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Dear Readers!

The next issue of the analytical bulletin “IISEPS News” offers to your attention materials reflecting the most interesting results of Institute’s studies in the first quarter of 2006.

Undoubtedly, the presidential election – all that preceded it and all that succeeded after it – has become the most important event of this period as well as of the near past and of the near future (or, may be, of the remote future as well).

Many citizens in this country and abroad don’t trust the official election results, yet no one knows any other results, they say, which they could trust. There are many collisions in this regards – from statements of some opposition leaders about “stolen victory” made on March 19 in Minsk on the October square to still arising discussions among the concerned policy-makers from the Kremlin to the White House about the new strategy of relations with Belarus to be built after the election. In our opinion, this points out to inattentiveness or to forgetfulness of those who ask such questions. We should like to remind that over the many years during which IISEPS monitored socio-political process in Belarus (the most important of which are certainly elections and referenda), results of opinion polls conducted right before elections and referenda were almost always the same (within the marginal  error, i.e. 3%) as the results of the opinion polls conducted right after elections and referenda. This means that the expected results of the presidential election which we received in the nation opinion poll shortly before (in February) the election, will most likely be the same (± 3%) as the results of the opinion poll which will be conducted right after the election.

In view of this, a major part of materials in this bulletin is based on the results of the nation opinion poll conducted in February and some of them pertaining to the key issues of the election campaign – on the results of the previous polling (conducted in December).

For example, the February opinion poll showed that, provided citizens come to voting (around 85% of all voters), A. Lukashenko should receive not less than 60% of votes, A. Milinkevich – about 20% of votes, A. Kozulin – 7–8%, S. Gaidukevich – 5–6% and against all (including mutilated ballots) – 5–6%. The comparative analysis revealed that A. Lukashenko’s supporters sharply differ from supporters of alternative candidates. Over a half of the first are respondents aged 50 and over, the majority of them the pensioners who are the least active part of the society and who depend on the governmental support. On the contrary, the majority of the second are citizens under 50, i.e. the most active and independent part of the society advancing the economy and the culture. In other words, very different voters stand behind each of the candidates and this is different future for this country behind each of them. Some want to go back into the past. Others want to stop in the present day. Yet another are concerned about the country they and their children will live in the near future.

Furthermore, the analysis has showed that the primary consolidation of electorates took place a month before the election. Also, the group of vacillating, or those who haven’t taken sides yet, has dissolved to a great extent. This means that the balance of electoral forces could be changed only from the group of “alien” voters whom candidates should not persuade but over-persuade to change their mind. This certainly restricted opportunities of candidates and their teams. This is why expectations of some politicians and analysts that the balance of electoral forces could change considerably in favor of alternative candidates during the time left before the election, for example, through TV performances of these alternative candidates, were exaggerated we think.

Analysis of the polling data drew us to some other conclusions which helped all the concerned sides get better prepared to the election and the events which followed. This refers to the conclusion about latent growth of readiness to radical and even extreme forms of protest within the society, to the conclusion about weak identification of differences between programs of presidential candidates shown by respondents, to the conclusion about the values like fairness of election (and in a wider sense – of the current political course in the country) and the quality of life which are very tender for the electorate as well as to the conclusion about mutually supplementary rather than mutually exclusive pro-Russian and pro-European moods which we already commented on and to many other conclusions.

As usual, we present sociological data, i.e. the so-called count-up tables, in the light of basic socio-demographic characteristics as well as the trends of change in Belarusian public opinion to those of our readers who prefer pure figures to analytics. 

This time our “Open Forum” is given to an unusual guest. Pavol Demes, a famous Slovak intellectual and a policy maker, former First Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Slovak Republic and an old friend of Belarus, presents European view on the circumstances and prospects of the presidential election in Belarus. We believe that his in-depth analysis and expressive manner will touch every reader irrespective of his/her political standpoints.

Unfortunately, our correspondence with the General Prosecutor’s Office is going on and it looks like we need to introduce a special heading for this.

On the “Bookshelf”, Prof. Y. Khodyko, a well-known politician and a member of the IISEPS Advisory Board, will introduce you to a new book of Belarusian experts – the one about peculiarities of party organization in Belarus.

All comments and feedbacks are as usual welcome!
IISEPS Board

STRENGTHENING PRO-“WIDE EUROPE” ATTITUDES 
IN BELARUS

In February of 2006, independent sociologists at the assistance of O. Manaev’s group conducted a nation public opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed – 1 430 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error does not exceed 0.03). The questionnaires, 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 and previous sociological procedures. “No answer” and “Find it difficult to answer” alternatives are not available in most points of the questionnaire. As usual, the tables are read down unless otherwise specified. In some tables, the total amount may be different from 100% since the interviewees could choose more than one alternative. 

JANUARY – 2006

What do voters want?

What would you like to ask the current president A. Lukashenko and his major rival A. Milinkevich, a sole candidate for democratic forces, if you happen to meet them during the election campaign? We asked respondents during the polling. Open questions like this and especially questions demanding original thoughts from respondents can hardly be processed statistically. However, such hard questions cannot be avoided if the polling is not aimed at a regular survey of public opinion but is searching the key idea and the issue which is of great concern for respondents and which can later become a hit of campaign. This issue is usually put up after presidential candidates get registered and the election campaign officially begins.

Now, what do voters want to ask? In Tables 1 and 2, only those questions are quoted which exceed statistic error. As regards the head of state, respondents obviously don’t feel as the electing side but rather as the subject side asking to improve their welfare. Somewhere in the middle, there’s a question asking “For how long is he going to rule?” on which we will comment later.

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "What would you ask the current president A. Lukashenko if you happen to meet him?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

Would ask him to raise pensions
6.2

When will the living standard increase?
6.1

How long is he going to stay in power?
5.7

When will people live well?
5.6

Why do prices rise along with raise in wages?
3.8

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "What would you ask A. Milinkevich if you happen to meet him?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

About his program
13.1

About peculiarities of his election campaign
7.0

What is the way out of the deadlock for Belarus? What should be done for this?
3.8

Where do you climb? Why do you need the power so much? You want to grab something for yourself?
2.9

The sole democratic candidate was luckier with the questions. Thus, around 20% of respondents would like to get introduced to A. Milinkevich’s program and details of his election campaign. Clearly, they don’t mean getting a full-color fancy leaflet or a sophisticated study book of his standpoints and reforming programs. They rather want to identify A. Milinkevich as well as get explanation of how this candidate plans to win the election. As the Table 2 shows, the most frequent questions which respondents would like to ask to the opposition leader are neutral. They reveal interest in this new figure and this means that it is A. Milinkevich who is now responsible for building up his image in the eyes of Belarusians. 

Going through the list of questions to presidential candidates, it is hard to figure out any common attitude which political strategists could use to specify the slogans of their clients and political scientists – to assess situation and predict its development. Thus, in 2001, sole democratic presidential candidate Vladimir Goncharik made an attempt to use the issue of disappeared opposition figures as his campaign’s hit. Appropriate facts and documents were leaked into the press. However, voters didn’t get interested in the future of missing VIP’s because a common citizen couldn’t apply to their lives the fate of former Interior Minister Y. Zakharenko and Vice-Premier V. Gonchar who went over to the opposition camp. Anyway, this wasn’t a mass event and the campaign finally lost its hit.

In search of campaign’s hit

Will any question of these become the most important at the presidential election of 2006? We can come to certain conclusions based on the questions which respondents in general as well as supporters and opponents separately asked to the president. For the purpose of this research, we agreed that supporters are those who intend to vote for A. Lukashenko at the coming election and opponents are those who are ready to vote for any other candidate or participate in a protest march in case the election is rigged. It appears that neither A. Lukashenko’s opponents nor his supporters want to know more about him as a candidate. Remarkably, the most frequent question in both groups is “For how long are you going to rule?” The supporters ask it in a positive sense meaning “For how long from now will you have your strength?” while the opponents ask it in a negative sense meaning “When will you quit?”

The president currently in office, especially with such a high rating, is an obvious favorite of an election race. This is why the questions addressed to him are reflection of the campaign’s key slogan and its emotional line. It is very hard to change, and therefore candidates most often aim at fitting this line and using it to their benefit. As the Table 1 shows, its key issue is welfare improvement.

Yet, how the opposition camp interprets the campaign’s key question is strikingly different from how presidential supporters and those vacillating understand it. Only 4% of opposition respondents are concerned about welfare and 17% – about “For how long will he rule?”

In all the rest, oppositionists either don’t have questions to A. Lukashenko or ask the questions which cannot be classified and statistically processed in view of their low frequency. “When will people live well? Why does A. Lukashenko think that no one can replace him? Why are human rights violated in Belarus?” All these questions asked by opposition-minded respondents lie at the margin of error. At the same time their opinion is very important since the people putting questions on political agenda are usually opinion leaders in their midst. According to the opinion poll, 31.6% of respondents are ready to vote for a candidate for democratic opposition and 38% want to give a chance to some other candidate. This means one third of votes is not distributed yet and these are to be fought for during the election campaign.

Meanwhile, opponents to the authorities should have had tough time working out a single line and a single slogan which could be accepted both in their circle and in the society in general. Exactly in the last days of canvassing the press stated that out of about fifty slogans A. Milinkevich’s supporters chose the slogan “Freedom. Truth. Justice.” (See Nasha Niva, No. 3/2006 of January 20, 2006). On February 17, A. Milinkevich personally announced this slogan. He explained his choice in the following way: “The program I chose for the election is very simple. It is grounded on three values which are freedom, truth and justice. These three words didn’t appear in my head or someone else’s. They are the result of our many trips around the country… What is the freedom that people want? They look for freedom of individual, freedom of conscience and freedom of opinion. They talk about the necessity to have freedom of information and freedom of economic activity. Most often, they say they need to get free from total fear.” (See Belorusy and Rynok, No.7/2006 of February 20, 2006).

Meanwhile, the current president easily advanced with the old slogan “For strong and prosperous Belarus!” which ideally suits the atmosphere of the election campaign and which easily rhymes with slogans “For Lukashenko” and “For Belarus.” (See example of open rhyming in the ONT channel’s project called “For Belarus” (February 5, 2006): Singer Ilona Bronevitskaya recalled, “… I had a chance, I was honored to stand at the stage of the Slav Fair. At the end of the performance Alexander Grigorievich came on the stage and presented a bunch of flowers to each of us. My goodness, I felt such a thrill of joy. I love Belarus. For Belarus!” Also, see quotations by Belarusian Journalist Association on the mass media monitoring in the article “Covering of the presidential election 2006 in the Belarusian media,” Bulletin No.2 of February 13, 2006).

It is noteworthy that this is not A. Lukashenko but his major rival who is addressed the questions of approximately 1.5 million voters who want to have life in the country changed. They want to know how to achieve this. This would be a great luck if the opposition leader could make this question the hit of his campaign. However, this is possible only if he gives a simple and clear answer to this question. If the sole candidate fails to satisfy interest of the supporters of changes, voters will have too little grounds to vote for him.  

Differences between age groups

Among age groups, the most interested in communicating with both A. Lukashenko and democratic candidate A. Milinkevich are the citizens aged 60 and over as well as those between 30 and 50  years old. Naturally, frequency of questions to the president and his major rival is very different. Let’s turn to the most popular questions to both candidates asked in different age groups.

Those who have just entered the voting age (18-19 years old) ask the president about quality and affordability of education, about how long he plans to govern and when the living standard will increase. Yet, frequency of these questions doesn’t exceed the margin of error.

Respondents aged 20-24, as compared to the younger group, 2.5-fold more often ask about how long A. Lukashenko will govern yet. The group of 30-39-aged shows the greatest interest to this issue with 40-49-aged going the second. More elderly respondents show decline of interest to this issue but it doesn’t tend to zero.

Fairly different is respondents’ concern in the prospects of increasing living standard. Voters under 30 are in general concerned about this issue but their number is twofold less than among older respondents. Also, they ask questions about A. Lukashenko’s plans for the future (this question is apparently tied with “For how long are going to rule?”) and about future of the youth.

Those who have reached 30 years old are more than younger respondents concerned about “Why prices rise along with raise in wages?” This question is the most frequent among those aged 60 and over who most likely live from retirement pensions rather than wages. By the way, to the talk about pensions, all age groups are ready to address A. Lukashenko with request to raise it and the greatest concern in this show those for whom pension is vital. In the group aged 50-59 only 7% of respondents would like to address the president with such a request while they are already 14.8% among respondents aged 60 and over. What’s more, 7.6% of respondents aged 60 and over are ready to thank A. Lukashenko for excellent governance which is nearly twofold less than those who would ask for pension raise.

All age groups want to ask “When will people live well?” which can be interpreted both as discontent with the current situation and as a request to do something to improve it. It is the most frequent among those aged 60 and over (6.4%) as well as among those almost aged 30 (6%).

Commenting on Table 2, we already noted that questions to the sole candidate are aimed to understand him as a political figure. What are peculiarities in age groups in this regards? Maximum interest to the election campaign is revealed among the respondents aged 30-39: 8.5% of the polled from this group would like to ask a question on this and they make 25.2% of all respondents who asked a question on peculiarities of A. Milinkevich’s election campaign. The second place is given to 40-49-aged (6.3%) and to 20-24-aged (12.9%).

Finally, these are first of all respondents aged 30-50 who would like to address the opposition leader with request to tell about his program. At the same time, this question is relatively frequently asked in all age groups. The question on the program is closely tied with “What is the way out of the deadlock for Belarus?” In a weaker form, its frequency is repeated in the question about program.

Language of political communication

What language should they speak with voters? For both major candidates, Russian is the most beneficial during the election campaign. Thus, respondents who asked A. Milinkevich the most frequent questions marked Russian as the language of their everyday communication (this variant of answer ranges from 52.5% to 79.3%). Belarusian language in this group doesn’t exceed the margin of error while combination of the two languages (Belarusian and Russian, called ‘trasyanka’, which is a mixture of the Belarusian literary language, its various territorial and social variants and Russian literary language (See Belarusian Language. Linguistic Compendium by B. Plotnikov, L. Antoniuk. Minsk, Interpressservice, Book House, 2003, 16 pgs)) makes substantial addition to the dominating monolingual group (See Table 3). It has turned out that the authors of the only negative question close to the margin of error are the most active ‘trasyanka’-speakers who almost don’t use the Russian language in everyday communication. (This to a great extent depends on education, age and place of residence.)

