformed and dumb. However, recent events in the neighboring Ukraine have demonstrated that in no country the society will keep silent and wait for changes for ever. 

NV: Dozens of public organizations get similar letters from the Justice Ministries while you decided to suit them. Why?

ОМ: First of all, because we are convinced we're right. Let me remind you the circumstances of this case. At the end of November, the Justice Ministry sent us a written notice for “hindrances to the Registering Body in carrying activity stipulated in Art. 25 of the Law of Belarus “On Public Organizations” that showed up in non-submission to the Ministry of a completed questionnaire form used during the opinion poll conducted in June of 2004.”

We think this notice illegal and ungrounded for several reasons. First, in accordance with part 3 of the Article mentioned above, “the officials employed by the bodies that registered a public organization have the right – within the limits of their powers… to be introduced to the documents of that public organization…” The questionnaire form we used for opinion polls (to be more exact, the form for an interview), the copy of which was requested by the Justice Ministry, isn’t a document of the IISEPS and this is stipulated in our agreement with the author of the questionnaire form. It says transparently that the author of the questionnaire – a physical entity – granted to the Institute the right to use the form in the opinion poll of June of 2004; its submission in any form to the third parties or use for the purposes other than stipulated in the agreement is illegal. Consequently, demand of the Justice Ministry to submit the property of the other entity is not just ungrounded but it violates point 1 of the Art. 15 of the Belarus Law “On Copyright and Neighboring Rights”. Second, for the purpose of polling anonymity (sometimes, interviewers write down respondents’ names and addresses) completed forms – in accordance with Institute’s regulations – are destroyed right after the information has been entered into the computer, i.e. long before we received the request from the Justice Ministry. Third, the digital version of the questionnaire isn’t a document as it doesn’t have a signature or publisher’s data. This means that the ministry demanded to perform an action impossible for a number of reasons beyond our control. All of them were listed in our letter to the Minister of Justice, but unfortunately our reasoning wasn’t taken into account.

On that ground and also in accordance with the Art. 358 of the Civil Code of Belarus and Art. 28 of the Law “On Public Organizations”, we lodged a claim to the Supreme Court pleading to recognize the written notice of the Justice Ministry illegal and nullify it, with expenses for state due laid on respondent.

NV: Did you really believe in success?

ОМ: We did understand that we had a very little chance of success in the Supreme Court taking into account current regime in Belarus. On the other hand, we understand that the limits of power appear only when the authorities face resistance from the part of the citizens it puts pressure on. Over the past year, dozens of NGO’s were closed in Belarus including independent research centers like the Center of Constitutionalism and Comparative Law Researches and the International Institute for Political Studies. Some of organizations agree to a forced self-closure like it happened with the analytical center Social Technologies. Usually, this is done quietly not to attract attention of the general audience. As a result, many active and independent people give up; they start thinking that the rights cannot be claimed in this country. We are convinced that public and legal resistance to the pressure the authorities put on us – even when there is little chance of success – is crucial for democratization and jural state formation in Belarus, if not today then tomorrow. Examples of such top-level resistance to the Belarusian judicial system are very few. The Belarusian Helsinki Committee had a similar story last year. We should make precedents and make them widely public. This is why the public organization IISEPS decided to stand in the Supreme Court against the Ministry of Justice to show that these are them and not we who break the law.

NV: Did you happen to face any unexpected development during the court hearings?

ОМ: The court hearings lasted from the morning till night and the decision was announced on the next day. Judge V. Kulik, Prosecutor I. Kandrusik and Court Secretary A. Grigorova appeared nice young ladies, so we weren’t bored. The Justice Ministry was represented by A. Khariton, notoriously known within civil society bodies, the IISEPS – by A. Sosnov and the public – by a noted human right defender O. Gulakh, Executive Director of the Belarusian Helsinki Committee. Apart from representatives of the parties, diplomats from OSCE, US Embassy and EU countries as well as journalists were present in court during hearings. Both IISEPS and public representatives provided strong arguments to that “the notice given contravenes the law”, yet the prosecutor suggested that the claim “be not allowed” and the court agreed. The Judge underlined that the decision “came in force right after its announcement and is not subject to appealing.” As regards court decision, it wasn’t a surprise unlike its justification.

We were explained that, first, the bodies that register public organizations (in this case, the Ministry of Justice) have the right to demand and receive from these organizations any documents, materials or information pertaining to their Charter activity. The nature of materials and the terms of their storage are not stipulated. Actually, this means that, for example, our Institute is bound to keep and at any moment submit to the Justice Ministry any of the filled forms of any polling conducted by the Institute despite all guaranties of their anonymity. For thirteen years of our work, these are around 100 000 items, let alone the tons of paperwork we collect, our own analytical materials and their drafts, etc.! Second, by their definition, registering bodies aren’t a third party and this means the copyright isn’t a hindrance for submission of any materials based on legal agreements with their authors. Third, even if these are market researches – that are the commercial classified information – meant, they should be submitted to the registration bodies at their request. Seeing our bewilderment, the officials explained that “the Justice Ministry shall not pass such materials to the third party.”

The diplomats shocked even greater than we were, said we had all grounds to address the International Court.

NV: The conclusions are really uncommon. What can be the consequences for your Institute and for the society in general?

ОМ: I can assure you that the consequences will be tangible for all of us. As regards the IISEPS, this decision allows the Justice Ministry close the Institute quietly. They will once again demand some document “pertaining to Charter activity” (in their latest letter, they requested for a completed questionnaire form of the November polling) that we will be unable to provide for reasons beyond our control. Therefore, they’ll give us another written notice and pass to the Supreme Court the decision about our closure “for multifold violations of the law”.

The consequences may be also grave for the society. Subjection of copyright and commercial classified information to the state control may lead to the loss of millions dollars of investments into the Belarusian economics. What investor, foreign or home, will agree to invest his money if the results of a market research he/she orders can become known to the competitors? In fact, this court decision takes government control over the society to a new and higher level. Now, any public association must provide to the registering bodies any information pertaining to its activity irregardless its nature and time limitation. According to that same Justice Ministry, there are over 2 500 republican and 1 500 regional public organizations registered presently in Belarus. This means some 150 000 citizens are involved into their activity directly or indirectly (at least 50 signatures should be collected for a republican organization to get registered and at 10 – for a regional); taking their families into account these are nearly half a million people! These structures incorporate people with different interests – social and cultural, religious and creative, occupational and amateur, human rights defenders, environmentalists, etc. Since in any country a civic society is a form of people’s self-organization, the authorities have demonstrated in this decision that they are anti-democratic, anti-market, anti-law as well as anti-national.

NV: How are you going to work in the future if you anticipate your forthcoming closure by that same Supreme Court?

ОМ: We’re preparing the variants of carrying our activity in case we lose the status of a republican public organization. I can tell you for sure that as long as we live here and are not imprisoned we will continue following our mission – promoting the development of democracy, market economy and civic society in Belarus via sociological researches.

Prospects of democratic presidential candidates

The analysis given (See Table 1) is based on numerous researches and contacts undertaken by the IISEPS. Its goal is rendering assistance to all concerned agents of political influence in Belarus in determining and nominating a single candidate for democratic forces at the next presidential election.

· Signs +++, ++, +, 0, –, – –, – – – mean respectively: “to a great extent acceptable”, “rather acceptable”, “to a certain extent acceptable”, “fairly unacceptable” and “to a great extent unacceptable”.

· It considers prospects of potential candidates for the democratic forces only. The nomenclature scenario (by the way, this is apparently the most probable scenario as it may incorporate the interests of nomenclature, Russia and A. Lukashenko’s immediate circle) as well as the scenarios of the potential candidates like S. Gaidukevich, A. Kozulin or P. Kravchenko unlikely to be supported by democratic forces aren’t considered here.

Table 1 

"Matrix of acceptance"



Potential presidential candidates
Political agents of influence


Electorate

(I)*
Democratic forces (IV)
Nomenclature

(III)
Russia

(II)
West

(V) 
Rank of 

acceptance

А. Voitovich
+
++
+++
+++
+++
I

S. Kalyakin
+
++
+
-
++
V

А. Klimov
++
+
- - -
- -
+
IX

V. Kolos
+
+
0
- -
++
VIII

А. Lebedko
+
++
- 
- 
+++
VI

V. Leonov
+
+
++
++
+
III-IV

А. Milinkevich
+
+
0
0
++
VII

N. Statkevich
+
-
- - -
- - -
+
X

V. Frolov
+
+
++
++
++
II

А. Yaroshuk
+
+
++
++
+
III-IV

* Ranks of political agents of influence in Belarus are given in brackets

· As one can see, the candidates offered are to a different extent acceptable for different political agents: electorate’s hero may appear nomenclature’s outsider and a minion of the West will not be necessarily supported by Russia. The position of the very political entities greatly influences the degree of candidate’s acceptability.

· The “Matrix” is based on the analysis of relations between major political agents and doesn’t take into account psychological peculiarities of potential candidates (like charisma, determination, teamwork abilities, etc.) which may turn even more crucial than a logical scheme during a real election campaign.

The situation is very flexible as the process of determining and nominating a single candidate for democratic forces is still far from being accomplished and some candidates will be nominated irregardless collective decisions. What’s more, feasible resources (including the electoral ones) on which they will rely are not yet apparent. This is why the configuration of the “matrix of acceptance” still may change. 

MARCH – 2005

Enduring echo of referendum

While the last year referendum that has dramatically changed both the political layout and the political prospects of Belarus is over long ago, they still dispute in Belarus if referendum results reflected true state of things, if the Belarusian society has become more consolidated and more confident in its future and, finally, how all this will influence future development of this country.

To remind, in accordance with the official voting results announced by the Central Election Commission, about 80% of voters voted for A. Lukashenko to allow him run for presidency during the next presidential election and the candidates supporting A. Lukashenko all won the parliamentary election. The president called those results the “crushing results” and amended the Constitution. However, in accordance with the opinion poll conducted by the Gallup Institute / Baltic Surveys, only 48.4% of registered voters voted for Constitution amendment and the new Parliament might have comprised up to 30% of the candidates not supported by the authorities. If this data is true, over 2 million voted appeared re-distributed. This means the Constitution shouldn’t have been amended and A. Lukashenko cannot run for presidency anew.

Six months over, the political storms have gone down and most voters have turned to their daily routine. Gas comes to Belarus at the same prices as before, devastating tsunamis and earthquakes passed us by and the long-awaited spring has finally come. In such a stable and comforting environment, it is the high time to check if this is the Central Election Commission or Gallup’s Institute that was right? Has the referendum turned a historic event for the Belarusians or it still stirs up their minds and feelings? (See Table 1).

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "How did you vote at the referendum and at the election to the House of Representatives held on October 17, 2004?", %



Variant of answer
11'04
03'05

Voting at the referendum:

I voted for A. Lukashenko’s participation in the presidential election and for Constitution amendment
49.0
49.1

I voted against A. Lukashenko’s participation in the presidential election and against 

Constitution amendment
29.2
24.7

I didn’t participate in the voting
9.5
18.5

Refused to give an answer
5.1
6.7

Voting at the parliamentary election: 

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
35.2
33.4

For a candidate opposing A. Lukashenko
9.6
8.7

For an independent candidate
21.3
23.3

I didn’t participate in this election
15.2
23.6

Refused to give an answer
12.2
10.3

Thus, voting results of the referendum received in both November and March opinion polls are almost the same as the results of Gallup’s Institute. As well close are the results of the parliamentary election (according to the findings of both the IISEPS and the Gallup’s Institute, absolute majority of those respondents who refused to give an answer voted against Constitution amendment and for alternative candidates). Despite “calm and stable situation”, the Belarusians do remember how they voted in October. This means that the referendum still remains a crucial event for them.

Do the Belarusian citizens know that the official and unofficial results of the referendum differ that dramatically? (See Table 2).

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "Following referendum, the Central Election Commission announced that 80% of voters on the lists supported A. Lukashenko. According to the opinion poll conducted by the Gallup’s Institute / Baltic Surveys, A. Lukashenko was supported by 48.4% of voters only. Do you know (heard) about this?", %



Variant of answer 
11'04
03'05
01'05*

Yes
32.7
34.2
73.0

No
57.7
56.5
27.0

* Results of the opinion poll among the elite (those interviewed are over 60 policymakers, mass media leaders, scientists and businessmen almost equally representing public and private sectors)

Although the findings of Gallup’s Institute weren’t widely publicized in the state-run mass media, one third of respondents got introduced to those results. Did that awareness influence the attitude of the Belarusians to the referendum results? (See Table 3).

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, which data is closer to truth?", %



Variant of answer 
11'04
03'05
01'05*

Data of the Central Election Commission is closer to truth
44.3
41.1
7.0

Data of the Gallup’s Institute is closer to truth
28.6
28.9
80.0

DA/NA
27.1
30.0
13.0

*  Results of the opinion poll among the elite

An unbiased reader will be appalled with the data of this table. It appears that less than a half of respondents and just a few elite representatives believe the official data! Table 4 shows how awareness of unofficial data influence citizens’ attitude to the referendum results.

Most of those who are aware of that data don’t believe the Central Election Commission and take the idea of A. Lukashenko’s life presidency in the negative. Voters’ degree of trust to the results of the referendum influences even more their attitude to such a probability. (See Table 5).

Table 4

Attitude to the referendum results among voters both introduced and not introduced to the findings of Gallup’s Institute, %



Attitude to referendum results
Introduced

(34.2)
Not introduced

(56.5)

Attitude to the announced results:

Data of the Central Election Commission is closer to truth
35.1
49.1

Data of the Gallup’s Institute is closer to truth
50.6
19.5

DA/NA
14.3
31.4

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency:

Totally/rather positive
23.3
40.5

Indifferent
11.0
13.9

Rather/totally negative 
65.3
45.1

Table 5

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency among the voters trusting the data of the Central Election Commission and the voters trusting the data of Gallup’s Institute, %



Variant of answer
Trust data of Election 

Commission (41.1)
Trust Gallup’s data
(28.9)

Totally/rather positive
57.8
3.4

Indifferent
13.5
7.7

Rather/totally negative 
27.9
88.9

Apparently, loyalty of the Belarusians to the current authorities and their policy stands in close relation with how they take referendum results. Thus, absolute majority of the voters trusting unofficial data are very negative about proceeding with the current course while it suits those who trust the Central Election Commission.

In our opinion, those who think – both within the opposition and the government – that the moods of citizens depend, first of all, on the degree of their awareness about the real state of things, referendum results included (this is why some work to spread such information to the utmost while the other, on the contrary, stop it), overestimate this factor. (See Table 6).

Table 6

Attitude to the results of the referendum among voters who voted for or against Constitution 

amendment, %



Attitude to the referendum results
Voted for (49.1)
Voted against (24.7)

Awareness of Gallup’s data:

Were introduced
27.3
53.3

Weren’t introduced
65.0
40.9

Attitude to announced results:

Data of the Central Election Commission is closer to truth
68.7
10.0

Data of the Gallup’s Institute is closer to truth
4.2
67.9

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency:

Totally/rather positive
59.3
2.8

Indifferent
13.3
6.4

Rather/totally negative 
26.7
90.7

Thus, many of those who voted for Constitution amendment and got introduced to Gallup’s Institute results kept their initial standpoints. On the contrary, this data didn’t help those who voted against. In other words, enlightenment as well as public opinion handling have natural boundaries that are strictly defined with people’s life interests. Almost 920 000 voters who voted for Constitution amendment, i.e. over a quarter, take A. Lukashenko’s life-term presidency in the negative. Perhaps, these are the Belarusians who October 17 responded to the wording of the question (“Do you permit…?”) rather than to its content. As soon as they comprehended the outcome of that “permission”, they speak out “against”.

These are living conditions that define the interests of most people. No propaganda or counterpropaganda will be able to change them fundamentally if their living conditions improve. October referendum has become a turning point for the Belarusian people and showed true dynamics of people’s interest over the ten years of A. Lukashenko’s presidency. If compared with the living standard of the neighbors and not with the year 1994, living of the Belarusians hasn’t basically changed while future prospects got much fewer. Out of those voters who voted for A. Lukashenko at the latest presidential election, 82.3% voted for Constitution amendment at the referendum and 58.8% voted for pro-presidential candidates at the parliamentary election. Therefore, both true and pretended referendum results will influence the minds and feelings of the Belarusians yet for long.

Inequity of authorities pushes the people to revolution 

Nowadays, many Belarusians wonder what caused a number of recent “color revolutions” in Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan. Such different countries with diverse histories and cultures witnessed almost the same outcome – the people revolted and overthrew the power almost without mass violence and blood. Commenting on those dramatic events, the Belarusian authorities gave three major reasons of why that could happen: “First, weak power; second, low living standard and third – implementation of Western political technologies.” Participants of those events and many analysts disagree with such an explanation. A year ago, did anyone talk about weak power of L. Kuchma or A. Akaev? Are the prices higher and the quality of goods and services lower in Ukraine than in Belarus? Did the West give greater support to the Kyrgyz opposition than the Belarusian? In their opinion, inequity of the authorities has become a true reason of those revolutions. The power neglected, offended and humiliated rather than protected the people from miseries or helped it. Remarkably, people can suffer the greatest hardships like a war or natural disasters if those don’t disgrace them. In such conditions, authority and support of the authorities can be very high if people know and feel that the power stands for them and not against. 

