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Dear Readers!

We offer to your attention the next issue of analytical bulletin presenting the materials which reflect the most important findings of the IISEPS studies in the third quarter of 2006. Our analytical bulletin opens its second decade with an important change. The IISEPS News is now a mass medium (periodical) registered in Lithuania: the appropriate ISSN’s (different for printed and electronic version of the Russian and English issues) are given on the first page. On the one hand, this means that activity of the Institute is moving more and more outside Belarus due to constant pressure from the Belarusian authorities. On the other hand, legal status of a Lithuanian periodical edition will let the Belarusian mass media and all the citizens distribute our data and analytics without a fear of being jeopardized by the repressive legislation of their own country.

Social and political as well as economic processes occurred in this period in Belarus under the influence of two major factors: relative stabilization inside the country and aggravation of foreign policy state both in the East and in the West. Bright illustration of this is the average wages reaching nearly $300 in the end of the third quarter and at the same time aggressive anti-Western speech of A. Lukashenko at the Forum of Non-alignment Movement in Havana as well as possible break in “all relations” with Russia which was aired at the press conference in September.

Influence of these factors shows up in the analysis of very different changes in public opinion of Belarusians – from drop-down of A. Milinkevich’s rating (at the end of summer 20.4% of respondents said they voted for him in March but only 11.6% said they would vote for him at the next presidential election) and considerable improvement in people’s feeling of economic well-being (the number of those who are most of all concerned about impoverishment of population has decreased nearly twofold over the past two years) to strengthening of ideological and political image of enemy which is the USA and the NATO as well as strengthening of Belarusian nationalism (which manifested in a more cautious attitude to integration with Russia and to V. Putin, in offences against Gazprom, etc.)

This very analysis also shows that constantly increasing willingness of the authorities to establish total control over the society doesn’t bring to the necessary result which is support of the political course on the part of the majority and fear and apathy on the part of the minority. At the end of August nearly a half of respondents without any hesitation said that President A. Lukashenko relies first of all on the military men, Interior Ministry and KGB (pensioners – traditional social support of the president – took the second place, given only 41.7%). Also, the number of those respondents who think that the sentence to the former presidential candidate Prof. A. Kozulin is unjust is greater than the number of those who think in the opposite. The majority of respondents see the true nature of the sentence in political grounds rather than in definition of the court. Analysis of the latest trends revealed that the Belarusians are more and more absorbed by powerful information flows going both from inside and from outside of the country. Despite titanic efforts of the authorities, these flows inevitably change the picture of the world of the millions approximating it to that of other nations.

Many of these problems were discussed by Prof. O. Manaev’s group at the third round table discussion held in Gomel in early July (the first one was held in Brest in December and the second – in Vitebsk in May). It's summary is also presented in the current issue.

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 and look for independent analysis. 

This time our “Open Forum” is given to one of the most competent and experience democratic leader S. Kalyakin, Chairman of the Party of Communists Belarusian, who shares his thoughts about geo-political prospects of Belarus. In our opinion, the new wave of repressions which hit the party over the past months speaks about its strong potential.

Unfortunately, we have to open a new heading in our bulletin – “State vs. Independent Research” as the flow of materials pertaining to this unequal struggle doesn’t cease over the past two years and will probably not in the near future as well. Today we are publishing here the document signed by Prosecutor General and pursuing the “case of IISEPS” as well as the decision of the Supreme Court pursuing the “case of Belarusian Think Tanks.”

On the “Bookshelf,” Belarusian expert on international issues presents a new book “Belarus at the Crossroads” recently published by a noted politician and diplomat P. Kravchenko, first Minister of Foreign Affairs of independent Belarus. We believe that a great number of facts, many of them unknown before, as well as author’s assessments and analysis, at times very emotional and impartial, won’t leave a reader indifferent.

We hope that you will find these materials helpful and interesting. All comments and requests are as usual welcome  !
IISEPS Board

STRENGTHENING PRO-“WIDE EUROPE” ATTITUDES IN BELARUS
In late the second and over third quarters of 2006 independent sociologists have conducted the following surveys:

June 15-25 – nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed are 1.505 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03);

August 15-25 – nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed are 1.515 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03);

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

Below you will find commentaries to the most important findings of these sociological procedures prepared by IISEPS experts. “No answer” and “Find it difficult to answer” alternatives are not available in most points of the questionnaire. The tables are read down unless otherwise specified. In some tables, the total amount may be different from 100% as the interviewees could choose more than one alternative.
JUNE – 2006

View of USA and Russia from Belarus 

Over the past twelve years, public opinion about the West in Belarus has being built under the influence of open boarders on the one hand and under heavy pressure of state propaganda on the other hand. As the result, there are two interrelated visions which have got outlined within the society at present. One of them, let’s call it adaptive vision, is aimed at learning of Western ‘samples’ (hi-tech achievements, mass culture, etc.). The other generated various ideological defense mechanisms. In particular, this is the increasing demand of the ‘particular path’ which seems shouldn’t have been demanded with the population of a small state in the geographical heart of Europe.

Since the united Europe is a leading trade partner of Belarus, anti-West propaganda skillfully transforms into anti-USA propaganda. The public opinion unambiguously reveals this kind of specification on the part of the state-run mass media. At the same time, it is important to remember that the Belarusian society is currently split and around 25-30% of citizens have a strong immunity to official ideological manipulations. At the time of mobilization campaigns, this group of citizens stands up not ‘for’ but ‘against’ the ideas that the authorities try to impose.

Based on data in Table 1, we should like to say that Belarus is not just a small and proud but also a very influential state. What’s more, in the opinion of 43.5% of Belarusians, its influence on the world is ‘positive for the most part.’ Supporters of the opposite viewpoint are four-fold fewer. As regards the two allies in the struggle against international terrorism (Russia and the USA), the Belarusians literally placed them on the opposite sides. 

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, what influence do Russia, USA and Belarus exert in the world?",* %



Variant of answer
Positive for the most part
Negative for the most part
Don’t exert much 

influence
DA/NA

Belarus
43.5
11.4
38.3
6.8

Russia
68.3
9.5
11.7
10.5

USA
26.1
52.0
8.3
13.6

* Tables 1-4 are read across

If we look at the results of the same opinion poll conducted in April of 2006 in Russia by the Levada’s Center and in the USA – by The World Public Opinion, we will see that opinions of Russians on the role of USA in the modern world are ‘positive for the most part’ (61% stick to the opposite viewpoint). However, the level of self-criticism is much lower in Russia – 80% say that the opinion of Russia in the world is ‘positive for the most part’ while percentage of such ‘patriots’ in the USA is even lower than in Belarus (40%). These figures well demonstrate the ideological defense mechanism mentioned above. It is especially strong in Russia, the country where the citizens still cannot accept the fact that they lost the status of the Great Power. 

The influence which the USA exerts on the world in general and on Belarus in particular is the same, as the Belarusians think (See Table 2), which is actually not surprising. It is hard for the general audience to differentiate foreign policy of a state situated thousands kilometers away and this is why taken as virtual on many points. Russia is quite a different thing in this regards. Its positive influence on Belarus is by far lower while difference on negative influence is almost twofold!

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "What influence do you think Russia and the USA exert on Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
Positive for the most part
Negative for the most part
Don’t exert much 

influence
DA/NA

Russia
61.6
18.2
10.7
9.5

USA
20.6
49.8
18.4
11.2

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, have Russia, Belarus or the USA given more attention to the needs of their citizens over lately?", %



Variant of answer
Given more 

attention
Given less 

attention
No changes have taken place
DA/NA

Belarus
51.3
17.5
23.4
7.8

Russia
46.2
10.9
24.5
18.4

USA
18.6
19.7
26.7
35.0

Data in Table 3 let us proceed from foreign to home policy assessment. Quite expectedly, the largest difference appears in the DA/NA column. Opinion about the home country is always more accurate. Also, Table 3 well demonstrates split within the Belarusian society: the Belarusians think more highly about paternalist abilities of their state as compared to Russia but at the same time this doesn’t stop them from sticking to the opposite viewpoint.

Answers to the questions about attitude to heads of state (See Table 4) traditionally give much information for analysis. It is always easier for the general public to assess a politician rather than a policy. Thus, attitude of Belarusians to G. Bush and A. Lukashenko is almost asymmetric which is not surprising while such a high rating of Russia’s president needs further comment. During the June opinion poll respondents were asked the following question: “If there is a position of the Russia-Belarus president introduced, for whom would you vote to take it?” The Belarusians all spoke out in favor of A. Lukashenko (45.1% vs. 24.7%). 

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question "What is your opinion about Russia’s President V. Putin, US President G. Bush and Belarus President A. Lukashenko?", %



Variant of answer
Positive for the most part
Negative for the most part
DA/NA

G. Bush
27.3
57.4
15.3

A. Lukashenko
62.6
28.2
9.2

V. Putin
74.1
13.6
12.3

What is the reason of the discrepancy? It lays in the very nature of the questions. In the first case, respondents assess politicians (See Table 4) and in the second case they are offered to make a choice which they do in favor of ‘their’ president. This is exactly like football fans behave. They may give high estimates to the play of an Italian or a French team but they will support ‘their’ team. 

View of the world and their place in the world which Belarusians show is still irrational. There’s no way to expect anything else under the authoritarian regime which doesn’t want to break ties with the Soviet past. The Belarusians have obviously overestimated self-concept which they use to compensate for their confusion as to the dynamically developing West.

Economic viewpoints of population are getting rose-colored

According to Table 5, nowadays an overwhelming majority of Belarusians (over 60%) give preference to the market economy. Their number remains approximately the same with small fluctuations.

Table 5

Dynamics of answers to the question "Which of the following would you prefer for Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
03'99
10'00
08'01
04'02
06'04
06'06 (2)

Market economy:
69.0
74.6
67.4
68.5
57.6
61.8
62.2
63.6

with insignificant state control
32.8
35.2
39.0
40.4
33.3
40.5
43.6
34.8

with strong state control
36.2
39.4
28.4
28.1
24.3
21.3
18.6
28.8

Planned economy
25.7
22.8
23.9
27.0
18.2
18.3
15.3
13.2

Over a half of market economy adherents (almost 55%) have chosen liberal market presupposing insignificant interference of state into economic processes. However, their part is decreasing in favor of the social-democratic market. This is quite expected taking into account the real tendencies taking place in the country: both economic activity and official propaganda have taken economic views of the population 7-8 years backward. 

The changes of public opinion are also seen from dynamics of answers to the questions about attitude to market economy. As it goes from Table 6, reduction of those who think that private ownership is more efficient than state-owned has become a tendency over the past five-six years.

Table 6

Dynamics of answers to the question "What form of ownership is more efficient in your opinion?", %



Variant of answer
11'97
06'99
10'00
10'01
06'06 (2)

Private 
41.4
50.7
51.9
48.5
46.4

State 
45.5
40.5
41.4
34.6
39.0

Other 
11.3
7.5
6.1
4.2
5.8

Table 7

Dynamics of answers to the question "Do you think the state should regulate prices for goods and services?", %



Variant of answer
11'97
09'98
06'99
10'00
06'06 (2)

Yes
79.7
74.3
71.1
62.9
71.7

No
9.5
9.0
13.5
15.3
20.7

The part of those who approve regulation of prices by state is again growing (See Table 7). On the other hand, there’s also growth of those who don’t agree with this, yet the number of such is 20.7% only.

Differentiated attitude of the authorities to enterprises with different forms of ownership have increased willingness of Belarusians to work for state-run enterprises (See Table 8).

Table 8

Dynamics of answers to the question "What kind of company would you like to work for?", %



Variant of answer
11'97
11'99
10'00
08'01
06'06 (2)

State-owned
53.5
49.1
47.9
47.3
52.0

Private
35.7
43.9
50.3
38.5
33.0

Other 
4.5
4.2
6.5
2.2
2.7

Comparison of social characteristics of those who support liberal economy and those who support social-democratic economy (see Table 9) shows such a deep gap between the two groups that their unification into a single group of market economy supporters is hardly correct. For the first, market is a liberal economic environment ensuring normal living conditions in exchange to their abilities, skills and expertise. For the second, this is a way to live comfortably by means of re-distribution of national product in their favor with the hand of the state. The second group is growing which doesn’t promise anything good to the country.
Table 9

Sociological portrait of the population depending on the type of economy preferred, %



Variant of answer
Economy preferred:


Market
Planned


With insignificant state regulation
With significant state regulation


Socio-political characteristics

Are you satisfied with how A. Lukashenko governed the country over the past twelve years?

Rather / partly satisfied
52.6
86.4
81.0

Partly / rather dissatisfied
46.4
12.4
16.2

Is considerable improvement of people’s welfare possible under the current authorities and the policy they carry?

Possible
40.8
83.7
74.2

Impossible 
48.4
9.3
15.0

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

For A. Lukashenko
28.4
76.0
66.2

For other politician
33.0
9.9
11.6

How did you vote at the referendum of 2004 on letting A. Lukashenko run for presidency for additional terms?

For  
29.4
72.9
70.9

Against
38.7
8.7
12.1

For whom did you vote at the presidential election of 2006?

For A. Kozulin
10.2
1.5
3.9

For A. Lukashenko
31.2
77.5
71.2

For A. Milinkevich
31.7
6.5
5.5

If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held today, how would you vote?

For integration
31.1
47.7
60.7

Against integration
50.0
33.3
19.2

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

Integration with Russia
38.4
70.9
63.4

Accession to the EU
46.5
17.3
19.8

Socio-demographic characteristics

Gender:

Male 
54.9
44.1
42.5

Female 
45.1
55.9
57.5

Age:

Under 30
29.6
12.8
13.6

30-50 
50.6
36.7
26.1

Over 50 
19.3
50.5
60.3

Education:

Below secondary
8.3
30.8
35.8

Secondary general 
41.1
35.3
32.2

Higher than secondary
50.6
33.9
32.1

Social status:

Public sector employee
40.4
47.2
36.9

Private sector employee
28.8
11.2
9.3

Student
11.0
3.2
2.3

Pensioner 
11.1
36.7
45.0

Housewife, unemployed
8.3
1.7
6.4

At the same time, data in Table 5 shows further decline of popularity of the communist economy. Adherents of this model are presently fewer than 13%. This is twofold less than the number of pensioners and their number is still going down. Social characteristics of the planned economy supporters (see Table 9) reveal that these are outsiders who are getting fewer year by year. Their ideals are in the past but they are unable to adapt to the new conditions.
Thus, as the nation opinion poll shows, there’s a slow shift of economic views of the population in favor of socio-democratic ideals registered under the current Belarusian economic model as well as increase in willingness to live state-dependently.