Table 3

The language of respondents who asked questions to A. Milinkevich, %



Variant of answer
Russian
Belarusian
Belarusian and Russian
Trasyanka

About his program
66.5
–
23.4
10.1

About peculiarities of his election campaign
76.4
0.9
11.5
11.2

What is the way out of the deadlock for Belarus? What should be done for this?
79.3
1.2
13.9
5.6

Where do you climb? Why do you need the power so much? You want to grab something for yourself?
52.5
–
10.7
36.8

Authors of the most frequent questions to the president (See Table 4) in their majority use ‘trasyanka’ in everyday life unlike authors of the questions to the opposition candidate. Thus, there are considerably more speakers of ‘trasyanka’ among authors of the most frequent question (on the raise in pension). In all other cases the groups of Russian language speakers or ‘trasynka’-speakers are fairly comparable. The only exception makes the question “For how long are you going to rule?” asked by the least number of ‘trasynka’-speakers and by the greatest number of Belarusian language speakers.

From the viewpoint of Public Relations, language of communication during current election campaign is totally ambiguous. We think the authorities overdone it with translating major TV news programs into Russian. The audience loyal to the current president or showing interest in communicating with him is not likely to use only Russian language in everyday communication unlike the audience of his political opponents. As a rule, ‘trasyanka’ is not regarded by its speakers as a cultural value which should be fought for but it serves a means of identification between “like us – alien.” In his meetings with voters, A. Lukashenko often inserts Belarusian words, vernacular words and dialecticisms into his language which are taken as a sign of like-us-person. Mass media reports usually reduce A. Lukashenko’s Belarusian village origin which helps him look ‘like us’ in the eyes of both the Russian-speaking group and as well large group of those speaking the mixture of Russian and Belarusian.

Table 4

The language of respondents who asked questions to A. Lukashenko, %



Variant of answer
Russian
Belarusian
Belarusian and Russian
Trasyanka

Would ask him to raise pensions
36.6
1.5
17.7
44.1

When will the living standard increase?
47.5
1.9
21.4
26.7

How long is he going to stay in power?
64.2
13.4
15.2
7.1

When will people live well?
49.2
5.6
19.2
26.1

Why do prices rise along with raise in wages?
36.8
–
30.0
30.8

However, pronouncedly Russian-language news on Belarusian TV channels may signal to a considerable part of the public that this mass media is alien. Apparently, introduction of Belarusian-language newsreels on the new TV channel LAD is an attempt to solve this problem. According to the nation survey conducted by the Institute of Sociology of the Belarusian National Academy of Sciences in November-December of 2005, LAD stood the last in the size of its audience (5.32%) and in the rating of evening newsreels on weekdays (1.11%). To compare, the audience of Panorama program on the First National Channel BT made up 12% which is more than twofold more than LAD’s audience. If this is true, the authorities have only partially solved the problem of communication.

In their turn, representatives of the opposition stand at a more complicated choice. A major part of their referent group is representatives of the elite who are native speakers of the Belarusian language. However, both the respondents ready to vote for an opposition candidate and the public showing interest in him normally speak Russian or ‘transyanka’ in everyday life and not the Belarusian language alone. In some cases Belarusian, especially use of its literary norm in everyday life, stands a marker of belonging to opposition.

In our opinion, representatives of the opposition need to define their means of communication and the languages in which they will deliver their key message to the public. Participants of the campaign should then try to attract alien audience and at the same keep their current audience. This shows the necessity for presidential candidates and their teams of using both languages and tuning to the audience they send the message to.

FEBRUARY – 2006

For whom to vote at the presidential election?

Although the election campaign is now in full swing, many Belarusians haven’t yet decided for whom to vote or are still having doubts about their choice. Over a half of respondents said that they “presently have little information about presidential candidates to make choice with confidence.” We aren’t a team of a candidate and this is why we will not angle information in a way favorable for one and unfavorable for another candidate. Our goal is to demonstrate what Belarusians think today about the most pressing and topical issues of social development and help them make choice with confidence. 

Asked the question “If only one candidate competes with A. Lukashenko at the presidential election, will you vote for this candidate or for A. Lukashenko?”, 58.9% of respondents said that they will vote for A. Lukashenko, 30.6% – for an alternative candidate and 10.5% found it difficult to answer. This means that at least a third of voters (i.e. almost 2.5 million people) look for changes and understand that their hopes will not come true if A. Lukashenko is re-elected.

Asked the question “For whom would you vote if the following four candidates stand on the ballot?”, 4.5% of respondents said for S. Gaidukevich, 6.4% – for A. Kozulin, 58.6% – for A. Lukashenko and 16.5% – for A. Milinkevich. Answering to the question “If only one candidate competes with A. Lukashenko at the presidential election, who of the following politicians would you like to see on the voting ballot?”, 13.5% chose S. Gaidukevich, 10.3% – A. Kozulin, and 26.6% – A. Milinkevich. Thus, A. Milinkevich’s supporters outnumber A. Kozulin’s and S. Gaidukevich’s supporters taken together. This is him on whom the majority of Belarusians looking for changes lay their hopes.

Who are them, supporters of presidential candidates? In what do they differ from one another? Let’s compare their sociological portraits. (See Table 1).

Comparison of these portraits shows that supporters of all three alternative candidates sharply differ from supporters of the current president. The quality of living of the Belarusians ready to vote for alternative candidates is much worse than that of A. Lukashenko’s supporters. The quality of living is understood not only as welfare but also as dignity: many supporters of alternative candidates (and absolute majority among A. Milinkevich’s supporters) have suffered disregard, rudeness and sheer boorishness on the part of public authorities. The Belarusians offended by the authorities pin their hopes on president’s major rival rather than the president who once proudly called himself a public president. It is clear now why almost 18% of voters who voted for A. Lukashenko at the previous presidential election are nowadays ready to vote for his rivals. Nearly 30% of these voters either didn’t come to voting at the previous presidential election or voted against all candidates. This means that many of them didn’t see any alternative before and now they do see it.

Table 1

Sociological portraits of the supporters of presidential candidates, %



Sociological characteristics  of voters
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich
A. Kozulin
А. Lukashenko
А. Milinkevich

What is more important for you – preservation or changing of the current situation in the country?

Preservation of the situation
25.1
16.1
77.0
11.1

Changing of the situation
67.1
79.7
15.9
81.7

How would you evaluate the quality of your living?

Very/rather high
14.9
5.4
24.5
5.5

Average
50.1
52.3
64.8
40.6

Very/rather low
35.0
41.4
10.0
52.7

How has you welfare changed over the past three months?

Changed to the better
19.6
7.1
32.3
7.5

Hasn’t changed
56.3
61.3
59.3
63.4

Changed to the worse
20.5
31.7
6.5
27.9

Have you suffered an offence from any authorities for the past three years? 

Yes, I have
51.6
45.1
16.1
68.1

No, I haven’t
47.2
52.1
79.1
44.0

For whom did you vote at the presidential election of 2001?

For A. Lukashenko
20.4
19.2
82.2
13.0

For V. Goncharik
14.6
18.7
2.2.
40.8

For S. Gaidukevich
41.2
4.5
0.9
9.0

Didn’t come to voting
10.0
25.0
9.7
18.7

Against all
3.0
21.9
0.7
9.3

Refused to answer
7.1
5.9
2.4
7.8

Don’t remember
3.7
4.8
1.9
1.4

Will you come to vote at the presidential election on March 19?

Certainly/most likely come
65.9
62.6
90.9
71.9

Perhaps yes, perhaps not
27.4
24.4
7.4
17.3

Most likely//certainly will not come
5.0
13.1
1.2
10.0

Your age:

Below 30
23.2
36.7
14.1
35.0

30 to 50 
58.1
54.2
34.0
50.5

Above 50
18.8
9.1
51.9
14.4

Your place of residence:

Minsk
23.6
30.9
12.3
16.9

Regional center
19.9
9.6
16.4
20.3

City
23.7
22.1
15.8
17.9

Town
9.7
15.1
18.1
21.3

Village 
23.1
22.2
37.4
23.7

Supporters of the current president have obvious advantage – they first of all outnumber supporters of alternative candidates and they are much more determined: over 90% of them say they certainly or most likely will come to voting. As for supporters of alternative candidates, only two thirds of them are as well determined to vote.

On the other hand, the majority of supporters of alternative candidates are voters aged 50 and below, i.e. the most active and the most independent part of the society which moves forth country’s economy and culture. On the contrary, over a half of supporters of the current president are persons aged 50 and over, the majority of them pensioners, i.e. the least active part of the society the state of which depends on the state support. Although the degree of support to presidential candidates differs substantially depending on respondents’ place of residence, it is obvious that each of them has supporters in the capital and in region centers, cities and in towns as well as in the village. The assertion that allegedly the capital stands for alternative candidates while towns and villages – for A. Lukashenko is not true: even though there are more Minsk residents among supporters of A. Kozulin and S. Gaidukevich than among supporters of A. Lukashenko, the number of A. Milinkevich’s supporters all around Belarus is nearly the same as the number of A. Lukashenko’s supporters.

We will soon know for whom the Belarusians will vote and now there’s still time for you to think and decide with whom to go.  As the results of our research show, very different voters stand behind each of the candidates and this is different future behind each of them. Some want to go back into the past. Others want to stop in the present day. Yet another are concerned about the country they and their children will live in the near future.

That’s you who make this choice.

Will the Belarusians know truth about the presidential election?

It is very little time left before the presidential election in Belarus but many Belarusians feel uncertain and doubtful as it approaches. Less than 55% believe that the election will be ‘free and fair’ and every third sticks to the opposite viewpoint. Lack of information about candidates is one of the reasons. Thus, asked the question “Do you have enough information about presidential candidates to make choice with confidence?”, 55.3% of respondents answered in the negative and only 43.3% – in the positive. Most of them directly point out to the reasons of this: in the opinion of 55.3% of respondents, candidates “don’t have the same access to the state-run mass media as A. Lukashenko” (only 34% chose the alternative “have the same access”) while these are mass media from which the Belarusians still get major part of information about candidates.

It is even more important to get true information after and not before the election – how the votes got distributed, who won and what the count is. Such questions themselves would cause bewilderment in a modern democratic country: this is the function of the Central Election Commission – to announce voting results immediately after the count of votes. However, this doesn’t bewilder many of the Belarusians: the number of those who trust the Central Election Commission (41.9%) is presently even lower that the number of those who don’t trust it (42.8%). Why? This is because only 42.2% agree that “The Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only” and 43.9% think that “The Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body following president’s regulations first of all.” A great part of president’s supporters as well thinks that the Central Election Commission should be independent and unbiased. This is to the question “Exit polls are presently conducted in many countries during elections or referenda so as to compare their results with the official ones. Such polls were as well conducted in Belarus during the referendum of October 17, 2004. Would you like to have them during the presidential election of March 19 and have their results publicized?”, 53% of respondents answered in the positive, 17.3% – in the negative, 23.5% said “this doesn’t make difference” for them and 6.2% found it difficult to answer. It might seem there’s nothing easier: independent sociological groups highly reputed in their professional field both in the country and abroad conduct an exit poll and publicize its results so that voters make sure if the official data is the same as or different from unofficial data. As a rule, in democratic countries these results are the same or slightly different. Unfortunately, in the past few year results from both these sources differ sharply in Belarus. Thus, according to the Central Election Commission, almost 79% voted for Constitution amendment at the referendum of 2004 and according to the data of Gallup’s Institute which conducted exit polls – less than 49%. Already in December of 2005 when referendum stir has already gone, only 40.8% of respondents said that the data of the Central Election Commission was true, about 30% were convinced in the opposite and another 30% found it difficult to answer.

One might ask, is it really so important whether voters trust the Central Election Commission more or less? This is pluralism! It doesn’t influence much the development of the society and the state. To give an answer, let’s compare in what and how different are these two approximately equal groups of the Belarusian electorate. (See Table 2).

Table 2

Sociological portraits of the voters depending on their assessment of activity of the Central Election Commission (CEC), %



Sociological characteristics  
CEC 

is led by the law only
CEC 

is led by president’s 

regulations

In general, the situation in Belarus goes:

In the right direction
81.8
36.2

In the wrong direction
10.6
50.3

What is more important for you – preservation or changing of the current situation in the country?

Preservation of the current situation is more important
75.9
29.8

Changing of the current situation is more important
18.3
61.1

Can the standard of living in Belarus increase taking into account the policy carried by the current authorities?

Can
81.0
34.0

Cannot
12.4
53.7

Do you trust the president?

Trust
85.5
35.2

Don’t trust
10.4
55.6

How did you vote at the referendum of 2004?

For Constitution amendment
76.5
26.2

Against Constitution amendment
7.5
37.6

Didn’t come to voting
10.6
29.2

Refused to answer
3.8
5.0

Have you suffered an offence from any authorities for the past three years?

No 
80.9
56.0

Yes 
15.1
40.2

Will you come to vote at the presidential election on March 19?

Certainly/most likely come
91.7
68.2

Most likely/certainly will not come
7.6
26.7

Will the election of March 19 be free and fair?

Yes 
83.5
27.1

No 
9.5
59.1

For whom will you vote at the presidential election? 

S. Gaidukevich
3.4
6.7

А. Kozulin
2.2
11.3

А. Lukashenko
82.7
32.8

А. Milinkevich
5.2
31.9

Do you have enough information about the presidential candidates to make choice with confidence?

Yes
61.1
30.2

No
37.0
69.2

It appears that these two groups are almost mirror-like. Those voters who think that “The Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only” are quite positive about life in Belarus and will as well support the current course. Those who think that “The Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body following president’s regulations first of all” are very critic about life in Belarus and are ready to support an alternative course. Since we don’t talk about marginal groups of electorate but about the majority of voters (42.4% + 43.9% = 86.3%), it is impossible that a country bears such a split within the society any longer. There’s only one way out – telling truth to the people on all issues including voting results. The future of this country will to a great extent depend on whether people get to know true results of the presidential election of March 19.

Consolidation of electorates

Results of electoral polls in Belarus typically reveal a huge gap between open and closed ratings of all politicians except A. Lukashenko. At a time when an election is a long-term perspective, open ratings of president’s opponents make 2-5%. This is the number of respondents who pick up the appropriate politician when asked “For whom would you vote at the presidential election in Belarus?” When a respondent can choose the candidate he/she likes from a given list or from a couple А. Lukashenko vs. John Doe, ratings of opposition candidates jump up to 10-15%. Thus, during the election campaign in December of 2006, in an open question 6.6% of respondents gave their preference to A. Milinkevich and choosing from the pair A. Lukashenko vs. A. Milinkevich 18.1% of respondents spoke out in favor of the opposition candidate.