In our studies of Belarusian citizens’ attitude to the authorities, we decided not to confine to the traditional indicators like estimates, ratings, degree of trust, etc. but ask respondents one simple and clear question: “Over the past three years, have you survived an offence from public authorities?” In general, 26% of respondents answered “yes”, over 80% of them marked up “many times” or “several times”, and 74% answered “no”. Asked the qualifying question “Representatives of which bodies offended you, if any?”, 41.0% mentioned the militia, 34.2% – local authorities and 24.3% – other bodies. Specifying the way the citizens were offended, every third respondent said “my rights were broken”, every fourth – “I was insulted” and every fourth – “they squeezed money from me” or “the authorities didn’t perform their duties”.

Every fourth Belarusian citizen feels offended by the authorities. Is this many or few? Can these figures be considered as a borderline of public tolerance? To answer this question, we should like to analyze the social structure of those offended Belarusians, the system of their values and expectations and especially in what and to which extent they differ from the other part of Belarusian society.

From the standpoint of social demography, there is no great difference between these two groups of the Belarusians, except that the offended are mostly citizens in economically active age (30 to 50) and with a higher level of education. Thus, if the authorities happen to offend the citizens, they do this without any preferences – men and women, young and aged, company chiefs and regular employees, city-dwellers and villagers, residents of both western and eastern regions. It is wrong to say that these offended Belarusians are that very “protesting electorate” discontented with the current course. There’s a great number of A. Lukashenko’s supporters among them while there’s as well a great number of A. Lukashenko’s opponents among those not offended citizens. In other words, the offended citizens are all common Belarusians.

Different are social frames of mind (or attitudes) and expectations of these two groups of the Belarusian society. (See Table 7).

Table 7

Comparative "sociological portrait" of those offended and not offended Belarusians, %



Social frames of mind
Over the past three years, have you survived an offence from public authorities?


Yes (26.0)
No (74.0)

Economic frames of mind

Attitude to recent entrepreneur strikes: 

Agree with their demands
66.5
50.2

Don’t agree with their demands
16.8
22.2

Is there corruptibility in Belarus?

Yes
93.0
77.3

No
3.5
8.0

Have you faced corruptibility within the past years?

Yes, many times
53.1
19.5

Yes, once
13.5
7.1

No
33.2
73.0

Who is guilty of recent arrests of the directors of large state enterprises?

Directors themselves broke the law
45.1
56.6

Country’s economic system forces them to break the law
39.9
20.6

In the years to come, social and economic situation in Belarus:

Will improve
16.3
34.5

Won’t change
41.2
40.7

Will aggravate
31.8
11.6

Do you agree with the statement of the Belarusian authorities on that the country’s  going the right economic course:

Yes, this is the right course
22.9
47.8

No, this is the wrong course 
55.3
26.2

What is more important today,  preservation or change of the current situation in the country? 

Preservation of the current situation is more important
24.1
60.6

Change of the current situation is more important
74.9
38.8

Social and political frames of mind

How did you vote at the referendum of October 17, 2004?

For Constitution amendment
27.7
56.6

Against Constitution amendment
42.9
18.3

Didn’t take part in the voting
24.2
16.4

For whom did you vote at the parliamentary election of October 17, 2004?

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
19.2
38.5

For a candidate opposing A. Lukashenko
14.5
6.6

For an independent candidate
27.3
21.8

Didn’t take part in the voting
29.7
21.4

Results of the election and referendum announced by the Central Election Commission or by Gallup’s Institute are closer to truth?

Data of the Central Election Commission
24.2
47.0

Data of Gallup’s Institute
46.4
22.8

Are you satisfied with democratization in Belarus?

Yes
20.4
35.8

No
70.2
36.4

Do you believe the report of the Council of Europe on involvement of top Belarusian officials in disappearances of opposition figures: 

Yes
70.8
38.9

No
26.4
58.2

If you knew a competitive opponent to A. Lukashenko, for whom would you vote at the next presidential election?

For A. Lukashenko
12.4
34.1

For such a candidate
52.0
26.0

Should Belarus become a member of the European Union?

Yes
60.9
49.9

No
35.6
47.5

What poses threat to the development of Belarus?

West
19.9
29.5

Belarusian opposition
11.5
16.8

Belarusian authorities
36.5
13.3

In case A. Lukashenko wins the next presidential election, the prospects of Belarus:

Will improve
17.6
41.5

Will not change significantly
48.0
44.9

Will decline
33.7
12.8

It is obvious that the two groups differ dramatically in their social frame of mind. Those offended by the authorities approve striking entrepreneurs, suffer of corruption (by the way, they think that it is born by the entire economic system and not separate officials) and give pessimistic estimates of country’s economic prospects (this is why most of them don’t accept the current course but expect that it changes). They are mostly citizens who voted against Constitution amendment at the referendum and for opposition or independent candidates at the parliamentary election, who trust the data of Gallup’s Institute rather than the Central Election Commission, who are discontented with democratization in the country, who think that top Belarusian officials are engaged in disappearances of opposition figures, who are transparently pro-European and think that these are the Belarusian authorities that pose a threat to Belarus and not some foreign states, who expect deterioration of country’s prospects in case of A. Lukashenko’s victory at the coming presidential election and this is why they are ready to vote for a candidate able to compete successfully with the current head of state. Regarding those who take no offence against the authorities, the majority is pretty loyal to the current course and is moderately optimistic about the future. In most attitudes, these two social groups are not simply different but obviously antagonistic.

Another classic indicator of how the people estimate authority’s equity and fairness is its “feeling of law observance”, or estimation of human rights observance in the country. In average, only 26.7% of respondents said that basic human rights (ten basic rights were listed) are always observed in this country and nearly 60% stated that they are observed randomly or never. In the opinion of citizens, the following rights are violated most often. (See Table 8).
Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you think human rights are observed in Belarus?" %*



Human rights
Always
Not always
Are not observed

Worthy living
16.3
44.1
33.0

Equal protection of the law
23.1
34.0
33.2

Freedom of gathering, meeting and demonstrating
17.5
37.9
29.7

Freedom of opinion and its expression
22.2
37.7
30.0

* Table is read across

More thorough analysis shows that this is exactly resentment against the authorities that is a major reason of sharp “decline in people’s feeling of law observance”. (See Table 9).

Thus, over half of those offended by the authorities claim that their basic rights are not observed at all. This is twice as much as among the general number of respondents! In its turn, “decline in the feeling of law observance” influences directly the electoral preferences of the Belarusians. (See Table 10).

The Belarusians ready to re-elect the current president have a much higher “feeling of law observance” than those ready to vote for an alternative candidate. What’s more, “decline in the feeling of law observance” not only changes inevitably the electoral preferences but significantly increases people’s readiness to active forms of protest. (See Table 11). 

Table 9

"Feeling of lawfulness" among offended and not offended Belarusians, %



Are the following human rights observed in Belarus:
Over the past three years, have you survived an offence from 

public authorities?


Yes (26.0)
No (74.0)

Worthy living

Always
5.7
20.1

Not always
37.5
46.4

Not observed
53.8
25.7

Equal protection of the law

Always
10.2
27.6

Not always
29.6
35.6

Not observed
54.1
25.9

Freedom of gathering, meeting and demonstrating

Always
10.7
24.6

Not always
37.8
47.2

Not observed
51.5
28.2

Freedom of opinion and its expression

Always
8.9
30.6

Not always
35.8
44.1

Not observed
55.3
25.3

Table 10

"Feeling of lawfulness" among different electoral groups, %



Are the following human rights observed in Belarus:
If you knew a competitive opponent to A. Lukashenko, for whom would you vote at the next presidential election?


For A. Lukashenko (28.4)
For his contender (32.8)

Worthy living

Always
33.4
4.6

Not always
46.2
37.7

Not observed
11.4
54.8

Equal protection of the law

Always
45.5
9.8

Not always
34.1
29.9

Not observed
10.5
55.4

Freedom of gathering, meeting and demonstrating

Always
38.4
4.8

Not always
34.4
35.2

Not observed
8.1
51.3

Freedom of opinion and its expression

Always
44.7
5.9

Not always
35.2
33.6

Not observed
7.0
53.7

As the analysis shows, 12.8% of those not offended by the authorities over lately are ready to participate in mass meetings and demonstrations to air their opinions and 10.5% – in strikes while those numbers among offended respondents are 30.1% and 31.9% respectively!

Table 11

Readiness to public actions depending on the "feeling of lawfulness ", %



Ready to participate in the following public actions to express their opinion: 
Is the right to worthy living observed in Belarus:


Always
Not always
Not observed

Meetings, demonstrations and  pickets
6.8
15.6
27.9

Strikes
4.3
13.1
26.1

Hunger-strikes 
2.1
3.9
9.0

Armed struggle
2.0
3.6
10.2

Judging by relatively high president’s rating (46.4% of citizens are presently ready to vote for him) and satisfactory estimates given to the Belarusian authorities for their work in general (3 points at the five-point scale), people’s level of offence is still far from the public tolerance borderline that has revolutions beyond it. Yet, the logic of authorities’ inequity in this country is very similar to the same process in the countries of “color revolutions”. Resentment against the authorities takes citizens to comprehension of their inequity – this comprehension takes to understanding of human rights and their infringement – this understanding takes to changes of electoral preferences – this change, if not implemented through free and fair election, takes to the readiness to stand up human rights in the actions of public protest and revolution is its extreme form. Who knows, perhaps, with their actions the Belarusian authorities might provoke this process much quicker than all the actions of the opposition taken together and Belarus will see Kyrgyz or Romanian rather than Georgian or Ukrainian revolution?..

No changes at the electoral front?

As the polling results show, the electoral breakdown in Belarus has changed insignificantly over the past four months. In general, both “peak point” and “pattern” remained unchanged. (See Table 12).

Table 12

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "If the presidential election takes place tomorrow in Belarus, for whom would you vote?", %



Variant of answer
11.04
03.05

А. Lukashenko
47.7
46.7

А. Lebedko
1.5
1.4

V. Frolov
1.0
1.4

S. Shushkevich 
0.3
1.0

V. Goncharik
1.2
0.6

S. Gaidukevich
1.3
0.5

In each of the opinion polls, all other politicians (17 persons in November of 2004 and 28 persons in March of 2005) received less than 1% of votes. In particular, in the latest opinion poll 0.9% of respondents spoke out for M. Marinich, 0.8% – for Z. Poznyak and A. Klimov, A. Voitovich and A. Kozulin received 0.7% of votes each. 

It should be noted that the ratings given in Table 12 were received in an open question. Respondents themselves named a politician they would like to vote for. As a rule, such rating gives the results most unfavorable for outsiders.

Meanwhile, Table 12 reveals that the number of those looking for an alternative is much greater than a small group of opposition candidate supporters. On the contrary, a great part of respondents who said they would vote for A. Lukashenko were led by “Who instead?” approach.

Table 13 gives rough estimate of president’s firm electorate. Thus, slightly over a quarter of respondents claim that they will remain loyal to their cult figure under any circumstances and even a hypothetic alternative doesn’t attract them. Every third respondent is ready to vote for such an alternative if there is any. 

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question "If you knew a person able to compete successfully with A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election, would you vote for him/her or for A. Lukashenko?"



Variant of answer
%

I would vote for such a candidate
32.8

I would vote for A. Lukashenko
28.4

So far I don’t know, I would judge by circumstances
38.3

Presence or absence of an alternative as well as its weight is defined by the public opinion proper. Who the respondents consider as an alternative and to which extent? Table 14 gives certain clue.

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, who of the following politicians can compete successfully with A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election?" 

(more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer 
%

No name
67.9

V. Frolov
10.4

А. Voitovich
8.1

А. Lebedko
6.5

N. Statkevich
6.2

V. Kolos
4.5

А. Yaroshuk
4.4

А. Milinkevich
4.1

V. Leonov
3.8

S. Kalyakin 
3.5

А. Klimov
3.4

Although the question in Table 14 was also open and respondents put the names themselves, the ratings are more favorable here for opposition politicians showing even a hierarchy. The estimates that respondents gave in their answers to this question can serve a kind of leading indicators, i.e. the greater is the estimate of politician’s “potential competitiveness”, the higher are his chances to attract more supporters to his side that is gain that same competitive ability.

Comparison of Tables 13 and 14 shows that the number of those who are ready to vote for a hypothetically strong alternative to A. Lukashenko (32.8%) is almost equal to those who already now see a certain politician as such an alternative (in Table 14, 100% – 67.9% = 32.1%). In other words, the group of voters that sticks to the “anyone except him” pattern is not very large and this makes the task of the politicians for opposition to win the votes of those who would at all vote for them even more difficult.

As a rule, candidates who are outsiders receive the most favorable ratings in so-called pair ratings. We offer to you such ratings in Table 15.
Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question "Imagine you are offered two candidatures at the presidential election – A. Lukashenko and (name of real politician). For whom would you vote?"



Variant of answer
%

For A. Lukashenko
46.9

For V. Frolov
10.7



For A. Lukashenko
47.3

For N. Statkevich
10.3



For A. Lukashenko
46.1

For A. Voitovich
10.2



For A. Lukashenko
47.7

For A Lebedko
10.0



For A. Lukashenko
46.5

For V. Kolos
9.7



For A. Lukashenko
47.2

For A. Yaroshuk
8.8



For A. Lukashenko
47.5

For V. Leonov
7.9



For A. Lukashenko
46.4

For A. Milinkevich
7.8



For A. Lukashenko
48.1

For A. Klimov
7.8



For A. Lukashenko
47.4

For S. Kalyakin 
5.7

Stability of A. Lukashenko’s rating is the most conspicuous in this table. His rating almost doesn’t depend on an alternative candidate and ranges from 2% to 48.1% (in the pair with A. Klimov) and to 46.1% (in the pair with A. Voitovich). Speaking about alternative candidates, the problem isn’t only in that the rating of the most successful candidate is several times lower than that of the president. Ratings of the candidates for the opposition are all of approximately the same order varying within the margin of representative error.

While discussing the procedure of sole candidate nomination, it was proposed to follow the rule of lowest negative rating, i.e. choose that candidate as a sole to whom the smallest number of respondents will give no vote. Variant of such a rating is given in Table 16.

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question "For whom of the following potential presidential candidates would you vote and for whom you wouldn’t vote for sure?", %*



Variant of answer
I would vote
I wouldn’t vote

А. Lukashenko
50.2
35.0

А. Voitovich
11.0
60.8

V. Frolov
11.7
60.9

N. Statkevich
11.0
61.2

V. Kolos
10.3
61.9

А. Yaroshuk
9.6
61.9

А. Milinkevich
8.7
62.2

А. Lebedko
10.1
64.4

V. Leonov
7.2
65.7

А. Klimov
7.3
65.9

S. Kalyakin
5.9
68.0

* Table is read across

As one can see, negative rating of each candidate for the opposition is over 60%. Yet, even negative ratings are close so that it is hard to single out an undoubted leader.

We have already seen (Tables 13 and 14) that the number of respondents ready to vote for a candidate alternative to A. Lukashenko already now (about 33%) is threefold higher than the most favorable rating of the most successful candidate for the opposition. Attracting the remaining one third of voters to their side is the primary goal of the opposition, and it has no chances to win and especially stand any serious competition with the president in office unless consolidated around one sole candidate. At the current stage when candidates get prepared to the election, many of them position themselves as the only who person knowing the way to the soul of the people or, to put it in the language of political science, as the only candidate able to attract the electorate that their opponents cannot win. Of course, he/she shouldn’t take up politics who is not ambitious and thinks that any other man can substitute him. From the other hand, as the polling data shows, present electorates of the candidates for the opposition overlap greatly that can be see from Table 17 built on data of Table 16.

Table 17

Indicators showing readiness of the opposition candidate electorates to vote for their contenders within the opposition, %*



Candidates
A. Voi tovich
S.Kalyakin
А. Kli mov
V. Kolos 
А. Lebe  dko
V.Leonov
А. Milinkevich
N.Statkevich
V. Fro lov
А. Yaroshuk
Average**

A. Voitovich
Х
32.0
35.3
56.4
43.4
37.3
46.1
47.1
41.2
44.3
42.5

S. Kalyakin
59.6
Х
50.4
56.8
71.9
45.5
51.9
60.5
65.2
54.9
57.4

А. Klimov
56.1
40.7
Х
50.3
57.8
46.6
40.4
56.9
50.9
53.4
50.0

V. Kolos 
60.4
32.7
35.8
Х
46.2
41.3
53.6
55.5
46.7
44.8
46.3

А. Lebedko
47.6
42.3
42.1
47.2
Х
33.1
41.6
58.6
55.9
47.1
46.1

V. Leonov
57.3
37.6
47.6
59.3
46.4
Х
48.9
56.8
46.4
49.9
50.0

À. Milinkevich
58.7
35.5
34.2
63.8
48.4
40.6
Х
54.8
53.8
48.3
48.6

N. Statkevich
47.7
32.7
38.0
52.1
53.8
37.1
43.2
Х
51.8
43.0
44.3

V. Frolov
38.8
33.0
31.9
41.2
48.1
28.5
39.9
48.6
Х
39.8
38.8

À. Yaroshuk
51.1
34.1
40.9
48.3
49.6
37.5
43.7
49.3
48.8
Х
44.8

* Table is read across, i.e. the first figure in the first line means that 32.0% of those ready to vote for A. Voitovich are also ready to vote for А. Klimov, etc. 