Feeling of economic well-being among population improves 

According to Table 10, financial and economic issues remain the most acute for population among all other topical problems of their everyday living. It should be noted though that the degree of people’s concern about these problems have dropped down considerably over the past two years. Thus, the citizens concerned about rise in prices have gone down by 13.1 points, about unemployment – by 12.7 points and about decline of production – by 3.5 points. The number of those who are concerned about impoverishment of population has decreased really strikingly – from 58% to 19.5%, i.e. almost threefold.

Table 10

Dynamics of answers to the question "What problems are presently the most topical for the country and its citizens?", % (more than one answer is possible)


Problems
06'04
06'06 (2)

Rise in prices 
73.2
60.1

Unemployment
49.7
37.0

Corruptibility, bribery
35.6
27.6

Ecological cleanup after Chernobyl catastrophe
21.1
25.5

Crime 
37.3
23.2

Lack of law and order observance
32.9
22.1

Violation of human rights
30.4
22.1

Depopulation 
19.8
21.9

Impoverishment of population
58.0
19.5

Decline of production
22.2
18.7

Threat of the West
7.7
18.2

International isolation 
14.7
14.4

Decline of national culture
13.8
10.8

Threat to the loss of independence for Belarus 
7.2
8.3

Split within the society
8.9
7.3

Population is also getting less concerned about the problems related to law and order observance. Thus, anxiety about crime has decreased by 14.1 points, about law and order observance – by 10.8 points, about human rights infringement – by 8.3 points and about corruptibility and bribery – by 8 points. Concern about decline of national culture has gone down by 3 points only.

As for anxiety about relations with the West, it has jumped sharply (from 7.7% to 18.2%, i.e. 2.4-fold). In general, concern about the state of international relations grew up by nearly 40%. Anxiety about the aftermath of the Chernobyl catastrophe has slightly increased – by 4.4 points as well as about the demographic situation – by 2.1 points.

The polling data prove that there are grounds for lesser anxiety about material problems. Thus, the number of those respondents who marked up improvement of their welfare over the past three months has increased almost threefold starting from June of 2004 and the number of those who pointed out to aggravation of their welfare has dropped down nearly 2.4-fold (See Table 11). The first presently outrun the second in number.

Table 11

Dynamics of answers to the question "How has your welfare changed over the past three 

months?", %



Variant of answer
06'04
06'06 (2)

Has improved 
7.9
23.4

Hasn’t changed 
64.0
63.0

Has aggravated 
26.6
11.1

DA/NA
1.5
2.5

Every second respondent (51.2%) witnessed improvement and only every sixth (17.4%) – aggravation of his/her welfare over a longer (past twelve years) period of time. The number of those who witness improvement exceeds threefold the number of those who witnessed aggravation of their welfare (See Table 12).

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question "Has your living and living of your family changed since 1994?"



Variant of answer
%

Has changed for the better
51.2

Hasn’t changed 
27.1

Has changed for the worse
17.4

DA/NA
4.3

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question " Mark up please the average per capita income in your family in the past month (including wages, pensions, allowances and other earnings):” (%)



Variant of answer
06'04
06'06 (2)

Below Minimum Consumer Budget 
81.8
57.9

Above Minimum Consumer Budget 
18.1
41.4

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question "Where do you plan to spend your vacation this year?", % (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
06'04
06'06 (2)

In Belarus
77.7
79.9

Outside the country
14.0
18.4

The number of those whose per capita incomes in the family are below the Minimum Consumer Budget has reduced greatly over the two years – from 81.8% to 57.9%, or 1.4-fold (See Table 13). At the same time the number of those whose per capita incomes are above the Minimum Consumer Budget has gone up 2.3-fold.

Finally, the number of Belarusians planning to spend their vacation abroad has increased by 4.4 points (See Table 14) which indirectly reveals the growth of welfare among the population.

To sum up, the above data shows that as the welfare of population has been growing over lately the feeling of economic well-being among the population in general considerably improved.

"What will the future bring?.."

As the results of the opinion poll show, the population gives progressively more support to the socio-political course of country’s development. Thus, according to Table 15, after the unfavorable for the authorities year 2002, the part of those who think that the country in general goes in the right direction is going steadily up. At the same time, the part of those who think in the opposite is decreasing.

Table 15

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



Variant of answer
10'01
12'02
09'03
03'04
12'05
06'06 (2)

In the right direction
36.7
26.6
30.3
36.8
55.0
56.9

In the wrong direction
38.1
54.0
48.8
42.5
29.7
31.0

Table 16

Dynamics of answers to the question "Do you think considerable improvement of living in Belarus is possible under the current government and taking into account the policy it carries?", %



Variant of answer
06'01
06'06 (2)

Possible 
36.1
60.6

Impossible 
44.2
28.0

DA/NA
19.7
11.4

This tendency is also proved in Table 16. Thus, the number of respondents convinced in the ability of the current authorities to improve significantly the living of Belarusian people has increased nearly 1.7-fold over the past five years. The number of those who stick to the opposite viewpoint has decreased almost by the same amount (1.6-fold).

Economic growth and increase in the standard of living are the two factors which to the greatest extent contribute to expansion of such public opinion. The official state propaganda, which unfortunately doesn’t disclose true nature of these improvements, should also be given one of the top places in this regards.

Taking into account that this is the favorable oil and gas situation attracting Russia rather than production efficiency and labor productivity which is a critical factor determining the state of Belarusian economics, it turns clear that the development of economy has no prospects. In particular, forthcoming growth of rates for Russian gas will demonstrate in the next year true capability of the Belarusian economics.

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, how will socio-economic situation in Belarus change in the very near future?", %



Variant of answer
11'94
06'95
12'02
09'03
06'04
03'05
06'06 (2)

Improve 
8.8
20.2
13.6
19.6
21.8
29.7
46.0

Won’t change
24.6
29.6
29.1
38.4
46.2
40.8
35.8

Aggravate 
65.4
50.1
43.9
28.5
21.5
16.8
11.0

In its turn, the population soothed by the propaganda hardly understands capability of country’s economic development and this is why still believes in favorable prospects for Belarus. According to Table 17, 46% of respondents presently think that socio-economic situation in the country will improve within the next few years. This is twofold more than two years ago. Also, the number of those who predicts aggravation of the situation has become twofold less over the same period. Blessed are those who believe…
Structure of foreign policy priorities of Belarusians

Opinion polls generally ask many different questions pertaining to international politics and in particular to attitude of respondents to Russia. As researches reveal, answers greatly depend on the wording of a question. For example, a general question about attitude to integration with Russia shows one result, a question offering several integration alternatives – other result while Russia vs. Europe dilemma may bring to the results which are different from the first two.

As we have already mentioned in our researches, such dependence of answers on the question wording may be accounted by ambivalence of the Belarusian mentality: a Belarusians wants to live both in independent Belarus and with Russia, be both with Russia and with Europe.

On the other hand, connection between various indicators of attitude to Russia and integration with Russia seems to be quite close. Therefore, we assume that many of respondents who either give preference to integration or reject this idea will nevertheless make the same choice when answering to a question worded a little differently.  

This is the factor analysis which may help estimate the degree of this coordination. Its idea is reducing a great number of variables to a much shorter list of latent factors which are to a great extent a cause of the benchmark indicators (or source indicators), or to be more precise which determine their dispersion, i.e. variability. 

The source indicators of this survey will be a set of 14 variables corresponding to the questions of the questionnaire offered to respondents in June of 2006 (see Appendix).

The following tables 18 and 19 present answers to the questions about attitude to integration with the West and with the East.

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question "If there was now a referendum in Belarus on accession into the European Union and you could choose between “For”, “Against” or abstain from voting, what would you choose?” (v1), %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

For 
31.5
39.0

Against  
49.2
61.0

Other*
19.3
–

*”Other”alternative also includes the answer “didn’t come to voting” and refusal to give an answer

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question "If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held tomorrow, how would you vote?”(v2), %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

For integration
44.9
61.5

Against integration
28.9
38.5

Other 
26.2
–

From purely arithmetic viewpoint, answers to these questions seem coherent: about a third of respondents – for integration with Europe and 45% – for integration with Russia which are probably different groups of respondents. However, this is not exactly so. The groups of Euro-Belarusians and Bela-Russians are overlapping significantly (See Table 20).

Table 20

Connection between answers to the question about integration with Russia (v2) and answers to the question about accession into the EU, % *



Accession into the EU
Integration with Russia


For
Against 
Other 

For 
9.1
13.9
8.3

Against 
29.0
10.7
9.1

Other 
6.6
3.6
9.7

*The Table shows absolute percentage on the sampling

Almost every tenth of all respondents spoke out for integration both with the East and with the West. This is approximately every third of those who definitely spoke for accession into the EU and every fifth of those who definitely gave preference to integration with Russia. Taking into account those who evaded a definite answer, the whole picture looks even more complex: 64.5% of Bela-Russians spoke out firmly against accession of Belarus into the EU and 44.1% of Euro-Belarusians which less than a half unambiguously rejected the Russia-Belarus formation.

We should like to expand the field of our survey so as to be able to study more thoroughly the ratio of the causes of integration to the West sand to the East. We shall therefore add seven more variables into the model and they will characterize attitude of respondents to various aspects of integration (these variables are described in Supplement). Indefinite answers on these variables (“No answer” or “Difficult to answer”) are by default given the value average on definite answers.

We shall use the factor analysis for the survey of these nine variables. It is done with the SPSS (Statistical Package of the Social Sciences) program processing data with the method of basic components. Its results are given in Tables 21 and 22.

Table 21

General variance


Components
Eigenvalues
Variance (%)
Summed 

Variance (%)
Variance of Initial Factors (%)
Variance of Rotated Factors (%)

1
2.690
29.889
29.889
29.889
24.633

2
1.466
16.285
46.174
16.285
21.466

3
1.349
14.987
61.161
14.987
15.062

4
0.746
8.289
69.451



5
0.691
7.680
77.130



6
0.631
7.015
84.145



7
0.541
6.013
90.158



8
0.513
5.701
95.859



9
0.373
4.141
100.000



Table 22

Index (factor loadings) of rotated factors



Variables
Factors


1
2
3

v2
–0.841
–0.151
0.043

v8
0.789
0.054
–0.049

v5
–0.751
–0.200
–0.031

v1
0.168
0.708
–0.119

v3
0.271
0.684
0.111

v4
0.301
0.682
0.087

v9
0.354
–0.657
0.059

v7
–0.071
–0.016
0.819

v6
0.028
0.019
0.801

Table 21 shows contribution of the appropriate factors into the summed dispersion of all initial variables. Thus, the first three factors (see Eigenvalues column) make the greatest part in the summed dispersion. Altogether they account for more that a half of the summed dispersion – 61.161%. 

One of the objectives of factor analysis is the choice of quantity of factors needed for conceptual explanation of relations between the initial variables. According to the method of Kaiser proposing to consider factors with eigenvalues above 1, we shall keep the first two factors only. 

We used rotation method Varymax as it preserves orthogonal property of factors. This model explains over 61% of the total variation of the initial set of variables which is an acceptable result.

 The first factor accounts for three variables characterizing attitude to integration with Russia. Positive values of the first factor are actually readiness to come and vote at the referendum on integration with Russia and on Constitution as well as preference given to merging of the two countries into a single state. Accordingly, negative values of the first factor incorporate a directly opposite standpoint on all the three questions.

What’s more, the connection of the first factor with the other six variables is very weak. It has more or less perceptible connection with the variable V9 only. The nature of this weak connection is very illustrative though. Positive, or integration values, of the first factor are involve assessment of living in Russia as better than in Belarus while negative or anti-integration values presuppose higher assessment of living in Belarus.

In our opinion, this factor has the most weight and therefore it can be called the factor of cultural and ethnical proximity with Russia. What speaks in favor of this name is high consistency of any answers on integration which this factor provokes as well as weak loadings of the variables pertaining to all kinds of comparisons of Belarus with Russia or the West on this factor. In other words, positive values of the first factor may go both with higher and with lower assessment of democratization in Russia as compared to Belarus but the positive value of the first factor will anyway provide for the support of integration. On the contrary, negative value of the first factor may go with various comparative assessments of Russia and Belarus but it will undoubtedly ensure anti-integration standpoint. 

Perhaps, it will be more precise to describe the mechanism of the first factor with the dichotomy “native-alien.” Those for whom the Russians are native stand for integration irregardless their assessment of the situation in Russia, including comparison to Belarus. On the contrary, those for whom the Russians are alien stand against integration irrespective their assessments of Russian living.

The second factor accumulates comparative assessments as well as attitude to accession of Belarus to the EU. Positive values of the second factor incorporate refusal from integration into the Europe, higher assessment of living in Belarus as against the EU and Russia as well as readiness to take the side of A. Lukashenko in his conflict with the West.

The second factor accounts for assessment of comparison with Russia (v9) to a much greater extent than the first Russian factor. In other words, those who reject integration with Russia to much lesser extent assess living in Belarus as better than in Russia as compared to those who reject integration with Europe.

The negative value of the second factor explains the opposite values of the variables v1, v3, v4 and v9 – preference of living in Europe and Russia as against Belarusian living, agreement with Western countries in their resistance to Belarusian authorities and readiness to vote for accession of Belarus into the EU.

The model of factor analysis shows that while attitude to integration with Russia is slightly based on assessment of Russia as against Belarus, attitude to integration with Europe is strongly tied with comparison of living in Belarus vs. EU countries. The point of this connection is very clear – those who think that life in Europe is better stand for accession of Belarus into this center of better life. In a similar way, those who think that people live better in Belarus rather turn down Euro-integration. This is why it is possible to call the second factor the factor of rational and pragmatic attitude to the European Union.
Thus, orthogonal property of factors in the model – and we have already mentioned above that the rotation method Varymax maintains this orthogonal property – draws to the following very important conclusions. 

Many politicians believe that the Belarusians should make a choice between the East and the West while unwillingness to make it is characterized as political schizophrenia. However, even a simple table of association Table 20 reveals that no straight choice occurs. In a sense, factor analysis shows the cause – these are different and independent motivation mechanisms which answer for attitude to integration with the West and integration with the East. The point isn’t that supporters of integration with Europe give higher assessment of Russian living but that the factor determining attitude to integration with Russia is independent from the factor determining attitude to Euro-integration.

As it goes from the nature of the factor of rational and pragmatic attitude to the European Union, stories about nightmare of living in Russia, provided they were heard by the audience of a mass medium or of a politician, lead to A. Lukashenko and not into Europe. This is the framework of mass mentality in Belarus. In this sense, official propaganda intuitively feels this framework and this is why it accompanies every piece of slander against the West with a kick into Russia. Proceeding from their standpoint, they do everything right and their goal is shifting the average of the second factor described above into the negative zone where Belarus is the best of all (underlining – of all!) as well as A. Lukashenko is the best.