We think the reason of such a gap is hardly ignorance of the names of alternative politicians (a respondent is not likely to pick up an unknown name even from the list of a closed question) but rather electorates of opposition candidates which are non-consolidated. When a question requires think effort from a respondent – remembering and writing down into the questionnaire the name of a preferred politician – the number of adherents turns sharply fewer.

On the other hand, closed and pair ratings reveal potentially accessible electorate of a politician. If a voter is ready to give preference to a politician in a question worded in one way, it is possible to assume that certain efforts of this candidate can win this voter into the team of his constant supporters and he/she will make choice in his favor in the question on preferred presidential candidates worded in any form.

In the February-2006 opinion poll, answers to the open question about the candidate a respondent would vote for were distributed in the following way: S. Gaidukevich – 4.3%, A. Kozulin – 5.2%, A. Lukashenko – 57.6% and A. Milinkevich – 15.4%. Answering to this question, respondents could write down the name of any politician, but all the other political figures except the four mentioned above received under 0.3% each. In a closed question when respondents were asked to choose between the four registered presidential candidates, we got the following results: S. Gaidukevich – 4.5%, A. Kozulin – 6.4%, A. Lukashenko – 58.6% and A. Milinkevich – 16.5%. As one can see, the results of open and closed ratings are almost the same. In other words, this is the initial consolidation of candidates’ electorates which has taken place; candidates without much effort attracted to their sides those who were potentially ready to support them.

Data in Table 3 is another proof of the fact that consolidation of electorates has really taken place.

There are several points in Table 3 which we should like to give more attention. First, an overwhelming majority of the polled (nearly 90%) have taken sides (at least, they said they have) in the major choice – voting for A. Lukashenko or for his rival. In the previous opinion polls, the part of those who declined to answer this question was over 25%.

Second, previously a great part of those who were ready to vote for an alternative candidate didn’t give preference to any particular alternative, to any real opposition figure in Belarus. It’s like A. Pushkin’s character Tatiana said: “The soul waited for someone.” Now, an overwhelming majority of those ready to vote for the alternative has waited till the alternative got its face – almost 80% of them are ready to vote for S. Gaidukevich, A. Kozulin or A. Milinkevich.

Third, the current president is still given preference in the group of those who haven’t yet taken sides in the major choice.

Table 3

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "If only one 

candidates competes with A. Lukashenko, will you vote for him or for A. Lukashenko?"*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich
(4.5)
A. Kozulin (6.4)
А. Lukashenko (58.6)
А. Milinkevich (16.5)

For an alternative candidate (30.6)
13.1
17.7
4.0
48.3

For A. Lukashenko (58.9)
0.5
0.8
94.6
1.2

DA/NA (10.5)
2.4
4.9
16.8
10.0

* Table is read across

Finally, answers of A. Lukashenko’s supporters are more coordinated – they give preference to the chosen candidate both in the situation of a major choice “for-against” and when choosing from the four candidates. It follows from this that very hard efforts should be taken to make them change their position now.

Table 4 shows the number of convinced supporters in each candidate’s electorate.

In accordance with Table 4, there are opportunities to increase popularity of alternative candidates but they are very narrow. The greatest part of voters both among the polled in general and within separate electorates of candidates have already taken sides. For example, A. Lukashenko’s supporters who are firmly certain of their choice make 0.591х0.586=34.6% of the general number of respondents. A. Milinkevich’s electorate demonstrates the highest loyalty to their chosen leader but a number of his supporters and particularly S. Gaidukevich’s and A. Kozulin’s supporters admit that they may turn away from their candidates.

Table 4

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "Are you absolutely confident in your choice of presidential candidate or you may still change your mind?", %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich  (4.5)
A. Kozulin  (6.4)
А. Lukashenko  (58.6)
А. Milinkevich  (16.5)

Absolutely confident (57.3)
59.0
56.4
59.1
70.4

May still change my mind (26.1)
34.1
39.1
23.7
24.9

Withdrawal of a candidate in favor of another candidate is unreal at the current stage of the election campaign. However, both politicians and publicists continue the old debate – if consolidation of the opposition is a necessary condition of success. Adherents of this opinion claim that in the “or-or” situation the opposition will be able to win over the authorities like the current ones and that nomination of a sole candidate representing a real alternative will have a multiplicity effect, i.e. this will attract to his side not only supporters of the opposition candidates who withdrew in favor of another candidate but as well the voters who wouldn’t vote for any of the opposition figures running independently.

Opponents of this opinion argue that electorates of particular opposition candidates – A. Kozulin and A. Milinkevich – are markedly different and cannot join one another; this is why withdrawal of one of them in favor of the other will not ensure rating growth of the latter.

Data of the February opinion poll which asked about voting for one of the three candidates may serve an argument in this dispute. In the three ‘without A. Kozulin’ the votes are distributed in the following way: for S. Gaidukevich – 4.9%, for A. Lukashenko – 57.9%, for A. Milinkevich – 21.1%. In the three ‘S. Gaidukevich – A. Lukashenko – A. Kozulin’ the votes are distributed as 7.2%-58.5%-12.8% respectively. This proves that withdrawal of an opposition candidate does increase the rating of his partner: A. Kozulin – from 6.4% to 12.8% and A. Milinkevich – from 16.5% to 21.1%. However, this new rating of the sole candidate is lower than the sum of both candidates’ original ratings – 6.4+16.5=22.9%. What’s more, A. Milinkevich gets almost the entire sum if he remains alone while A. Kozulin gets slightly over a half of the original sum.

The February poll was completed right before candidates’ speaking on TV, and so the hottest moments of the canvassing are not reflected in its results. These new factors might greatly influence the opinions of voters. Even those voters who in February were absolutely convinced of their choice couldn’t know how TV performances of the candidates and their meetings with voters would influence their decisions.

This or that way, the above data demonstrates that the primary consolidation of electorates has taken place by the mid-February. Also, the group of vacillating, or those who haven’t taken sides yet, has dissolved to a great extent. In other words, all the candidates, including current president, can increase the number of their supporters only from the group of ‘alien’ voters whom they should not persuade but over-persuade to change their mind.

"Spiral of Silence" as a mechanism of colored revolution

These are not only candidate’s personal traits which provide for electoral preferences. Results of sociological surveys demonstrate a close relation between preferences given to this or that candidate and voters’ political viewpoints, their welfare and socio-demographic characteristics.

The February poll as well as previous polls shows that, for example, there are to a greater extent more supporters of the current president among elderly people, village residents, adherents of Russia-Belarus consolidation and among those who want to preserve current situation in the country than within the whole number of the polled. On the contrary, political and social opponents of the above groups – the youth, city residents, EU-oriented Belarusians and adherents of changes – give lesser support to A. Lukashenko and more – to representatives of the opposition than the whole number of the polled in general. 

It should be noted that this ratio is asymmetric. Rating of A. Lukashenko among adherents of the values he promotes and implements is incredibly high. At the same time, although his popularity and support among those who share opposite values is by far lower as compared to the whole number of the polled, they are still high and comparable to the support of his opponents.

As it goes from Table 5, supporters of making Belarus a parliamentary republic are more likely to give preference to opposition candidates: their ratings increase more than twofold in this group as compared to their average ratings and A. Lukashenko’s rating drops down to approximately the same rate.

Table 5

Relation between readiness to vote for a presidential candidate and answers to the question 

"Belarus is the presidential republic. Many people say that it would be better if  Belarus were a 

parliamentary republic where the key role is given to the Parliament and the Prime Minister elected by the people?"*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich

(4.5)
A. Kozulin

(6.4)
А. Lukashenko
(58.6)
А. Milinkevich
(16.5)

For parliamentary  republic (25.6)
9.4
13.0
20.0
42.7

For presidential republic (58.1)
3.2
4.2
77.4
6.3

* Table is read across

The nature of this ratio is absolutely clear – adherents of the parliamentary republic cannot feel deep sympathy with the ruler whose system of government doesn’t conform to the absolute power of the Parliament as well as to the institute of parliament proper. Yet, as it has turned out, even in this group A. Lukashenko has many supporters – every fifth – and in popularity yields to A. Milinkevich only.

Furthermore, quite illustrative is the relation between electoral preferences and trust to the sources of information – state-run and non-state mass media. (See Table 6).

Table 6

Relation between readiness to vote for a presidential candidate and answers to the question about trust to the mass media*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich

(4.5)
A. Kozulin

(6.4)
А. Lukashenko
(58.6)
А. Milinkevich
(16.5)

State-run mass media

Trust (57.0)
3.3
2.8
78.1
6.4

Don’t trust (34.1)
6.5
13.7
26.0
34.6

Non-state mass media

Trust (41.4)
6.9
9.3
44.9
26.3

Don’t trust (41.0)
3.1
5.2
68.7
10.9

* Table is read across

In Table 6, it is not so much the balance of trust/distrust in favor of the state-run mass media which is noteworthy but rather the asymmetry discovered in Table 5. Opposition candidates complain that they don’t have an opportunity to speak up in the state-run mass media which unanimously support A. Lukashenko. This is why the opposition pins its hopes on independent mass media despite considerable restrictions on their distribution introduced in the beginning of this year. However, as the Table 6 shows, the president has advantage before rivals even among those who trust these independent mass media. Those who don’t trust the state-run media give less support to the head of state yet he yields to A. Milinkevich only in this group as well.

This happens despite the fact that advantage of the president is as well overwhelming on the other side of the range – among both trusting and distrusting the state-run mass media. We cannot deny the role of the mass media in the presidential campaign but the Table 6 shows that this isn’t the key instrument.

In the course of research, we revealed perhaps the only point in which the relation appears absolutely symmetric. (See Table 7).

Table 7

Relation between readiness to vote for a presidential candidate and answers to the question "Do you think A. Lukashenko’s rating has increased or has dropped down since the presidential election of 2001?"*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich (4.5)
A. Kozulin 
(6.4)
А. Lukashenko (58.6)
А. Milinkevich
(16.5)

Increased (54.9)
2.5
2.5
81.4
5.5

Dropped down (15.2) 
9.6
19.3
6.5
46.4

Remained the same (24.9) 
6.2
7.0
46.1
21.6

* Table is read across

Thus, difference between population’s political attitudes and A. Lukashenko’s standpoints don’t provide for the crash of his popularity as much as the faith in reduction of his popularity does. The group of respondents who share this opinion is not big – 15.2%, but A. Lukashenko forfeits to all, even to S. Gaidukevich, within this group.

In the 60-ies, German sociologist E. Noelle-Neumann developed the theory called Spiral of Silence. According to this theory, the opinion about notions and estimates dominating in the society strongly influences people’s private notions and estimates. Data in Table 7 brightly illustrate this. Thus, if people think that, in the opinion of majority, trust to a politician is going down, very few of them will remain loyal to this politician in the teeth of what they think to be public opinion.

We assume that this very political and psychological mechanism conceals the secret of colored revolutions. When a great number of people for these or those reasons come to the conclusion expressed in the slogan of Serbian democrats in 2000 “Gotov je" (he’s dead, he’s cast off), this mass conception turns into an independently implementing forecast. This mechanism works as a snowball absorbing the vacillating. Thus, virtual majority which exists in the heads of population becomes the real majority.
Will Belarusians uphold their choice?

So little time left before the voting date of March 19, the issue on agenda is not so much who will take the presidential seat (no surprises are expected here) but how defeated candidates and their supporters will behave. Adherents of changes make at least one third of all voters. This is little for victory but quite sufficient for the society and the government to start taking interests of this group into account.

It should be noted that an overwhelming majority of respondents (76.8%) doesn’t believe in possibility of Orange Revolution in Belarus in the way it happened in Ukraine. During the polling, this question was to a great extent abstract. In addition, besides the three symptoms of revolutionary situation described by V. Lenin, there wasn’t even a cause to start actions of civic disobedience.

Researches have tried to look into the future and asked the respondents the following question supposing there are grounds for this: “If you think that the presidential election is rigged, what will you do?” Respondents showed absolute unanimity and chose the passive stance: 37.1% will agree with the election results “because they cannot be changed” and 34.9% “will not believe the results and will feel really frustrated but will not take part in the mass actions of protest.”

About 9.2%, or 600 000 voters estimated, are ready to uphold their choice actively and join mass actions of protest so as to try and change the “wrong” results of the presidential election announced by the Central Election Commission. This number of people is in general enough to make revolution the reality. This is four-fold more people than population of Baranovichy and only three-fold less the population of Minsk. It is doubtful yet that all these potential revolutionaries will gather in one place (even though there were rallies of such a scale in early 90-ies) and especially that they will go under sole political slogans.

Analysis of the data about candidates for whom these determined people want to vote at the election shows that comparable quantity stands at different sides. Thus, 33.4% of respondents who will uphold their choice are going to vote for the sole democratic candidate A. Milinkevich and 25.8% – for the current president A. Lukashenko. Electorates of the two other candidates are much less: 7.9% – supporters of S. Gaidukevich, Chairman of the Liberal Democratic Party, and 17.5% – of A. Kozulin, Chairman of the Belarusian Social and Democratic Party Gromada.

Supposing all supporters of changes consolidate, potential members of the action of protest appear quite many. However, the goal of a quarter of revolutionaries voting for the current president is obviously different. They possibly think that “bad dukes” conspire against “good king” and announce false voting results. This is against these evil dukes that they are ready to rise. This is why they are more alike representatives of the counter-revolutionary Vendee rather than Paris monarchy breakers.

Looking at this issue from the other perspective – what this or that candidate’s electorate can do in case of a rigged election, revolutionaries don’t dominate within any of them. (See Table 8). Like the population in general, the electorate of every particular candidate chooses passive response to falsification of election results. The greatest number of those who are ready to uphold their choice is found among A. Kozulin’s supporters (25.4%) which accounts for aggressive strategy chosen by this candidate. However, support of the former head of the Belarusian State University is not so high to give grounds for mass protests under his command.