** Average indicators showing readiness of this politician’s  electorate to vote for other politicians.

Thus, each candidate’s supporters are ready to vote for the other opposition candidates. In other words, no one of the politicians specified has a significant electorate that wants to see this candidate only in the presidential seat. The electorate of each candidate comprises mostly the electorates of other candidates. Therefore, unwillingness to cooperate and aversion of others may bring to repulsion from themselves that is from their supporters.

In general, over 30% of respondents are ready to vote for one or another candidate (in total, ten democratic candidates were listed). This means that consolidated electorate of democratic candidates is threefold larger than the electorate of each of them. An alternative candidate having 30% of votes will anyway yield to the current president but will get a powerful resource for after-election political activity in both Belarus and abroad. Clearly, it is hardly possible to single out today (and in the near future as well) “the most sole” democratic candidate. Yet, it is entirely possible and absolutely necessary to introduce “united team” to the democratic electorate. If by any reasons – not enough signatures for registration, quit the fight due to pretended violations, received less votes in preliminary opinion polls – a candidate loses chances to get the first seat, he is then positioned as a second, third, etc. person from the team of that candidate who meets all the requirements (Prime Minister, Head of Presidential Administration, Minister of Defense, Minister of Foreign Affairs, etc.). Only this team-member approach can ensure support of a consolidated democratic electorate and open a new way to reaching changes, other than ratio of votes 10-15% vs 55-60%. Will the candidates be able to come to an agreement? So far, there is time and all the possibilities for this. 

“Orange” prospects of Belarus

The events in the neighboring Ukraine that ended up in the third round of presidential election and election of V. Yuschenko for presidency hardly left anyone indifferent in Belarus. Apart from political reasons, this is as well geographic, cultural and historic proximity that has played its role. On the one hand, during the crisis the Belarusian citizens were powerfully fenced by the state-run Belarusian and Russian mass media that competed in discrediting the Ukrainian opposition and participants of street actions. Those information campaigns had certain differences, yet insignificant in general. The state-run mass media of Russia and Belarus both told that Ukraine fell a victim of a crafty American conspiracy and that American mercenaries acted throughout the country. 

On the other hand, due to multiple kinship relations and close contacts between the Ukrainians and the Belarusians (according to the latest IISEPS opinion poll, every third Belarusian citizen has visited Ukraine over the past ten years) the latter judged about the Ukrainian situation based on their personal observations over living in this neighboring country. By the way, Ukraine is the only country neighboring with Belarus talking about which during our opinion polls respondents for many years estimated its general living standard as lower than in Belarus. Our latest opinion poll isn’t an exception. (See Table 18).

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question "Compare the living standards in Belarus and in the 

neighboring countries. Which is higher?", %*



Variant of answer
Higher
Same
Lower

Poland
63.1
15.2
2.9

Latvia
47.6
19.1
6.4

Lithuania
45.7
20.8
6.2

Russia
28.9
40.4
15.9

Ukraine
11.2
30.9
41.6

* Table is read across

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you estimate recent stormy events 

("orange revolution") in Ukraine?"



Variant of answer
%

That was a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
47.0

That was a process beyond anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
45.6

Other
5.0

So, on the one hand this is a unilateral informational pressure and on the other – personal experience and estimates. What is the balance? Table 19 gives the grounds to judge about this.

In its estimates of the Ukrainian events, the Belarusian society split almost equally into supporters of the conspiracy theory and supporters of popular revolution that is another proof of the common truth that mass media is a powerful instrument yet not almighty. Remarkably, estimates of respondents didn’t bear close relation with their attitude to A. Lukashenko. (See Table 20).

The columns in Table 20 are symmetric but don’t show great variance of estimates. Slightly over a half of presidential supporters share the opinion presented by the national TV Channel BT and Russian RTR Channel while over a third of respondents estimate the situation in the opposite. Perhaps, the standpoint of the Belarusian head of state played its role here. A. Lukashenko went to Kiev with V. Putin to congratulate V. Yanukovich with the victory in the second round of election, yet he wasn’t as ardent in his support of V. Yanukovich during the election campaign as the Russian president. It is entirely possible that low estimates of the living standard in Ukraine given by both presidential supporters and opponents urged them to say that the Ukrainian events were caused by the reasons beyond someone’s control. In any case, the relation between the attitude to the Ukrainian events and to the Belarusian authorities appeared composite and indirect.

Table 20

Relation between estimates of Ukrainian events and answers to the question on the voting for and against A. Lukashenko, %*



Variant of answer
Voting for A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election


I would vote for him
I wouldn’t vote for him

Ukrainian events – a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
55.7
38.3

Ukrainian events – a process beyond anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
37.8
55.4

* Table is read as follows: 55.7% of those who would vote for A. Lukashenko believe that the Ukrainian events are a person-controlled process.

Table 21

Relation between estimates of "orange prospects" in Belarus and answers to the question on the 

voting for and against A. Lukashenko , %



Variant of answer
Voting for A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election


I would vote for him
I wouldn’t vote for him

The events like Ukrainian are possible in Belarus
12.5
35.0

The events like Ukrainian are not possible in Belarus
71.8
50.7

Naturally, a major question that worried the Belarusians during the Ukrainian crisis and right after it was “Can such a scenario take place in Belarus?” While the opinions split up almost equally in the estimates of the Ukrainian evens, the part of those who think “orange prospects” are entirely possible in Belarus (22.4%) appears threefold less than those who stick to the opposite viewpoint (61.2%).

 It is noteworthy that answers to this question bear as well little relation with respondents’ attitude to the main victim of the presumptive conflict. (See Table 21).

The president himself reiterates impossibility of the “orange” revolution in Belarus as if it were a spell. Clearly, this is not encouraging for his opponents who share this opinion. On the contrary, those few supporters of the president who think the “orange” revolution is entirely possible in Belarus are most likely his ardent followers rather than latent opponents. They are very much afraid of such developments on the grounds that foreign enemies may plot something against the president.

A half of president’s supporters don’t think that Minsk may follow the Kiev scenario. At first sight, this makes such developments hardly possible. However, as the witnesses say, the Ukrainian revolution was totally unexpected both for its leaders and participants. Present Interior Minister of Ukraine A. Lutsenko, an organizer of a crucial mass meeting at the Independence Square, has recently told in his interview to the newspaper Zerkalo Nedeli (Weekly Mirror) that in the night after the second round of election – when the Central Election Commission registered V. Yanukovich’s victory – it was decided in V. Yuschenko’s headquarters to call people into the streets. At the meeting of the opposition, organizational leaders said they could ensure presence of 20 000 people, not more and not less, at the Independence Square the next day. In the morning, 120 000 people came to the Independence Square.

Entrepreneurs, a social force!

As the polling data shows, people actively use the services of individual entrepreneurs in their everyday life. In particular, as it goes from Table 22, 57.3% of respondents use their services daily or several days a week (some 6% don’t use their service). Hence, the citizens are well aware of the problems the authorities create to the traders. By the way, the latter are very keen of this! One day they increase rent rates, then introduce additional taxes, make traders get new licenses and certificates or decide to re-register everyone. Numerous official duties are a necessary part during such procedures. Apparently, these “lousy lice” – as A. Lukashenko called them the other day – don’t deserve better attitude.

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question "How often do you use the services of private entrepreneurs (buy foodstuffs and consumables at the market and in stalls, use domestic services, etc.)?"



Variant of answer
%

Almost daily
27.7

Several times a week
29.6

Several times a month
31.5

Several times a year
5.2

Almost never
5.9

Such attitude not always brings benefit to the authorities, though. Quite recently, the traders were once again driven to madness with a new VAT payment procedure. Their resentment ended up in a national strike that was barely pleasant for the authorities. Usual coercive methods didn’t help. The authorities decided to behead the entrepreneur movement by putting its leaders behind the bars. That didn’t help either. They had to go back and have a talk with the people. However, the situation got so hot that the people simply disregarded the figures like Deputy Minister of Economics and even vice-premier. A. Lukashenko had to go and see the businessmen in person. Although the official authorities presented the event as benefaction of the authorities and invited the most tolerant traders to the meeting, the real subject of the talks couldn’t be concealed. 

There’s the only conclusion following the event: whatever the authorities do to exhaust traders and make them dance to their piping, political and economic interests still prevail. If it were not for traders, how would declining “giants of national industry” survive? If it were not for traders, who would provide workplaces and pay wages to hundreds of thousands of unemployed? If it were not for traders, who would supply people with foodstuffs and consumables? On the other hand, traders have turned a real force that is to be taken into account. According to the polling data, overwhelming majority of voters (87.2%) know about recent entrepreneur strikes (See Table 23) and 54.4% of voters agree with their demands (See Table 24).

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question "Have you heard about recent entrepreneur strikes, in which entrepreneurs protested against the new VAT payment procedure?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes
87.2

No
12.8

Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to such strikes?"



Variant of answer
%

I support them in their demands
50.4

I don’t support them in their demands
20.7

This is exactly what pushed the authorities to meet the traders. Sensitive to the opinion prevailing in the society, this time A. Lukashenko decided to solve personally such a painful problem. The future will show how successful he was.

Fiasco of Chernobyl Program
Statements of A. Lukashenko about negative impact that health-improving trips abroad make on the outlook of the Belarusian children as well as his directive to take this field under state control have stirred wide response in Belarus and in those countries of the West whose charity organizations have been taking part in such projects over a long time. Most responses related to the following things. First, the aim that the authorities pursue is country’s further isolation from the outside world. Second, as a form of civil activity, charity, barely compatible with the bureaucracy, cannot stand interference of the state. If this interference does take place, it will bring to the most unfavorable consequences, first of all, for the children from the areas that suffered from the Chernobyl catastrophe. By the way, the president explained his decision with his concern about well-being of these very children. In this regard, we think it reasonable that the Belarusian citizens spoke out in the negative about president’s initiative. (See Table 25).

Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question "A. Lukashenko has recently ordered to take under strict state control health-improving trips of children from contaminated areas on the grounds that children come back after those trips with a changed outlook. What is your opinion of this?"



Variant of answer
%

I support this proposition
20.1

It makes no difference to me
18.3

I don’t support this proposition
52.0

Table 26

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you know the families whose children went abroad via Chernobyl programs?"



Variant of answer
%

My personal children went via such programs
4.5

I know such families 
42.0

I don’t know
53.3

Thus, over half of respondents said they do not support president’s initiative and some 20% spoke out in the opposite. This data can be explained in the following way: 4.5% of Belarusians that is one third of a million people sent their children abroad via Chernobyl programs and over 40% that is 3 million people have acquaintances in such families. (See Table 26).

Therefore, attitude of the citizens to the very health-improving programs and to their results are based on either personal experience or information from their acquaintances. Live perception plays a key role here. If a child comes back from Germany or Italy recovered and has found new friends there (as a rule Belarusian and German families that received children establish very close relations), his/her parents don’t care about president’s fears who is afraid that after such trips young Belarusians will never believe the stories that they live in the best country of the world. Real interests of common citizens are more important for them than ideological slogans of the official authorities. Among those citizens whose children traveled abroad via Chernobyl programs, 75.9% don’t support A. Lukashenko’s initiative (14.3% supports). This ratio is 62.8 % vs 20.7% among those citizens who know such families. 

When comparing two groups of respondents, i.e. those who agree with state control in the field of health improvement in foreign countries and those who object to this, we have found out that they give absolutely different estimates to the situation in the country as well as its prospects. (See Table 27).

Most of those who supported A. Lukashenko’s initiative trust him, almost two thirds of them agree with his life presidency, they are satisfied with the degree of democratization in the country and say that Belarus shouldn’t enter the European Union. On the contrary, most of their opponents don’t trust A. Lukashenko, are not satisfied with democratization in the country, are very negative about his becoming life president, are ready to vote for a competitive presidential contender at the next presidential election and support the idea of country’s accession to the EU.

Table 27

Attitude to various socio-economic problems depending on the attitude to A. Lukashenko’s initiative to take under strict state control health-improving trips of children from contaminated areas, %



Variant of answer
Support president’s initiative (20.1)
Don’t support president’s initiative (52.0)

Trust the president 
82.4
38.7

Don’t trust the president
10.3
45.5

Satisfaction with democratization in the country:

Totally/rather satisfied 
65.0
28.8

Rather/totally dissatisfied
22.7
60.4

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency:

Totally/rather positive
64.6
19.6

Rather/totally negative
25.5
70.5

If you knew a competitive opponent to A. Lukashenko, for whom would you vote at the next presidential election?

For A. Lukashenko
11.8
46.3

For such a candidate
50.5
17.1

Attitude to the European Union: 

Positive 
34.4
56.6

Negative
14.9
8.9

Should Belarus become a member of the European Union? 

Yes 
32.8
66.4

No
66.2
30.5

Basically, there’s nothing surprising in these conclusions. Contacts with the outside world, access to true information about it and the place of Belarus in it directly influences people’s standpoints. In this regards, it is quite obvious why the current authorities press to “close the country” from any outer influence of either West or East. Proliferation of authoritarian regime urges the president to take the measures that would eliminate now the hazards that will jeopardize him in ten or twenty years. These are the children who suffer, yet.

However, the policy of “tightening bolts” has one significant drawback. It remains efficient unless it collides with natural boundaries like in this case the interests of millions of people. Life always wins conflict with ideology. Therefore, the more rigid an ideological framework of the power is, the higher is the probability that the power itself will promote formation of the critical mass of citizens and will eventually fail. 

Europe – nearby and remote

Although the relations between the official Minsk and the West are below the freezing point for a long time already, attitude of the Belarusians to the West, in particular to the united Europe, is totally positive. Answers of respondents show that nowadays 52.8% of Belarusians want that Belarus joins the EU (against – 44.4%).

The percentage of respondents standing for country’s accession to the EU constantly vacillates and the maximum value (61%) was registered, according to our opinion polls, in December of 2002. However, for the past several years this figure didn’t drop below 50%. This attitude of the Belarusians to Europe is still very controversial, though. For example, the polling data shows that not all those willing accession to the EU think good about the united Europe. (See Table 28).

Table 28

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to the European Union (EU)?"



Variant of answer
%

Positive
43.9

Indifferent
27.9

Negative
10.9

I don’t know what it is
5.5

Certain controversy of the above data can be explained by the following. In their attitude to the EU, a part of respondents (about 10%) was led by the “we go where all go” approach. To put it differently, “Perhaps, we won’t benefit much from accession to the EU but this won’t damage us either; the neighbors join the EU and live, so may be we should join it as well.” One of the basic motives why they want to join the EU is openness of the Belarusians to the world, their willingness to travel freely to the East and to the West. This is the opinion of 65.2% of respondents, and only 27.5% spoke out against.

At the same time, for most Belarusians, Europe is no more than a TV picture and stories of the friends as only 25.7% of respondents traveled to the EU countries, to the same countries mainly. (See Table 29).
Table 29

Distribution of answers to the question "If you have traveled to EU countries, to which in particular?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Poland
14.8

Germany
6.8

Lithuania
3.6

Latvia
2.4

France
2.0

Czech Republic
2.0

Italy
1.4

Other EU countries (under 1% each)
4.3

Table 30

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "In your opinion, what poses threat to the 

development of Belarus?", % (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
03’04
03’05

Nothing threats Belarus
35.9
27.3

West
17.9
27.0

Belarusian authorities
21.7
19.3

Belarusian opposition
11.5
15.4

Russia
8.7
3.8

Other source
1.1
3.3

The fact that most Belarusian citizens have never traveled abroad opens up vast possibilities of manipulating with public conscience and allows building the image of enemy from the West in general and from the EU in particular. (See Table 30).

Comparing with the past year, the feeling of threat from the West has increased significantly. One of the reasons is possibly the informational counterattack of the Belarusian state-run mass media against the unfavorable Western estimates of the Belarusian referendum as well as interpretation of the recent Ukrainian events presented by the Russian and Belarusian state-run mass media as subversive activity of the West. Perhaps, these factors have also indirectly influenced the feeling of increasing threat from the Belarusian opposition. The following data reveals that perception of the West as a threat is closely related with the internal political preferences. Thus, 41.4% of those ready to vote for A. Lukashenko at the presidential election and only 13.4% of those who won’t vote for A. Lukashenko mentioned the West as a prospective threat. 

A Belarusian citizen who draws information about the world from the national TV channels or from the state-run newspapers Sovetskaya Belorussia (Soviet Belarus) and Respublika (Republic) may really believe that the NATO troops have been already preparing their bombers to launch the Operation Bog Storm. However, when it comes to the issues that people know from their experience and from the words of their acquaintances, faith in myths yields to the knowledge of reality.

Among the hindrances and obstacles in the way of the Belarusians to Europe stand mostly the frontier procedures rather than lack of money, visa barrier at the eastern border and poor knowledge of foreign languages. The respondents were unanimous about who is to blame of such an order. (See Table 31).