Another peculiarity of Table 22 is features of the third factor. The latter accumulates assessment of the intention of Russian authorities (v6) and of Russian people to absorb Belarus. The negative value of the third factor is the opinion that the neighbor has such an intention and the positive is - vice versa. The most remarkable thing is that this third factor appears absolutely independent from the two previous responsible for integration with Russia and with Europe.

This seems ridiculous at first sight. Accusing Moscow of the plans to devour Belarus, this is a key argument of opposition parties standing against integration. It seems opponents of integration with Russia and supporters of accession into Europe should rather say that Russia wants to take up Belarusian sovereignty. This proposition is not right though.

Perhaps, the reason lies in unique political and psychological mechanisms of compensation. Thus, there are many respondents among opponents of integration with Russia who think that Russia wants to absorb Belarus. However, they are approximately as many among supporters yet the latter interpret such a plan as alliance of fraternal peoples. In other words, supporters and opponents of integration with Russia equally explain Russia’s intentions but give them different assessment.

As regards supporters and opponents of integration with Europe, we’ve already mentioned that those who stand up for accession of Belarus into the EU have a well-know pro-Russian feeling – they in general positively assess Russia but not like a union partner but as a foreign country. Such an attitude helps them rule their willingness to impute bad intentions about their homeland to the population and authorities of this nice country. As this mechanism works, the part of those who see exactly such goal in Russia’s policy appears approximately equal among supporters and opponents of integration with Europe.

This peculiarity of the Belarusian mass conscience is quite symbolic. It reveals that Russia-Belarus relations are a problem which lies in the field of not foreign but home policy as well as in the area of public affairs of Belarus. These are different systems of values which clash up in Belarus, and Russia plays in them the role of a sign and a symbolic image. Now, how can Russia help if it’s a different country in the East with its own problems and even its own plans on Belarus?

Appendix

v3

Distribution of answers to the question "Where do you think people live better, in Belarus or in EU countries?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

In EU countries
42.7
49.1

Equally in Belarus and in EU countries
14.2
16.3

In Belarus
31.3
34.6

DA/NA
11.8
–

v4

Distribution of answers to the question "President A. Lukashenko and EU/USA heads all the time exchange with mutual denunciations in what regards violation of international norms while carrying home and foreign policies. Which side do you think violates international norms?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Belarus
13.2
14.3

Both sides
33.4
36.1

EU countries and USA
45.4
49.6

DA/NA
8.0
–

v5

Distribution of answers to the question "It is possible that Belarus and Russia will soon hold a referendum on the Constitution which will open a way to closer integration of the two countries. How will you vote at this referendum?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

I will vote for the Constitution and for closer integration
35.1
70.2

I will vote against the Constitution and against closer integration
15.2
29.8

Other 
49.7
–

v6

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think the Russian authorities want that Belarus incorporates into Russia and loses its independence?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Yes 
65.4
76.3

No 
19.6
23.7

DA/NA
15.0
–

v7

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think the Russia’s population wants that Belarus incorporates into Russia and loses its independence?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Yes 
48.3
59.4

No 
31.2
40.6

DA/NA
20.5
–

v8

Distribution of answers to the question "What variant of Russia-Belarus relations you think is the best?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Good neighborly relations of two independent states
36.5
37.1

Union of independent states
42.7
44.7

Merging into a single state
19.0
19.3

Other 
1.8
–

v9

Distribution of answers to the question "Where do you think people live better nowadays, in Belarus or in Russia?”, %



Variant of answer 
All respondents
Except DA/NA

In Belarus
44.6
46.3

Equally 
39.4
41.0

In Russia
12.0
12.7

DA/NA
4.0
–

Our reply to Gazprom

The first signs of possible rising of prices for gas in 2007 to the world level on the part of Gazprom showed up in March. We already gave thorough analysis (see IISEPS News, No. 2, 2006) to the results of opinion polls on the gas issue conducted in late April and in early June. The very questions didn’t cross up in the two polls. Taking into account that informational activity of Gazprom didn’t drop down, we once again asked April questions in the June opinion poll. The goal was to track up possible changes in public opinion on this critical for the country’s economy issue. To a certain extent, the results of the polling appeared unexpected. We didn’t reveal any significant change in answers to any of the questions. Such stability of public opinion at the peak of official talks between representatives of the two states needs further clarification.

We should like to quote in this regards the concluding paragraph of the article “Following Gas Conflict” published in the analytical bulletin IISEPS News No. 2: “Gas issue in Russia-Belarus relations is still very far from being closed. Major talks have been put off till autumn. A. Lukashenko is waiting and is trying not to do sharp moves. State-run mass media behave accordingly but the Belarusians are nevertheless aware of the situation which again proves ability of vital information to spread out efficiently without mediation of the mass media.”

Let’s see now what has changed since the April poll. There has been real activity in the field of negotiations all this time. It is not by chance that on July 20 Russia and Belarus signed up Statement of Plans on Cooperation for Assessment of Beltransgaz’ Assets. It took the two parties four years to sign up the document, and blackmailing with prices on the part of Gazprom undoubtedly expedited the process. However, all this happened in couloirs and the authorities didn’t let out the gas issue into the field of public politics. Deprived of fresh information, the Belarusians couldn’t do anything else but hold on their estimates.

As it goes from Table 23, these estimates are still very different from the official ones. We shall refer to President A. Lukashenko’s latest statement on this, “You well know the situation around Beltrasgaz – Gazprom would like to grab it for itself. We don’t mind sharing the Belarusian property, especially with the Russians. I openly tell this to the Russians. However, no one in this country, including the President, has the right to sell enterprises for nothing. It should be purchased at the price equaling to the market one for such kind of an enterprise.” (See Sovetskaya Belorussiya of July 19, 2006).

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, on what conditions can Belarus sell its gas transportation and supply enterprise Beltransgaz?", %



Variant of answer
04'06
06'06

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
82.0
78.7

They could sell it at the market price
16.9
20.1

NA
1.1
1.1

Evidently, patriotism of the Belarusians was underestimated by the head of state. True patriots don’t sell the homeland, even at the market price. Does this mean A. Lukashenko got into the trap he himself has been building for so many years? Most likely, sale of Beltransgaz won’t affect his rating greatly. As a rule, under authoritarian no-alternative rule, presidential ratings at the post-Soviet territories become teflon and don’t depend on home events.

There didn’t happen any changes either in moral assessment of Gazprom’s demand to pay for gas at the European price. The Belarusians think such a move on the part of the ally unfair. (See Table 24).

Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question "Head of Russia’s gas monopoly Gazprom A. Miller stated in late March that starting from 2007 Belarus will have to buy gas at European prices, i.e. pay fivefold more than presently. What do you think about this demand?", %



Variant of answer
04'06
06'06

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
61.3
62.3

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
30.8
28.6

DA/NA
7.9
9.1

Pointing out to unfairness of statements made by Gazprom, and therefore by Russia, the Belarusians have added to their unifying enthusiasm. The percentage of those who approve construction of a state with a single president, government, army, flag, currency, etc has gone up to its record of 21.8% (13.2% in March of 2005.) What’s this – fear of future economic problems? Quite possibly. There are grounds for such fears: 42.8% of respondents agree that rise in gas price to the international level will take the Belarusian economics to collapse while the number of those who believe in country’s all-sufficiency makes 55.7%. There are more pessimists among those who are ready to give up state independence – 48.7%. Anti-patriots are almost two-fold fewer in their readiness to put up counter-demands to Russia and they would prefer to settle the conflict in negotiations (36.2% vs. 63.2%). In Table 25 we offer the results of nation opinion polls on possible response of Belarus.

Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you think should Belarus respond to Russia’s demand to buy gas at European prices?", %



Variant of answer
04'04
06'06

Demand that Russia pays more for transit, for its military targets and other services which Belarus renders to Russia 
58.0
59.1

Persuade Russia not to increase prices for its ally
41.5
40.4

NA
0.5
0.5

Table 26

Distribution of answers to the question "Which of the following statements regarding Gazprom’s proclamations do you agree with?"



Variant of answer
%

They will lead to aggravation of Russia-Belarus relations
42.0

They won’t affect Russia-Belarus relations
22.7

This means the end to Union State construction
16.4

Belarus will have to redirect to the West
7.2

DA/NA
11.7

Data in Table 26 brightly demonstrate that an overwhelming majority of Belarusians relates the statement of Russia’s gas monopoly Gazprom with aggravation of Russia-Belarus relations. What’s more, 7.2% of respondents suppose possible change in foreign political priorities.

It seems neither Slavic roots nor Orthodox religion nor other ideological factors altogether will be able to resist bare pragmatism on which public opinion in Belarus builds its attitude to the union with Russia. Such an approach looks quite reasonable under the conditions of social stability.

Who needs this country?

The question in the title may seem a little odd, yet answer to this question will let us have a look into the country’s future. Possibility of democratic transformations in Belarus depends on presence of a social entity concerned in such transformations. Apart from concern in transformations, it should be as well interested in the country itself. The proposition that there’s always someone who needs the country is non-sequitur, or non-obvious. Therefore, this is not by chance that “Rise in prices” alternative is heading the list (60.1%) and “Threat to the loss of independence for Belarus” stands at the bottom of the list (8.3%) when respondents answer the question “What problems are presently the most topical for the country and its citizens?” This is what we have under the conditions when 42.8% of Belarusians agree that rise in prices for gas will lead to collapse of the Belarusian economics!

Table 27

Distribution of answers to the question "Would you like to move to some other country for permanent residence if you had such an opportunity?"



Variant of answer
%

USA
7.2

Germany
11.4

Poland
5.0

Baltic States
2.9

Russia
4.3

Other country
2.7

Wouldn’t like to move anywhere
57.6

DA/NA
8.9

According to Table 27, every third Belarusian (33.5%) is ready to move to some other country for permanent residence.

Now, who specifically needs Belarus? Who wouldn’t like to move to other country? Let’s see data in Table 28.

Table 28

Distribution between respondents willing and not willing to move to some other country for permanent residence depending on socio-demographic characteristics, *%



Sociological characteristics
Would like to move
Wouldn’t like to move
DA/NA

Gender

Male
36.8
53.8
9.4

Female
30.8
60.8
8.4

Age

under 30 
54.0
30.5
15.5

30–40 
41.8
47.6
10.6

40–50 
36.4
55.9
7.7

50–60 
22.5
71.5
6.0

over 60 
13.4
82.8
4.1

Education

Elementary
17.7
81.1
1.2

Secondary incomplete
19.4
75.5
5.1

Secondary general
36.2
53.0
10.8

Secondary vocational 
40.0
50.2
9.8

Higher 
41.9
46.2
11.9

Status 

Individual entrepreneurs
47.4
41.3
11.3

Private company employee
43.9
45.8
10.3

State company employee
36.9
53.5
9.6

Student 
60.4
23.1
16.5

Pensioner 
11.7
84.8
3.5

Type of settlement 

Capital 
24.5
67.3
8.2

Regional center 
38.9
48.3
12.8

City 
40.4
52.7
6.9

Town 
25.9
60.4
13.7

Village 
35.3
58.8
5.9

* Table is read across

Quite expectedly, these are personality resources which determine the level of patriotism, and the connection is bidirectional in this case. The lower is the level of personality resources, the greater is his/her desire to stay in Belarus. This conclusion is brightly illustrated in answers depending on age, level of education and social status. Minsk residents are an unexpected exclusion from this rule. It is possible that such abnormality has been generated by relative well-being of living in the capital. However, high percentage of villagers willing to move to other countries for permanents residence, with low percentage of vacillating, most likely points out to material and domestic problems accompanying living in the village and that under the current agricultural conditions they are not settled for many decades already.

Opinion of the population about entrepreneurship

As the polling data show, positive attitude to entrepreneurship firmly dominates in the Belarusian society despite active anti-entrepreneurship stand of the authorities. Table 29 reveals that positive estimates of the role of businessmen in the society are fourfold more than negative!

Table 29

Distribution of answers to the question "How would you estimate the role of private entrepreneurs in the society?" (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Positively (181.6)
They provide population with various goods and services
54.4


They let other people earn money and create new workplaces
52.6


Taxes from small business make a good part of country’s budget
30.9


Their activity promotes competition and price abatement
22.2


They are a source of economic development
21.5

Negatively  (47.6)
They are working for financial gain only
17.4


They do not produce anything but are profiteering
13.0


They rise prices without any grounds
8.4


They evade taxes as they don’t think about their social liabilities before the society
7.0


They hinder normal development of the economy 
1.8

Answers to the direct question on benefit of individual enterprise for the country show exactly the same. (See Table 30). Thus, three quarters of population (76.1%) think this activity is to a different extent beneficial.

Table 30

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, individual enterprise serves for the country’s good or to its detriment?"



Variant of answer
%

Certainly / rather for the good
76.1

Rather / certainly to its detriment
16.5

DA/NA
7.4

Table 31

Distribution of answers to the question "How often do you use the services of private entrepreneurs (do shopping at the market and at stalls, use their personal services, etc.)?"



Variant of answer
%

Almost daily
40.2

Several times a week
31.7

Several times a month
19.7

Several times a year
3.4

Almost never
3.7

NA
1.3

Such assessment is fairly logical since these same three quarters regularly (daily or several times a week) use the services of individual entrepreneurs (See Table 31). Only some 4% of respondents almost never use their services.

Generally positive attitude to entrepreneurship positively affects willingness of citizens to participate in this activity. As Table 32 proves, for the past six and a half years the number of those who said they are involved or would like to be involved in small business has been again growing despite minor decline in 2003. At the same time, the number of those who wouldn’t like to be in any way related to sole proprietorship is going down, although they presently make a little more than a half of respondents (51.6%). Their part is as well greater as compared to those who are already involved or want to be involved into entrepreneurship (by 7.2 points).

Table 32

Dynamics of answers to the question "Have you ever been involved into running sole proprietorship?", %



Variant of answer
11'99
08'00
08'01
12'02
09'03
06'06 (2)

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
14.0
14.8
14.0
13.6
10.9
15.2

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
8.7
10.0
10.6
9.5
8.3
9.4

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
34.4
30.2
33.0
33.7
31.6
29.2

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
42.4
43.5
42.3
42.0
48.9
42.2

Table 33

Dynamics of answers to the question "How have the conditions for running private business changed in Belarus over the past two-three years?", % (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
11'99
08'00
12'02
06'06 (2)

The conditions have improved
4.8
13.7
10.4
20.7

The conditions have aggravated since the state has greatly tightened up the law on private business 
36.7
30.3
38.5
35.6

The conditions have aggravated since state bodies (executive committees, taxation departments, fire prevention departments, militia, etc.) have increased  abuse of discretion against individual entrepreneurs
22.3
28.2
26.9
22.2

Obligation and honesty of business partners has declined
6.9
5.3
8.5
6.9

Purchasing capacity has dropped down
30.4
27.9
33.8
14.8

Market competition has increased 
7.8
9.0
24.4
18.6

Other 
0.2
2.3
0.9
1.0

Certain improvement of conditions for small business could also influence improvement of attitude to this kind of socially beneficial activity. According to Table 33, the part of those who noted this improvement has increased threefold (from 10.4% to 20.7%) over the past three years. In addition, those who say that purchasing capacity of the population declined has dropped down twofold which indicates the growth of this very capacity. In its turn, growth of purchasing capacity is a positive factor for taking up small business.