Table 8

Attitude of electorates of presidential candidates to possible falsification of election results, %



Variant of answer
Electorate of the presidential candidate and its percentage:


S. Gaidukevich (4.5)
A. Kozulin
(6.4)
А. Lukashenko (58.6)
А. Milinkevich  (16.5)
For none of them (6.0)

Will accept these results…
48.6
24.5
41.3
29.4
32.3

Will take part in mass 

protests…
16.1
25.4
4.1
18.7
8.7

Will not believe these results…
27.4
38.4
32.4
42.0
42.3

On the contrary, 18.7% of A. Milinkevich’s supporters is quite a noTable figure as it represents a third of all possible participants of protest actions. In this regards, A. Milinkevich’s diplomatic refusal from the image of revolutionary tagged by the state propaganda machine is fairly explicable: “Democratic coalition is strongly against a revolution. All we demand is a free and fair election. If this is done, no one will go into the streets. But if they again steal our victory and if they cheat at polling stations and we get to know about this on that same day, I’m sure people will go into the streets to uphold their dignity. This is not the opposition to be blamed for this, this is the authorities which will provoke such actions. On our side, if people go into the streets, we will do our best to make it a peaceful demonstration like the Constitution says. We greatly hope that the authorities will do the same and will not apply the force.” (Belorusy i Rynok, No. 8/2006 of February 27, 2006).

A. Milinkevich doesn’t burn up revolution bridges threatening with rallies of his supporters in case “our victory is stolen” but he promises peaceful and nonviolent protests. How can they look like? Let’s see if the opposition can mobilize population to stand up and uphold true election results.

As a rule, revolutions happen in capitals. In 2001, supporters of then sole democratic candidate V. Goncharik gathered at the October Square in Minsk during the count of votes but their action of protest failed to influence the announced result. The same happened after the referendum of 2004 on Constitution amendment. The protest was articulated but it wasn’t mass. Why?

According to the results of the nation opinion poll, Minsk residents as compared to other places of residence and even villages show the lowest readiness to protest actively against falsifications. At the same time, Minsk residents have a lead in the number of rallies, demonstrations and other actions of protest. Perhaps, they feel tired of such street democracy. This means that there won’t be any big stir if Minsk residents don’t wake up from political apathy and if residents of provinces don’t come into the capital to uphold their convictions and their choice. It all depends on the regions now.

Extreme method of solving everyday problems

Past few years have showed that Belarusians more and more often go on hunger strikes as the last means of fight for their rights; they more and more often go on regular strikes as well. All this points out to increase of social tension in the society. However, these are single instances which still attract attention, especially as regards hunger strikes.

Unlike rallies which are openly political means of support or protest, strikes and hunger strikes are always a form of social protest. Their participants want to solve mostly often some particular everyday-life problems and therefore force the authorities to enter into a dialogue with them. Conduction of strikes points out to miscommunication which takes place in the society as well as shows that population doesn’t see other way to settle the conflict.

Strikes in Belarus are a seldom event as they happen only when the idea of protest absorbs the entire working staff or at least its major part. It is hard to organize a strike without strong independent trade unions, and this is why strikes are mostly often spontaneous in Belarus.

Hunger strikes are usually launched by individuals, and their collaborators may also join them for solidarity. It should be noted that this is a more extreme method of struggling for rights than a strike but it is efficient only when the government (e.g. its penal system) is responsible for life and health of its participants. This is why hunger strikes in jails become a real emergency situation while hunger strikes at home are nothing more than an issue of talks.

Nation opinion polls show that less than 1% of respondents have an experience of such struggle while 7.7% of respondents express readiness to participate in regular strikes and 3.8% – in hunger strikes. As for hunger strikes, this is a very high indicator of intentions as every single citizen can carry on his own action. As for regular strikes, the figure is not very high as this is a collective form of struggle. Comparison of these two indicators takes to the conclusion about high atomization of the Belarusian society.

Also, younger respondents show greater readiness to participate in such forms of struggle while this readiness declines among elder respondents. (See Table 9). Especially sharply goes down willingness to go on hunger strikes: apparently, this is maturing attitude to personal life and health. Determining in the strikes is probably the experience of settling work conflicts acquired by respondents. We should like to underline yet that personal acceptability of participation in these forms of social protest is characteristic of the age groups to which traditionally economically most active population belongs. 

Table 9

Readiness to participate in strikes and hunger-strikes depending on age, %



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

Ready to take part in strikes
18.0


19.9
11.7
9.2
7.3
4.6
1.2

Is not going to take part in strikes
76.6
73.3
79.6
84.9
85.1
88.5
95.5

Ready to take part in hunger strikes
13.4
8.3
6.8
4.9
3.2
–
1.0

Is not going to take part in hunger strikes
85.2
83.9
85.9
91.5
91.2
95.5
95.9

* Table is read across

From the viewpoint of regions, the Mogilev region is the leader in the readiness to go on a strike – 12.1%. The second goes the Grodno region (11.5%), then the Minsk region and Minsk (8% and 7.3% respectively). Hunger strike as a form of upholding the rights is more often proposed in the Mogilev and Minsk regions (6.2% and 5.1% respectively) and in the Grodno region (4.5%). The Gomel region represents the opposite camp. Readiness to go on any of the two forms of protest doesn’t exceed here the margin of error.

Remarkably, the village shows a very high readiness to both strikes and hunger strikes. The capital takes an average stand and small towns as well as regional cities end up the list. There may be several explanations of this. On the one hand this is the very existence of a conflict situation which influences readiness to participate in a protest action and on the other hand – personal understanding of how the conflict can be settled with regular and not extreme methods.

Communication failure between population and government urges population to radical forms of protest. High level of readiness to go on a hunger strike indirectly discloses despair of a tiny man to find truth in a huge bureaucratic machine. If these forms of protest prove to be ineffective, despair may push some individuals to self-burning as a form protest or, on the contrary, violence can be directed after the authorities.

Whose socio-economic program is more attractive?

According to Table 10, the most topical among the problems determining the electoral choice of the Belarusians are still socio-economic problems like general quality of living (44.2% of respondents), rising prices (31.8%), healthcare (24.8%) and employment (23.1%). Any other problem, including democratization and country’s independence, corruptibility, crime, let alone freedom of consciousness is less acute for Belarusians. Therefore, it is possible to assume that a candidate able, in the opinion of population, to provide the best socio-economic conditions has the greatest chances to be elected the president.

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question "What problems are the most topical for you when it comes to taking decision in favor of a presidential candidate?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

General standard of living
44.2

Rise in prices
31.8

Improvement of healthcare 
24.8

Employment
23.1

Democratization and independence in Belarus
18.1

Payment of retirement pensions
15.4

Corruptibility in the society
9.4

Crime
8.8

Relations with Russia
8.4

Education
7.7

Relations with the West
5.3

Freedom of religion
1.5

Who of the candidates has currently the best chances in this regards? Tables 11 and 12 partly answer this question. Thus, those who think that their socio-economic conditions will improve if A. Lukashenko wins (optimists) are twice as many as those who are convinced of the opposite (pessimists).

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, in case A. Lukashenko wins the forthcoming presidential election:"



Variant of answer
Will improve
Won’t change
Will aggravate
DA/NA

Prospects of your children
37.5
28.6
16.9
17.0

Your welfare 
35.5
38.6
15.9
10.0

Your social position
29.9
48.7
12.0
9.4

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question " In your opinion, in case a democratic candidate wins the forthcoming presidential election:"



Variant of answer
Will improve
Won’t change
Will aggravate
DA/NA

Prospects of your children
21.5
21.0
20.4
37.1

Your welfare 
16.7
26.6
23.1
33.6

Your social position
14.3
37.1
18.6
30.0

In case a democratic candidate wins, optimists and pessimists are distributed approximately equally. However, the optimists expecting that A. Lukashenko will win are twofold more than optimists waiting for the victory of a democratic candidate. Also, about a third and over of respondents couldn’t give a clear answer when assessing their socio-economic prospects in case this candidate wins.

All this points out to the following: democratic candidates were not able yet to explain advantages and benefits of their socio-economic programs. Will they be able to do this in the time left?..

Those who are not satisfied with the quality of life support the democrats

According to Table 13, population is in general very positive about dynamics of its welfare. For the past three years, the number of those who think that their welfare improved during the previous three months has increased 3.6-fold (from 6.5% to 23.5%) and the number of those who think that it aggravated has dropped down 2.9-fold (from 41.6% to 14.2%). Although the number of those who think that their welfare didn’t change has increased by 10 points, general distribution of answers points out to substantial improvement of the situation in general. What’s more, this sharp increase in welfare has been registered for the past year which points out to advance preparation of the authorities to the forthcoming election. 

Table 13

Change in personal welfare for the past three months, %



Variant of answer
03'03
03'04
03'05
02'06

Improved
6.5
11.8
13.7
23.5

Hasn’t changed
50.5
58.1
61.8
59.7

Aggravated
41.6
28.2
21.2
14.2

Table 14

The average per capita income (including wages, pensions, allowances and other earnings) you had in the past month in your family, %



Variant of answer
06'04
11'04
03'05
12'05
02'06

Below the minimum consumer budget
81.9
79.6
74.8
67.1
65.2

Above the minimum consumer budget
18.1
19.6
24.5
32.2
34.0

Assessment given by population to their per capita incomes also shows the same tendency. According to Table 14, in June of 2004 the ratio of per capita incomes below and above the minimum consumer budget made up 4.5 to 1 and two and a half years later it came to 2 to 1. In other words, previously every four of five respondents lived below the line of social minimum and now only two of the three live at this level.

However, despite registered welfare improvement, adult population is not very positive about the standard of life in Belarus in general, as the Table 15 shows: every fourth respondent (23.6%) says that it is to a different extent bad and 57.6% – that it is average. It is every fifth Belarusian only (17.9%) who said that his/her standard of living was to a different extent good.

.Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question "How can you in general evaluate the quality of your life?”



Variant of answer
%

Very/rather good 
17.9

Average
57.6

Rather/very good
23.6

This is how population estimates their standard of living, which influences the electoral behavior. In particular, 91.3% of those who think that living standard in Belarus is to a different extent good will come to voting on March 19 whereas this figure among those who think it is bad is only 57.2%.

These two groups of voters have different preferences as well: among the first, 80.6% will vote for A. Lukashenko (some 5.1% – for A. Milinkevich) and among the second – only 25% for A. Lukashenko (36.8% – for A. Milinkevich). In other words, support of this or that politician at the coming election greatly depends on how voters estimate their living standard. What’s more, this estimate barely correlates with the real level of income. On the contrary, there are by 10 points more supporters of A. Lukashenko among those respondents whose per capita income doesn’t reach the minimum consumer budget than among those whose income are above the minimum consumer budget (62% vs. 52.5%). This means that people are much concerned about non-financial component of the living standard. Here is a direct relation between offences given by authorities and estimation of the living standard: there are less than 20% of offended by authorities among those who are satisfied with the quality of life and about 50% – among those who are dissatisfied with the quality of life.

It follows from this that A. Lukashenko has almost mobilized his electorate among those who are concerned about the living standard while democratic candidates still have to do this.

Justice, what is this?

Different people read differently into this concept. At the same time, there is tacit consent in the society about what is fair and what is not. According to the February opinion poll, 54.9% of respondents think that the presidential election in Belarus will be free and fair while 32.1% – almost a third – stick to the opposite viewpoint. 

One of the criteria in evaluating fairness of election is presence of independent observers. As the polling data show, there’s again consent within the Belarusian society on this issue. (See Table 16).

Table 16

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "Will you have more trust to the results of this presidential election if independent observers attend it?", %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich

(4.5)
A. Kozulin 

(6.4)
А. Lukashenko (58.6)
А. Milinkevich 

(16.5)

Yes (62.5)
74.8
70.6
59.5
73.0

No (26.2)
19.5
28.1
29.1
21.2

Almost two thirds of voters admit that presence of independent observers is an indicator of fairness of election. Supporters of this opinion make 50% among A. Lukashenko’s followers and they are almost unanimous among electorates of A. Lukashenko’s opponents.

A. Lukashenko’s supporters weren’t even confused with the phrase “independent observers” when answering to this question, even though the official mass media keep telling that independent media, observers, organizations and figures are true agents of the enemy. Yet, these same state-run mass media underline that the government did invite foreign observers to the election, even those of them who are not worthy of this. This way, voters don’t get a clear-cut message on this issue and therefore are led by the life principle that there cannot be an unwanted eye when it comes to someone’s vital interests or power abuse.

Naturally, this principle isn’t universal to estimate various aspects of fairness of election. It is well known that only few opposition figures were included into election commissions when the latter were formed. However, by far not all respondents see open inequity in this. (See Table 17).

Answers to the question of Table 16 show balance of estimates given by supporters of different candidates while in Table 17 estimates given by A. Lukashenko’s supporters and other candidate’s supporters are mirror-like.

Apparently, the reason is that the question of Table 16 pertains to trust to the authorities and attitude to the opposition. Our earlier surveys show that support of the president and trust to him are tied in the mass conscience with the trust to all social institutions taken together. On the other hand, supporters of the president are not likely to trust his political rivals.

Table 17

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "Can the count of votes be trusted if representatives of the opposition are not included in election commissions?", %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich   (4.5)
A. Kozulin 

(6.4)
А. Lukashenko (58.6)
А. Milinkevich 

(16.5)

Yes (49.6)
30.6
19.9
69.9
13.6

No (40.1)
62.0
74.5
20.4
81.4

As a result, for the majority of population absence of opposition figures whom they generally take as shady people will not aggravate the work of authority-composed election commissions. On the other hand, every fifth supporter of the current president thinks that the fair play also implies control over the game carried by the team of rivals.

How do they live in Belarus?

Belarusian state-run mass media regularly report that due to ‘the right choice of economic course,’ which the authorities are not going to change, common Belarusians have decent incomes which ensure their worthy living, especially as compared to the countries of the former USSR. Is this true? Let’s look closer into this.

To recall, in 1990 average wages made up 250 Soviet rubles. For this money, one could buy 1,785 loafs of brown bread (14 kopeks per loaf), or 56 kg of the first-rate pork meat at the market (4.5 rubles per kilo), or, let’s say, 60 bottles of vodka Extra (4.12 rubles per bottle). These products make those same “glass of vodka and cracklings” for which our fellow citizens have long ago exchanged their conscience.