Table 31

Distribution of answers to the question "Many citizens going abroad complain about waiting for long at the check points before crossing the Belarusian border. Who is to blame, you think?"



Variant of answer
%

Belarusian frontier bodies
35.0

Frontier bodies of Poland
4.9

Frontier bodies of Latvia
4.0

Frontier bodies of Ukraine
2.8

Frontier bodies of Lithuania
1.9

Table 32

Distribution of answers to the question "Why do you think the EU doesn’t co-operate actively with the Belarusian government?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Belarusian government is the main cause
29.5

European Union doesn’t need Belarus
11.9

Crisis in the Belarusian economics
6.4

Belarus is a non-democratic country
4.2

Belarus don’t look to joining the EU
3.8

Other
2.2

The feeling of increasing threat from the West mentioned in Table 30 is still very restricted, especially since the respondents mean the USA rather than the European Union. Thus, in our June’04 opinion poll, 44.3% of respondents said the USA poses threat to Belarus and only 7.4% named the EU.

This is why no wonder that most polled appear unpatriotic in both the practical issue of borderline procedures and the top-level European politics laying blame for tense relations between Belarus and united Europe on the Belarusian authorities mainly. (See Table 32).

The above data don’t give us grounds to say that the desire to join the united Europe have now turned dominant in the Belarusian society. Attitude to the western neighbor is still controversial as the Belarusians know little about it and especially about the cost of the way to the EU. At the same time, it is obvious that anti-European xenophobia is unnatural for the Belarusian society in general. Pro-European moods and willingness to take the EU as a good neighbor and friend, if not a brother, become a peculiar trait of public conscience. 

Attitude to visa sanctions vs. political frames of mind

Referendum of 2004 in Belarus, namely the “peculiar procedure” of how it was carried, caused resentment in the European Union as well as generated discussion of the European policy towards Belarus, that same stick and the carrot that would in the best way contribute to positive changes in the country. Although, in accordance with Belarusian state-run mass media, Europe is plotting a kind of “Drang nach Osten -2” (that is the title of an article published in Sovetskaya Belorussia) against Belarus, the notorious stick is so far confined to introduction of visa sanctions against several Belarusian officials: in summer of 2004 the EU announced entrance ban to General Prosecutor V. Sheiman (current Chief of Presidential Administration), Minister of Sport and Tourism Y. Sivakov, Interior Minister V. Naumov and Commander of Internal Security Troops Brigade of the Internal Ministry D. Pavlichenko. In all four cases, the sanctions were provoked by assumed engagement of these officials in disappearances of noted public figures of Belarus.

After the October’04 referendum, two more persons were included in the no-entry list as the persons “directly involved in rigging the election and in violent infringement of human rights when using force during peaceful demonstrations.” These are L. Ermoshina, Chairman of the Central Election Commission, and Y. Podobed, Minsk Riot Squad Chief.

Those decisions were, first of all, addressed to the Belarusian establishment as penalty to particular officials and officers for committed or assumed actions and as a notice to all the other of that unlawful acts will be penalized. Also, visa sanctions were to demonstrate to the Belarusian society that the united Europe will not remain indifferent to human rights violations and inequities committed in Belarus and will go beyond verbal condemnation. Have this message reached the addressee and how was it taken by the addressee? Tables 33 and 34 answer these questions.

Table 33

Distribution of answers to the question "Have you heard that the EU has introduced visa ban for several Belarusian top-level 

officials?"



Variant of answer
%

No
59.8

Yes
39.6

Table 34

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you know why the EU has introduced visa ban for these Belarusian officials?"



Variant of answer
%

No
68.5

Yes
22.4

Belarusian state-run media reported about EU visa sanctions, yet accompanied that information with indignant commentaries about “double standards”, “violation of international law”, “interference into home affairs”, etc. Independent Belarusian editions gave pretty different commentaries on the issue of EU decision of no-entry to a number of Belarusian officials. The number of respondents aware of those decisions was pretty large (nearly 40%), while those who know the underlying causes appeared almost twice less.

Such a gap is a peculiar feature of mass communication: while processing the information most people do not remember interpretations and explanations (neither official, nor alternative) and have only facts stored in the mind.

As it goes from Table 33, almost 60% of respondents learnt about the visa ban during the very polling and 68% of respondents could only guess what the reason was. In the situation of informational gap, people use to take decisions based on their dispositions and preferences. In particular, this is what expounds for their answers to the question of Table 35.

Table 35

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to this ban?"



Variant of answer
%

Negative
21.5

Indifferent
36.1

Positive
17.0

Thus, 38.5% of respondents gave clear-cut answers to the question of Table 35. Compared with the data of Table 34, at least 16.1% of respondents spoke out their opinions even unaware of the real reasons of EU decision. This is a bright example of the frame of mind use: in negative answers – “that same West always brings us troubles”, in positive answers – “whatever Europeans do to our authorities, this is right and will bring good.” Negative estimate can also be motivated by a less political frame of mind: “All people are equal. If some are banned an entry, some day I can also be banned an entry for any obscure reason.”

As we can see, in general the balance of estimates is negative, yet insignificantly. However, the number of respondents who stated their indifferent attitude is almost equal to the total number of supporters and opponents. Refusal to give an answer most likely demonstrates the lack of political competence (“they argue with one another and it’s hard to say what it's all about”), while indifference is demonstration of a certain political stand (“they didn’t ban my going abroad, so let them scrape out to whom this relates.”)

In our latest opinion poll, we asked the question about attitude to the other large-scale EU drafts pertaining to Belarus that were considered in the European Parliament during the polling period. (See Table 36).

Table 36

Distribution of answers to the question "The European Parliament has been considering the draft Program of Actions on Democratization in Belarus. In particular, it provides for increasing the pressure on the official authorities of Belarus and rending assistance to the civic society. If the Program passes, how do you think it will influence the situation in Belarus?"



Variant of answer
%

In no way
45.8

Positively
31.4

Negatively
21.5

At first sight, the question of Table 36 pertains more to politics than the one in Table 35: in the first case, this is “pressure on the authorities” and “assistance to civic society” and in the second – future of officials. Upon French sociologist P. Bourdieu, these are political questions usually that respondents evade the most. In this case, the situation is the opposite. This pretended controversy can be explained by the fact that the question in Table 35 is political more in its nature and this is obvious for respondents even if they don’t know real reasons of why the officials were imposed entry ban to Europe. Also, noteworthy is the reverse ratio of positive and negative estimates in Tables 35 and 36: In table 36, those who expect positive consequences following the EU decisions are by 10 points more than those who expect negative consequences.

Why do similar questions bear reverse ratio of answers? Perhaps, the question of Table 35 contains human aspect so that some respondents might sympathize with the officials, some might see injustice that can as well concern them, etc. Naturally, it is much more difficult to feel sorry for some abstract “official authorities” even when they are “put pressure on”.

Frame of mind is crucial in the answers to the question of Table 36. Thus, people might have read about visa bans in the press and watched on TV, but very small amount of Belarusians is introduced to the information about the drafts of the European Parliament. Hence, most respondents gave answers based on what they feel about this. What’s more, this estimated feeling demonstrates pro-European disposition of almost one third of respondents.

During the polling, respondents were also asked about their attitude to the statement of US president during his visit in Slovakia. (See Table 37).

Table 37

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to the statement US President G. Bush made recently in Bratislava before his meeting with Russia’s President V. Putin on that «one day the citizens of Belarus will be proud to live in a democratic country"?



Variant of answer
%

Positive
35.1

Indifferent
40.8

Negative
23.1

The results of this table are similar to the Table 36 with a slight superiority of positive answers. This is why the comments on Table 36 can be equally applied to Table 37 with the only thing to be added. Possible EU decisions comprise “pressure on the official authorities” of Belarus while the statement of US president taken alone doesn’t contain any suggestion of an external action. In other words, the respondents with a clear-cut political frame of mind “understood” what G. Bush meant, and they interpreted his words accordingly. By the way, they all did this in the same way: according to the US president, the current Belarusian authorities and democracy are incompatible. Some condemned this interpretation of G. Bush and the other approved. There are still the third who don’t have a rigid frame of mind and therefore have taken the words of the American leader like they were said. Generally, who minds against democracy in Belarus? Perhaps, due to such respondents the estimate of G. Bush’s statement in Table 37 appeared slightly higher than the estimate of EU plans in Table 36.

Hush is discrediting of authorities

Arrest, trial and heavy sentence to former Minister of External Economic Relations of Belarus Mikhail Marinich drew close attention of the foreign community. The European Union, Council of Europe and the USA spoke out in defense of the ex-minister. Within the past weeks, when M. Marinich’s health has sharply aggravated, influential foreign organizations and human rights centers every day address the authorities to release the prisoner from jail. Western political elites have come to agreement that the Case of M. Marinich has political grounds. Representatives of the Belarusian elite stick to the same viewpoint: A year ago over 80% of public and private sector employees stated that the ex-minister was detained for his being a political opponent to the official powers.

Regarding common voters, their awareness of the Case of M. Marinich looks pretty different: over half of respondents said they knew nothing of him and one third of respondents pointed out to the political cause of conviction. (See Table 38).

Table 38

Distribution of answers to the question "Ex-minister, ambassador and presidential candidate M. Marinich was arrested and convicted last year. Various opinions about the cause of his conviction were spoken out. Which one do you agree with?"



Variant of answer
%

I don’t know anything about this case
53.5

М. Marinich didn’t commit any crimes he was convicted of; his conviction is a reprisal of authorities against the political opponent
20.3

М. Marinich was convicted, as the sentence read, of stealing the PC’s given to him into temporary use by US embassy  
13.1

If analyzing the answers of those 46.5% (100% – 53.5%) of respondents aware of the case, over 60% of them pointed out to the version of political reprisal. In other words, awareness directly influences respondent’s estimates (obviously, not in the favor of the authorities) as well as trust or distrust to the president and security agencies. (See Table 39).

Table 39

Attitude to M. Marinich’s conviction depending on trust to the president and agencies, %*



Variant of answer
Conviction of M. Marinich is a reprisal of the authorities against the political opponent (20.3)
M. Marinich was convicted of stealing PC’s (13.1)

Trust the president
7.6
18.9

Distrust the president
43.4
8.4



Trust the court
11.9
15.9

Distrust the court
32.3
11.3



Trust the militia
10.2
18.3

Distrust the militia 
28.7
11.4



Trust KGB
9.9
19.9

Distrust KGB
34.2
10.9

* Table is read across

A year ago, we could find similar connection between respondents’ awareness and estimates in relation to the report of Council of Europe’s rapporteur on disappearances in Belarus Christos Pourgourides. Then, 27.1% of the polled said they heard about the report and 54.0% of them pointed out to political cause of those disappearances (27.5% – out of those 71.8% who didn’t hear about the report). In general, the opinion of respondents on the reasons hasn’t changed much for the past year: majority of respondents, over one third, said those disappearances had political grounds. (See Table 40).

Table 40

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, what are the true reasons of disappearances of Y. Zakharenko, V. Gonchar, A. Krasovsky and D. Zavadsky?", %



Variant of answer
03’04
03’05

Political: they stood out with criticism of authorities
34.6
36.8

Criminal: they had relations with criminals
14.6
14.5

Perhaps, they left the country themselves and not disappeared
18.6
13.7

Heard nothing about this
16.0
15.4

Other causes
0.8
–

Talking about investigation of the cases of disappeared, most experts note that it will follow right away after dismissal of current authorities. A similar case took place some time earlier in Chili. In Ukraine, within several years law-enforcement bodies couldn’t solve the murder case of journalist G. Gongadze. Now that a new president came to power, the investigation is moving and these are officers of Ukrainian special services who now give evidences on the case. The report of Ch. Pourgourides as well contains data that indicates engagement of top Belarusian officials into disappearances of noted Belarusian opposition politicians. The authorities deny this version, yet fail to explain what happened to the disappeared. Perhaps, this ambiguity is a main reason why nearly half of respondents answered in the positive to the question on officials’ involvement in the disappearances.

In this case, interdependence between trust/distrust to the president and security agencies and answers on officials’ involvement in disappearances is more explicit. (See Table 41).
Table 41

Attitude to possible involvement of top Belarusian officials in disappearances of opposition 

politicians depending on trust to the president and agencies, %*



Variant of answer
Believe in involvement of top Belarusian officials into disappearances 

of opposition politicians (47.1)
Don’t believe in involvement of top Belarusian officials into disappearances 

of opposition politicians (49.9)

Trust the president
24.4
72.6

Distrust the president
80.5
17.0



Trust the court
33.4
63.3

Distrust the court
64.8
33.3



Trust the militia
30.0
61.8

Distrust the militia 
61.1
36.3



Trust KGB
32.1
65.4

Distrust KGB
65.4
32.9

*Table is read across

Table 42

Distribution of answers to the question "Are you satisfied with how Belarusian authorities 

investigated the cases of disappearances?"



Variant of answer
%

Rather dissatisfied
29.1

To a certain extent dissatisfied
10.1

To a certain extent satisfied
12.8

Rather satisfied
9.2

In other words, distrust to government agencies means that the Belarusians admit possibility of a grave violation of the law committed by representatives of those agencies. Quite naturally, those committing crime are mostly concerned to conceal the truth. As regards the feeling of justice, whatever critical is the attitude to its expression, it is deeply inherent in the mass thinking of the Belarusians. This is why twice as many respondents (40%) are dissatisfied with the investigation of disappearances as those satisfied. (See Table 42).

Who says truth about EU countries?

According to the statistics, living standard in the new EU countries (Poland, Latvia and Lithuania) is significantly higher than in Belarus. This cannot be denied provided you have proper data, unless we deal with someone else but Belarusian state ideology or with deliberate delusion.

Regarding most Belarusian citizens, their attitude to this issue is to a greater extent determined by the degree of awareness. In general, most adult population admits this. (See Table 18). Thus, almost two thirds of voters consider that the living standard in Poland is higher than in Belarus (only 2.9% said the opposite) and 45-48% believe it is higher in Latvia and Lithuania (6.2-6.4% don’t agree).

The answers of those who visited these countries are even more definite. Thus, out of the respondents who traveled to Poland and saw personally the situation in the country (i.e. every fourth Belarusian citizen), 81.1% say that their standard of living is higher then in this country. Out of those who visited Latvia and Lithuania (every eighth), 63-64% have the same opinion. 

Table 43

Distribution of answers to the question "Compare living standards in Belarus and in the neighboring countries. Which is higher?” between the respondents who have never visited these countries, %*



Variant of answer
Higher
Same
Lower

Poland
59.4
16.4
3.2

Latvia
44.5
20.2
6.3

Lithuania
42.6
21.9
5.8

* Table is read across

However, those who haven’t been to those countries give fairly different answers. (See Table 43). Those whose opinions are closer to truth are fewer among them.

What guides the citizens in their estimates of the living standard in the neighboring countries? Where do they get an idea of this if they never visited those countries? It is easy to suggest that the mass media is the main source of such information. Yet, the media in Belarus differ significantly that is well demonstrated in Tables 44 and 45. 

Table 44

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

countries?" depending on the answer to the question on living standard as compared to Belarus, %



Variant of answer
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland


higher
lower
higher
lower
higher
lower

From state-run mass media
48.4
52.0
46.8
52.8
47.7
51.1

From non-state mass media
27.2
12.0
27.8
15.6
24.2
14.1

From Russian mass media
48.7
28.6
48.3
35.6
44.0
25.8

From Western mass media
17.9
4.1
17.9
4.3
15.7
12.1

Table 45

Distribution of answers to the question "What TV channels do you preferably watch?"  depending on the answer to the question on living standard as compared to Belarus, %



Variant of answer
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland


higher
lower
higher
higher
lower
higher

ONT
66.7
75.6
66.5
73.3
67.8
71.5

BT
30.2
46.4
30.3
44.4
33.2
45.1

NTV
49.2
33.5
49.4
34.9
33.4
31.8

RTR
44.8
44.2
30.5
37.2
30.8
36.1

EuroNews
5.9
–
4.3
–
4.2
–

Thus, over half (51-53%) of those who think that living standard in Poland, Latvia and Lithuania is lower than in Belarus, draw information about EU countries from the state-run mass media. Those of them who get this information from non-state and Russian media are twice as little as those who think that the living standard in these countries is higher than in Belarus. 

There are by 15% and by 55% more of those among them who watch ONT and BT channels respectively. Also, there are by 55% less of those among them who watch NTV channel and none watch EuroNews Channel.

This draws us to the conclusion that the Belarusian state-run mass media either conceal or deliberately distort true information about living in EU countries (especially in the neighboring countries which are newcomers in the EU) trying to built a more favorable picture of living in this country.

Is it the right course that our economics goes?

As the polling data shows, over a third of citizens (33.8%) think that the authorities chose the wrong economic course and another quarter of respondents evades the question. Although the number of supporters of the current economic course is fairly large (41.3%), this cannot serve a ground for the statements about national support of the current economic course that the state-run media make.

Nowadays, the voters have split almost into halves in their opinion of what is more important for the country: preservation of the current state (for – 51.1%) or changing of the current state (for – 48.2%).

In the opinion of respondents, what problems should be solved in the first place? Table 46 gives an overview. Thus, the respondents say that most changes should take place in the economic field (48.6% of answers) and this once again proves that by far not all Belarusians share enthusiasm of the authorities about the current economic course. 