Also, data in Table 33 show that respondents notice growth of competition at the market. Although competition negatively influences the development of entrepreneurship, it has positive effect on the quality of services and their price which influenced the estimate given by population to entrepreneurship.

Finally, there’s one more indirect indicator of influence on attitude of population to entrepreneurship. Table 34 shows that the part of those who want their children to take up private business is going steadily up and has already reached a half of respondents. This points out to increase of positive attitude to entrepreneurship.

Table 34

Dynamics of answers to the question "Would you like that your children take up private business and give their lives to entrepreneurship?", %



Variant of answer
11'99
08'00
12'02
06'06 (2)

Yes
38.1
40.6
46.4
46.8

No
26.0
24.5
37.1
34.3

However, the part of those who don’t want their children to take up private business has also grown up. Increase in alternative viewpoints happened due to the number of those who were previously among vacillating. This indicates greater polarization of viewpoints on attitude to entrepreneurship in the society which speaks about indeterminacy of private business development in the country and indeterminacy of attitude to private business on the part of the authorities. On the one hand, entrepreneurship is a source of so much needed tax flow into the state budget that allow satisfying the most vital needs of the population without much effort. On the other hand, entrepreneurship is a kind of social activity alien to official economic standpoints as the citizens involved in it strongly resist to state dictatorship in economy. As of now, this is the majority of population that supports entrepreneurship...
What does population think about its expenses

The polling data show that the expenditure pattern of the population is undergoing positive changes. In particular, running costs for groceries and apartment are decreasing. As it goes from Table 35, expenses for groceries have gone down fourfold and costs for apartment – 6.7-fold over the past two years. At the same time, expenses for leisure and domestic electric appliances as well as for education are going up. Although this growth is not very high, such change in the expenditure pattern can be recognized as positive.

Table 35

Distribution of answers to the question "How was the income in your family allocated in the past year?", %



Variant of answer
03'04
06'06 (2)

Groceries
36.3
32.3

Apartment costs (public utilities included)
31.0
24.3

Necessities 
9.1
9.5

Healthcare (expenses for medicines included)
8.2
8.3

Leisure (expenses for vacation included)
3.5
5.1

Domestic electric appliances (TV set, vacuum cleaner, PC, etc.)
2.6
5.1

Transport (expenses for gas for car included)
4.3
4.9

Education
3.0
4.1

Other
2.0
3.8

Table 36

Distribution of answers to the question "What part of your family’s income do you spend for groceries and public utilities?"



Variant of answer
%

Below 10%
2.7

From 10 % to 30%
11.5

From 30 % to 50%
37.6

From 50% to 80%
34.0

Over 80%
7.4

DA/NA
6.8

In average
52.0

Table 37

Distribution of answers to the question "What items can you afford buying?" (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
%

Sometimes I don’t have money for cheap groceries and clothes
14.9

Only basic groceries and clothes 
55.1

Various best quality groceries and brand clothes
25.0

Any groceries and cloths I want
5.0

Basic electric appliances (fridge, TV set, tape recorder, iron)
39.9

Modern electric appliances (HI-FI audio system, DVD player, kitchen unit, home theater, PC, notebook)
11.0

Domestic electric appliances of the latest generation (HI-END video and audio systems)
1.4

Cheap second hand car
22.9

Good but not new car
7.8

New car
1.2

Can’t afford an apartment even though very much need to improve housing conditions 
28.9

Apartment (to improve living conditions) with the help of savings over the past few years and/or by means of crediting
6.2

Additional realty (for leisure, for investment of funds)
0.8

In general, the expenditure pattern of population still cannot be considered optimal. The Table 35 shows that running costs for groceries and apartment presently make 56.6%. (This figure is close to the average figure in Table 36 presenting answers to a direct question about these expenses.) Adding up expenses for the necessities, healthcare and transport will make the amount of urgent needs totaling to 80% which almost doesn’t leave free resources, i.e. chances to invest for the perspective.

Table 37 shows the data about expenses of the population. Thus, over 55% of respondents just can buy the minimum of groceries and clothes (almost 15% can hardly afford even this). Only 30% of respondents can afford high-quality groceries and clothes. Only 40% can afford buying basic electric appliances. High-quality modern electric appliances are available for 12.4% of respondents. Finally, only 1.2% of the polled can afford a new car and another 30.7% – a second-hand car. All the rest cannot afford even this. Slightly more than 6% of respondents said that they have possibilities to purchase an apartment so as to improve their living conditions due to many-year savings or with bank credits.

Alongside, nearly 30% of respondents don’t have such a possibility despite urgent need in lodging. In other words, housing problem is still far from being settled in Belarus.

To sum up, the expenditure pattern of the Belarusians is not optimal at the moment. Dominating are still the expenses for necessities of the first level. This points out to that the country presently doesn’t ensure the conditions necessary for internal growth of capital.

Indicators of international comparisons

In the course of the opinion poll respondents were asked questions pertaining to international comparisons. For example, they were offered to compare situation in Russia and Belarus as well as in the EU countries. (See Tables 38-40).

Table 38

(v103) Distribution of answers to the question "Where do you think people live better, in Belarus or in EU countries?"



Variant of answer
%

In EU countries
47.9

Equally in Belarus and in EU countries
12.3

In Belarus
29.83

NA/DA
10.0

Table 39

(v118) Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think this is Belarus or Russia which achieved greater progress in building a democratic state and a civil society?"


Variant of answer
%

Belarus
24.9

Both, equally
37.4

Russia
26.4

NA/DA
11.3

Table 40

(v125) Distribution of answers to the question "Where do you think people live better nowadays, in Belarus or in Russia?"



Variant of answer
%

In Belarus
46.4

Equally 
36.2

In Russia
12.1

NA/DA
5.3

To what extent is assessment of living in Belarus vs. EU/Russia and of democratization in Belarus vs. Russia given by respondents is based on other answers, on their viewpoints of various sides of social and economic living? Since Belarusians don’t travel abroad much, this assumption is fairly reasonable – as a rule this or that assessment appears irrespective of the fact that a person went abroad and compared. More likely, it is based on evaluation of Belarusian reality.

This is a classic task of the discriminant analysis. Data in Tables 38-40 will stand dependent variables in our research. For simplicity and clearness of analysis we shall in each case exclude indefinite and interim answers while determining the choice of marginal answers: EU or Belarus for the variable v103 and Belarus or Russia for variables v118 and v125.

We chose eight other variables as explanatory and independent ones. Their values are given in Supplement. The variable “Age” in the current model is presented in the same way as in Supplement while variables v78 and v151 were transformed into dichotomy (v78: “Don’t want to move anywhere” – 1, other variant of answer – 0; v151: “Use the Internet daily / several days a week” – 1, other variant of answer – 0.) In the remaining five variables indefinite answers are given the value equaling to the average on definite answers.

As far as explanatory variables have only two values in the current model, the objective of discriminant analysis is finding linear combinations of explanatory features which separate (or discriminate) the best the values of explanatory variables.

We carried out the discriminant step-by-step analysis in this research with the SPSS data processing program. Its results are given in Table 41.

Table 41

Characteristics of discriminant functions



Indicator 
v103
v125
v118

Canonic correlations
0.561
0.305
0.608

Discrimination accuracy
76.8%
77.2%
79.4%

Plus/minus which average values of the discriminant function acquire in groups
"EU" – –
"Belarus" – +


"Belarus" – –
"Russia" – +
"Belarus" – –
"Russia" – +

v1
–0.234
–
–

v17
–0.286
-
0.535

v18
–0.163
0.739
0.271

v46
0.247
–
–0.134

v78
0.434
–0.515
–0.284

v94
–0.171
–
–

v151
–
–
0.140

Age 
–0.164
–
–0.237

* Dashes are put in the place of explanatory variables that were excluded from consideration during the procedure of step-by-step formation of discriminant function as insignificant for discrimination

Data of the first two lines in Table 41 show adequacy of discriminant models: canonic correlations are the correlations between values of explanatory variables and values of discriminant functions; discrimination accuracy is the part of correct forecasts among the number provided by discriminant function. All the indicators except for canonic correlation for the variable v125 are fairly high. The third line of Table 41 shows, to put it simple, big positive and big negative values of discriminant function which correlate with the values of explanatory variable. The final part of Table 41 presents the contribution which separate variables make in discrimination. In the discriminant analysis, the weight of a variable in discrimination is determined by the absolute value of standardized coefficients – the bigger is the coefficient, the stronger a variable assigns observed elements to this or that group.

Before proceeding to the results of analysis, we should like to note that the variables excluded step by step from the final model are not necessarily having impact on the explanatory variable. Their influence is mediated and generated by the variables that remain in the model and exert the greatest influence on the explanatory variable.

As it follows from Table 41, previously independent variables appear important for each of the explanatory variables. Variable v78 showing attitude to emigration has the biggest in absolute value coefficient in the model for the variable v103. Interpretation lies on the surface – it is natural for the respondents willing to leave the country (the majority of them would like to move to the EU countries) to assess the living standard in Belarus as lower than in the countries they want to move to.

Variable v1 shows likewise material grounds of assessment – feeling of improving living standard increases disposition to Belarus while feeling of declining living standard prompts to the opposite evaluation.

Ideological assessments also make a great contribution – faith into right course for Belarus and satisfaction with A. Lukashenko’s rule considerably influences the preferences in favor of the Belarusian living as compared to European.

Noteworthy in this regards is the contribution made by variable v46 – assurance in that entrepreneurs serve for the good in Belarus takes the comparative assessment of welfare in favor of the EU while assurance that entrepreneurs only harm – in favor of Belarus.

Age doesn’t exert much influence and it appears quite predicted – the older is the respondent, the most probably he/she will give preference to Belarus and not to the EU.

When it comes to comparison of living standards in Russia and in Belarus, the number of significant variables sharply decreases to two. The greatest influence has the variable pertaining to purely political evaluation of A. Lukashenko’s governance. The second significant variable on this issue is again variable v78 (attitude to emigration). Interpretation is less obvious here – the large part of respondents willing to emigrate is not going to Russia. Apparently, if a respondent wants to move from Belarus, he/she doesn’t rate high the various aspects of living in Belarus as compared to the countries he/she would like to move to. 

Ideological variable v17 exerts the greatest influence on variable v118 which is comparison of the democratization level in Russia and in Belarus: faith in the right course carried in Belarus generates higher estimates of the Belarusian democracy as against Russian democracy.

Variable v78 works in a similar way. Remarkably, variable v46 characterizing attitude to entrepreneurship shows up in the same way when comparing living in Belarus vs. the EU and democratization in Belarus vs. Russia: the opinion that entrepreneurs serve for country’s good generates preference in favor of foreign countries while belief that businessmen serve to country’s detriment disposes in favor of Belarus.

Variable v151 pertaining to the use of Internet appears very important for explanation of variable v118. Influence of this variable is obvious – those who often use the Internet give preference to Russian process of democratization. It should be noted that this factor appears insignificant in the model explaining variable v103 – comparison of Belarus vs. the EU. This is clear taking into account that these are not European or American but Russian web sites which are the most popular among Internet users. These people are deeply involved into the Russian informational space, which is one of Russia’s most democratic segments. 

In our opinion, results of the discriminant analysis prove the assumption made in the beginning of this article that population looks at many practical sides of everyday life, in particular its advantages and disadvantages as compared to foreign countries, through ideological spectacles, and preferences given to these or those political situations within the country generate respective comparative assessments. 

Appendix
v1

Distribution of answers to the question "How has your welfare changed over the past three months?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Improved
23.4
24.0

Hasn’t changed
63.0
64.6

Aggravated
11.1
11.4

NA/DA
2.5
–

v17

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



Variant of answer
All respondents
Except DA/NA

In the right direction
56.9
64.8

In the wrong direction
31.0
35.2

NA/DA
12.1
–

v18

Distribution of answers to the question "Are you satisfied with how Alexander Lukashenko governed the country during the past 12 years?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Rather / partly satisfied
68.3
70.3

Rather / partly dissatisfied
28.8
29.7

NA/DA
2.9
–

v46

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, individual enterprise serves for the country’s good or to its detriment?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Certainly / rather for the good
76.1
82.2

Certainly / rather to its detriment
16.5
17.8

NA/DA
7.4
–

v78

Distribution of answers to the question "Would you like to move to some other country for permanent residence if you had such an opportunity?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents

USA
7.2

Germany
11.4

Poland
5.0

Baltic States
2.9

Russia
4.3

Other country
2.7

Wouldn’t like to move anywhere
57.6

NA/DA
8.8

v94

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you think will socio-economic situation in Belarus change in the near future?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Except DA/NA

Improve 
46.0
49.6

Won’t change
35.8
38.6

Aggravate  
11.0
11.8

NA/DA
7.3
–

v151

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



Variant of answer
All respondents

Yes, daily
4.1

Yes, several times a week
7.6

Yes, several times a month
6.5

Yes, several times a year
3.7

No
73.7

I don’t know what it is
3.9

NA/DA
0.6

Age, %


Years old
All respondents

18-19 
4.1

20-24 
9.1

25-29 
8.9

30-39 
19.9

40-49 
19.3

50-59 
12.6

60 and over
26.1

Results of the opinion poll conducted in late June of 2006, %

 (those interviewed are 1505 persons, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03)

1. "Are you satisfied with how Alexander Lukashenko governed the country over the past 12 years?"