Now, what do we have today? In this January, the average monthly wages around the country made up, according to the official data, 519 000 BYR. For this money, one can buy 895 loafs of brown bread (580 BYR per loaf), or 52 kg of the first-rate pork meat (in average, 10 000 BYR per kilo as the price ranges between 8 000 BYR for blade roast and 13 000 BYR for boneless neck), or 98 bottles of vodka Belaya Rus’ (made by Minsk company Crystall, 5 320 BYR per bottle). Obviously, we go ‘ahead of the planet’ in what regards the ‘glass of vodka’ and have considerably overran shopping capacity of the scanty 1990, but we are still far away from it in what regards cracklings.

How do our neighbors live? Where state distribution and social wage-leveling weren’t looked after, people earn several times more a month. For example, the average wages in Belarus is now $240 and in Poland, Lithuania and Latvia it is twofold-threefold higher. Even Russia, where half-carried reforms transformed into criminalization of economy, pays higher wages to its people. They say that even Ukrainian average wages currently exceeds the Belarusian one (www.belapan.com).

Several years ago A. Lukashenko publicly stated that at last the country had built up a good payment system which would ensure well-being and prosperity of each citizen. Unfortunately, all the “new system” changed was excluding of top-level officials from the general schedule of rates, their wages being set by the president personally and secretly from people. Now, earnings of officials and other employees are not bound and can increase independently: some – depending on rising prices or to retain power (e.g. to ensure right election results) and other – in case there is a threat of social riot because of hard life. All’s like it was under J. Stalin, even payments in envelopes to special people, as Academician A. Voitovich witnessed.

Recently, the president personally publicized the wages of some top officials. As it turned out, ministers have about $800 per month (and up to $1,000 with bonus money), and A. Lukashenko has some $1,000-1,100 (he couldn’t say it exactly because he is government supported, he explained). This is hard to believe, but even these amounts considerably exceed incomes of the majority of population.

People well understand this. As the results of the nation opinion poll conducted in February of 2006 showed, those who benefited from the A. Lukashenko’s governance are, in the opinion of respondents, only civil servants – those employed in the presidential “vertical of power”, in law-enforcement agencies, deputies of the Parliament and heads of state-run enterprises and organizations (See Table 18), as well as armed forces personnel and pensioners, i.e. those who don’t earn their living but are supported from state budget.

Basic categories of population like workers, collective farmers, teachers, doctors, etc. all fell into one group of the “People like you.” Two thirds of respondents think that their state hasn’t changed or aggravated.

Meanwhile, civil servants live better than they deserve, respondents say. (See Table 19).

Starting his first term, A. Lukashenko publicly promised that he would take down prices and inflation and will at the same time take wages and pensions up to the world level. Most of people still don’t know what the world level of incomes is. However, the fact that the country failed to reach the level of 1990 by now shows that a huge distance lies between promise and its fulfillment. 

In his election pledges of 2001, A. Lukashenko stated that the average wages in the country would increase five-fold by 2006. Around 60% of population doesn’t believe that this is possible nowadays. It has turned out they were right: even according to official data, the average wages has grown up by one third estimated. (SeeTable 20). The same is true for pensions. People were cheated once again!

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question "For the years of A. Lukashenko’s presidency, the state of some people has improved, of other – on the contrary aggravated and of some more – hasn’t changed. How has the state of the following social groups changed?", %



Social groups
Improved
Not changed
Deteriorated

Presidential vertical
73.0
21.4
2.3

Employees of law-enforcement bodies
66.5
27.7
2.7

Deputies of the National Assembly
63.9
30.8
2.1

Military men
54.4
37.2
5.1

Pensioners
54.3
32.1
12.1

Directors of state-owned enterprises and farms
52.7
36.3
8.3

Youth
38.7
39.2
18.8

Entrepreneurs
37.3
32.4
27.4

Journalists
37.1
45.2
13.2

The people like you
35.2
44.1
20.3

Opposition politicians
31.8
39.2
24.4

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question "Does living standard of the following population groups 

correspond to their deserts?", %



Variant of answer
Live better than 

deserve
Live like they deserve
Live worse than 

deserve

Presidential vertical
51.6
41.7
2.7

Deputies of the National Assembly 
45.6
48.1
2.3

Employees of law-enforcement bodies
38.5
52.9
5.0

Opposition politicians
31.7
50.8
12.7

Directors of state-owned enterprises and farms
28.4
58.8
9.4

Journalists
18.9
65.1
11.1

Entrepreneurs
15.2
60.1
21.5

Military men
12.8
67.4
16.2

Youth
8.6
51.7
36.1

Pensioners
5.4
51.9
40.4

The people like you
1.1
42.6
55.5

Table 20

Dynamics of monthly wages and retirement pension (annual average)



Indicator
2001 г.
2005 г.
%

Nominal wages, in USD
88.8
218.0
245.5

Minimum Consumer Budget, in USD
59.3
106.6
179.8

Real wages ( as against Minimum Consumer Budget)
1.497
2.045
136.6



Nominal pension, in USD
37.7
93.7
248.5

Living Wage Budget, in USD
35.9
67.7
188.6

Real pension (as against Living Wage Budget)
1.050
1.384
131.8

Promising is not enough, they should know how to keep promises! We are having presidential election soon. Who will the Belarusians elect this time? The one who talks beautiful talks or the one who can make promises the reality or, at least, quit if he/she fails?
Three "for," two "against"?

As the data in Table 21 shows, 58.5% of respondents think that the country goes in the right direction. Twofold less respondents (28.1%) think in the opposite. The dynamics of answers reveals that the number of the first has increased 2.7-fold over the past three years and the number of the second has dropped down more than twofold (55.6%). Also, there is a tendency to decrease in the number of those who found it difficult to answer or gave no answer to this question. In other words, the number of convinced supporters of the current course is getting progressively higher in Belarus.

Table 22 also proves the above data. It shows that it is more important for 53.4% of respondents to have the current situation in the country preserved rather than changed like for 37.8% of more respondents.

Table 21

Dynamics of answers to the question "In general, do you think the country goes in the right or wrong direction?", %



Variant of answer
03'03
09'03
03'04
09'05
02'06

In the right
21.3
30.3
36.8
53.4
58.5

In the wrong
63.4
48.8
42.5
30.2
28.1

DA/NA
15.3
20.9
20.7
16.4
13.4

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question "What is presently more important for you – preservation or changing of the current situation in the country?"



Variant of answer
%

Preservation of the current situation is more important
53.4

Changing of the current situation is more important
37.8

DA/NA
8.8

Still more respondents (57.5%) are convinced that the current authorities are very prospective and may considerably improve life in the country. Only 30.4% of respondents defend the opposite viewpoint.

Naturally, these two groups have different political preferences. Thus, 89.3% of respondents who answered in the positive to the question of Table 23 and only 65.3% of those who answered to it in the negative will come to voting. What’s more, 81.2% of the first are going to vote for A. Lukashenko (for A. Milinkevich – 3.6%, for S. Gaidukevich – 3.1% and for A. Kozulin – 2.8%) while he has only 16.2% of support among the second (A. Milinkevich – 42.2%, A. Kozulin – 14.7% and S. Gaidukevich – 8.1%).

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, is considerable improvement of life of 

population possible in Belarus under the current authorities and the course they carry?"



Variant of answer
%

Possible
57.5

Impossible
30.4

DA/NA
12.1

Thus, it is possible to report existence of two alternative (and even antagonistic!) groups of population in Belarus: the first is totally satisfied with the current regime and the system of power while the second, on the contrary, is dissatisfied with all this. The first group makes approximately 55-60% of adult population and the second – 30-40%. This means, every three citizens stand up against every two citizens. This is exactly the ratio which defines the real level of confrontation in the Belarusian society.

Geopolitical compass of election

As the opinion poll showed, the Belarusian society still greatly cherishes Pro-Russian sympathies and attitudes. Asked “What variant of Russia-Belarus relations is the best you think?”, 45.5% of respondents said “good neighborly relations of two independent states”, 39.2% – “union of independent states” and 13.6% – “integration into a single state.” Asked “If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration takes place tomorrow in Belarus, how would you vote?”, 43.3% spoke out for integration and 33.2% – against integration (all other either found it difficult to answer or wouldn’t come to voting.) These moods don’t pose a serious threat to the Belarusian state sovereignty, but they reveal that pro-Russian sympathies in Belarus are presently higher than in any other part of this region.

At the same time, almost two million of voters are ready to vote for accession of Belarus into the European Union. In the situation of limited choice between integration with Russia and accession into the EU, ratio of Russia-oriented and EU-oriented citizens is presently 2 to 1. (See Table 24).

Table 24

Dynamics of answers to the question "If you were to choose between integration with Russia and 

accession to the European Union, what would you choose?", %



Variant of answer
09'03
06'04
11'04
03'05
12'05
02'06

Integration with Russia
47.6
47.7
49.3
51.9
51.6
56.3

Accession to the European Union
36.1
37.6
33.7
31.6
24.8
27.5

What’s more, electoral preferences of the Belarusians appear closely tied with their geopolitical choice. (See Table 25).

Table 25

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "If you were to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?", %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich  (4.5)
A. Kozulin (6.4)
A. Lukashenko (58.6)
A. Milinkevich (16.5)

For integration with Russia (56.3)
3.6
3.4
75.4
8.0

For accession of Belarus into EU (27.5)
5.8
12.5
27.4
38.7

EU-oriented Belarusians – more than population in general and particularly more than Russia-oriented Belarusians – are likely to give their support to alternative candidates, even to S. Gaidukevich. It should be noted though that more than every fourth EU-adherent is ready to vote for the current head of state. In other words, pro-Russian choice much more attracts voters to A. Lukashenko than it distracts voters from A. Lukashenko. This peculiarity is especially well seen when the question on European prospects of Belarus is asked irrelatively of ‘relations with Russia’. (See Table 26).

Table 26

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "If a referendum on accession of Belarus into the EU takes place tomorrow, how would you vote?"*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich  (4.5)
A. Kozulin (6.4)
A. Lukashenko (58.6)
A. Milinkevich (16.5)

For accession into the EU (27.7)
5.9
9.7
38.7
33.1

Against accession into the EU (42.7)
3.8
5.3
69.8
10.1

* Table is read across

Data in Table 26 proves the regularity of Table 25: pro-European choice strengthens adherence to alternative candidates and abates readiness to vote for A. Lukashenko. However, non-symmetry of this ratio appears paradoxical in this case – the current president takes a leading stand among supporters of accession of Belarus into Europe. Clearly, one might say he is puzzled about how Belarusians can combine pro-European choice with support of a politician who publicly promised not to lead the country after the civilized world. There’s yet another viewpoint: these people is a substantial part of A. Lukashenko’s electorate, this is why it’s not only him who influences them but also them who influence the president.

On the other hand, the situation looks mirror-like when respondents are asked about the desirable variant of Russia-Belarus relations irrelatively of ‘relations with the EU’. (See Table 27).

Table 27

Relation between preferences given to a candidate and answers to the question "What variant of Russia-Belarus relation is the best you think?"*, %



Variant of answer
Ready to vote for:


S. Gaidukevich  (4.5)
A. Kozulin (6.4)
A. Lukashenko (58.6)
A. Milinkevich (16.5)

Good neighborly relations of two 

independent states (45.5)
3.7
7.8
52.5
22.4

Union of independent states (39.2)
5.5
5.8
64.8
9.9

Integration into a single state (13.8)
4.4
3.3
62.3
16.3

*Table is read across

Connection between the electoral choice and the choice of an integration variant appears here at one time weaker and more complicated. Adherents of just neighborly relations with this eastern neighbor are not likely to vote for A. Lukashenko while supporters of full merging are more likely to vote for him, yet the difference is comparatively not large. Also, there isn’t great gap between voting preferences of supporters of different integration variants. However, the hierarchy of preferences aired by the three alternative candidates is different: S. Gaidukevich’s is the same as A. Lukashenko’s – union-integration-neighborhood, A. Kozulin’s is classically opposition-like – integration-union-neighborhood and A. Milinkevich’s is absolutely mysterious. Apparently, trying to persuade his voters that he isn’t a Russia’s foe, this candidate was pretty successful in his strategy and even partially convinced those on whom he even didn’t count.

During the polling, we also asked respondents to express their attitude to Russia-Ukraine gas conflict which burst in the beginning of this year: 8.2% of the polled blame Russia for the conflict; 48.3% – Ukraine and 29.7% share the opinion that both sides are to the same extent guilty of the conflict.

Data in Table 28 gives one more example of relation between geopolitical orientations of Belarusians and their electoral preferences.

Table 28

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your attitude to support of presidential candidates on the part of the following states and unions of states?"*, %



Country
Positive 
Negative
Index

Russia 
69.2
29.2
+0.400

CIS
54.3
42.4
+0.119

France
43.3
52.0
–0.087

Germany
43.0
52.5
–0.095

EU
42.4
53.1
–0.107

Ukraine
40.5
55.8
–0.153

Poland
39.2
56.4
–0.172

Lithuania 
35.5
60.1
–0.246

USA
28.2
68.0
–0.398

* Table is read across. Index is a difference of percentage between positive and negative answers divided by 100.

As the analysis shows, the number of respondents who are positive about EU support of the candidates exceeds the number of respondents who stand up for accession of Belarus into the EU. This is especially well seen in respect to the countries of the Old Europe like France and Germany and the EU in general.

The polling data is proved by the very course of the election campaign as well as candidates’ performances and program pledges. They all take into account pro-Russian sympathies in the Belarusian society which is expressed in very different forms – from TV and radio performances in the Russian language to statements about concern in close and friendly relations with Russia. The current election campaign isn’t a competition between Russia and the West, at least candidates themselves try to avoid the situations which could tie them up with only one geopolitical standpoint. Thus, A. Milinkevich whom the authorities and rivals position as a pro-Western candidate stands against membership of Belarus in the NATO and presents accession into the EU as a long-term perspective. Even A. Lukashenko has to focus on the values like sovereignty and independence of Belarus and state that he doesn’t have support of the Kremlin. Such approximation of candidates’ standpoints in the issues of foreign policy relieved this issue from becoming a bottleneck of this election campaign. Opposing sides prefer to fight on some other issues.

The main reason, as it goes from our survey, is that EU-oriented Belarusians are a fairly important and influential part of the electorate, so that their interests and goals cannot be ignored. In addition, pro-Russian moods in Belarus don’t necessarily mean anti-European moods. They are complementary in many points, and this is why candidates need to take a balanced stand, be open both to the East and to the West so as to win the election.