Who should undertake all these changes? Most respondents (58.9%) agree that these are country’s leaders. (See Table 47).

 The current authorities pretty satisfied with the current economic course won’t change it. Therefore, people’s hopes for economy improvement in the near future will apparently remain just good recommendations until the power changes.

Table 46

Distribution of answers to the question "If changing current situation is more important for you, then what should be changed in the first place?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)*



Variant of answer
%

In the economic field (raising living standard, improving the state of economics, eliminating inflation, etc.)
48.6

In the political field (changing the power, ensuring human rights observance, etc.)
16.8

In the field of social relations (reforming the system of education, increasing cultural level, etc.)
5.5

Other
2.0

* Tables 46 and 47 were offered only to those who think that changing of current situation is more important for the country, i.e. 48.2% of respondents

Table 47

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, who should undertake these changes?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Country’s management (president, government, Parliament, local authorities)
58.9

Community (population, opposition, public organizations)
11.7

Someone else
0.9

Table 48

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, how will socio-economic situation in Belarus change over the years to come?"



Variant of answer
%

Will improve
29.7

Will not change
40.8

Will aggravate
16.8

Most Belarusians seem to understand this. At least, this is what goes from Table 48, in which 57.6% of respondents said that socio-economic situation in the country will either not change or aggravate over the years to come.

Economics is getting better nowadays. How will it look tomorrow?

Polling data reveals that the economic situation in the country has become more favorable in the past year. Thus, over the past two years the number of those who think their well-being improved has increased more than twofold – from 6.5% to 13.7% (See Table 49). On the other hand, the number of those who think their well-being deteriorated has decreased twofold (from 41.6% to 21.2%).

Table 49

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "How did your well-being changed over the past three months?", %



Variant of answer
03'03
03'04
03'05

Has improved
6.5
11.8
13.7

Hasn’t changed
50.5
58.1
61.8

Has deteriorated
41.6
28.2
21.2

Table 50 reflects the same tendency. It shows the dynamics of estimates by respondents of their per capita incomes. Thus, over the past two years the number of those who think their per capita incomes don’t exceed the living wage has dropped more than twofold. The number of those who estimate their incomes as above poverty line but within minimum consumer budget has increased almost 1.8-fold (from 26.4% to 46.8%). Finally, the number of those whose per capita incomes exceed minimum consumer budget has increased nearly twofold (from 12.8% to 24.5%).

Table 50

Dynamics of average per capita incomes (including wages, pensions, benefits and other extra 

earnings) per one family member in the previous month, %



Variant of answer
03'03
03'04
03'05

Below living wage budget
60.3
45.6
28.0

From living wage budget to minimum consumer budget
26.4
35.8
46.8

Above minimum consumer budget
12.8
18.0
24.5

Table 51

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "To which extent your (your family’s) current 

incomes are sufficient:", %



Variant of answer
Insufficient
Hardly sufficient
Fully sufficient


10'01
03'05
10'01
03'05
10'01
03'05

For making big purchases (furniture, car, apartment)
81.0
79.8
14.8
15.4
2.6
3.0

For purchasing clothes and footwear
26.6
26.5
55.6
48.5
17.2
24.3

For having normal nutrition
11.0
12.6
48.3
39.4
40.1
47.2

However, answers of respondents to the question on the items that they can buy from their incomes show that the estimates of economic situation in the country are rather controversial. (See Table 51). Thus, since October of 2001, i.e. for the past 3.5 years, the situation has slightly improved in the group of those whose incomes are barely sufficient for expenditures: in relation to normal nutrition, their number dropped down by nine points (from 48.3% to 39.4%) and in relation to purchasing of clothes and footwear, their number dropped down by seven points (from 55.6% to 48.5%). The same is the tendency in the group of those whose incomes are fully sufficient: in relation to normal nutrition as well as to purchasing of clothes and footwear, their number has gone up by seven points (from 40.1% to 47.2% and from 17.2% to 24.3% respectively). Still, ability of people to make big purchases almost haven’t improved. Also, the group of those whose incomes are not enough for any expenditure hasn’t changed.

In other words, we can see certain improvement in what applies to covering primary needs, i.e. normal nutrition and purchasing of clothes and footwear. This is, undoubtedly, crucial achievement that is given proper assessment (See Table 52). As one can see, people’s assessment of the activity undertaken by all basic branches of power has grown up considerably. 

Table 52

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "How do you assess, at the five-point scale, the work of Belarusian authorities?", %



Variant of answer
09'02
03'05

President 
2.82
3.43

Government 
2.54
2.97

Parliament 
2.46
2.87

Local authorities
2.46
2.70

On the other hand, no improvement beyond the sphere of primary needs indicates existence of the same problems which some time ago brought to the collapse of the “developed socialism”. There’s only one difference comparing with that time: the necessary material comforts (apartments, cars, furniture, etc.) are now in excess supply and can be purchased without any good connections but people don’t have money to afford them. In order to have the level of incomes increased, it is necessary to increase efficiency of the economics first. Unfortunately, nowadays there are more problems in this regards than progress. Improvement of the Belarusian economics depends directly on the favorable situation at the world energy market. Increased flow of petrodollars has raised demand for Belarusian goods in Russia. This demand will sooner or later go down as the price-quality relationship of the Belarusian goods yields to other producers. The only way out is to develop and renovate production in Belarus as well as attract foreign investments. This can happen provided the situation in the country is predictable, economic law is stable and the authorities observe basic human rights. So far, this is a problem. 

Who is responsible for corruptibility in the country?

Many still remember the notorious report on struggle against corruptibility delivered by A. Lukashenko early 1994 at the session of the Supreme Council. The ‘most corrupted’ official and Speaker of the Parliament S. Shushkevch who, according to A. Lukashenko, ‘stole two kilos of nails’ was condemned and dismissed while the troubled time of perestroika threw to the very top a previously unknown director of a declining state-run farm who became the first president of Belarus. Many believed that thievish officials ‘exposed’ in the report would pay the penalty. However, the only victim appeared S. Shushkevich who so unwisely passed the power to that same nomenclature, dominance of which provoked the perestroika. Most public figures mentioned in the anti-corruptibility report promptly ran under the flag of the new power and preserved their position in the society.

Corruptibility has remained an integral part of social life to a great extent determining the image of this country. At least, this is the opinion of 81.4% of respondents who say that corruptibility prospers in Belarus (only 6.8% said there is none), 37.1% of them personally faced corruption (every three respondents out of four – many times).

Corruptibility would seem to hinder all people irregardless their political standpoints, yet not in Belarus! According to the analysis, people’s attitude to A. Lukashenko greatly influences their attitude to corruption. Table 53 reveals that those respondents who stated occurrence of corruption cases in the country take A. Lukashenko much more negatively than those who deny corruption and have never faced it. To put it differently, corruptibility appears very selective in this country: it is a nuisance for A. Lukashenko’s opponents while it doesn’t bother his supporters!

Table 53

Attitude to A. Lukashenko of those respondents who claim occurrence of corruption in Belarus and have faced it and those who deny corruption and have never faced it, %



Variant of answer
Claim occurrence of 

corruptibility and have faced it
Deny corruption and 

have never faced it

At the election of September 2001 voted for:

A. Lukashenko
33.5
58.7

At the referendum of October 17, 2004 voted:

For A. Lukashenko’s participation in the election and for 

Constitution amendment
31.9
59.3

Against  A. Lukashenko’s participation in the election and against Constitution amendment
41.3
14.9

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency:

Totally/rather positive
17.5
44.0

Rather/totally negative
70.0
41.8

If the presidential election takes place tomorrow, for whom would you vote? (open question)

For A. Lukashenko
26.6
58.1

If you knew a candidate able to compete with A. Lukashenko at the next presidential election, whom would you vote for?

For such a candidate
47.6
24.3

For A. Lukashenko
14.3
36.6

Most likely, A. Lukashenko’s convinced electorate have never faced corruption as it has no concern in this, because, as the socio-demographic analysis of this group shows, its representatives are mainly aged and poorly educated townspeople and villagers with incomes much below average. On the contrary, those who pointed to country’s corruptibility are much younger and better educated city-dwellers with higher incomes. Obviously, they know about corruption from personal experience.

It should be noted that the state system of Belarus is basically built on unlimited power of officialdom. This matter is a good soil for corruption! This is why, under the current conditions, corruptibility is an inherent element of the governmental activity and powers of bureaucrats. If this is A. Lukashenko who personally appoints (or gives consent to appoint) officials for all key positions in the state machinery, who is then responsible for corruptibility in the country?

Fresh news from information battlefields

One of the pillars that now support the current power is tight control over the information available to the Belarusian citizens. Therefore, common media space of Russia and Belarus as well as superiority of Russian mass media in quality and quantity, especially electronic ones, remained for a long time an implicit threat for A. Lukashenko. The situation sharply changed 2.5-3 years ago. The president experienced all the power of Russian mass media after the first gas conflict with Russia (autumn of 2002) and immediately started squeezing them out – first of all, news and analytical programs – from the Belarusian media space. The authorities could see the first results of that “cleaning” last winter when they won the information war on gas cut-off undertaken by Gazprom, Russia's natural gas monopoly. Analyzing respondents’ reaction to coverage of the gas row, we have found out the following: most polled blamed Russia of the conflict, agreed with A. Lukashenko that gas cut-off was “act of terrorism at the top level” and said that the Belarusian media were the most unbiased in their coverage of the conflict. Since then, possibility of Russian electronic mass media to influence on the situation in Belarus has been progressively cut. Nowadays, an alternative to the official opinion on crucial social and political issues can be heard only on RTR and NTV channels the audience of which has greatly reduced over lately. (See Table 54).

Table 54

Dynamics of answer distribution to the question "What TV channels do you watch?", % 

(more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
08'00
08'01
04'02
12'02
03'05*

Second Belarusian Channel (ONT)
–
–
–
80.5
69.7

"First Channel"
89.8
93.1
95.1
62.3
41.6

Belarusian Television
71.9
77.1
67.7
77.5
39.6

RTR (Russia’s Channel)
77.1
80.7
77.0
76.4
41.6

NTV (Russia’s Channel)
56.1
54.9
50.5
56.9
39.2

"Lad"
–
–
–
–
12.4

STV (Minsk state-run channel)
–
–
–
–
10.4

EuroNews
–
–
–
–
3.7

Discovery
–
–
–
–
3.0

Local TV (regional, city)
37.2
39.0
32.4
40.6
0.6

Cable TV channels
–
–
9.3
18.4
–

Polish TV 
–
–
–
11.6
1.6

Satellite television
10.0
9.7
5.3
7.0
0.7

Other
7.6
7.4
4.9
4.8
2.6

*In the polling given, wording of the given question (open question, more than one answer is possible) was slightly different – "What TV channels do you preferably watch?"

The Belarusians still have entertainment programs of the First Channel given under ONT brand. As regards political programs, viewers are offered the programs like Our News, Special Opinion, Expert and other species of national propaganda. Taking into account lack of interest to the Belarusian problems from the part of Russian press, it is no wonder that most of the population draw information about events in the country from the Belarusian state-run media that obviously dominate over independent and Russian media. (See Table 55).

Table 55

Distribution of answers to the question "What are the sources you’re getting information from?", %



Variant of answer
About Belarus
About EU member states and USA

From state-run mass media
85.7
48.2

From Russian mass media
56.6
40.3

From non-state mass media
35.4
20.2

From Western mass media
13.3
13.0

Table 56

Attitude of respondents to various socio-economic problems depending on the sources of information about Belarus, %



Variant of answer 
Draw information from:


State-run mass media (85.1)
Non-state mass media (35.4)
Russian mass media (56.6)
Western mass media (13.3)

Attitude to the economic course carried by the authorities:

This is the right course 
45.6
30.9
36.0
23.0

This is the wrong course
29.4
50.5
42.3
56.0

In the years to come, socio-economic situation in the country:

Will improve
32.4
18.0
25.4
19.4

Will aggravate
12.7
25.1
20.7
30.2

Voting at the presidential election of 2001: 

For A. Lukashenko
54.0
30.1
39.5
19.8

For V. Goncharik
9.2
21.2
14.0
27.2

Voting at the referendum on Constitution amendment conducted October 17, 2004: 

For amendment 
54.2
28.4
39.3
24.4

Against amendment 
20.4
39.6
30.7
40.3

Satisfaction with democratization in the country:

Totally/rather satisfied 
43.7
26.7
36.5
20.4

Rather/totally dissatisfied
40.3
64.3
53.3
70.5

Attitude to A. Lukashenko’s life presidency: 

Totally/rather positive
37.2
14.3
24.0
12.9

Rather/totally negative
48.1
71.0
62.4
76.9

Who will win the presidential election of 2006?

А. Lukashenko 
78.3
71.2
74.6
71.1

Not A. Lukashenko
0.3
0.3
    0.3
0.4

Due to a number of reasons (no foreign correspondent offices of Belarusian media, lack of experts and non-covering of any foreign issues), Russian mass media yield insignificantly to the Belarusian state-run media in their supply of information about Western countries. Yet, it will apparently very soon be as well provided by the Belarusian media and in the same clue as the information about Belarus.

Let’s now look how the sources of information influence attitude of the Belarusians to various socio-economic problems. (See Table 56).

They have a very transparent relationship: audience of the state-run mass media supports the current political and socio-economic course in general, expects improvement of the situation in the country and lays its hopes on the current president whom it supported at the presidential election of 2001, referendum of 2004 and in whose victory in 2006 election it believes.

Respondents who prefer other sources of information are much more skeptical about the situation in the country and the current head of state. This skepticism increases from Russian to Belarusian non-state and Western media. If we compare the answers of those who get information from state-run media and from Western media, their estimates are so strikingly different that it seems those people live in different worlds that never overlap. Conspicuous numeral superiority of those who learn about life in the country and abroad from Our News TV program and Sovetskaya Belorussia (newspaper Soviet Byelorussia) rather than from BDG (Belarusian Democratic Newspaper) and BBC is a grave problem that will block up any changes in Belarus if not eliminated.

It is no wonder that, as a rule, the size of audience indicates people’s acknowledgement of the informational product. So far, there are no grounds for optimism in this field: over 60% of respondents trust state-run mass media that also have positive dynamics of the index of trust. (See Tables 57 and 58).
Table 57

Distribution of answers to the question "What sources of information do you trust the most?", %



Variant of answer
About Belarus
About EU member states and USA

From state-run mass media
62.7
35.2

From Russian mass media
37.5
29.6

From non-state mass media
25.5
15.1

From Western mass media
8.9
10.5

Table 58

Dynamics of trust to the 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
03'05

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
53.9

33.2

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
40.0

40.2

Clearly, we might criticize low professional level of the state-run mass media, their political engagement, narrow ideological focus, etc. This is true but the majority of readers and viewers see this issue differently.

Now, what is the reason of such a negative reaction, especially since in late 80-ies – mid-90-ies we witnessed violent progress of non-state mass media, both in quality and in quantity? First, the conditions under which state-run and non-state media work for ten years already are incredibly far from what is called honest competition. The Belarusian authorities have been taking independent media as their major political opponent and treating them properly. Over the past year, some 30 non-state newspapers have been closed. Second, while with one hand suppressing independent press, with the other hand the authorities have been inducing in the society the idea that there is nothing and no one would need anything but Narodnaya Gazeta (People’s Newspaper), Radiofact, Panorama, etc. 

Obviously, independent Belarusian press is able to develop only when citizens feel its necessity and claim their wish to get unfiltered information. Nowadays, people have such a desire and there is public demand: 57.1% of respondents said that they want to receive independent radio and TV programs in the Belarusian and Russian languages from neighboring countries (Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania and Latvia) and only one third of respondents answered this question in the negative.

Results of the nation opinion poll conducted

by the IISEPS in March of 2005, %

1. "What is your attitude to the strikes of individual entrepreneurs (March of 2005) who protested against new VAT payment procedure?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

I support them in their demands 
54.4
63.4
63.5
67.0
63.3
60.5
53.5
43.1

I don’t support them in their 

demands 
20.7
10.9
13.8
16.1
14.4
20.4
19.2
32.3

DA/NA
24.9
25.7
22.7
16.9
22.3
27.3
27.2
22.6

Table 1.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I support them in their demands 
41.1
32.6
56.0
63.5
67.9

I don’t support them in their 

demands 
27.7
31.2
18.9
17.8
14.4

DA/NA
31.2
36.2
25.1
18.7
17.7

Table 1.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

I support them in their demands 
69.4
58.4
66.5
36.2
56.2

I don’t support them in their 

demands 
12.1
19.5
10.4
29.7
22.8

DA/NA
18.5
23.1
23.1
34.1
21.0

Table 1.4. Depending on residence


Region

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 support them in their demands 
54.8
54.6
62.6
64.9
37.5
50.5
56.4

I don’t support them in their 

demands 
18.1
41.2
12.5
12.7
25.0
15.8
17.1

DA/NA
27.1
4.2
24.9
22.4
37.5
33.7
25.5

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I support them in their demands 
54.8
63.0
54.2
51.9
51.2

I don’t support them in their demands 
18.1
12.0
22.6
24.7
23.7

DA/NA
27.1
25.0
23.2
23.4
25.1

2. "What is presently more important for you, preserving the current situation in the country or changing it?"