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

Rather satisfied
38.5
22.0
22.7
16.5
23.7
31.7
43.0
68.0

Partly satisfied
29.8
32.7
30.4
27.6
34.5
36.2
35.5
18.9

Partly dissatisfied
9.1
4.6
12.9
19.4
12.3
8.8
5.0
4.6

Rather dissatisfied 
19.7
33.4
29.9
33.5
25.6
20.5
14.0
7.3

DA/NA
2.9
7.3
4.1
2.9
3.9
2.8
2.5
1.2

Table 1.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Rather satisfied
72.1
59.6
30.3
31.4
24.7

Partly satisfied
12.7
27.4
34.0
31.0
33.0

Partly dissatisfied
5.6
6.2
8.1
12.3
11.7

Rather dissatisfied 
8.6
4.3
24.6
21.7
27.3

DA/NA
1.0
2.5
3.0
3.6
3.3

Table 1.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Rather satisfied
21.3
31.6
22.3
67.8
14.9

Partly satisfied
26.5
38.8
31.1
19.4
25.0

Partly dissatisfied
11.0
9.6
11.1
4.8
18.3

Rather dissatisfied 
40.2
15.8
30.7
6.8
35.7

DA/NA
1.0
4.2
4.8
1.2
6.1

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

Rather satisfied
27.4
40.4
37.2
41.7
33.9
37.8
51.6

Partly satisfied
23.6
31.5
37.3
31.3
20.6
35.5
30.4

Partly dissatisfied
10.0
5.9
7.5
11.0
8.5
11.7
9.7

Rather dissatisfied 
38.7
20.9
12.1
14.7
29.4
14.9
4.8

DA/NA
0.3
1.3
5.9
1.3
7.6
0.1
3.5

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Rather satisfied
27.4
29.8
45.4
36.1
46.6

Partly satisfied
23.6
35.3
27.2
33.3
29.7

Partly dissatisfied
10.0
7.4
5.5
14.0
8.7

Rather dissatisfied 
38.7
21.8
21.2
15.0
10.2

DA/NA
0.3
5.7
0.7
1.6
4.8

2. "Which of the following would you prefer for Belarus?"

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

Market economy with insignificant state control
34.8
54.0
46.4
43.6
46.2
43.4
27.2
13.1

Market economy with significant state control
28.8
13.4
13.4
21.4
25.4
28.5
39.3
36.8

Planned economy
13.2
5.7
7.5
9.8
9.2
8.4
18.6
21.6

Other form of economy
4.5
2.9
11.0
7.8
3.8
5.4
1.8
2.4

DA/NA
18.7
24.0
21.7
17.4
15.3
14.3
13.1
26.1

Table 2.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Market economy with insignificant state control
11.9
11.4
38.6
41.6
53.4

Market economy with significant state control
29.1
40.9
27.5
28.2
21.5

Planned economy
13.2
23.7
11.5
12.9
8.2

Other form of economy
3.1
2.3
6.1
3.6
5.0

DA/NA
42.7
21.7
16.3
13.7
11.9

Table 2.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Market economy with insignificant state control
55.3
33.9
59.9
13.7
50.0

Market economy with significant state control
17.8
32.8
14.6
37.5
8.4

Planned economy
6.7
11.7
4.8
21.1
15.2

Other form of economy
7.0
3.9
5.0
2.5
10.1

DA/NA
13.2
17.7
15.7
25.2
16.3

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

Market economy with insignificant state control
42.4
38.5
39.9
40.1
21.9
23.0
34.4

Market economy with significant state control
29.3
29.6
27.6
26.0
22.5
38.7
28.5

Planned economy
13.5
17.4
11.7
19.0
10.5
14.3
7.3

Other form of economy
8.3
5.4
3.7
1.0
3.4
5.8
2.9

DA/NA
6.5
9.1
17.1
13.9
41.7
18.2
26.9

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Market economy with insignificant state control
42.4
44.8
38.2
29.6
25.9

Market economy with significant state control
29.3
18.8
30.2
26.5
34.5

Planned economy
13.5
8.2
15.2
10.9
15.9

Other form of economy
8.3
3.3
2.8
5.6
3.5

DA/NA
6.5
24.9
13.6
27.4
20.2

3. "What form of ownership is the most efficient, in your opinion?"

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

Private ownership
46.4
74.0
70.2
74.2
55.7
49.9
37.7
18.8

State ownership
39.0
14.9
15.9
16.3
26.6
34.0
51.2
66.2

Other
5.8
4.1
3.5
4.4
8.4
6.4
6.3
4.8

DA/NA
8.8
7.0
10.4
5.1
9.3
9.7
4.8
10.2

Table 3.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Private ownership
20.2
20.8
49.6
58.1
63.8

State ownership
64.8
65.2
34.2
30.4
20.7

Other
0
6.4
7.6
5.8
5.3

DA/NA
15.0
7.6
8.6
5.5
10.3

Table 3.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Private ownership
79.0
43.5
75.1
19.2
65.9

State ownership
12.0
40.4
10.9
65.4
15.6

Other
2.4
7.8
5.7
5.5
3.9

DA/NA
6.6
8.3
8.3
9.9
13.6

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

Private ownership
51.1
46.4
50.5
43.1
36.6
47.3
48.2

State ownership
37.0
42.5
37.4
36.9
45.9
35.1
37.7

Other
5.1
4.4
5.6
9.6
6.1
14.0
2.9

DA/NA
6.8
6.7
6.5
10.4
11.4
3.6
11.2

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Private ownership
51.1
59.9
43.5
36.8
43.7

State ownership
37.0
23.0
49.3
38.0
43.5

Other
5.1
5.3
3.4
9.6
5.7

DA/NA
6.8
11.8
3.8
15.6
7.1

4. "Do you think the state should regulate prices for goods and services?"

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
71.7
63.7
63.7
65.5
66.6
69.7
77.5
80.3

No
20.7
21.4
28.4
30.0
24.6
22.9
15.6
12.7

DA/NA
7.6
14.9
7.9
4.5
8.8
7.4
6.9
7.0

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
69.3
86.6
70.9
72.8
60.0

No
19.2
7.4
21.5
20.0
33.0

DA/NA
11.5
6.0
7.7
7.2
7.0

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
57.0
74.7
59.0
81.0
64.5

No
37.9
15.7
31.0
13.1
29.4

DA/NA
5.1
9.6
10.0
5.9
6.1

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
70.9
6.8
71.9
74.4
49.5
81.6
80.4

No
25.2
73.4
20.7
14.6
38.7
16.4
8.8

DA/NA
3.9
6.8
7.4
11.0
11.8
2.0
10.8

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
70.9
71.1
65.3
70.0
77.1

No
25.2
20.2
27.6
17.4
16.3

DA/NA
3.9
8.7
7.1
11.6
6.6

5. "What kind of company would you like to work for?"

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

State-owned
52.0
22.3
30.8
33.7
43.8
53.7
62.1
70.2

Private
33.0
62.3
55.8
50.4
40.1
33.7
23.5
13.0

Other 
2.7
10.1
6.6
3.2
3.2
2.4
0.6
0.9

DA/NA
12.3
5.3
6.8
12.7
12.9
10.2
13.8
15.9

Table 5.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

State-owned
64.2
72.5
49.9
46.4
37.6

Private
15.2
15.7
37.2
37.2
45.3

Other 
0
2.2
2.1
3.9
4.8

DA/NA
20.6
9.6
10.8
12.5
12.3

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

State-owned
25.7
60.3
16.7
68.5
33.4

Private
63.2
25.8
66.3
13.4
47.4

Other 
1.7
2.8
9.3
0.8
7.1

DA/NA
9.4
11.1
7.7
17.3
12.1

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

State-owned
54.5
56.7
40.3
52.5
40.3
52.5
45.3

Private
31.2
31.8
50.3
24.7
32.1
69.8
47.0

Other 
2.4
0.5
0.9
5.8
2.8
2.4
4.3

DA/NA
11.9
11.0
8.5
17.0
19.8
5.3
3.4

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

State-owned
54.5
39.1
59.5
51.3
53.6

Private
31.2
35.4
29.9
31.1
35.5

Other 
2.4
3.5
4.6
3.6
1.6

DA/NA
11.9
22.2
7.0
14.0
9.3

6. "Have you ever been involved into running sole proprietorship?"

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

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
15.2
9.8
18.1
22.8
24.8
18.4
8.4
6.1

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
9.4
4.0
10.8
9.5
11.6
12.4
8.8
6.0

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
29.2
66.9
54.9
44.0
29.7
27.8
24.5
12.2

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
42.3
14.9
12.6
20.9
29.8
37.4
53.1
71.9

NA
3.9
4.4
3.6
2.7
4.1
4.0
5.2
3.8

Table 6.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
5.6
5.3
13.3
23.0
24.3

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
8.0
6.1
9.8
10.2
11.1

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
9.9
19.5
38.0
31.7
27.2

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
73.9
67.6
36.3
32.0
25.5

NA
2.6
1.5
2.6
3.1
11.9

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
48.5
7.6
13.5
4.8
15.5

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
6.3
13.5
4.8
5.3
14.6

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
27.2
33.1
66.9
12.6
47.0

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
14.4
42.1
8.0
72.7
19.7

NA
3.6
3.7
6.8
4.6
3.2

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

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
16.6
13.8
12.4
16.0
17.2
13.5
16.7

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
9.6
9.8
6.0
13.6
6.4
9.4
11.3

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
29.0
23.9
38.3
25.6
24.9
31.6
30.9

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
43.1
50.5
30.2
43.8
46.8
53.1
37.2

NA
1.7
2.0
13.1
1.0
4.7
0.5
3.9

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes, I have been and I’m going to continue with this
16.6
22.0
13.5
10.8
14.2

Yes, I have been but I won’t do this anymore
9.6
8.9
8.5
7.3
11.2

No, I’ve never been involved but I would like to
29.0
28.1
28.1
35.5
27.0

No, I’ve never been involved and I’m not going to
43.1
30.4
45.8
44.3
45.1

NA
1.7
10.6
4.1
2.1
2.5

7. "Would you like that your children take up private business and give their lives to entrepreneurship?"

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

Yes
46.8
71.1
63.0
58.4
55.4
47.0
42.5
28.6

No
34.2
10.2
17.5
25.6
25.9
30.3
42.2
52.5

DA/NA
19.0
18.7
17.5
14.0
18.7
22.7
15.3
19.9

Table 7.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
25.8
35.3
50.8
55.3
50.1

No
57.6
40.9
31.1
27.7
28.7

DA/NA
16.6
23.8
18.1
17.0
19.3

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
68.4
43.3
64.6
29.5
68.3

No
16.8
36.8
12.8
50.3
17.0

DA/NA
14.8
19.9
22.5
20.2
14.7

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

Yes
61.0
46.6
53.8
53.1
32.3
42.4
26.3

No
28.3
37.6
26.8
39.9
43.8
46.9
48.2

DA/NA
10.7
15.8
19.4
25.0
22.9
10.7
25.5

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
61.0
50.5
40.0
38.6
46.0

No
28.3
23.6
46.7
32.4
36.4

DA/NA
10.7
25.9
13.1
29.0
17.7

8. "How often do you use the services of private entrepreneurs (do shopping at the market and at stalls, use their personal services, etc.)?"

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

Almost daily
40.2
62.3
60.3
59.3
51.2
45.2
31.1
15.5

Several times a week
31.7
26.6
24.5
31.0
33.1
36.0
36.8
28.6

Several times a month
19.7
6.6
11.0
5.2
11.7
14.7
24.4
37.2

Several times a year
3.4
1.7
1.5
0.6
0
1.8
4.7
8.6

Almost never
3.7
1.6
2.0
2.0
1.3
1.3
2.5
9.4

NA
1.3
1.2
0.7
1.9
2.7
1.0
0.5
0.7

Table 8.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Almost daily
13.4
20.1
45.7
46.3
56.0

Several times a week
34.6
29.5
32.4
30.9
31.0

Several times a month
37.7
30.6
17.2
15.6
8.2

Several times a year
5.8
8.3
2.6
1.8
1.9

Almost never
5.8
11.1
1.7
2.7
2.3

NA
2.7
0.4
0.5
2.7
0.6

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Almost daily
66.1
67.8
38.3
66.5
16.2

Several times a week
22.3
39.3
21.6
29.8
55.0

Several times a month
4.9
17.9
6.5
36.8
28.0

Several times a year
1.9
1.3
0
8.6
10.2

Almost never
2.2
1.6
2.2
7.9
4.6

NA
1.0
1.7
3.2
0.7
0

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

Almost daily
47.6
34.0
46.5
33.7
47.2
39.3
32.0

Several times a week
29.5
36.2
22.8
31.4
29.2
26.4
44.3

Several times a month
16.7
23.5
16.1
26.9
14.3
28.7
14.7

Several times a year
2.7
2.6
5.9
6.5
3.1
2.1
1.6

Almost never
2.8
3.2
8.7
1.5
2.7
2.9
3.9

NA
0.7
0.5
0
0
3.5
0.6
3.5

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Almost daily
47.6
52.1
40.8
40.3
29.2

Several times a week
29.5
29.2
30.8
40.5
29.7

Several times a month
16.7
13.6
22.1
17.5
24.5

Several times a year
2.7
1.1
1.9
0.8
7.6

Almost never
2.8
3.0
3.1
0.9
6.6

NA
0.7
1.0
1.3
0
2.4

9. "In your opinion, individual enterprise serves for the country’s good or to its detriment?"

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

Certainly for the good
35.2
55.4
48.4
50.6
41.3
42.8
26.9
15.9

Rather for the good
40.9
35.0
42.4
38.3
44.9
40.7
47.5
36.0

Rather to its detriment
12.9
2.8
6.5
4.2
6.1
9.4
16.0
26.0

Certainly to its detriment
3.6
1.2
0
1.3
1.6
0.6
4.1
9.5

DA/NA
7.4
5.6
2.7
5.6
6.1
6.5
5.5
12.6

Table 9.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Certainly for the good
13.6
18.7
38.3
42.3
47.9

Rather for the good
31.0
38.8
44.1
41.2
41.9

Rather to its detriment
26.6
28.3
10.3
8.0
2.6

Certainly to its detriment
16.6
2.4
2.6
1.1
1.2

DA/NA
12.2
11.8
4.7
7.4
6.4

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Certainly for the good
66.1
29.9
54.2
15.8
50.9

Rather for the good
26.5
51.2
39.3
37.6
29.6

Rather to its detriment
3.6
9.7
1.8
26.4
12.2

Certainly to its detriment
0.3
1.9
0.8
8.9
2.9

DA/NA
3.5
7.3
3.9
11.3
4.4

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

Certainly for the good
46.9
32.0
43.4
40.2
35.4
23.9
23.0

Rather for the good
32.9
42.5
42.5
45.0
23.8
52.9
49.0

Rather to its detriment
14.3
19.4
6.8
9.9
13.2
12.8
13.0

Certainly to its detriment
2.8
3.1
0.7
0
13.5
4.1
1.2

DA/NA
3.1
3.0
6.6
4.9
4.1
6.3
13.8

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Certainly for the good
46.9
42.7
37.9
26.7
28.0

Rather for the good
32.9
40.8
35.2
45.7
45.9

Rather to its detriment
14.3
7.1
14.1
13.6
14.3

Certainly to its detriment
2.8
0.6
8.9
0.9
4.1

DA/NA
3.1
8.8
3.9
13.1
7.4

10. "Do you think considerable improvement of living in Belarus is possible under the current government and taking into account the policy it carries?"