Voters claim: candidates have unequal access to state-run mass media

Before presidential candidates were allowed to address population from TV and radio, independent sociologists conducted an opinion poll among Belarusian citizens on the following question: “Do you think presidential candidates have the same degree of access to the state-run mass media as A. Lukashenko?” At the time of this polling, observers could count the seconds when the names of alternative candidates were mentioned in newsreels of the state-run radio and TV. It also took them much effort to find the names of these candidates in the state-run press. It was the president in the office who starred in all state-run newsreels. This is what the survey of mass media conducted by the Belarusian Association of Journalists revealed (See “Representation of political entities before their registration into presidential candidates” of January 28 – February 10, 2006 on http://www.baj.ru/Vybar06/vybary_u_SMI_2801-100206.doc.) The majority of respondents (55.3%) said that such procedure of access to the mass media is not equal. However, about a third of respondents were affirmative about this.

Let’s consider answers of respondents depending on age. Thus, the opinion about unequal access to media is dominating among respondents under 60. Supporters of this opinion are getting fewer among respondents aged 60 and over. (See Table 29).

It is clear that the majority of respondents evaluate appropriately disparity in access to the state-run mass media which the current president and his rivals have. As the respondents get older, there appear more A. Lukashenko’s supporters among them and fewer supporters of changes. Also, their trust to the mass media is growing higher. There’s greater number of those who found it difficult to answer in this group. Perhaps, these respondents see inequity but are not ready to admit this yet.

Both the city and the village unanimously admit that presidential candidates have unequal access to the mass media. Such opinion is prevailing in all regions except the Gomel region where it received only 37.9% of votes (43.3% stands to the opposite viewpoint). This area, the greatest victim of the Chernobyl catastrophe, shows traditionally high support of the authorities. Probably, this is due to the paternalistic type of political culture cultivated among population in this area as people need support to continue life and do farming in these contaminated areas. Also, there isn’t any independent press in this region. As the result, there’s a high percentage of those who found it difficult to answer among Gomel (17.5%) residents – like among respondents aged 60 and over. 

Table 29

Evaluation of parity of access to the state-run mass media that the candidates have, depending on age*, %



Variant of answer
18-20 
20-24 
25-29
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 years and over

Candidates have equal access
23.0
19.8
22.5
27.6
30.1
41.8
49.1

Candidates don’t have equal access
66.9
72.1
71.3
64.8
60.6
49.0
33.6

DA
10.1
7.4
6.2
7.3
8.1
8.6
15.7

* Table is read across

Similar is the situation in the Mogilev region, yet those respondents stating unequal access to the mass media still prevail here.

The opinion that estimate of access to the state-run media depends on political viewpoints of respondents is also proved in answers to the question “For whom will you vote at the presidential election” (51.0% of A. Lukashenko’s supporters say the access is equal) as well as to the question about voting at the referendum of 2004. Those who supported A. Lukashenko’s proposal to repeal the law which prohibited presidency for more than two consecutive terms are not ready to admit disparity (36.4% say about disparity and 12.9% found it difficult to answer). An overwhelming majority of those who voted “against” (87.4%) are very realistic about true situation and disparity of access to the state-run mass media.

Thus, the majority of respondents point out to unequal access to the state-run mass media which the current president and alternative candidates have. Consequently, when evaluating the election, the majority will have more grounds to say that this very election was unequal and therefore unfair. At the same time, even though a great part of A. Lukashenko’s supporters admits disparity of access to the mass media, they still cast their votes for A. Lukashenko.

Results of the opinion poll conducted in February of 2006, %

1. "In his election pledges of 2001 A. Lukashenko promised that the average wages around the country would increase fivefold by 2006. Do you think he fulfilled or not this promise?"

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

Yes
23.8
9.3
8.3
11.5
21.6
23.0
32.7
34.1

No
57.9
75.2
72.4
69.6
64.1
64.5
50.9
39.4

DA/NA
18.3
15.5
19.3
18.9
14.3
12.5
16.4
26.5

Table 1.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
38.7
31.3
20.5
20.2
18.9

No
35.8
46.8
60.0
67.5
65.5

DA/NA
25.5
21.9
19.5
12.3
15.6

Table 1.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
16.3
22.3
10.2
34.2
19.4

No
70.2
61.5
71.1
39.8
69.4

DA/NA
13.5
16.1
18.7
26.0
11.2

Table 1.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes
23.8
33.5
16.5
21.0
17.8
22.6
29.5

No
62.4
55.3
60.4
55.6
64.5
69.0
40.5

DA/NA
13.8
11.2
23.1
23.4
17.7
8.4
30.0

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
23.8
17.8
26.8
28.2
23.1

No
62.4
64.1
56.8
51.3
56.3

DA/NA
13.8
18.1
16.4
20.5
20.6

2. "How can you in general evaluate the quality of your life?"

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

Very good
1.8
0
1.8
1.3
0.8
2.4
0.4
3.4

Rather good
16.1
10.9
15.2
15.0
13.9
11.5
17.5
22.0

Average
57.6
57.8
52.5
46.5
54.4
59.1
64.9
61.0

Rather bad
16.9
26.7
21.5
30.2
19.4
16.9
11.7
9.7

Very bad
6.7
3.0
9.0
6.3
10.9
9.0
5.0
2.2

DA/NA
0.9
1.6
0
0.7
0.6
1.1
0.5
1.7

Table 2.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Very good
1.4
4.4
1.8
1.7
0

Rather good
25.3
19.5
12.9
14.5
15.9

Average
63.8
54.8
55.8
56.9
60.7

Rather bad
6.7
15.3
19.6
19.0
16.7

Very bad
2.8
4.2
8.6
7.4
6.0

DA/NA
0
1.0
1.3
0.5
0.7

Table 2.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Very good
2.5
1.5
0.9
2.5
0

Rather good
15.9
12.7
16.2
22.7
3.4

Average
50.1
59.6
54.6
60.8
59.0

Rather bad
24.6
16.9
21.9
9.5
25.4

Very bad
6.2
8.5
6.4
2.8
12.2

DA/NA
0.7
0.8
0
1.7
0

Table 2.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Very good
0
1.7
1.1
3.2
2.7
0.3
1.8

Rather good
11.6
15.7
15.0
13.9
24.7
19.1
14.4

Average
54.5
47.4
64.6
53.5
43.1
58.7
79.5

Rather bad
25.8
20.9
14.6
22.4
16.2
14.7
3.8

Very bad
8.1
13.5
2.5
6.9
10.4
4.6
0.3

DA/NA
0
1.6
2.2
0
2.9
0
0

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Very good
0
0.9
4.6
2.7
1.2

Rather good
11.6
16.3
14.4
21.6
16.2

Average
54.5
67.4
48.3
54.9
60.3

Rather bad
25.8
10.3
23.7
13.0
14.4

Very bad
8.1
4.0
5.9
7.5
7.4

DA/NA
0
1.1
3.1
0.3
0.5

3. "Belarus is the presidential republic. Many people say that it would be better if Belarus were a parliamentary republic where the key role is given to the Parliament and the Prime Minister elected by the people.  What do you think is the best?"

Table 3.1. 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

For parliamentary  republic
25.6
33.6
41.7
40.7
40.4
32.8
28.7
23.5

For presidential republic
58.1
45.5
42.6
46.8
50.4
55.9
64.3
64.1

DA/NA
16.3
20.9
15.7
12.5
9.2
11.3
7.0
12.4

Table 3.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For parliamentary  republic
11.0
11.5
28.5
35.1
34.8

For presidential republic
68.9
67.6
56.2
51.0
49.7

DA/NA
20.1
20.9
15.3
13.9
15.5

Table 3.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For parliamentary  republic
44.9
26.3
37.3
8.8
34.1

For presidential republic
42.0
57.6
42.9
72.9
51.6

DA/NA
13.1
16.1
19.8
18.3
14.3

Table 3.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

For parliamentary  republic
36.3
31.9
33.6
27.5
23.3
14.3
9.8

For presidential republic
50.7
58.7
49.5
51.5
49.5
73.9
73.1

DA/NA
13.0
9.4
16.9
21.0
27.2
11.8
17.1

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For parliamentary  republic
36.3
29.4
24.6
23.4
19.6

For presidential republic
50.7
54.5
57.1
61.8
62.8

DA/NA
13.0
16.1
18.3
14.6
17.6

4. "Exit polls are presently conducted in many countries during elections or referenda so as to compare their results with the official ones. Such polls were as well conducted in Belarus during the referendum of October 17, 2004. Would you like to have them during the presidential election of March 19 and have their results publicized?"

Table 4.1. 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
53.0
65.5
66.4
65.2
59.0
52.1
51.1
39.0

No
17.3
6.1
13.4
12.1
15.1
21.1
21.3
19.0

Doesn’t make difference
25.3
21.9
16.3
15.5
21.6
23.7
22.1
31.0

DA/NA
4.4
6.5
3.9
7.2
4.3
3.1
5.5
11.0

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
31.8
43.6
53.4
61.7
64.2

No
25.2
17.3
17.2
14.6
15.2

Doesn’t make difference
33.4
29.9
24.1
18.8
15.2

DA/NA
9.6
9.2
5.3
4.9
5.4

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
59.7
56.8
71.0
38.8
60.7

No
16.8
16.4
12.1
20.6
13.6

Doesn’t make difference
20.9
20.8
14.4
30.6
22.1

DA/NA
2.6
6.0
2.5
10.0
3.6

Table 4.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes
55.0
52.0
66.8
60.0
34.4
57.4
46.6

No
6.5
12.9
13.8
11.3
24.9
19.8
32.5

Doesn’t make difference
34.8
34.7
13.1
24.6
25.6
21.6
8.3

DA/NA
3.7
0.4
6.3
4.1
15.1
1.2
12.6

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
55.0
66.3
51.2
49.7
47.2

No
6.5
21.1
17.7
19.8
19.2

Doesn’t make difference
34.8
10.6
25.7
22.9
23.7

DA/NA
3.7
2.0
5.4
7.6
9.9

5."Have you suffered an offence from any authorities during the past three years?"

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

No, I haven’t
66.9
73.8
58.9
59.9
60.7
61.7
72.9
77.0

Many times
7.6
6.4
8.6
12.0
11.5
8.3
4.7
3.8

Several times
13.6
10.9
14.4
19.9
15.7
17.5
11.8
7.9

Once
6.7
4.2
10.4
4.5
7.2
6.9
6.6
6.1

DA/NA
5.2
4.7
7.7
3.7
4.9
5.6
4.0
5.2

Table 5.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

No, I haven’t
83.4
72.2
66.1
62.9
56.9

Many times
2.4
6.7
8.7
8.7
8.2

Several times
4.6
10.0
13.7
17.9
17.3

Once
5.7
6.5
6.0
6.1
10.6

DA/NA
3.9
4.6
5.5
4.4
7.0

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

No, I haven’t
58.1
64.7
67.2
77.6
57.8

Many times
10.7
7.8
8.5
3.9
13.9

Several times
18.0
16.0
11.1
7.2
16.7

Once
8.5
5.6
8.9
6.4
8.7

DA/NA
4.6
5.9
4.3
4.9
3.0

Table 5.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

No, I haven’t
74.4
76.3
66.2
56.2
56.8
57.6
74.5

Many times
4.9
8.3
8.6
9.4
10.7
10.4
2.8

Several times
10.1
10.5
10.0
21.3
17.9
18.4
10.4

Once
7.5
4.1
6.2
5.7
8.9
10.8
4.6

DA/NA
3.1
0.8
9.0
7.4
5.7
2.8
7.7

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

No, I haven’t
74.4
67.1
60.3
69.6
64.9

Many times
4.9
7.8
9.6
7.6
8.0

Several times
10.1
16.6
14.1
8.3
16.5

Once
7.5
4.3
9.8
7.8
5.3

DA/NA
3.1
4.2
6.2
6.7
5.3

6. "Which of the statements below do you agree with?"

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

Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body 

following the law only 
42.4
27.2
25.1
28.0
35.6
42.3
47.8
58.8

Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body following president’s regulations first of all
43.9
58.1
59.5
58.0
53.9
45.6
41.3
23.1

DA/NA
13.7
14.7
15.4
14.0
10.5
12.1
10.9
19.1

Table 6.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only 
55.9
55.1
42.6
33.6
33.3

Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body 

following president’s 

regulations first of all
18.8
33.1
44.6
53.4
57.3

DA/NA
25.3
11.8
12.8
13.0
9.4

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only 
30.6
40.2
32.9
59.7
21.2

Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body 

following president’s 

regulations first of all
60.3
46.7
52.6
23.1
64.3

DA/NA
9.1
13.1
14.5
17.2
14.5

Table 6.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only 
44.0
49.5
39.3
30.7
41.1
31.5
55.2

Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body 

following president’s 

regulations first of all
46.3
45.7
46.8
53.3
42.1
55.5
21.9

DA/NA
9.7
4.8
13.9
16.0
16.8
13.0
22.9

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Central Election Commission of Belarus is an unbiased body following the law only 
44.0
30.1
42.1
47.5
45.9

Central Election Commission of Belarus is the body 

following president’s 

regulations first of all
46.3
55.0
46.1
36.5
39.1

DA/NA
9.7
14.9
11.8
16.0
15.0

7. "For whom would you vote at the presidential election if the following four candidates appear on the ballot?"

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

S. Gaidukevich
4.5
3.1
4.0
6.2
6.2
7.2
4.9
0.9

А. Kozulin
6.4
15.7
7.9
10.7
12.6
4.6
0.9
1.8

А. Lukashenko
58.6
42.2
37.0
35.3
44.0
57.0
69.0
84.9

А. Milinkevich
16.5
14.3
27.1
30.1
22.6
19.6
12.7
3.0

None of them
6.1
7.9
12.7
6.2
6.6
5.6
7.9
2.1

DA/NA
7.9
16.8
11.3
11.5
8.0
6.0
4.6
7.3

Table 7.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

S. Gaidukevich
0
2.6
5.2
6.0
5.9

А. Kozulin
1.6
2.5
7.1
6.8
11.3

А. Lukashenko
84.8
78.5
57.7
48.2
37.9

А. Milinkevich
1.4
5.5
16.1
24.2
27.9

None of them
4.1
4.1
8.3
4.5
6.0

DA/NA
8.1
6.8
5.6
10.3
11.0

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

S. Gaidukevich
5.6
 
1.5
1.4
1.8

А. Kozulin
11.3
6.2
10.7
1.6
11.3

А. Lukashenko
35.5
55.4
38.9
83.5
50.3

А. Milinkevich
27.8
18.4
26.0
4.3
19.7

None of them
10.7
5.7
5.4
2.6
10.8

DA/NA
9.1
7.5
17.4
6.6
6.1

Table 7.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

S. Gaidukevich
6.4
8.4
2.3
8.1
1.3
2.4
2.6

А. Kozulin
11.8
7.1
8.2
6.6
3.4
6.4
0.4

А. Lukashenko
43.3
54.9
58.9
47.6
59.0
65.3
81.9

А. Milinkevich
16.7
20.5
17.6
21.3
24.3
13.8
2.7

None of them
11.3
5.9
5.9
4.1
3.5
6.3
3.9

DA/NA
10.5
3.2
7.1
12.3
8.5
5.8
8.5

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

S. Gaidukevich
6.4
5.1
6.2
2.5
3.4

А. Kozulin
11.8
3.5
8.1
5.5
4.6

А. Lukashenko
43.3
54.4
53.6
60.6
71.1

А. Milinkevich
16.7
18.9
17.1
20.0
12.7

None of them
11.3
8.3
4.8
4.8
3.2

DA/NA
10.5
9.8
10.2
6.6
5.0

8. "For whom would you vote at the presidential election if the following three candidates appear on the ballot?"