Table 2.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Preserving is more important
51.1
35.7
37.2
31.2
42.4
47.5
52.5
74.9

Changing is more important
48.2
63.3
61.3
68.8
56.9
51.9
47.0
24.4

NA
0.7
1.0
1.5
0
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.7

Table 2.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Preserving is more important
78.8
66.2
49.8
42.1
32.6

Changing is more important
20.0
33.3
49.7
57.9
66.0

NA
1.2
0.5
0.5
0
1.4

Table 2.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Preserving is more important
27.9
49.4
38.6
74.0
35.6

Changing is more important
70.9
50.2
59.3
25.3
64.4

NA
1.2
0.4
2.1
0.7
0

Table 2.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Preserving is more important
44.0
50.3
58.8
35.7
50.1
45.9
69.2

Changing is more important
54.5
48.6
40.7
61.1
49.9
54.1
30.4

NA
1.5
1.1
0.5
1.2
0
0
0.4

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Preserving is more important
44.0
45.4
43.8
48.2
63.6

Changing is more important
54.5
53.8
55.0
51.2
35.9

NA
1.5
0.8
1.2
0.6
0.5

3. "A. Lukashenko has recently ordered to take health-improving trips of children from contaminated areas under strict state control on the grounds that children come back after those trips with changed outlook. What is your opinion of 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 over

I support this proposition
20.1
13.2
9.0
14.1
16.6
19.5
24.4
18.5

It makes no difference to me
18.3
21.7
16.0
16.4
16.3
14.9
28.8
23.8

I don’t support this proposition
52.0
58.3
68.4
62.0
56.9
57.7
51.2
33.8

DA/NA
9.6
6.8
6.6
7.5
10.2
7.9
6.6
23.9

Table 3.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I support this proposition
32.3
23.1
19.1
17.4
14.4

It makes no difference to me
24.2
26.4
19.9
15.3
6.6

I don’t support this proposition
30.3
37.6
50.7
61.0
72.8

DA/NA
13.2
12.9
10.3
6.3
6.2

Table 3.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

I support this proposition
10.6
20.5
10.8
28.0
15.6

It makes no difference to me
21.4
13.4
16.2
24.3
21.4

I don’t support this proposition
58.7
58.5
65.8
33.8
56.0

DA/NA
9.3
7.6
7.2
13.9
7.0

Table 3.4. Depending on residence


Region

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 support this proposition
18.3
35.7
21.8
16.1
15.4
14.4
16.7

It makes no difference to me
21.9
26.1
19.9
9.7
24.2
13.2
10.5

I don’t support this proposition
52.5
32.1
47.6
63.7
42.7
65.9
64.4

DA/NA
7.3
6.1
10.7
10.5
17.7
6.5
8.4

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I support this proposition
18.3
14.5
16.8
23.1
23.8

It makes no difference to me
21.9
10.9
20.0
15.5
21.9

I don’t support this proposition
52.5
60.9
49.9
53.3
46.7

DA/NA
7.3
13.7
13.3
8.1
7.6

4. "Over the past three years, have you survived an offence from public authorities?"

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 over

Many times
7.2
5.9
6.1
10.4
11.0
8.6
7.1
2.8

Several times
13.6
12.3
15.7
19.6
20.2
15.1
14.6
4.2

Once
5.2
4.0
8.5
4.9
6.2
    5.8
3.4
3.8

Never
73.8
77.8
69.7
65.1
62.6
69.5
74.4
89.1

NA
0.2
0
0
0
0
0.6
0.5
0

Table 4.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Many times
2.4
6.6
7.4
9.2
8.2

Several times
3.6
9.7
14.1
18.8
16.4

Once
1.2
5.7
4.8
7.3
5.4

Never
92.7
77.9
73.2
64.7
70.0

NA
0.1
0.1
0.5
0
0

Table 4.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Many times
12.2
7.3
4.9
4.1
9.2

Several times
20.4
15.1
16.2
5.3
19.8

Once
4.5
6.3
3.2
3.5
7.4

Never
62.9
71.0
75.7
86.9
63.6

NA
0
0.3
0
0.2
0

Table 4.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Many times
12.3
12.2
2.9
7.6
5.6
3.5
5.2

Several times
15.0
14.0
10.9
26.1
12.3
14.6
5.3

Once
4.6
5.2
4.2
4.8
2.8
7.8
6.9

Never
67.4
68.1
82.0
61.5
79.3
74.1
82.6

NA
0.7
0.5
0
0
0
0
0

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Many times
12.3
4.9
6.0
5.9
7.4

Several times
15.0
13.8
12.3
16.6
11.4

Once
4.6
3.5
9.0
4.7
5.0

Never
67.4
77.7
72.7
72.5
76.2

NA
0.7
0
0
0.3
0

5. "In your opinion, is the right to worthy living observed in Belarus?"

Table 5.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Always
16.3
8.7
11.1
10.2
10.1
11.2
13.7
31.7

Not always
44.1
51.4
54.6
39.2
43.1
49.8
46.2
39.4

Not observed
33.0
37.1
37.8
46.4
39.5
34.4
34.6
18.8

DA/NA
6.6
2.8
5.5
4.2
7.3
4.6
5.5
10.1

Table 5.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Always
38.1
27.1
12.0
11.0
7.3

Not always
33.2
42.3
46.2
48.0
43.1

Not observed
14.7
24.3
35.7
35.3
45.9

DA/NA
14.0
6.3
6.1
5.7
3.7

Table 5.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Always
7.6
11.7
11.1
31.6
10.3

Not always
32.4
51.5
52.4
38.2
39.9

Not observed
53.9
31.4
31.8
19.9
47.8

DA/NA
6.1
5.4
4.7
10.3
2.0

Table 5.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Always
9.4
13.6
20.0
10.3
26.2
15.6
19.2

Not always
41.2
36.1
44.7
40.4
41.0
56.2
50.6

Not observed
40.7
48.1
24.4
44.4
26.6
25.3
20.9

DA/NA
8.7
2.2
11.0
4.9
6.2
2.9
9.3

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Always
9.4
14.2
11.4
15.6
23.9

Not always
41.2
42.8
42.2
42.0
48.6

Not observed
40.7
34.6
40.3
38.0
21.2

DA/NA
8.7
8.4
6.1
4.4
6.3

6."In your opinion, is the right to freedom of opinion and its expression observed in Belarus? "

Table 6.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Always
22.2
14.2
10.8
14.7
13.3
18.9
25.4
38.1

Not always
37.7
50.4
45.4
30.4
39.8
40.9
33.6
33.2

Not observed
30.0
31.0
   38.2
    48.2
    35.9
32.3
29.6
14.4

DA/NA
10.1
4.4
5.6
6.7
11.0
6.9
11.4
14.3

Table 6.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Always
35.2
39.6
19.2
16.7
11.2

Not always
28.8
34.4
37.7
44.3
37.3

Not observed
13.0
17.5
32.0
32.7
46.2

DA/NA
23.0
8.5
10.1
6.3
5.3

Table 6.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Always
11.2
18.1
7.1
38.1
22.7

Not always
34.8
40.9
52.4
32.0
35.0

Not observed
46.1
31.8
33.0
15.4
35.3

DA/NA
7.9
9.2
7.5
14.5
7.0

Table 6.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Always
16.8
36.8
18.3
16.5
27.7
16.5
20.8

Not always
39.0
29.9
35.7
31.6
32.7
48.0
46.9

Not observed
33.4
29.6
32.1
43.9
23.7
29.4
20.1

DA/NA
10.8
3.7
13.9
8.0
15.9
6.1
12.2

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Always
16.8
15.4
19.4
23.7
29.2

Not always
39.0
37.2
35.4
36.1
39.3

Not observed
33.4
37.6
35.5
31.2
20.6

DA/NA
10.8
9.8
9.7
9.0
10.9

7. "What is your attitude to participating in meetings, demonstrations and pickets to express an opinion?"

Table 7.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

I’ve taken part
4.7
6.3
4.9
3.7
5.8
4.3
6.5
3.2

I’m ready to take part
17.5
29.0
28.7
24.4
24.1
15.2
12.8
7.9

I won’t take part
71.2
56.5
58.7
67.3
61.6
72.0
73.2
85.4

DA/NA
6.6
8.2
7.7
4.6
8.5
8.5
7.5
3.5

Table 7.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I’ve taken part
1.7
5.3
3.7
5.5
7.8

I’m ready to take part
8.4
9.4
17.9
21.6
25.0

I won’t take part
86.5
77.6
71.1
67.0
59.5

DA/NA
3.4
7.7
7.3
5.9
7.7

Table 7.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

I’ve taken part
7.7
4.8
5.9
3.1
2.0

I’m ready to take part
23.1
19.2
32.4
7.8
20.7

I won’t take part
60.7
68.4
52.9
81.1
73.4

DA/NA
8.5
7.6
9.8
4.0
3.9

Table 7.4. Depending on residence


Region

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’ve taken part
6.0
5.5
3.5
3.5
6.7
4.4
3.0

I’m ready to take part
13.7
13.8
14.1
30.3
12.4
30.9
12.6

I won’t take part
76.0
79.6
75.7
56.1
66.2
59.5
78.3

DA/NA
4.3
1.1
4.7
11.1
16.7
5.2
7.1

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I’ve taken part
6.0
5.3
4.8
3.6
4.4

I’m ready to take part
13.7
16.6
27.5
21.2
12.9

I won’t take part
76.0
69.4
61.7
67.7
76.2

DA/NA
4.3
8.7
6.0
7.5
6.5

8. "In your opinion, for how long will A. Lukashenko remain the president of Belarus?"

Table 8.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Till 2006
15.0
7.6
13.3
15.1
14.9
17.0
16.2
14.7

For at least one more 

presidential term
43.5
36.6
43.4
32.9
42.4
43.8
42.1
49.8

For as long as he wants
41.1
56.3
43.3
52.0
42.4
38.5
40.7
35.0

NA
0.4
0.1
0
0
0.3
0.7
1.0
0.5

Table 8.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Till 2006
13.2
16.7
14.0
16.4
15.1

For at least one more 

presidential term
53.5
44.3
41.2
42.0
42.5

For as long as he wants
33.3
38.0
44.4
41.6
41.2

NA
0
1.0
0.4
0
1.2

Table 8.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Till 2006
15.3
15.5
8.1
15.2
15.3

For at least one more 

presidential term
32.4
45.4
46.8
49.1
33.0

For as long as he wants
52.2
38.5
45.1
35.0
51.7

NA
0.1
0.6
0.
0.7
0

Table 8.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Till 2006
16.8
22.9
10.0
8.1
11.8
26.9
8.7

For at least one more 

presidential term
41.6
32.3
50.2
36.1
38.6
47.1
57.4

For as long as he wants
40.1
43.8
39.8
55.4
49.6
26.0
33.9

NA
1.5
1.0
0
0.4
0
0
0

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Till 2006
16.8
12.8
15.8
15.5
14.5

For at least one more 

presidential term
41.6
40.0
33.9
41.7
52.1

For as long as he wants
40.1
46.8
49.7
42.8
33.2

NA
1.5
0.4
0.6
0
0.2

9. "What changes do you personally expect in case A. Lukashenko wins the next presidential election?"

Table 9.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

My state will improve
27.0
10.9
19.2
18.0
18.5
21.5
32.6
44.0

My state will not change
54.5
63.8
58.8
51.9
60.1
59.3
49.8
46.5

My state will aggravate
18.1
25.3
22.0
29.4
21.0
18.6
17.0
9.4

NA
0.4
0
0
0.7
0.4
0.6
0.6
0.1

Table 9.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

My state will improve
47.6
41.1
24.7
17.8
17.4

My state will not change
45.2
47.5
37.5
58.2
55.4

My state will aggravate
7.2
11.4
17.3
23.8
26.2

NA
0
0
0.5
0.2
1.0

Table 9.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

My state will improve
11.5
25.4
13.7
44.3
16.2

My state will not change
55.9
57.6
60.6
45.8
60.6

My state will aggravate
31.8
16.7
25.7
9.5
23.1

NA
0.8
0.3
0
0.4
0.1

Table 9.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

My state will improve
20.9
25.4
26.0
19.7
33.5
26.2
36.9

My state will not change
58.2
57.1
59.5
51.0
41.4
51.6
59.7

My state will aggravate
19.4
17.2
14.5
29.3
25.1
21.6
3.4

NA
1.5
0.3
0
0
0
0.6
0

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

My state will improve
20.9
20.7
28.1
27.8
33.1

My state will not change
58.2
53.4
54.4
55.5
52.5

My state will aggravate
19.4
25.9
17.5
16.5
14.2

NA
1.5
0
0
0.2
0.2

10. "In your opinion, should Belarus become a member of the European Union?"

Table 10.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Yes
52.8
75.9
62.3
63.0
60.0
59.6
51.5
31.5

No
44.4
20.0
35.1
36.2
    37.4
36.9
46.1
65.1

NA
2.8
4.1
2.6
0.8
      2.6
3.5
2.4
3.4

Table 10.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
21.3
39.7
57.0
61.3
66.7

No
75.2
57.6
39.5
35.9
32.1

NA
3.5
2.7
3.5
2.8
1.2

Table 10.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Yes
63.8
58.1
71.9
33.0
55.9

No
33.5
39.2
25.7
63.8
40.9

NA
2.7
2.7
2.4
3.2
3.2

Table 10.4. Depending on residence


Region

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
62.2
32.4
51.5
62.5
42.5
45.6
71.5

No
32.0
65.7
46.1
33.5
54.5
53.4
26.7

NA
5.8
1.9
2.4
4.0
3.0
1.0
1.8

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
62.2
63.2
52.2
49.7
43.9

No
32.0
35.6
45.7
47.9
53.1

NA
5.8
1.2
2.1
2.4
3.0

11. " What is your attitude to the statement US President G. Bush made recently in Bratislava before his meeting with Russia’s President V. Putin on that “one day the citizens of Belarus will be proud to live in a democratic country"?”

Table 11.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Positive
35.1
41.9
46.6
41.5
36.6
35.3
33.7
26.8

Indifferent
40.8
45.4
35.0
38.2
41.1
35.3
42.4
46.4

Negative
23.1
11.7
17.6
19.7
21.7
27.7
23.4
25.6

NA
1.0
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.6
1.7
0.5
1.2

Table 11.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Positive
29.0
26.6
34.2
39.0
44.0

Indifferent
53.1
42.7
41.9
35.4
35.0

Negative
17.9
30.3
23.2
24.2
18.9

NA
0
0.4
0.7
1.4
2.1

Table 11.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Positive
39.8
36.7
50.5
27.7
29.6

Indifferent
39.9
37.3
34.4
45.9
53.4

Negative
19.0
24.8
15.1
25.6
17.0

NA
1.3
1.2
0
0.8
0

Table 11.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Positive
34.2
28.1
28.2
55.7
37.2
28.5
37.1

Indifferent
40.1
41.1
43.2
27.1
43.7
42.1
46.0

Negative
23.9
29.0
27.9
17.2
17.7
29.0
16.4

NA
1.8
1.8
0.7
0
1.4
0.4
0.5

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Positive
34.2
46.7
38.5
37.7
25.5

Indifferent
40.1
40.1
34.0
37.3
47.2

Negative
23.9
12.8
25.0
25.0
26.5

NA
1.8
0.4
2.5
0
0.8

12. "The European Parliament has been considering the draft Program of Actions on Democratization in Belarus. In particular, it provides for increasing the pressure on the official authorities of Belarus and rending assistance to the civic society. If the Program passes, how do you think it will influence the situation in Belarus?"

Table 12.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Positively
31.4
39.1
43.0
39.6
34.4
31.7
27.3
22.5

Negatively
21.5
9.2
20.8
16.8
16.9
23.4
23.9
26.4

In no way
45.8
50.6
35.5
42.2
48.1
43.3
46.6
49.8

NA
1.3
1.1
0.7
1.4
0.6
1.6
2.2
1.3

Table 12.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Positively
26.2
19.8
29.3
35.0
41.2

Negatively
16.4
30.7
20.1
22.3
19.2

In no way
56.2
48.2
49.2
41.4
40.2

NA
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.3
0.4

Table 12.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Positively
42.2
31.5
45.3
22.2
29.9

Negatively
13.8
22.2
20.5
26.1
18.1

In no way
43.1
44.8
34.2
50.1
50.9

NA
0.9
1.5
0
1.6
1.1

Table 12.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

Positively
35.8
27.5
33.1
46.2
26.4
20.2
30.8

Negatively
19.4
24.2
31.7
11.0
19.1
26.2
17.8

In no way
42.6
47.5
34.9
42.8
52.4
52.7
49.2

NA
2.2
0.8
0.3
0
2.1
0.9
2.2

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Positively
35.8
37.7
34.0
30.3
25.0

Negatively
19.4
18.6
16.9
20.5
27.1

In no way
42.6
43.3
47.7
47.9
46.7

NA
2.2
0.4
1.4
1.3
1.2

13. "How do you estimate recent stormy events (“orange revolution”) in Ukraine?"