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

Possible
60.6
42.9
46.4
35.6
48.9
59.1
69.5
82.8

Impossible 
28.0
39.8
40.0
50.5
36.6
27.7
29.6
15.6

DA/NA
11.4
17.3
13.6
13.9
14.5
13.2
0.9
1.6

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Possible
84.0
80.3
57.3
54.5
42.4

Impossible 
12.4
11.4
30.3
32.8
41.7

DA/NA
3.6
8.3
12.4
12.7
15.9

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Possible
39.8
59.5
41.6
84.3
37.3

Impossible 
48.0
27.0
41.3
9.6
47.8

DA/NA
12.2
13.5
17.1
6.1
13.9

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

Possible
51.7
62.8
60.5
64.6
54.0
66.2
66.5

Impossible 
41.6
29.8
21.4
19.0
35.9
24.3
20.5

DA/NA
6.7
7.4
18.1
15.9
9.1
9.5
13.0

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Possible
51.7
53.8
66.8
57.9
67.1

Impossible 
41.6
31.1
28.4
24.7
20.4

DA/NA
6.7
15.1
4.8
17.5
12.4

11. "Election into the Local Councils is to be held shortly. Will you come to voting?"

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

Yes
70.3
50.6
58.4
56.4
66.1
75.4
81.1
76.7

No
28.5
49.4
40.3
43.6
32.3
23.4
18.5
21.7

NA
1.2
0
1.3
0
1.6
1.2
0.4
1.6 

Table 11.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
67.7
80.3
66.7
69.1
73.8

No
29.7
18.6
32.2
29.9
25.7

NA
2.6
1.1
1.1
1.0
0.5

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
57.8
74.5
57.8
77.9
57.6

No
41.4
24.4
41.2
20.4
42.4

NA
0.8
1.1
0.9
1.7
0

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

Yes
65.3
79.1
67.4
69.5
71.2
72.7
67.9

No
33.9
20.4
31.5
27.8
26.2
26.3
32.1

NA
0.8
0.5
1.1
2.7
2.6
1.0
0

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
65.3
62.3
74.5
72.3
73.9

No
33.9
36.6
25.1
26.5
24.2

NA
0.8
1.1
0.4
1.2
1.8

12. "If you’re going to come to voting, when will you?"

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

I will vote ahead of term
13.5
8.2
11.9
9.5
11.7
37.1
11.8
22.1

I will vote on the official election day 
47.8
38.3
35.5
42.1
49.9
8.5
57.5
44.3

DA/NA
38.7
53.5
52.6
48.4
38.4
54.4
30.7
33.6

Table 12.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I will vote ahead of term
27.5
17.2
10.3
11.3
10.7

I will vote on the official election day 
35.8
42.9
48.9
50.5
54.5

DA/NA
36.7
39.9
50.8
38.2
34.8

  Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

I will vote ahead of term
9.4
11.6
7.1
21.6
7.3

I will vote on the official election day 
40.3
53.7
47.1
45.1
42.8

DA/NA
50.3
34.7
45.8
33.3
49.9

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

I will vote ahead of term
6.9
12.3
11.3
12.1
21.3
13.4
18.0

I will vote on the official election day 
47.3
62.8
48.6
47.1
40.2
50.1
38.2

DA/NA
45.8
24.9
40.1
40.8
38.5
36.5
43.8

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I will vote ahead of term
6.9
9.2
14.5
12.3
19.5

I will vote on the official election day 
47.3
45.3
53.7
47.1
46.3

DA/NA
35.8
45.5
31.8
40.6
34.2

13. "President of Russia Vladimir Putin once said, "We and Belarusians are actually one nation." What is your attitude to this statement?"

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

Agree 
53.7
48.7
47.5
45.4
48.7
51.2
62.1
61.1

I don’t agree but this statement of V. Putin doesn’t hurt me
29.3
33.0
33.7
34.5
34.3
31.7
25.5
21.5

I’m indignant and feel insulted with this statement of V. Putin 
7.1
9.9
10.2
9.7
7.0
8.2
5.3
4.9

This doesn’t touch me at all
9.4
8.4
7.9
10.4
9.4
8.6
7.1
11.3

NA
0.5
0
0.7
0
0.6
0.3
0
1.2

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Agree 
54.9
65.3
54.4
48.4
48.8

I don’t agree but this statement of V. Putin doesn’t hurt me
20.8
18.3
29.4
35.8
35.1

I’m indignant and feel insulted with this statement of V. Putin 
4.8
4.8
6.8
7.8
10.8

This doesn’t touch me at all
19.5
9.9
8.7
7.7
5.3

NA
0
1.7
0.7
0.3
0

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Agree 
45.6
55.5
31.3
63.0
46.2

I don’t agree but this statement of V. Putin doesn’t hurt me
38.8
29.8
37.9
21.0
25,4

I’m indignant and feel insulted with this statement of V. Putin 
7.7
6.4
18.6
3.7
14.6

This doesn’t touch me at all
7.9
7.9
12.2
11.3
12.7

NA
0
0.4
1.0
1.0
1.1

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

Agree 
40.0
65.4
50.4
39.6
65.4
61.8
54.1

I don’t agree but this statement of V. Putin doesn’t hurt me
46.3
24.3
32.6
37.9
14.5
31.0
18.0

I’m indignant and feel insulted with this statement of V. Putin 
7.5
6.2
5.4
18.0
8.2
1.6
4.3

This doesn’t touch me at all
6.2
4.1
9.6
4.5
11.4
5.6
22.4

NA
0
0
2.0
0
0.5
0
1.2

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Agree 
40.0
65.5
53.1
54.0
54.8

I don’t agree but this statement of V. Putin doesn’t hurt me
46.3
17.9
30.8
27.1
26.6

I’m indignant and feel insulted with this statement of V. Putin 
7.5
6.1
9.8
6.0
6.6

This doesn’t touch me at all
6.2
9.7
5.9
12.9
10.8

NA
0
0.8
0.4
0
1.2

14. "If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held today, how would you vote?"

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

For integration 
42.0
24.9
26.7
34.2
36.4
41.4
52.9
52.1

Against integration 
37.6
42.8
41.8
47.7
40.6
38.7
35.5
29.7

I wouldn’t come to voting
10.2
15.9
20.6
7.5
13.0
10.0
5.6
7.0

DA/NA
10.2
16.4
10.9
10.6
10.0
9.9
9.0
11.2

Table 14.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For integration 
38.2
60.2
43.1
34.3
37.4

Against integration 
42.8
20.3
34.9
46.6
42.2

I wouldn’t come to voting
7.3
10.1
11.5
9.1
11.1

DA/NA
11.7
9.4
10.5
10.0
9.3

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For integration 
32.2
43.6
23.7
53.2
27.6

Against integration 
51.4
35.7
43.7
30.3
37.1

I wouldn’t come to voting
10.0
9.7
22.3
5.7
23.4

DA/NA
6.4
11.0
10.3
10.8
11.9

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

For integration 
33.6
52.8
37.2
44.7
48.2
51.2
30.0

Against integration 
50.0
34.7
40.1
32.7
30.5
25.8
44.0

I wouldn’t come to voting
12.5
9.7
11.5
6.0
7.1
10.9
12.5

DA/NA
3.9
2.8
11.2
16.6
14.2
12.1
13.5

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For integration 
33.6
47.7
37.7
45.5
43.8

Against integration 
50.0
26.6
43.7
32.2
36.5

I wouldn’t come to voting
12.5
12.2
12.6
7.9
7.9

DA/NA
3.9
13.5
6.0
14.4
11.9

15. "In your opinion, will incorporation of Belarus into Russia have a positive or negative impact on the living of population?"

Table 15.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All

respondents
Age, year old



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

Positive
32.4
20.8
19.9
31.1
27.2
29.9
37.5
42.5

Negative 
33.7
33.4
39.0
42.5
33.7
36.0
35.2
42.5

Won’t influence it
19.5
24.7
20.0
11.1
24.8
20.7
14.9
18.6

DA/NA
14.4
21.1
21.1
15.3
14.3
13.4
12.4
12.4

Table 15.2. Depending on education  

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Positive
33.8
49.0
31.1
26.0
29.8

Negative 
37.1
21.8
31.7
40.5
36.4

Won’t influence it
15.2
16.5
23.4
19.3
16.0

DA/NA
13.9
12.7
13.8
14.2
17.8

Table 15.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Positive
26.0
31.0
16.9
44.5
22.3

Negative 
44.8
34.5
38.1
25.7
27.7

Won’t influence it
17.0
20.3
22.5
17.5
29.2

DA/NA
12.2
14.2
22.5
12.3
20.8

Table 15.4. 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

Positive
23.8
43.2
27.8
34.2
37.8
38.8
24.3

Negative 
51.2
37.6
29.3
31.8
26.4
20.1
33.6

Won’t influence it
18.1
16.2
24.1
10.0
19.7
23.3
24.1

DA/NA
6.9
3.0
18.8
24.0
16.1
17.8
18.0

Table 15.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Positive
23.8
34.9
28.7
37.6
35.0

Negative 
51.5
24.8
37.5
24.4
32.2

Won’t influence it
18.1
25.1
21.2
16.8
17.7

DA/NA
6.6.
15.3
12.6
21.2
15.1

16. "What variant of Russia-Belarus integration would you personally prefer?"

Table 16.1. 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

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties 
44.7
37.9
36.3
39.2
46.5
49.0
48.7
44.1

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
21.8
13.1
15.6
21.5
19.0
19.3
21.9
29.4

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
25.1
36.7
40.7
33.5
27.5
27.0
21.8
13.5

DA/NA
8.4
12.3
7.4
5.8
7.0
4.7
7.6
13.0

Table 16.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties 
39.2
47.4
42.1
49.4
45.6

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
28.9
29.1
21.6
16.1
19.0

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
14.4
14.1
30.9
26.7
27.3

DA/NA
17.8
9.4
4.9
7.8
8.1

Table 16.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties 
46.3
44.9
39.5
45.8
38.1

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
15.4
22.7
10.7
28.6
13.6

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
33.2
25.8
39.0
13.0
39.4

DA/NA
5.1
6.6
10.8
12.6
8.9

Table 16.4. 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

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties 
40.8
41.7
42.7
46.3
28.5
52.9
60.4

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
12.2
35.5
19.1
23.8
29.3
20.7
13.8

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
42.0
19.7
27.6
24.1
25.8
18.1
15.9

DA/NA
5.0
3.0
12.5
5.8
16.4
8.3
9.9

Table 16.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties 
40.8


41.6
46.6
47.4
45.9

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
12.2
25.1
21.8
22.5
24.8

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
42.5
22.8
25.6
23.6
14.3

DA/NA
4.5
10.5
6.0
6.5
11.4

17. "What do you think about Russia’s demand to be paid for gas at European prices?"

Table 17.1. 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

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
28.6
41.8
37.1
36.9
36.3
30.9
25.4
14.5

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
62.1
49.1
56.6
53.7
54.4
61.4
66.7
73.9

DA/NA
9.3
9.3
6.4
9.3
9.3
7.7
7.9
11.6

Table 17.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
13.8
15.8
33.7
29.7
37.0

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
69.0
77.7
59.2
62.2
51.0

DA/NA
17.2
6.5
7.1
8.1
12.0

Table 17.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
39.9
31.3
37.2
14.9
32.1

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
54.9
60.4
51.9
74.0
52.5

DA/NA
5.2
8.3
10.9
11.1
15.4

Table 17.4. 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

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
26.5
28.5
28.2
25.7
39.1
30.9
22.3

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
68.5
67.4
60.1
60.5
52.5
66.0
60.4

DA/NA
5.0
4.1
11.7
13.8
8.4
3.1
17.3

Table 17.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

It is fair. Any product should be paid for as much as it costs.
26.5
36.1
27.9
28.5
25.9

It is unfair. Belarus is Russia’s closest ally, and Russia shouldn’t demand that Belarus pays for gas at the same prices like other countries
68.5
52.0
67.9
55.6
65.3

DA/NA
5.0
11.9
4.2
15.9
8.8

18. "In your opinion, on what conditions can Belarus sell its gas transportation and supply enterprise Beltransgaz?"

Table 18.1. 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

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
78.7
82.0
79.1
73.0
80.7
78.0
77.1
79.9

They might sell it at the market price
20.1
18.0
20.3
24.3
18.4
21.7
20.0
19.2

NA
1.1
0
0.6
2.7
0.9
0.3
2.9
0.9

Table 18.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
88.6
70.7
75.9
80.5
82.9

They might sell it at the market price
11.4
27.9
22.6
18.7
15.8

NA
0
1.4
1.5
0.8
1.3

Table 18.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
73.2
80.4
81.4
79.9
74.6

They might sell it at the market price
26.0
18.1
18.6
18.9
24.4

NA
0.8
1.5
0
1.2
1.0

Table 18. 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

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
71.3
79.8
70.6
75.8
78.5
91.0
86.1

They might sell it at the market price
28.1
19.4
29.4
22.5
17.3
9.0
13.1

NA
0.6
0.8
0
1.7
4.2
0
0.8

Table 18.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Under no circumstances they should sell Beltransgaz
71.3
80.8
68.7
80.9
86.3

They might sell it at the market price
28.1
18.5
30.6
16.1
12.9

NA
0.6
0.7
0.7
3.0
0.8

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

Table 19.1. 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

Belarus is a self-sufficient country. Its economy will survive even if prices for gas rise to the European level.
55.7
50.5
51.2
47.1
45.5
54.3
2.3
1.0

If Russia takes prices for gas to the European level for Belarus, the Belarusian economy will collapse. 
42.8
49.5
46.8
50.5
52.8
44.6
55.5
69.8

NA
1.5
0
2.0
2.4
1.7
1.1
42.2
29.2

Table 19.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Belarus is a self-sufficient country. Its economy will survive even if prices for gas rise to the European level.
76.5
66.8
53.0
47.0
49.5

If Russia takes prices for gas to the European level for Belarus, the Belarusian economy will collapse. 
22.3
31.5
45.4
51.1
49.6

NA
1.2
1.7
1.6
1.9
0.9

Table 19.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Belarus is a self-sufficient country. Its economy will survive even if prices for gas rise to the European level.
43.1
53.5
41.8
70.1
56.3

If Russia takes prices for gas to the European level for Belarus, the Belarusian economy will collapse. 
55.6
44.7
54.9
29.1
42.3

NA
1.3
1.8
3.3
0.8
1.4

Table 19.4. 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

Belarus is a self-sufficient country. Its economy will survive even if prices for gas rise to the European level.
58.1
58.7
40.8
36.1
57.4
59.0
74.8

If Russia takes prices for gas to the European level for Belarus, the Belarusian economy will collapse. 
41.6
41.0
58.3
62.4
36.2
41.0
24.0

NA
0.3
0.3
0.9
1.5
6.4
0
1.2

Table 19.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Belarus is a self-sufficient country. Its economy will survive even if prices for gas rise to the European level.
58.1
43.9
52.0
63.4
58.6

If Russia takes prices for gas to the European level for Belarus, the Belarusian economy will collapse. 
41.6
53.7
46.5
34.2
40.3

NA
0.3
2.4
1.5
2.4
1.1

20. "Did you happen to come across the results of independent public opinion polls in Belarus (in the mass media, from leaflets, while talking with other people, etc.) during the past year?"