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

S. Gaidukevich
4.9
3.1
4.5
5.7
7.1
6.8
5.4
1.5

А. Lukashenko
57.9
45.1
35.8
35.1
43.4
58.1
68.0
82.3

А. Milinkevich
21.1
24.0
35.7
36.7
29.7
22.0
13.2
6.3

None of them
7.7
14.2
12.1
9.6
10.1
8.2
9.2
1.6

DA/NA
8.4
13.6
11.9
12.9
9.7
4.9
4.2
8.3

Table 8.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

S. Gaidukevich
4.2
5.1
5.6
10.2
12.8

А. Lukashenko
83.9
76.6
56.6
48.6
37.9

А. Milinkevich
4.5
7.7
21.2
28.9
34.3

None of them
2.5
5.4
10.6
6.5
8.7

DA/NA
4.9
5.2
6.0
5.8
6.3

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

S. Gaidukevich
5.5
6.8
2.5
2.0
4.3

А. Lukashenko
35.5
55.4
41.4
81.5
47.4

А. Milinkevich
35.3
22.2
33.4
6.8
28.4

None of them
14.6
8.0
7.8
2.3
11.8

DA/NA
9.1
7.6
14.9
7.4
8.1

Table 8.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

S. Gaidukevich
6.9
2.3
8.7
9.7
0.8
2.4
3.1

А. Lukashenko
43.8
55.0
57.7
44.0
56.7
65.8
82.0

А. Milinkevich
22.5
24.8
23.4
28.3
28.1
17.1
4.9

None of them
15.7
7.8
8.7
4.1
5.1
8.8
2.4

DA/NA
11.1
4.1
7.5
14.0
9.3
5.9
7.6

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

S. Gaidukevich
6.9
6.1
7.0
2.1
4.0

А. Lukashenko
43.8
53.9
52.2
59.9
70.0

А. Milinkevich
22.5
21.0
22.3
24.0
17.2

None of them
15.7
9.3
6.7
5.9
4.1

DA/NA
11.1
9.7
11.8
8.1
4.7

9. "If only one candidate competes with A. Lukashenko at the presidential election, would you vote for him or for A. Lukashenko?"

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

For an alternative candidate
30.6
46.3
50.2
50.6
44.4
31.3
22.5
6.6

For A. Lukashenko
58.9
40.5
39.7
36.6
42.6
57.8
68.7
85.4

DA/NA
10.5
13.2
10.1
12.8
13.0
10.9
8.8
7.0

Table 9.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For an alternative candidate
2.4
15.5
33.6
40.4
44.1

For A. Lukashenko
86.5
78.4
56.2
49.4
40.3

DA/NA
11.1
6.1
10.2
10.2
15.6

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For an alternative candidate
50.9
33.1
49.4
8.5
39.9

For A. Lukashenko
38.0
54.2
41.4
84.5
48.6

DA/NA
11.1
12.7
9.2
7.0
11.5

Table 9.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

For an alternative candidate
41.3
41.7
27.9
45.0
28.3
22.0
8.5

For A. Lukashenko
48.5
53.7
58.7
46.9
57.0
64.9
81.7

DA/NA
10.2
4.6
13.4
8.1
14.7
13.1
9.8

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For an alternative candidate
41.3
33.7
37.2
25.8
21.9

For A. Lukashenko
48.5
52.2
51.6
62.5
70.4

DA/NA
10.2
14.1
11.2
11.7
7.7

10. "If only one candidate competes with A. Lukashenko at the presidential election, who of the following politicians would you like to see on the ballot?"

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

S. Gaidukevich
13.5
9.4
10.2
9.8
15.7
16.5
16.2
11.2

А. Kozulin
10.3
23.5
14.8
13.3
11.8
9.5
6.1
6.9

А. Milinkevich
26.6
27.0
32.6
39.6
32.0
30.7
22.9
14.4

None of them
30.5
16.2
24.5
18.7
22.7
28.8
38.1
42.7

DA/NA
19.1
23.9
17.9
18.6
17.8
14.5
16.6
24.8

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

S. Gaidukevich
5.2
12.5
17.0
13.4
12.3

А. Kozulin
7.7
5.7
9.6
11.6
16.1

А. Milinkevich
13.4
17.6
26.1
34.3
35.0

None of them
46.1
42.2
30.4
24.9
16.1

DA/NA
27.6
22.0
16.9
15.8
20.4

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

S. Gaidukevich
15.1
15.1
7.2
11.6
10.7

А. Kozulin
10.2
11.1
24.3
6.6
9.8

А. Milinkevich
37.0
28.7
33.5
14.8
32.7

None of them
23.6
27.2
13.2
43.6
26.5

DA/NA
14.1
17.9
21.7
23.4
20.3

Table 10.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

S. Gaidukevich
22.0
18.4
11.1
11.6
9.0
7.1
11.8

А. Kozulin
12.4
14.1
5.8
3.5
12.4
8.1


А. Milinkevich
23.5
26.8
38.4
36.0
27.4
25.2
12.1

None of them
22.8
21.2
27.1
21.7
39.6
37.9
44.3

DA/NA
19.3
19.4
9.2
21.8
20.6
17.3
23.7

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

S. Gaidukevich
22.0
15.3
14.3
7.4
10.8

А. Kozulin
12.4
8.7
10.4
9.4
10.4

А. Milinkevich
23.5
31.0
23.6
29.4
26.0

None of them
22.8
26.4
29.8
36.9
33.9

DA/NA
19.3
18.6
21.9
16.9
18.9

11. "Are you positive about the choice of the candidate for whom you’re going to vote or you may still change your mind?"

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

Absolutely positive
57.3
46.9
53.9
52.5
58.1
53.5
64.0
60.8

May change my mind
26.1
30.0
32.4
31.8
28.4
30.2
22.4
18.1

DA/NA
16.6
23.1
13.7
15.7
15.5
16.3
13.6
21.1

Table 11.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Absolutely positive
57.2
60.3
57.1
54.3
59.6

May change my mind
19.1
23.5
26.7
30.4
26.2

DA/NA
23.7
16.2
16.2
15.3
14.2

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Absolutely positive
57.8
55.5
47.8
61.7
55.4

May change my mind
29.3
29.1
34.7
17.1
30.3

DA/NA
12.9
15.4
17.5
21.2
14.3

Table 11.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Absolutely positive
56.7
59.4
49.7
59.2
63.7
56.2
56.6

May change my mind
30.7
33.0
34.5
32.1
11.5
21.6
18.2

DA/NA
12.6
7.6
15.8
8.7
24.8
22.2
25.2

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Absolutely positive
56.7
59.2
57.7
61.2
54.0

May change my mind
30.7
23.1
31.2
16.7
27.9

DA/NA
12.6
17.7
11.1
22.1
18.1

12. "Did you receive any leaflets about presidential candidates or meet with their representatives? "

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

Yes
50.1
47.1
49.3
52.0
47.1
47.6
54.0
40.9

No
47.1
49.8
50.1
43.5
50.1
49.9
42.4
56.3

NA
2.8
3.1
0.6
4.5
2.8
2.5
3.6
2.8

Table 12.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
40.3
41.8
48.9
46.6
53.8

No
57.8
54.9
48.4
49.7
44.2

NA
1.9
3.3
2.7
3.7
2.0

Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
52.9
46.8
52.6
42.8
48.3

No
43.0
50.5
45.2
54.5
50.8

NA
4.1
2.7
2.2
2.7
0.9

Table 12.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes
68.8
61.9
31.7
39.9
43.1
60.8
21.8

No
29.0
36.9
65.7
57.5
55.2
37.6
70.8

NA
2.2
2.2
2.6
2.6
1.7
1.6
7.4

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
68.8
44.1
52.2
41.9
37.2

No
29.0
52.8
45.9
52.8
60.7

NA
2.2
3.1
1.9
5.3
2.1

13. "Do you have enough information about candidates to be confident of your choice?"

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

Yes
43.3
33.5
36.0
35.5
32.9
42.0
51.3
55.5

No
55.3
66.5
61.9
64.5
65.8
56.1
48.1
42.5

NA
1.4
0
2.1
1.0
1.3
1.9
0.6
2.0

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
54.1
56.4
42.1
35.5
37.7

No
43.1
43.6
56.3
62.6
61.8

NA
2.8
0
1.6
1.9
0.5

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
42.2
38.5
36.3
55.2
31.0

No
54.3
60.8
62.3
43.3
69.0

NA
3.5
0.7
1.4
1.5
0

Table 13.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes
49.9
51.1
50.5
23.0
49.5
42.5
32.3

No
49.6
48.9
49.0
76.3
49.6
57.0
61.2

NA
0.5
0
0.5
0.7
0.9
0.5
6.5

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
49.9
33.0
45.5
36.9
48.1

No
49.6
66.3
54.5
58.6
50.6

NA
0.5
0.7
0
4.5
1.3

14. "If you decide that the presidential election is rigged what will you most likely do?"

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

Accept the results as they cannot be changed
37.1
35.7
26.2
34.8
33.5
38.2
38.4
43.5

Join mass protests to try and change the results
9.2
20.9
15.3
17.4
12.4
7.5
4.0
3.8

Will not believe the results and will feel frustrated, but I will not take part in mass actions of protest
34.9
31.0
43.4
28.8
35.5
39.1
39.7
28.6

DA/NA
18.8
12.4
15.1
19.0
18.6
15.2
17.9
24.1

Table 14.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Accept the results as they cannot be changed
37.7
45.4
37.9
37.1
27.1

Join mass protests to try and change the results
5.4
6.0
9.0
11.8
11.8

Will not believe the results and will feel frustrated, but I will not take part in mass actions of protest
29.0
30.2
35.5
35.0
42.3

DA/NA
27.9
18.4
17.6
16.1
18.8

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Accept the results as they cannot be changed
32.6
36.9
34.4
41.9
32.9

Join mass protests to try and change the results
12.1
9.7
22.8
4.5
8.1

Will not believe the results and will feel frustrated, but I will not take part in mass actions of protest
38.6
36.3
33.8
29.7
39.1

DA/NA
16.7
17.1
9.0
23.9
19.9

Table 14.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Accept the results as they cannot be changed
29.3
39.8
44.9
34.9
32.1
47.3
33.8

Join mass protests to try and change the results
4.6
10.1
6.2
12.0
7.3
19.9
7.6

Will not believe the results and will feel frustrated, but I will not take part in mass actions of protest
52.1
40.5
24.5
36.6
24.4
26.6
35.1

DA/NA
14.0
9.6
24.4
16.5
36.2
6.2
23.5

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Accept the results as they cannot be changed
29.3
41.1
34.0
44.6
36.5

Join mass protests to try and change the results
4.6
8.5
12.8
10.2
9.7

Will not believe the results and will feel frustrated, but I will not take part in mass actions of protest
52.1
38.8
38.4
27.4
25.7

DA/NA
14.0
11.6
14.8
17.8
28.1

Trends of change in Belarusian public opinion on some 
socio-economic and political issues 

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

Table 1. Trust to the mass media

Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
06'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
09'03
11'04
09'05
12'05
02'06

State-run mass media:

trust
43.7
41.8
39.8
34.3
40.4
40.4
49.7
51.7
51.7
55.3
57.0

distrust
21.0
26.0
31.0
36.0
42.4
44.2
36.5
36.8
36.8
33.3
34.1

Non-state mass media:

trust
25.4
19.6
19.5
23.7
31.9
37.1
46.0
40.7
38.5
34.9
41.4

distrust
24.1
32.6
34.9
35.9
42.1
42.4
35.1
42.3
43.2
44.2
41.0

Table 2. Dynamics of answers to the question " In your opinion, does the country in general go in the right of wrong direction?"

Variant of answer
10'01
09'02
03'03
09'03
03'04
09'05
02'06

In the right
36.7
21.3
21.3
30.3
36.8
53.4
58.5

In the wrong
38.1
49.1
63.4
48.8
42.5
30.2
28.1

Table 3. Dynamics of answers to the question about readiness of Belarusians to express their political viewpoints
Variant of answer
04'01
10'01
09'03
11'04
02'06

None are afraid to express their 

political viewpoints
14.6
16.1
18.4
19.1
23.7

Few people are afraid
14.6
23.0
17.5
21.5
23.2

Many people are afraid
43.4
43.0
49.0
40.7
32.2

All are afraid
12.4
9.5
9.2
13.0
13.5

Table 4. The best variant of Russia-Belarus relations

Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
02'06

Good neighborly relations of two independent states
34.5
50.8
42.4
40.6
36.1
26.5
45.5

Union of independent states
26.2
28.1
33.4
29.2
45.0
49.1
39.2

Integration into a single state
27.5
20.1
21.8
27.5
16.5
22.0
13.6

Table 5. Voting at a hypothetical referendum on Russia-Belarus integration
Variant of answer
06'99
11'99
11'00
10'01
12'02
03'03
06'04
02'06

For integration
54.9
47.0
54.4
51.3
53.8
57.5
42.9
43.3

Against integration
31.1
34.1
28.9
26.4
26.3
23.8
25.0
33.2

Wouldn’t come to voting
13.1
15.6
15.9
12.2
7.8
8.6
16.5
13.8

Table 6. Dynamics of answers to the question "If a referendum on future development path is held tomorrow in Belarus, how would you vote?"