Table 13.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

This is a process beyond 

anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
45.6
67.1
53.2
46.7
47.1
47.9
43.5
37.1

This is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
47.0
25.2
38.8
46.0
45.4
47.6
50.8
52.8

Other 
5.0
5.8
5.2
5.7
5.2
2.6
3.1
7.1

NA
2.4
1.9
2.8
1.6
2.3
1.9
2.6
3.0

Table 13.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

This is a process beyond 

anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
39.2
43.3
46.6
44.9
51.9

This is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
49.1
48.2
46.7
48.4
42.8

Other 
8.0
6.0
5.3
4.0
2.3

NA
3.7
2.5
1.4
2.7
3.0

Table 13.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

This is a process beyond 

anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
52.4
45.7
61.3
38.8
42.0

This is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
39.3
48.7
33.0
52.0
46.3

Other 
5.7
3.4
3.9
6.6
7.9

NA
2.6
2.2
1.8
2.6
3.8

Table 13.4. Depending on residence


Region

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

This is a process beyond 

anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
41.9
45.9
45.9
50.0
45.3
47.3
46.0

This is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
47.7
50.7
49.7
41.9
37.3
49.3
50.7

Other 
3.8
3.1
1.5
8.1
13.3
3.1
3.3

NA
6.6
1.3
2.9
0
4.1
0.3
0

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

This is a process beyond 

anyone’s control generated by people’s discontent with the policy of the authorities
41.9
55.8
41.7
40.8
46.8

This is a person-controlled process that happened due to implementation of Western political technologies and weakness of the authorities
47.7
31.3
56.0
52.9
47.7

Other 
3.8
12.4
1.4
5.3
2.6

NA
6.6
0.5
0.9
1.0
2.9

14. "In your opinion, are similar developments possible in Belarus?"

Table 14.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Yes
22.4
37.5
26.3
33.0
22.9
22.5
21.4
14.8

No
61.2
45.9
59.0
55.6
59.5
60.2
60.9
68.7

DA/NA
16.4
16.6
14.7
11.4
17.6
17.3
17.7
16.5

Table 14.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
16.2
15.0
23.9
26.0
24.9

No
67.2
67.3
60.5
56.4
59.6

DA/NA
16.7
17.7
15.5
17.6
15.5

Table 14.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Yes
29.2
20.6
33.7
16.4
34.3

No
54.7
62.3
54.8
68.0
44.9

DA/NA
16.1
17.1
11.5
15.6
20.8

Table 14.4. Depending on residence


Region

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
19.3
22.1
30.4
24.0
18.7
311.9
12.8

No
60.6
72.1
60.4
59.9
55.8
53.3
63.6

DA/NA
20.1
5.8
9.2
16.1
25.5
14.8
22.6

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
19.3
26.0
31.5
21.4
18.6

No
60.6
57.5
54.0
66.7
63.0

DA/NA
20.1
16.5
14.5
11.9
18.4

15. "Would you like to receive on a regular basis independent radio and TV programs in the Belarusian and Russian languages from the neighboring countries (Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia)?"

Table 15.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Возраст. лет



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

Yes
57.1
73.1
73.8
71.9
68.1
65.1
51.7
31.0

No
32.4
15.8
20.0
22.9
23.1
23.0
38.3
54.6

DA/NA
10.5
11.1
6.2
5.2
8.8
11.9
10.0
13.4

Table 15.2. Depending on education


Education

Variant of answer
Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
18.8
39.8
64.8
64.8
73.3

No
62.4
47.9
26.7
24.9
19.4

DA/NA
18.8
12.3
8.5
10.3
7.3

Table 15.3. Depending on status


Status

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

housewives

Yes
71.8
65.1
72.7
30.4
63.3

No
19.9
24.9
17.9
55.7
31.0

DA/NA
8.3
10.0
9.4
13.9
4.7

Table 15.4. Depending on residence


Region

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
56.9
64.3
60.3
68.5
49.5
49.4
51.3

No
30.3
32.7
30.7
19.9
37.7
40.9
34.1

DA/NA
12.8
3.0
9.0
11.6
13.8
9.7
14.6

Table 15.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
56.9
58.2
54.2
61.7
54.4

No
30.3
30.6
37.1
27.6
35.9

DA/NA
12.8
11.2
8.7
10.7
9.7

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

political problems 

(based on results of IISEPS’s nation opinion polls, %)

1. Trust to the mass media
Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04
03'05

State-run mass media

– trust

– trust not
43.7

21.0
41.8

26.0
32.2

34.7
34.3

36.0
40.4

42.4
40.4

44.2
49.7

36.5
51.7

36.8
53.9

33.2

Non-state mass media

– trust

– trust not
25.4

24.1
19.6

32.6
34.4

26.1
23.7

35.9
31.9

42.1
37.1

42.4
46.0

35.1
40.7

42.3
40.0

40.2

2. Readiness to participate in public actions

Actions
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
03'05

Meetings, demonstrations, pickets:

– ready to participate 

– not going to participate
11.4

53.6
17.9

60.2
15.5

74.4
19.5

68.6
17.5

71.2

Strikes:

– ready to participate 

– not going to participate
14.5

61.4
13.5

67.1
14.5

78.8
19.3

73.4
15.4

76.7

Armed struggle:

– ready to participate 

– not going to participate
7.0

70.4
5.6

77.6
4.8

86.2
5.7

85.7
5.3

88.3

3. Change in personal welfare over the past three months
Variant of answer
03'03
09'03
03'04
06'04
03'05

Has improved
6.5
11.6
11.8
7.9
13.7

Hasn’t changed
50.5
56.8
58.1
64.0
61.8

Has deteriorated
41.6
30.6
28.2
26.6
21.2

4. Voting at the hypothetical referendum on the future of Belarus

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04
03'05

For integration with Russia
37.9
30.0
32.0
31.2
31.5

For accession to the European Union
23.4
25.1
25.3
20.8
18.9

For both 
23.2
17.6
21.2
18.9
23.4

Against both
6.5
13.4
12.0
17.3
16.7

5. Alternative choice between integration with Russia and accession to the European Union

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
06'04
11'04
03'05

Integration with Russia
47.6
41.0
47.7
49.3
51.9

Accession to the European Union
36.1
36.5
37.6
33.7
31.6

Materials prepared by Prof. O. Manaev, А. Sasnow, V. Dorokhov and I. Bourina
OPEN FORUM
REFERENDUM. ITS CONSEQUENCES FOR THE COUNTRY

By Аlexander Voitovich, Academician

It has been typical throughout the entire human history to look for integration of first the economies of communities and later – countries. Development and capabilities of vehicles, communications facilities and means of communication accelerate these integration processes. Nowadays, they become global covering the entire world. The appropriate process has been called globalization. Globalization is a feasible tendency of world development. All the countries press to defining their places in the globalizing world. They join the World Trade Organization and other international organizations, recognize the priority of international law and built their legislations in accordance with its principles, etc. Not a single state can properly accomplish its national interests without taking globalization into account. Actions of any country in its domestic fields carried with disregard of undertaken international obligations and irregardless world development tendencies will have a negative impact on both its international status and pace of country’s development, people’s welfare included.

Recent referendum on extension of A. Lukashenko’s presidential powers has become a momentous event for Belarus. After adoption of the Decree on referendum and its conduction, it has passed pretty much time to make a conclusion about its consequences for the country. They are multifold. Yet, they have one common feature: they all have a negative outcome. Referendum major results for Belarus are: accomplishing of dictatorship formation as well as increasing self-isolation of the authorities and hence the entire country from the world community. Both things are very bad for the country and can bring to unpredictable and even dramatic consequences.

About compliance of the referendum and the question submitted to the referendum to the Constitution of Belarus
What is stated below isn’t my personal opinion but is equally the opinion of many highly-skilled lawyers including those who have worked in the Constitutional Court of Belarus.

Under the Constitution (article 74), the President has the power to announce a national referendum. The article 78 reads, “…the law of the Republic of Belarus specifies the issues that cannot be submitted to the referendum.” The law to which the Constitution refers is the Electoral Code of Belarus. Thus, part 3 point 2 of article 112 of the Electoral Code reads, “The issues pertaining to election and dismissal of the President of Belarus cannot be submitted to the national referendum.”

In accordance with the presidential Decree No.431 dated September 7, 2004, the following question was submitted to the referendum:

“Do you allow the first President of Belarus A. Lukashenko running for presidency at the presidential election of Belarus, and do you approve the first part of article 81 of the Constitution of Belarus in the following wording:

The President is elected for a five-year term directly by the people of Belarus based on universal, free, equal and direct suffrage in a secret vote?”

It is obvious that under the Decree No. 431 two questions, or a double question, were submitted to the referendum. In my opinion, the second question that begins with the words “… and do you approve the first part…” complies with the Constitution and legislation of Belarus, even though I’m convinced that Constitution amendment proposed in the Decree will have negative consequences for the country.

The first part, or the first question, submitted to the referendum under Decree No. 431 collides with many articles of the Constitution. Let’s list and discuss the points in which this part of the Decree contravenes the Constitution.

1. The question submitted to the referendum contravenes article 78 of the Constitution and the part 3 point 2 of article 112 of the Electoral Code (to which art. 78 of the Constitution refers) stipulating that “the issues …pertaining to election of President …cannot be submitted to the national referendum.” We should like to underline that not the issue of electing but “the issues pertaining to election”. According to the explanatory dictionary of the Russian language, the word “pertaining” means having relation to. Hence, in accordance with this interpretation of the word “pertaining”, the Constitution and the Electoral Code forbid to submit to referendum the issues specified in Chapters 15, 16 and 17 of Section V “Election of the President of Belarus…” of the Electoral Code. 

The question submitted to the referendum is directly related to the election of President as it establishes that A. Lukashenko would become presidential candidate bypassing the following election stages stipulated in Section V of the Electoral Code: submission of the initiative group member list and its registration; gathering of 100 000 signatures in support of the person to be nominated presidential candidate; verification of gathered voters’ signatures; submission of the would-be candidate’s profile to the Central Election Commission; declaration of incomes; consideration of the candidate and decision-taking on registration or non-registration of this person as a presidential candidate.

Consequently, in accordance with the Constitution and article 112 of the Electoral Code, the question of the Decree No.431 cannot be submitted to the national referendum.

2. Article 22 of the Constitution reads, “Everyone is equal under the law…” Point 2 of Decree No.431 contravenes the Constitution as it gives advantages to one person, A. Lukashenko, as against all other citizens of the country [listed in point 1 of this section], in his election the President of the country, i.e. provides for rights discrimination of citizens.

3. Article 39 of the Constitution establishes that “Citizens of the Republic of Belarus… have the right to equal access to any position in state offices.” What is said in point 2 of Decree No.431 violates the right to equal access to the top state position.

4. In Section III Chapter 1, basic principles of country’s electoral system are established. In particular, article 66 proclaiming parity of the electoral system reads, “The candidates being elected for state positions should participate in the election on equal terms.” Decree No.431 provides for violation of this constitutional principle in that it gives pre-eminence over all other persons pretending to the position of the President to A. Lukashenko. 

The Statement of the Justice Ministry of Belarus on referendum issues reads, “Therefore, the issues on … amendment of generally recognized suffrage principles cannot be submitted to the national referendum (as the election should be free and fair…). The issue providing for amendment of the generally recognized electoral principle – the principle of equality – was submitted to the referendum. Yet, in its Statement the Ministry of Justice recognized impossibility to submit the question proposed in Decree No.431 to the referendum.

Consequently, the question submitted to the referendum under the Decree contravenes articles 22, 39, 66, and 78 of the Constitution as well as part 3 point 2 of article 112 of the Electoral Code.

Furthermore, Decree No. 431 violates:

– article 7 of the Constitution which reads in part 2, “The state, all its bodies and officials should act within the framework of the Constitution and the laws adopted under it.” An official, A. Lukashenko exceeded the bounds of the Constitution by including point 2 into Decree 431;

– article 59 of the Constitution which reads in part 2, “State bodies and officials entrusted the performance of state duties are bound to take proper measures, within their competence, to promote and protect human rights and freedoms.” An official, A. Lukashenko didn’t take proper measures to protect individual rights but rather in Decree No.431 violated individual rights determined in articles 22, 39 and 66 of the Constitution.

It is stated in point 3 of Decree No. 431 that “the decision taken in the national referendum… is an integral part of the Constitution of Belarus.” This basically means that the name of A. Lukashenko has been added into the Constitution that was approved by the signature of A. Lukashenko himself.

It is an unprecedented event in the modern world history that with his decree the President proposed to include his name in the Constitution and arrogate to himself exclusive legal privileges over other citizens, which is prohibited by the Constitution.

In article 137, the Constitution establishes that “the Constitution is to prevail in the event of discrepancies … between the Decree and the Constitution.” Consequently, under article 137 of the Constitution, not a single decree of the president contravening the Constitution can be considered  valid. I’m certain that Decree No.431 isn’t valid either and the Constitutional Court will in due time recognize it invalid from the moment of its issuing with all the ensuing consequences.

Holding of referendum

There’s a great number of observers who witnessed multifold violations during holding of referendum. Civil initiative For Free Election, and I’m one of its coordinators, was among those who monitored the referendum and election and as well communicated with the other observers. We can point out to the following peculiarities and violations during the procedure.

1. The number of pro-governmental and opposition members of election committees wasn’t equal. Representatives of opposition parties and associations made up only 0.2% within constituency commissions. Regional and city executive power almost isolated those representatives from election commissions. It is obvious that the authorities would have admitted more representatives of opposition parties and associations to register transparency of the referendum and honest results as well as absence of any falsification provided they held the election in compliance with the law and not rigged its results. Perhaps, the authorities had something to hide?

2. Anti-referendum propaganda was impeded. Referendum advertising was purely one-sided. These were even foreign citizens that spoke in the mass media “for” the question submitted to the referendum, which is prohibited under article 45 of the Electoral Code of Belarus.

3. Multifold cases of pressure on voters to make them vote ahead of time were registered, which contravenes article 5 of the Electoral Code.

4. Many of the constituencies didn’t follow separate count of votes received during pre-timely voting and October 17, 2004 voting, which contravenes article 55 of the Electoral Code.

5. A great number of ballots were taken out from ballot-boxes already folded in bundles that cannot happen when each separate voter puts his paper in a box one by one.

6. At the press conference of October 14, 2004 S. Kalyakin, For Free Election’s member and candidate for Deputy, and later other observers stated that election commission received a directive to put a particular figure in the protocol on October 17, 2004. The announced results were copied into the commission’s referendum and election protocols after “counting” of the final figure to decimal points.

7. The count of votes procedure was non-transparent for observers. It was organized in such a way that even members of the election commissions couldn’t double-check accuracy and appropriateness of the figures put into the protocols or trace true voting results.

This incomplete list points out to a great number of violations and that the official results – 79.42% of voters who voted in favor of the question submitted to the referendum – cannot be trusted. It is crucial to amend the Electoral Code in a way that it complies with the international standards and ensures strict agreement of real and announced results.

Results of the exit polls conducted by Gallup’s Institute on October 15-17, 2004 have revealed the following: 48.4% of the voters voted against the question of the referendum, which means their disagreement with the Constitution amendment.

Quite illustrative in this regards are statements of officials on holding of the referendum. During referendum campaign, Chairman of the Central Election Commission L. Ermoshina said, “… it is ridiculous to demand that they [state-run mass media] … carry a campaign against the referendum.” This statement contravenes part 4 of article 45 and part 2 of article 46 of the Electoral Code. Chairman in any other European country would have to resign after such a statement. In this country, L. Ermoshina didn’t resign and, what’s more, referendum propaganda was carried in compliance with her statement rather than the Electoral Code.

Below is what A. Lukashenko said in October of 2004 on the referendum and election results: “We have enough power and technologies to gain a glorious victory in referendum and election.” Top official is bound under the Constitution to provide for a free declaration of will at the referendum and election while abuse of power for the sake of a “glorious victory” is prohibited by the Constitution and the Law. However, nowadays they not simply make statements on the functions of power that contravene the Constitution but they issue the decree that contravenes the Constitution.

Dictatorship. Its consequences for the country

Establishment of dictatorship of person is impossible unless a would-be dictator provides for himself the possibility of life governance in the country. In this country, such a possibility has being already implemented. The person pressing for dictatorship proposed to include his name into the Constitution and determined himself new powers in the appropriate decree. This way he infringed on the rights of millions of citizens.

The president signed amendments to the Law “On internal security troops of the Interior Ministry of Belarus” stipulating for the first time president’s power to give an order, in cases when he decides necessary, on the use of special facilities, military equipment and arms against Belarusian citizens (without any limits and at his option). It is noteworthy that the president signed these powers for himself after the referendum. I think he’s afraid that the citizens might say: his privileges are illegal, he is not a king and his name shouldn’t be put down in the Constitution.

Now, dictatorship of a person has been set up in this country. The authorities have already demonstrated that their statements that welfare of Belarus is their first priority cannot be believed. First and foremost, they think about themselves and their interests. This is why, to protect their interests, they gave power to give orders on shooting down citizens to one person [at his discretion].

The Decree, the referendum, restrictions for children going abroad for health-recovering trips and for students going for studies and so on and so forth are all aimed at country’s self-isolation from the world community. Under globalization, this affects negatively country’s economy as well as people’s welfare.