Table 20.1. 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
33.6
27.3
28.4
26.5
28.0
23.5
14.3

No
72.2
61.4
67.6
70.3
70.1
68.1
73.2
80.3

DA/NA
4.0
5.0
5.1
1.1
3.4
3.9
3.3
5.4

Table 20.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
12.4
11.7
24.9
28.8
32.7

No
81.6
82.6
72.1
67.7
63.1

DA/NA
6.0
5.7
3.0
3.5
4.2

Table 20.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
26.7
28.2
34.9
13.8
19.8

No
71.0
69.0
57.1
80.7
73.4

DA/NA
2.3
2.8
8.0
5.5
6.8

Table 20.4. 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
33.0
20.4
19.9
27.3
23.8
28.3
20.5

No
65.0
79.6
74.7
67.1
73.2
70.1
75.1

DA/NA
2.0
0
5.4
5.6
3.0
1.7
4.4

Table 20.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
33.0
26.5
30.6
16.4
17.4

No
65.0
64.9
68.4
80.8
77.5

DA/NA
2.0
8.5
1.0
2.8
4.1

AUGUST – 2006
Are you going the right path, comrades?

Choice of the development path is certainly No.1 issue for any young state. Belarus is not an exception. Clearly, this choice is made taking into account national peculiarities. As regards the modern Belarusian society, a deep split within it is its key characteristics. Thus, Table 1 shows dissent of the two camps.

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you think the country in general is going in the right or in the wrong direction?", %



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

In the right direction
60.1
94.8
7.5

In the wrong direction
30.4
2.0
81.8

DA/NA
9.6
3.2
10.7

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question "What do you think is the most critical for the country nowadays?", % (no more than three answers are possible)



Variant of answer
All respondents
Believe that the country is going:



In the right direction
In the wrong direction

Powerful state
47.2
52.6
36.2

Strong leader
42.4
48.5
33.8

Revival of culture
26.7
26.4
26.4

Democratization
25.0
15.6
44.0

National traditions
22.5
21.2
25.7

Regeneration of patriotism
19.2
21.7
17.2

Union with Russia
18.7
22.3
12.5

National idea
17.8
17.1
21.5

Nowadays, the gap between the number of citizens approving the current course and those sticking to the opposite viewpoint is larger than ever. For you to compare, after the second presidential election in October of 2001 the ratio of these estimates was close to one (36.7% vs. 38.1%) and a year later – when the real wages dropped down - the number of those who approved the state course appeared more than twofold less than the number of those who disapproved it (21.3% vs. 49.1%).

To remind, A. Lukashenko’s supporters are those who trust him, consider him an ideal of a politician and are ready to vote for his presidency both in Belarus and in the Union State. Opponents are those who don’t trust him, don’t think he’s an ideal of a politician and won’t vote for him. As of today, president’s supporters make 36.2% and opponents – 29.9% of respondents. Estimates of opponents and supporters, as it goes from the table above, appeared mirror-like which points out to a split in the Belarusian society. Such extremity almost doesn’t permit a compromise and can turn a serious obstacle for consolidation of the society if the power changes.

What is critical for country’s development, in the opinion of the Belarusians? Table 2 shows that a powerful state and a strong leader are the most significant for our fellow citizens. It is impossible to run away from history. The state power is the only political entity which determined the life of the society both in the Soviet Union and in the Russian Empire. It not just set up objectives for different population groups without asking their opinion but it also created or cut out these groups on its own will. You may for example recall Stalin’s collectivization and the future of peasants forcedly converted into collective farmers.

If we proceed from the opinion of all respondents to opinions of the groups that approve or disapprove country’s development path, it will be obvious that their opinions on this key issue are nearly diametrical. Supporters of the current course believe more in the power than in the society in general while opponents of the current course hope for democracy mainly. However, fairly high estimates given by opponents of the current authorities to the role of a strong leader brightly reveal the kind of leader they are looking for. Opinions about the role of Russia are also pretty different while national and cultural factors are given approximately the same role.

When a strong leader is opposed to good laws, according to Table 3, the society in general stakes on the leader. Thus, wages and pensions in Belarus are going up due to A. Lukashenko’s personal efforts while the role of a good law for welfare increase remains unclear for the majority of citizens. Even 41.1% of opponents of the current course give preference to a strong leader.

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you agree that a strong leader can presently give more to the country than a good law?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Believe that the country is going:



In the right direction
In the wrong direction

Agree
56.2
66.2
41.1

Agree not
35.3
25.9
53.3

DA/NA
8.6
7.5
5.7

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question "Do you agree that, first of all, it is necessary to achieve welfare and then think about democracy?", %



Variant of answer
All respondents
Believe that the country is going:



In the right direction
In the wrong direction

Totally agree
34.0
38.8
24.1

Rather agree
32.0
37.5
24.2

Rather disagree
16.8
11.8
24.8

Totally disagree
5.9
2.2
12.8

DA/NA
11.3
9.7
11.2

The next table 4 demonstrates that the Soviet viewpoint on the role of democracy in the life of society is still dominating in Belarus. It is very hard for the people with Soviet mentality to understand that high living standard in the West is the result of social life democratization and not vice versa. In general, they are not against democratization but today – here and now – they have more important things to do. Their real lives presently depend on a strong personality, they all know it by sight, and many of them still pin their hopes for the better life on it.

Three-fold superiority of welfare adherents over idealists standing for democracy prompts to reflections. First, there are convinced supporters of democratization in Belarus which gives a chance for forthcoming democratic transformations. Second, the materially concerned majority, even though approving the current course, approves it with regard to their self-interest, and this is why the future of the regime directly depends on its ability to provide for the constantly growing material needs of its supporters.

Pillars of the power

What does A. Lukashenko’s power stand on? In fact, what is the ground for any state power? This is strength, faith and the law. There are no exceptions to this. It is easy to find the above components of power legitimacy both in Switzerland and in North Korea, yet their contribution into the stability of a particular political regime may differ dramatically. The higher is the level of democratization the greater role plays the law. Totalitarian regimes rely, first of all, on strength and on faith, and hence they have need in a state ideology or a state religion. Iran is a bright example in this regards. These are religious fundamentalists who have power in this Islamic state.

As per A. Lukashenko (and most of independent political scientists agree with him), Belarus is an authoritarian state and this is why the role of security agencies in the life of Belarusian society is very high. Their list alone is very impressive: Army, militia, KGB, frontier troops, President’s Security Service and President’s Custodial Service. There are also the Emergency Ministry and Finance Police. There are Prosecutor’s Office and the Court. There’s the bureaucratic vertical line of power which has its arms everywhere. The board of any state-run enterprise or establishment is a natural part of that same vertical of power.

The role of religion in strengthening of A. Lukashenko’s personal power is insignificant. The reason is obvious: there are very few truly religious people in Belarus. Overcrowded churches and cathedrals on Christmas and the Easter shouldn’t mislead. Their attendance on the days of religious holidays is a fashion rather than manifestation of true faith.

We should also like to say a few words about the state ideology (or the national idea). Scientists, officials and the head of state personally searched for the idea, and they found it in July of 2006. Academician A. Rubinov, First Deputy Head of the Presidential Administration, publicized the finding in his article “One More Word about Ideology” published in Sovetskaya Belorussia of July 28, 2006. We shall quote on some components of this ideology: “This is a special Presidential Fund for Support of Talented Youth, as well as Presidential Fund for Social Support of Talented Students and also President’s Grants to talented young scientists… Here is the true ideology! Ideology in practice and not on paper, clear to everyone and demanded by everyone.”

Faith in A. Lukashenko is actually faith in his ability to implement social programs. Where there is money in the budget, there is faith. No money, no faith! Sociologists measure up such faith through president’s rating. Today, under the conditions of high world prices for oil products which Belarus exports in progressively larger amounts A. Lukashenko has the resource to ensure the inflow of faith.

Let’s look in Table 5 which proves the above reasoning. The society has no doubts in that leadership of security agencies and the presidential vertical of power are the support of A. Lukashenko’s power. The groups of population receiving the largest amount of social benefits go very close after these. Those who make the greatest contribution into economic and cultural development of the country and, consequently, who provide the power with the material resources (directors of large enterprises, experts, cultural and scientific elite, and businessmen) stand at the bottom of the list. This is the Belarusian model built by A. Lukashenko in his likeness and in his image!

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question "In your opinion, who does President A. Lukashenko rely on in the first place?" (no more than three answers are possible)


Variant of answer
%

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
48.6

Pensioners
41.4

Presidential vertical of power
37.0

Common citizens
34.2

Villagers
30.0

Public sector officials
20.5

Directors of large enterprises
13.5

Experts
9.9

Cultural and scientific elite
8.3

Businessmen
4.5

Official reports of the Ministry of Labor and Social Security serve a proof of this model. Thus, the average wages for July around the country made up $286. However, it appeared much high among employees of courts and legal offices getting wages from budget – $450. The foundation needs to be firm. The architect of the Belarusian model does understand this as well as the society in general starts seeing this, as sociologists register during opinion polls. 

As regards contribution of the law into support of A. Lukashenko’s power, this is not that simple. On the one hand, it is impossible to ignore the international trend on strengthening of the rule of law. Belarus is the country with open economics. It exports over 60% of GDP, and any international deal is a legal document, first of all. This cannot be disregarded. Following the spirit of time, Belarus has the Constitution (basic law of the country), two-chamber legislative authority (Parliament) and the many products of its activity – laws many of which are fairly democratic.

However, there’s real practice of law implementation. The authoritarian power, in accordance with its nature, deprives citizens of the rights and leaves them the duties only. It doesn’t apply law observation to itself. Let’s see an example. KGB explained arrest of PARTNERSHIP activists with Art. 193 part II as it discovered encroachment on the right of citizens to receive reliable information in the activity of the young people. Quoting A. Lukashenko at the Third All-Belarusian Assembly, “The State Security Committee and the Security Service have recently disclosed 72 organizations – a whole system in our state.” It is five months now after that public disclosure. Where are those organizations? Who of the top officials paid for infringement of the right for reliable information? These are naïve questions. The Belarusian power has much except for legal responsibility.

In general, there’s sociological excuse to such behavior of A. Lukashenko: 56.2% of respondents answer in the positive and 35.3% in the negative to the question “Do you agree that a strong leader can give more to the country than good laws?” Such high percentage of iron hand supporters correlates with the level of trust to the president (60.0%). Why do people trust to the head of state? Let’s see Table 6 presenting answers of the Russians about V. Putin which were collected by Russian sociologists from Levada Center in July of 2006.

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question "If you trust the president, why do you?", % (


Variant of answer
A. Lukashenko
V. Putin

He successfully solves the problems of state 
48.6
16

I hope he will be able to handle problems in the future
20.3
36

There’s no one in the country able to handle its problems 
25.2
42

Table 6 illustrates difference in the grounds of trust to the presidents of Russia and Belarus. A. Lukashenko is a man (in the opinion of his supporters) who achieved real results. At the same time his Russian colleague jumped at the top of popularity rating only because of no other alternative which is typical for the country with deep personality traditions in power perception. It should be noted that five years ago V. Putin was first of all the president of hope for the Russians (43%), but the time put everything into the place customary for a leader with the charisma of an official. 

If the next presidential election takes place tomorrow in Belarus, 54.9% of voters would again vote for A. Lukashenko. Table 7 shows the list of reasons explaining this choice (the percentage is given for all respondents.) Ability of the president to handle well his duties goes in the first place. Absence of the alternative follows with the gap of 7.4%. High percentage for the variant of answer “I’m afraid that it will be worse under someone else” (17.9%) reveals fear of possible changes. This is why they strive to preserve the current status quo. Historically A. Lukashenko’s supporters are polarized against civilization choice for Belarus. This is why they greatly appreciate president’s contribution into pro-Russian and at the same time anti-West policy.

Table 7

Distribution of answers to the question "Had you again voted for A. Lukashenko, why would you do this?" (no more than three answers are possible)


Variant of answer
%

He well handles his duties, so there’s no sense replacing him
29.8

There’s no other candidature worthy of this position
22.4

He takes care about the people like me
20.6

I’m afraid that it will be worse under someone else
17.9

He stands for the union with Russia
12.2

I like him as a personality
9.9

He defends Belarus from the West
8.1

Other
2.6

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question "Had you voted not for A. Lukashenko, why would you do this?" (no more than three answers are possible)



Variant of answer
%

He has already shown all he is able for 
13.2

I’m tired of him 
11.8

His participation in the election is illegal
11.5

He is taking Belarus into the abyss
10.5

He set Belarus and the West at odds
9.4

He hasn’t kept his promises
8.8

He has exhausted his potentialities
7.8

There are worthier politicians
7.0

I live worse under him
5.2

He set Belarus and Russia at odds
1.7

Other
5.4

The list of reasons (see Table 8) why 45.1% of voters presently don’t support A. Lukashenko can be divided into two conventional groups. The first incorporates those who don’t mind against the course but disagree with A. Lukashenko: “He has already shown all he is able for,” “I’m tired of him,” “He hasn’t kept his promises,” “He has exhausted his potentialities,” and “There are worthier politicians.” The second group includes ideological opponents of the president: “His participation in the election is illegal,” “He is taking Belarus into the abyss,” “He set Belarus and the West at odds,” and “He set Belarus and Russia at odds.”

Resting on security agencies and bureaucracy, A. Lukashenko at one time attempts to increase support of pensioners and public sector employees. Favorable price situation for oil products helps implement this strategy of power regaining. However, the factor of economic success is situated outside Belarus and out of president’s control. If the prices for oil drop down, the number of Belarusians ready to choose the option “I’m tired of him” in Table 4 may jump strikingly as it already happened at the post-Soviet territories over past years. Will security agencies and bureaucracy help the president then? Or they will surrender him in the first turn?..

Each one has its own power

Nostalgic sighs for the Soviet past have become an inherent part of public mentality. The Russian mass media which dominated in the Belarusian air several years ago have played their role for this process. Actually, attitude to the power is the key factor in assessment of both the past and the present for the majority of citizens at the post-Soviet territories. According to the public opinion poll conducted in August, there is a significant difference of opinion on the current and Soviet power in estimates given by Belarusians and Russians. (See Table 9).