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
11'04
03'05
12'05

For integration with Russia
37.9
30.0
31.2
31.5
37.6

For accession into the European Union
23.4
25.1
20.8
18.9
16.0

For both 
23.2
17.6
18.9
23.4
16.1

Against both
6.5
13.4
17.3
16.7
18.0

Table 7. Dynamics of answers to the question " If you have to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the EU, which one would you prefer?"

Variant of answer
09'03
03'04
11'04
03'05
12'05
02'06

Integration with Russia
47.6
41.0
49.3
51.9
51.6
56.3

Accession to the EU
36.1
36.5
33.7
31.6
24.8
27.5

Table 8. Change in the financial state over the past three months

Variant of answer
11'94*
06'95*
06'96*
11'99*
04'00*
12'02*
03'03
09'03
03'04
03'05
02'06

Improved
9.5
9.4
5.4
7.8
8.0
9.8
6.5
11.6
11.8
13.7
23.5

Didn’t change
17.3
25.7
36.7
31.3
28.7
44.3
50.5
56.8
58.1
61.8
59.7

Aggravated
72.1
64.7
57.8
60.6
63.3
44.1
41.6
30.6
28.2
21.2
14.2

* Over the past year

Table 9. Average per capita income in the family (including wages, pensions, allowances and other earnings) in the previous month

Variant of answer
06'04
11'04
03'05
12'05
02'06

Below the Living Wage Budget
36.7
31.7
28.0
22.2
20.2

From Living Wage Budget to Minimum Consumer Budget
45.2
47.9
46.8
44.9
45.0

From one to two Minimum Consumer Budgets 
15.9
16.6
20.2
26.2
29.2

Above two Minimum Consumer Budgets
2.2
3.0
4.3
6.0
4.8

Table 10. Your language of everyday communication

Variant of answer
06'95
11'97
09'98
11'99
11'00
09'02
03'03
03'04
02'06

Belarusian
4.5
5.7
2.9
4.1
4.2
5.4
4.7
7.1
3.3

Russian
37.3
40.6
39.2
39.0
37.6
44.2
45.9
47.4
60.8

Both Russian and Belarusian
7.8
20.3
22.7
23.1
25.7
21.2
19.9
17.3
14.0

Crude mixture of Russian and Belarusian 
50.0
32.5
33.6
33.3
31.3
25.4
28.7
27.8
21.3

Other
0.4
0.8
0.5
0.2
0.7
0.2
0.1
–
–

Materials prepared by Prof. O. Manaev, А. Sasnow and P. Bykowski
OPEN FORUM
BRAVE EUROPEAN BELARUS
Pavol Demes, first Slovak President's Foreign Policy Advisor and Minister
If you look at the map of one key pan-European organization, the Council of Europe, you will immediately see an anomaly. There is a blank spot on this map covering a territory which belongs to ten million people, the citizens of Belarus. This Slavic country, inhabited by a remarkable people, which through history has endured unprecedented suffering in war and oppression, is excluded from the Council of Europe not because Europeans would not like it to be a member, but because its current leader, President Alexander Lukashenko, has created a system which is incompatible with basic European values.

In 2004, Lukashenko, apparently terrified of leaving office after his two terms were up, manipulated the constitutional system to allow him to stand for another term of office. He simultaneously clamped down further on freedom of speech and freedom of association and launched a mass campaign of paranoia centering on the notion that the West is out to steal Belarus from under its people's noses. This was the background to the farcical electoral process we have just witnessed and which further underlined the perverse nature of Lukashenko's sytem of government. 

But recent events have not gone according to Lukashenko's plans and there are signs of deep underlying changes in a country which has long been ruled by fear. In spite of unprecedented propaganda and warnings from the KGB, large numbers of Belarusians showed courage, sophistication and a willingness to fight for a free and decent country with a future in democratic Europe. 

Moreover, the whole world could see the huge contrast between a man with a moustache beating his chest victoriously and another, very different face of Belarus. Two other Belarusian Alexanders – Milinkevich and Kozulin – started bravely and openly to say that the emperor had no clothes, risking more than their political futures in the process. The world could also see thousands of brave young people protesting against the current state of affairs in their homeland while being harassed by men in uniforms.

It was not so long ago that international observers were convinced that the regime in Minsk was basically stable. They usually gave three reasons: Firstly, because there was no unity among what remained of the party political opposition and because there was no obvious leader around which the opposition could coalesce. Secondly, because there was no real civil society or free media, and because weakened civic groups were not working together or having a visible impact on the population. Thirdly, due to political and economic support from neighboring Russia, because the country could easily survive self-isolation and the current political arrangements generally.

Surprisingly, several significant changes have occurred in Belarus in the last few months. Last October, dozens of opposition political parties with diverse ideological orientations built a broad coalition and, through an open selection process, were able to elect a single democratic candidate. A previously almost unknown civic activist from Grodno, Alexander Milenkevich, supported by political veterans like Sergei Kalyakin, Anatoly Lebedko, Vincuk Viacorka, his spouse Ina Kulej and others, emerged as a talented and skilled leader. Milenkevich and his partners quickly scored remarkable successes abroad, convincing leading European figures that there is a credible political alternative to the autocratic President Lukashenko. It also came as a surprise to many that another presidential candidate, Alexander Kozulin, emerged shortly before the elections as a vocal critic of the regime and joined Milinkevich in street protests following the rigging of the elections. It was obvious that both leaders and their teams would pay a high price for their dissidence. But they knew very well that personal sacrifice is part and parcel of leading a liberationist movement under such circumstances. And that is why they attracted such unexpectedly large numbers of people in the cold squares and streets of Minsk which were also packed with security forces. Moreover, these political leaders gained the respect of the intelligentsia, better-informed people generally and, most importantly, civil society activist across the country. 

We witnessed several peaceful civic campaigns for free and fair elections in neo-authoritarian regimes in Central and Eastern Europe after the fall of the communist bloc in 1989, namely in Slovakia in 1998, Serbia in 2000, Georgia in 2002 and Ukraine in 2004.  Belarus civic campaigns like Solidarity 16, Jeans Solidarity, Khopits, and Za Svobodu proved that people power can’t be stopped even by the most oppressive state machinery in Europe. Seemingly naive tools like candles, jeans, flags, graffiti or protest tents erected on squares shook the self-confidence of a regime which rules by fear. In comparison with previous civic campaigns, the one in Belarus was the most unexpected, the most brutally put down, the most courageous and the most internationally recognized. Denim and candles were mentioned in many of the best-known international media outlets. Protest rallies and candle ceremonies have taken place in over 20 states around the world. Blue became the color of the Belarusian struggle for freedom and one can expect it will remain so for some time. 

Events in Belarus created a completely new situation for the both European Union and Russia. We can now expect that the international context in which Belarus operates will change. Alexander Kozulin, Nikita Sasim, Mikhail Marinich and numerous activists are still in prison. International pressure, not only simple solidarity, will be required to free them. A. Milinkevich has already started a new, post-election round of visits to European capitals. It is a good sign that he is being received by heads of state or government even in Austria, which currently holds the rotating presidency of the EU. This the largest and the most powerful union of nations in the world must re-think its strategy of assistance to its Eastern neighbor which is struggling to join the family.

Russia, the closest country to Belarus politically, is so far overlooking political and human rights abuses in this country. I simply can’t believe that Russian people watching what has happened in a brotherly nation could tolerate such a regime will not pressure their leadership to act differently. One can expect that the Kremlin will quite soon have a more serious discussion on Belarus with partners within the G-8 and also more intensively in the Council of Europe, the chairmanship of which Moscow assumes this May. 

One final thought: the color of the European flag is also blue. This is a good sign and should act as an encouragement to brave, European Belarus.

BOOKSHELF
"Political Parties: Belarus vs. Contemporary World" / M. Chudakov and others, 2nd edition, revised and enlarged. Minsk: Tesey, 2005, 416 pgs.
The book under review was published at the height of the campaign on organization and conduction of the Congress of Democratic Forces which elected a sole candidate for the united opposition and nominated him for the presidential election of 2006. Afterwards, there followed another as well hot stage of preparation and conduction of the prescheduled election campaign. This is the only reason which explains lack of interest to the given publication.

The book by M. Chudakov, A. Vashkevich, S. Alfer, M. Plisko and A. Dobrovolsky is a revised and enlarged version of the edition of 2002. Five authors present five chapters and a substantial appendix featuring programs of the seventeen registered parties. This is literally a brief manual on Political Science focusing on the role and functions of political parties in the democratic society in general and in Belarus in particular. This is undoubtedly a very useful manual aimed at improvement of political culture of opposition forces. There are certain drawbacks in it, though. 

The main drawback is inconsistence of opinion in the team of authors. For example, they don’t give a single definition of the notions like politics, political party and goals of its activity. Definitions vary from a Marxist stance which defines party as “a group of people united for gaining, retaining or using the power in the interests of a particular class…” (see Chapter 1) to modern even though given by the father of conservatism E. Burke yet in 1770. “Party, he said, is a body of men united for promoting by their joint endeavors the national interest, upon some particular principle in which they are all agreed.”

One can easily see a great difference between these two definitions. Thus, Marxists understand the society as the totality of antagonistic classes doomed to eternal confrontation and struggle for predominance, and this is why the parties representing interests of a certain class should try to “gain and retain the power” so as to use it for formation of society taken from one class. This is an absurd program. Contrary to this, the society can be understood as a totality of social groups, occupational groups and corporations doomed to cooperation for the sake of common interests. In this case, parties are built based on recognition of the general standpoint or ideology rather than from the necessity to confront and defend. Even though they remain the parties – because only some part of the society shares their standpoint, the common good is their key goal. In view of this, it is fairly hard to make classification of parties in a democratic state. It is now accepted to use not only the linear scale but also the 3D frame for this.

At the same time, we shouldn’t forget about the classic approach to classification. It is based on the opposition of two antagonistic ideas – collectivism and individualism. Radicalism is an additional feature here. Collectivism is based on social, ethnic or religious attributes, alone or taken together. On the other hand, liberalism is a logical exponent of individualistic idea. Therefore, communist, socialist and social democratic parties are historically considered the left, liberal are, on the contrary, considered the right parties while conservative, popular and Christian democratic parties – the centrist. Had M. Plisko taken this into account, the Belarusian popular Front defending interests of the nation and an individual as its element wouldn’t turn more rightist in his chapter than the United Civil Party which openly declares the priority of human rights and freedoms (of an individual).

This is an endless dispute, though. We should like to mark up some disputed moments in this very remarkable fourth chapter. Thus, M. Plisko uses the “party in power” expression without inverted commas. This way he discredits the current parties. Party in power is more likely a criminal body or a clan, at least because it is not registered by the law but carries organized activity. To tell the truth, this organization is based on the weight of authorities and on the fear to lose seat in the hierarchy of the clan. It is exactly the party in power which fights for “gaining, retaining and using of power” for its private interests. It fights with criminal methods as it organizes mock election and suppresses public protest against mass falsification by force. It is the party in power which is formally the most radical and the most liberal as it defends first of all private interests of its members and never thinks about society, nation or citizens of the state. It is hard to believe that there isn’t an official who could see and understand how deeply Belarus damages itself with self-isolation from civilized world and with absence of credits and investments available to its neighbors. Yet, no protests are heard in this regards.

Noteworthy are the second chapter pertaining to legal regulation of party’s status and the third chapter analyzing advantages and drawbacks of various electoral systems as well as their connection with parties in democratic countries. A long paragraph in this chapter is given to a very important issue we think which is financing of political parties.

The most substantial remarks should be made on the first and the fifth chapters, the first – for excessively general and this is why superficial reasoning and the fifth – for being almost not revised and enlarged as compared to the edition of 2002. In particular, it doesn’t speak about unification of 2002-2005 which resulted in nomination of a sole candidate for democratic forces for the presidential election of 2006. 

Another general remark is that no attention was given to pro-governmental parties (except the Liberal Democratic Party), their evolution and political nature. Yet, programs of these parties are presented in the Appendix.

Finally, we should like to point out to a number of misprints. Of course, this doesn’t diminish all the importance of this book which has become a milestone in comprehension of the struggle of Belarusian society for political freedom.

Prof. Dr. Yuri Khodyko, 

Deputy Chairman of 

the Belarusian Popular Front
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Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Belarus

22, Internatsionalnaya Str,

220050, Minsk

Attn: Attorney-General of 


 

the Republic of Belarus 

P. P. Miklashevich

From: O. T. Manaev

Appeal from the Official Notice

On December 31, 2005, I was introduced to the official notice issued by Deputy Attorney-General N. Kupriyanov as of December 28, 2005. I don’t agree with the notice as I consider it illegal and ungrounded.

According to the notice, my interview to newspaper Nasha Niva published in this newspaper as of October 21, 2005 as well as an article published in the newspaper Belgazeta as of October 31, 2005 served the ground for the Directorate of Public Prosecutions to issue the notice against me. The above publications, as the notice reads, quote the data of public opinion polls on the ratings of presidential candidates in Belarus. They also mention that the public opinion poll was conducted at the assistance of the public organization Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and Political Studies (IISEPS) registered in Lithuania. Based on these publications, the Prosecutor’s Office comes to the conclusion that the IISEPS carried sociological studies at the territory of Belarus. It states that the opinion polls were conducted in contravention of the law, namely Regulations of the Council of Minister No. 1174 of August 28, 2002 and No. 1240 of November 8, 2005.

The Regulation of the Council of Ministers No. 1240 of November 8, 2005 was adopted and came into effect after the above publications were published (on November 16, 2005). Therefore, I couldn’t violate it in the preceding period. The above Regulation (as well as its Provision on accrediting of legal entities willing to conduct public opinion polls on national referenda, elections of the president, deputies to the House of Representatives and members of the Council of Republic at the National Assembly of Belarus, and on socio-political situation in the country as well as publish their results in the mass media) doesn’t contain the norms bringing physical bodies to administrative or any other responsibility. I am a physical body, and this is why I cannot violate the above regulation.

Thus, the official notice against me doesn’t have legal grounds.

Upon all stated above and based on the Part 3 of Article 5 and on the Part 3 of Article 39 of the law “On Prosecutor’s Office of Belarus,” I appeal to you to disaffirm the official notice issued against me on December 28, 2005.

Enclosed is the copy of the official notice. 









_____________ /O. T. Manaev/
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