Dictatorial management has already brought up to slower economy growth (i.e. per capita GDP with regard to purchasing capacity, or actually per capita riches produced for one year) in Belarus than in other countries over 1994-2002: in Estonia economy grew by 10.9, in Lithuania – by 9.2, in Poland – by 6.5, in Ukraine, Armenia and Kazakhstan – by 4.6, in Russia – by 4.1. In 1994, this indicator was much higher in Belarus than in the countries listed above (except for Russia and Poland that were approximately equal with Belarus). In 2002, Russia, Poland, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia and Kazakhstan left us behind. Soon, in 2006 estimated, Ukraine will as well leave us behind. In the living standard, our neighbors are coming up with us and pass us. Belarus will continue lagging behind them, although its personnel, people’s capabilities and human potential in general is not worse than in the neighboring countries. This is how the people pay for dictatorship in the country.

Dictatorial rule has been taking measures, and it will increase them in the future, on suppression of civil organizations, opposition political parties and opponents whose opinions contradict with the official ones. There are already plenty of examples.

Developments in some post-Soviet countries well demonstrate where such a path leads. Top official keeping power for a long time, a dictator thinks more about his personal interests and the interests of his immediate family rather than country interests. His personal goals and objectives start prevailing over the state one. To achieve his goals which are far from being state-oriented, he rigs voting results, persecutes opponents, makes unrighteous fortune, etc. The country is falling into crisis. People want that the situation changes. Impossibility to get changes through election drives them into the streets where they demand holding fair election and resignation of the dictator. This is a major reason of what happened in Georgia (E. Shevardnadze stayed in power for 12 years), Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan (A. Akaev was the president for 15 years). This is a trend of XXI century. The same events will inevitably take place in Belarus if A. Lukashenko doesn’t resign or if he has to resign at his own decision under some circumstances.

In article 3 the Constitution reads, “The people is the only source of state power and carrier of sovereignty in the Republic of Belarus.” If by rigging the election and implementing a decree contravening the Constitution people are deprived of the possibility to be “the only source of state power”, they have no other way out to perform the constitutional norm established in article 3 but to come out into the streets calling authorities to observe the Constitution and hold fair election, since under dictatorship the Constitutional Court, the Supreme Court and the Parliament fail to fulfill their duties. Not a single ruler has the right to give an order on using arms against the people who demand that the authorities observe the Constitution and the Law. The army, militia and special services don’t have such a right on the use of arms either.

Remarkably, in either Georgia or Ukraine or Kyrgyzstan the authorities didn’t give orders on the use of arms. Among the things that stopped them from this were unwillingness to become and enter the history as a murderer and bloody tyrant as well as the thought about the future of their children and grandchildren (how would they live in a country where their farther and grandfather gave orders on shooting the people). Subordinate officials and commanders given such an order bear heavy personal responsibility, for they are to pass this order to performers. They should better remember the wise words “A man will not be established by wickedness” (Prov. 12:3) as the crime like murder will not remain unpunished. It is clear that the authorities who dare to give an order on violence and use of arms against the people calling to observe its constitutional right are unrighteous and cannot stay in power. We should do all the best to avert such developments as they are fraught with grave aftermaths for the country.

International consequences of the referendum

Like all other countries, Belarus is a member of many fundamental international acts. It does ratify them, or “recognizes the priority of generally recognized principles of international law and ensures compliance of its laws with these principles” (article 8 of the Constitution of Belarus).

As an example, we should like to consider the International Pact on civil and political rights. Having joined to this Pact Belarus recognized that “Each member state of the Pact undertakes to respect the rights recognized in the current Pact and ensure these rights, without any preference, to the persons at the territory of the state or under its jurisdiction” (article 2 of the Pact). The Pact recognizes all those rights which were violated under Decree No.431. Consequently, Decree No.431 also violates the obligations Belarus undertook when joining the Pact. The Pact stipulates that if any its member state finds that the other member state doesn’t observe regulations of the Pact it may address that state on this issue. Also, the Pact stipulates formation of the Human Rights Committee which can require a report on human rights observation from a state and make recommendations on human rights observation to this state.

This means that in accordance with international agreements recognized by Belarus other states can consider the issue of human rights observation in Belarus and this isn’t interference into its home affairs unlike some officials and engaged reporters try to present. Saying this they deceive the Belarusian citizens.

Referendum in Belarus has raised close interest of international commissions and parliamentary bodies in a number of countries of the world. Thus, Venetian Commission of the Council of Europe concluded that:

– “the issue of A. Lukashenko’s participation in the coming election… cannot be submitted to the referendum;

– submitted to the referendum, this “issue aims at introduction of personal privileges for one person and therefore contravenes the principle of equality stipulated … in the Constitution of Belarus”;

– “in accordance with article 83 of the Constitution, [president’s] oath binds him to serve the interests of the people of Belarus and not use his position for personal benefit.”

The European Parliament has recently passed resolution on Belarus in which it defines the regime in the country as dictatorship and President A. Lukashenko – as dictator. Clearly, European countries take sharply in the negative human rights infringement and Constitution violation in the other European country that undertook to observe human rights by signing many international pacts which pertain to unification of the law in the globalizing world.

Estimates of international organizations and separate countries, quoted and not in the given article, point out to their non-recognition of the issue submitted to the referendum. Hereupon, A. Lukashenko may be recognized non-legitimate to participate in the next presidential election which will even more aggravate foreign relations of the Belarusian authorities and entail heavy consequences.

It should be noted that international organizations and foreign states don’t extend their negative attitude to dictatorship towards Belarus or the people of Belarus. They don’t threat the country. However, state-run mass media often try to present the European Union and other countries as the enemies of Belarus wiping out difference between guilty (dictatorial authorities) and not guilty (the country and its people) of bad relations with the other countries.

I should like to give you one more example. This year state budget allocated $260 million for elimination of the consequences of Chernobyl catastrophe in Belarus. Last year the country received about $75 million of gratis aid for this purpose from foreign countries, i.e. around 29% of the funds reserved in the budged. The most active donors were Germany that wired estimated 27% of the total aid and the USA (22% estimated). Such examples are multifold.

Clearly, negative attitude to dictatorship will have a negative impact on the economic development of Belarus and its accession to the world economic system, which is a necessary condition of country’s successful development in the epoch of globalization. This is well seen in long-term absence of substantial foreign investments that the Belarusian economics badly needs, including investments from Russia.

This way, referendum has become an additional factor aggravating relations of many foreign countries with Belarus. Furthermore, this has a negative impact on the economic development of Belarus and welfare of its citizens.

Conclusion

Referendum has fundamentally changed the political situation in the country. A major question that is now put before the society is the following: Will A. Lukashenko remain a dictator till the end of his life, and for how long may his dictatorship last? If the dictatorship stands for a long time, the country is to survive economic and social decline, deterioration of the living standard as compared to the neighboring countries, decay of human potential, mass emigration of the youth from the country, suppression of the freedom of thought and of the civic society, formation of the wrong conception of life realities within the society, etc. The country will turn an outcast in the world. 

Yet, development tendencies in the world, in Europe and at the post-Soviet space at the end of XX – beginning of XXI centuries give grounds to saying that dictatorship cannot last for long. The people won’t allow this. In case dictatorship becomes brutal and turns to violence, its collapse will come even quicker. The people won’t agree with deprivation of its role of “the only source of state power” and falsification of its will during voting and will throw out those who press to “gain state power through violence and other infringement of the laws of Belarus” (article 3 of the Constitution). This is the variant of changing situation through instability, or bifurcation. Of course, it is mostly desirable that these changes occur with the least negative consequences, without violence, outrage and considerable aggravation of economic and social situation.

There’s yet another variant of developments, although so far it is hard to estimate its probability. It is as follows. Aware that prolongation of powers has no prospects, willing to enter the history as the first president not referred to as a violent dictator and thinking about the future of his children and grandchildren, A. Lukashenko puts interests of the country in the first place and takes the decision to allow democratization of the country and open the way for its accelerated development. He promotes democratization of the electoral system in the pattern of the Ukrainian electoral system and renounces his claims to next-term presidency. The society and the Parliament give him appropriate guarantees. Delegation of powers takes place after the presidential election. This is only the first ceremony of such kind because change of power and not its life conservation by one person is a necessary condition of country’s stable development.

This is the president who is to make choice. He is to choose country’s development path: stable, predictable and without upheaval or revolutionary, with street actions forcing dictator to leave and, possibly, with upheaval, outrage or even more grave consequences. This isn’t a mere choice of country’s development path. This is equally president’s choice of his future and of the memories we will leave in the Belarusian history. The life doesn’t stop, and there’s little time left to make a choice.

BOOKSHELF
V. M. Konovalov "Social-Democratic Ideas: Their Value and Potential for Belarus". Materials of the seminar. – Friedrich Ebert Fund, 2004. – 64 pgs. 

The present work was published by Friedrich Ebert Fund in Minsk at the end of 2004. It undertakes analysis of the possible paths of socio-economic development of Belarus in its post-transition period in the light of current globalization and adjusted for the development experience of European social-democratic models.

In its structure, the brochure comprises, apart from Introduction and Conclusion parts, four chapters that are: Globalization vs. How to choose economic model in post-transition period; Problems to be faced when implementing economic principles of social democracy in the economy under transition; Social state at the debris of ‘real socialism’; How to choose a model of social-democratic reforming of economy under transition.

Author’s great advantage in this work appeared his ability to make thorough analysis of modern social-democratic bases of economic development, which he didn’t oppose to liberal ideas of the end of the past century but rather introduced as a natural and necessary criterion of the society development. Society already takes economic and social parity as well accessibility of basic social benefits as a norm. Therefore, institutional social-democratic principles – freedom, parity, solidarity, property and justice – can and should serve a foundation for the choice of the economic development model in the countries of former “developed socialism”. This is especially true in the present-day world where, as the author notes, the role of state changes and its economic functions shift from production field to social investment, science and education.

As an example, the author outlines several social-democratic models of economy management. Among them are: English ‘New Labor Model’, market-oriented mainly; Dutch market-oriented model with a strong ‘consensual component’; French ‘Modèle d’Etat’ and Swedish model of ‘permanent reforming of social state.’

Let alone author’s detailed arguments in favor of social-democratic models, we should agree that the ideas of social state are more natural and clear for an overwhelming majority of citizens of the former “developed socialism countries” rather than individualism postulates of neo-liberal conceptions.

As a consequence, the author concludes, basic features of ‘new economy’ in a social state under post-transition should appear (see pgs.47-48):

· encouragement by the state of economic activity and social involvement of citizens into the social life that would ensure social justice and economic efficiency;

· provision by the state of employment and full social guarantees to all citizens, use of high technologies so as to create employment opportunities for partially disabled citizens, extension of individual’s earning capacity and socio-economic activity via development of healthcare and training centers;

· efficient cooperation between the government, NGO’s and financial and industrial corporations aimed at strong and stable growth of national economy;

· formation of the social investment system as well as efficient cooperation between the government, NGO’s and individuals aimed at realization of person’s socio-economic potential;

· encouragement of private entrepreneurship, in particular family business, and promotion of family and individual’s income growth as a basis of economic activity growth in the national economy’s household field. 

Clearly, one may agree or disagree with the above listed features, support them fully or in part, but in general they offer solutions for the problems that young states under transition face.

On the other hand, in a number of cases author’s conclusions and propositions seem ungrounded and unconvincing. This, first of all, applies to his reasoning about ethnoeconomic systems the role of which is, we think, slightly overestimated. It is also hard to agree with the author that ‘households should become major entities of privatizing industrial enterprises” (see p. 53). The experience of Germany and even the USA shows that ‘public enterprises’ decline under high competition while their management becomes cut down from decision-taking. Quite illustrative in this regards is the automobile trust Volkswagen that finally moved under the control of a large concern. In general, taking small business and family business in particular as a basis of national economy, which is offered in the given brochure, is a kind of untimely.

On the whole, well-grounded analysis of efficient economic models achieved by Western social democracies and possible use of their experience in Belarus, as it is given in the reviewed brochure, shall be very interesting and useful for a would-be reader in Belarus. It may also serve a less harmful alternative to the rightist economic reforms that the country needed for a long time already.

Valery Dashkevich, PhD in Economics

“Monitoring of parliamentary election and national referendum in the Republic of Belarus. Year 2004”. – Minsk, 2005. 152 pgs. 
The books, just like people, have their fate. It is not occasionally that we now have many sayings on this issue: Manuscripts don't burn; The written word remains, etc. After the election held after the referendum of 1996 many books were as well written on the issue: “Local Election in the modern political history of Belarus”, Minsk: Analytical group, 2003; “Presidential Election in the Republic of Belarus – 2001: Facts and Commentaries”, Minsk: Tesei, 2002; “Election-2000: Facts and Commentaries”, Minsk, 2001, etc. These are editions that vary greatly in content and presentation of subject but they all indicate steady aggravation of the situation in the field of freedom and democracy of election.

In my opinion, the book reviewed is well structured, which helps the reader find necessary information promptly. The material is split into basic stages of electoral process and this greatly adds to its consistency. In their turn, separate chapters of the book also have similar structure.

A Belarusian reader may think that the book contains unnecessary overview of Belarusian electoral norms. This is absolutely true, yet I think this is done for the sake of the English version of the book. Thus, for an English reader this drawback will most likely be an advantage.

The book consists of two sections: the first speaks about the election to the House of Representatives and the second – about the national referendum. Also, it has an appendix, which takes almost one third of its volume. These are 19 documents incorporating the most important regulations of the Central Election Commission of Belarus, Decree of the president on the members of the Central Election Commission with advisory voice, Memorandum of the Gallup’s Institute / Baltic Surveys on the exit poll, Preliminary conclusions of the International Mission for Election Observation formed by ODIHR OSCE and OSCE Parliamentary Assembly as well as Communiqué of observers from the Institute for Democracy in Eastern Europe (IDEE). It should be noted that publication of the above mentioned documents basically introduces them into the scientific use of political scientists and lawyers working in the field of electoral law and at the same time makes them available for the general audience. Unlike government regulations (article 39 of the Law “On government regulations of Belarus”), regulations of the Central Election Commission aren’t included in the National Register of Government Regulations of Belarus. Therefore, their use in a research work poses certain problems. For instance, crucial for the presidential election regulation of the Central Election Commission “On violation of electoral law by the public association “Spring Human Rights Center” when delegating observers” adopted September 8, 2001 wasn’t published anywhere.

Unfortunately, the Appendix lacks Regulation of the Central Election Commission expounding usage of the regulations of Electoral Code on declaration of incomes and property adopted on August 3, 2004 as well as some other regulations. Thus, it contains excerpts from Guidelines on organizational and legal work of divisional election committees addressing examination of voters lists and counting of votes but it omits Guidelines on organizational and legal work of regional committees. In general, Guidelines of the Central Election Commission are very important documents as they are primary assets in the work of divisional and regional election committees. Although, at first sight, they may seem to replicate the appropriate regulations of the Electoral Code, they often incorporate introductions not stipulated in the electoral law. For instance, Guidelines for regional committees state that members of initiative groups gathering signatures of voters to support would-be candidates for deputies should introduce the citizens only to candidate’s profiles. Informational materials or other printed papers should not be distributed among citizens in this case. Similar passage was presented in a separate regulation of the Central Election Commission right before the election to the Local Councils of Deputies in spring of 2003. Now, it is copied into the Guidelines as a self-evident rule.

As it is reasonably mentioned in the book, it was for the first time during the election to the House of Representatives that election committees denied registration of a great number of initiative groups gathering signatures in support of the persons nominated for candidates to deputies. The reason of such a decision was letters of several voters claiming that they didn’t give consent on their inclusion into an initiative group. Since this measure was never applied before, it is logical to suggest that after its successful use at the parliamentary election it may be equally used at the coming presidential election in 2006: it won’t be hard to find a person within the initiative group of more than 1 000 people who would state for some reason that he/she didn’t give consent for his/her inclusion into the initiative group. 

Noteworthy are some other documents published in the book. For example, copy of the “Schedule of pre-term voting of state-run Water Supply Department employees” (see p. 57) or Directive of the School Board in Borisov (secondary school No.3) ordering that all teachers and other school personnel should vote ahead of time (See p. 58). There is a number of other documentary witnesses in the book, which prove peculiarity of Belarusian law enforcement in the electoral field.

The edition is accompanied by a great number of interesting pictures. We should like to recommend adding more thorough comments to these pictures.

In general, this is an informative and well-grounded on factual information book. Yet, in certain cases it lacks analytics. To put it figuratively, sometimes there is no forest behind the trees. Perhaps, this happened because the book doesn’t have the Introduction part in which goals and objectives of the work are generally presented by the author or editorial board. Also, it lacks an appropriate summa sumarum, i.e. a separate Conclusion part, even though a reader will certainly agree with author’s major conclusion on total non-compliance of the recent election and referendum with “the national electoral law, international principles of election organization and holding as well as with the principles of publicity, transparency and democracy.”

Unfortunately, it is hard to outline all the advantages of the given book or point out to some of its drawbacks in a short review. Yet, we should like to recommend it to all those who look for an unbiased estimate of the recent election of deputies to the House of Representatives and of the national referendum.

Mikhail Plisko, Lawyer, Political Scientist
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