Table 9

Distribution of answers given by citizens of Belarus and Russia to the question: "What traits do you think are the most characteristic of the Soviet power (1980-1990) and of the current power?", % 
(no more than five answers are possible)



Variant of answer
Belarus 
Russia


Present-day
Soviet
Present-day
Soviet

Positive traits

Close to the people 
30.4
20.0
5
34

Legal
23.9
16.2
9
28

Powerful
23.6
24.4
7
30

Honest
16.9
9.0
3
13

Customary 
15.9
20.4
4
26

Just 
15.4
12.3
3
21

Authoritarian 
13.8
15.8
7
24

Efficient 
13.3
9.2
6
11

Well-educated 
11.8
7.3
13
13

Competent 
9.9
4.0
9
7

Negative traits

Bureaucratic 
25.5
32.4
39
30

Criminal 
20.3
21.2
62
12

Short-sighted 
16.4
22.7
25
21

Inconsistent 
13.8
11.4
29
9

Ignorant 
12.8
10.6
12
8

Far from the people
10.8
12.8
42
10

Narrow-minded
10.7
9.9
8
8

Parasitic 
10.5
12.5
15
5

Close 
8.6
16.6
8
13

Weak 
6.6
11.4
20
8

The traits of the power are divided here into two groups: positive and negative. Such division is relative because, for example, the trait like customary can have several interpretations. Nevertheless, the result is obvious. The current Belarusian power is given preference in the positive nomination. The only exception is the traits like authoritarian and customary. The latter is fairly explicable taking into account the life period of the current power as compared to the Soviet power. Also, the current power failed to overcome the Soviet power in strength. Despite all dictatorship habits of A. Lukashenko, stiffness of the current regime yields to the Soviet predecessor. On the whole, the biggest deviations (in both directions) in Belarus took place on the traits easily related to president’s personality: he’s close to people, honest, ignorant and inconsistent.

Assessments of the Russians are given at the Levada Center’s web site (www.levada.ru, data as of October of 2005). The difference is striking, and the quantity is not the only reason. The vector of changes in public opinion in Russia is different by almost 180 degrees. Russia showed maximum downfall in those positive traits of the power (close to the people and legal) which stay on the top in Belarus. Also, the Russians took painfully the loss of the status of the Great Power which accounts for 23% of negative estimates when comparing the current and the Soviet powers. Positive assessment of the “customary” trait has dropped down six-fold, and could they really get used to the power which is criminal in the opinion of 62% of respondents?

This is a sore point for the Russians despite the steady level of trust to President V. Putin – about 75%. It may also account for the “problem 2008” (election of V. Putin’s successor in 2008): Russia’s regime stands on the president’s personal rating and there’s void behind it. Personal popularity can be inherited. Similar situation took place in the past century in the USSR after the death of Stalin who, in the eyes of the population, was first of all the hand of the Great Victory. Attempts of N. Khruschev to make the Communist Party responsible for the Victory didn’t find support with the population while the generalship of L. Brezhnev unexpectedly discovered by official propaganda was treated by the public with joke stories. Idealization of the past is much more prominent among the Russians than among Belarusians. Suchlike overestimates are characteristic of the society disappointed with the life “here and now.”

However, one shouldn’t generalize the difference in estimates of the Soviet and the current powers given by citizens of Belarus and Russia. It is enough to divide the Belarusians into A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters and convinced opponents and the situation will look absolutely different. To remind, supporters are the citizens ready to vote for A. Lukashenko’s presidency in Belarus as well as in the Russia-Belarus Union State, trusting A. Lukashenko and considering him an ideal of a politician. Accordingly, opponents are those who don’t support A. Lukashenko in all the four criteria.

Table 10

Distribution of answers given by citizens of Belarus to the question: "What traits do you think are the most characteristic of the Soviet power (1980-1990) and of the current power?", % (no more than five answers are possible)



Variant of answer
Current power
Soviet power


A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents

Positive traits

Close to the people 
47.7
4.1
22.9
17.2

Legal
41.8
1.4
19.4
12.3

Powerful
36.5
7.2
26.0
19.4

Honest
30.6
0.8
9.3
6.5

Just
28.4
0.3
14.4
8.0

Authoritarian 
25.3
2.4
17.7
13.1

Efficient 
23.6
1.4
9.1
7.4

Well-educated 
21.3
0.9
8.8
5.6

Customary
19.7
8.7
23.6
19.3

Competent
14.3
1.8
4.1
3.4

Negative traits

Bureaucratic
5.5
50.0
23.8
40.4

Weak
4.4
11.7
11.2
13.3

Far from the people
3.2
23.9
10.4
16.3

Inconsistent
2.9
32.5
10.0
13.8

Short-sighted
2.8
40.1
18.1
32.1

Criminal
2.5
47.0
17.2
23.6

Narrow-minded
2.5
26.5
9.3
14.7

Ignorant
1.6
33.0
7.8
15.6

Close
1.6
19.3
12.9
21.2

Parasitic
1.0
29.1
7.2
22.1

Let’s have a look at Table 10. It seems every group of the Belarusian society has the idea of the current power as well as of the Soviet power. The data of the opinion poll below is the proof of the well-known “Lying like an eyewitness.” We all are the witnesses of how the current power works. We have equal possibility to observe its public activity. We hear and see the same events but, depending on our political viewpoints, we give different assessments to what we see.

We should like to explain this. Since respondents could choose no more than five traits, figures in the above tables doesn’t show absolute percentage of citizens accepting such characteristics of the power but only the percentage of those who place the trait chosen among the five most important. Therefore, this is the ratio of figures in different columns which should be given primary attention in the comparative analysis rather than their absolute values.

How do A. Lukashenko’s supporters see the current power? The five most popular answers are: close to the people (47.7%), legal (41.8%), powerful (36.8%), honest (30.6%) and authoritarian (29.2%). In the opinion of president’s opponents, the power is first of all bureaucratic (50.0%), criminal (47.0%), shortsighted (40.1%), ignorant (28.4%) and inconsistent (32.5%). Let’s calculate the sum of estimates for positive traits and for negative traits given by the two groups of the Belarusian society (see Table 11). 

Table 11

Sums of percentages for power’s positive and negative traits given in answers to the question: “What traits do you think are the most characteristic of the Soviet power (1980-1990) and of the current power?", %


Variant of answer
Current power
Soviet power


A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s opponents
A. Lukashenko’s supporters
A. Lukashenko’s 

opponents

Positive traits
289.2
29.0
155.3
112.2

Negative traits
28.0
313.1
127.9
213.1

As one can see, differences in estimates of the Soviet power are not that explicit as of the current power. On the one hand, the years that passed have smoothed over the acuteness of perception and on the other hand the discord just couldn’t show up so sharply (boost out from kitchens into the field of public discussions) under Soviet totalitarian regime. As for the current authoritarian authorities that are based at one time on social populism and on security agencies, they literally split the Belarusian society with their policy. Each one receives something from the power. Those who don’t lay down political demands may count on ‘paternal support’ of the personalized power in the person of the president. However, the Belarusian power turns the other side for politically active citizens. The president is the ‘last dictator in Europe’ for them; hence their assessment of the current power is in general very different from assessments of president’s supporters. First of all, they don’t believe in its justice (95-fold difference!), honesty (38-fold difference!) and legality (30-fold difference!) This way, it comes out that there is different power for different groups of the Belarusian society: it is defender and foster-mother for some but bureaucratic and criminal for the other. Some Belarusians receive everything while other – nothing.

Case of Kozulin 

Noteworthy peculiarity of the current Belarusian regime is that the winner in the political struggle receives everything while the loser – at the very best – goes empty-handed. This peculiarity is steadily proved after each referendum or election. Thus, the constitutional right to be elected ended up with five-and-a-half-year imprisonment for the presidential candidate Alexander Kozulin. What’s more, the Judge A. Rybakov “showed mercy” since Prosecutor S. Bortnik estimated the election campaign of the former Head of the Belarusian State University in six years of jail.

For an obvious reason, the state-run mass media didn’t inform the society about the trial while it was number one issue on pages of the few social and political non-state newspapers as well as in the Internet. Despite the informational blackout on the part of state-run media, over a half of respondents, as the opinion poll showed, knew about the sentence of the court. Difference in the degree of awareness between A. Lukashenko’s supporters and opponents wasn’t significant. (See Table 12).

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you heard that on July 13 former presidential candidate A. Kozulin was sentenced to five and a half years of imprisonment by decision of court of the Moscow district in Minsk?", %



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

Yes, I have
55.5
52.5
64.8

No, I haven’t
44.0
47.3
34.6

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you have, what is your attitude to such decision of 

court?", %



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

The sentence is unjust
39.0
9.8
80.9

The sentence is just
36.2
70.6
3.0

This doesn’t matter to me
19.2
16.5
12.6

DA/NA
5.6
3.1
2.5

When we start asking respondents about their attitude to the sentence the situation changes sharply. (See Table 13). The very fact of such great deviation in assessments of A. Lukashenko’s supporters and opponents points out to that the respondents took this question as a politicized one, while similar deviations are almost always the case in Belarus when respondents answer politically-oriented questions.

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "By the decision of court, A. Kozulin was convicted for hard ruffianism as well as for organization of mass actions breaking the social order and for active participation in them. What is you think the true reason of A. Kozulin’s conviction?", %


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

He was convicted on political grounds
41.6
13.3
83.4

Agree with the definition of court
33.0
61.1
1.9

DA/NA
25.4
20.6
14.7

Noteworthy is the small percentage of those who found it difficult to answer in both groups. Table 13 presents the answers of only those who heard about the sentence, yet this doesn’t mean they watched closely after the court proceedings and knew all the details. Nevertheless, respondents didn’t have difficulty answering this question, even president’s supporters, who normally don’t read non-state newspapers and, since state-run media didn’t highlight the issue, they almost didn’t have information about this case. Why? Most likely, because the political background of this case is obvious for everyone despite their viewpoints.

However, asked a direct question about true grounds of A. Kozulin’s conviction, 61.1% of A. Lukashenko’s supporters agreed with the definition of the court and only 13.3% saw political grounds in this tough sentence. (See Table 14).

This inconsistency of assessments is quite natural: those who are ready to vote for A. Lukashenko, trust him and consider him an ideal of a politician certainly agree with the decision of such an important state body like the court. Traditionally, the court in Belarus is taken by the majority of population as the most important power institution which is the mouthpiece of the head of state. This is exactly why disagreement of the majority of A. Lukashenko’s opponents with the decision of court indicates not the distrust to a particular judge A. Rybakov but non-recognition of power in general. Now, when the president claims that the people support him, he in fact believes what he desires. Almost 30% of adult population in the country considers that the authorities in general and the president in particular are not merely authoritarian but non-legitimate, and for twelve years of his presidency A. Lukashenko failed to decrease their number either by means of social benefits (‘carrot’) or by warnings (‘stick’).

Are the Belarusians tolerant?

Answer to this question is given in Table 15. Slightly over a half of Belarusians comply with the ingrained myth about their complete tolerance but nearly the same number of Belarusians complies not. This is not surprising since by far not all myths withstand the trial of the public opinion poll. Tolerance of the Belarusians, just like many other traits, breaks up into its component parts as if a glass under a beam of light if we single out A. Lukashenko’s convinced supporters and opponents among the respondents. Following after their political minion, 42.0% of president’s supporters are ready to ban activity of the citizens whose viewpoints they reject. We should like to draw your attention to the following: these are not political dissentions which we are talking about but the viewpoints in general. Yet, they want to ban these! The legal right to an alternative opinion and to act in accordance with it doesn’t help the opponents either. In the opinion of A. Lukashenko’s intolerant supporters, the law shouldn’t cover the dissidents like these.

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question: "How should be treated the people and the groups whose opinions and activity you don’t agree with?", %



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

They should be given a possibility to carry out their activity within the framework of the law
51.8
27.6
75.3

Activity of such groups should be banned
26.6
42.0
13.6

Possibility to propagate views on the radio, TV and in the press should be restricted for such people
13.8
17.6
6.7

Possibility of public actions (meetings, rallies, etc.) should restricted for such people
13.0
16.3
7.3

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question: "Are you personally ready to express openly your political viewpoints?", % 


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


08'06
04'01



I never fear to do this 
41.9
32.0
60.3
20.4

Sometimes I beware of this
35.5
26.1
27.0
45.4

I often beware of this
22.0
14.1
12.7
33.1

I never express them openly
–*
20.6
–
–

*This alternative was not available in the opinion poll of 2006

Intolerance of the Belarusian authorities to dissent multiplied by a high level of intolerance in the society will surely generate the fear of expressing openly political viewpoints. (See Table 16). For the time between the second and the third presidential election, the number of the brave has gone down substantially despite growing number of A. Lukashenko’s supporters. This is one of major political results over the past five years.

However, not all is good in the camp of president’s supporters as well: 27.0% sometimes and 12.7% often look around before speaking out their political views – Discretion is the better part of valor. This proved public saying is again coming into fashion. Will the ideology officials use it as the national idea component?

In their majority the respondents intolerant to dissidents approve of the changes. (See Table 17). However, difference in their assessments and in the assessments of the law observation supporters (the tolerant) is still very large.

The greatest discord has been registered in the assessments pertaining to democratic values like multi-party structure, freedom of speech, freedom of movement from the country and freedom of enterprise. Independence of Belarus is given approximately equal assessment. Introduction of the post of president is a special case. This is the only change from the list in the table in which the intolerant find more positive than the tolerant. The lesson given by A. Lukashenko appeared very bitter for adherents of tolerant attitude to different viewpoints. On the other hand, in all European countries including our Western neighbors introduction of the post of president didn’t bring to the Belarusian scenario. This is why the presidency in general wasn’t taken with sharp resistance.

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "In your opinion, have the changes listed below introduced more of the positive or of the negative into the lives of people?", % *



Variant of answer
More of the positive
More of the negative


Tolerant
Intolerant
Tolerant
Intolerant

Freedom of speech and freedom of press
70.6
54.9
16.5
30.6

Multi-party election
61.6
49.3
18.9
30.2

Freedom of movement from the country
80.9
64.7
8.7
20.4

Freedom of enterprise 
82.5
67.3
8.9
18.6

Formation of independent state the Republic of Belarus 
74.0
71.6
9.8
13.0

Introduction of the post of president
68.5
76.8
15.4
12.1

* Intolerant are those who think it necessary to ban the activity of dissidents, and tolerant are those who recognize activity of dissidents provided that it is carried within the framework of the law (See Table 15)

On the whole, the citizens don’t hurry up to use their political freedoms even though they give high assessment of the changes which took place in Belarus over the years of independence. As the numerous opinion polls show, participation in elections is the only kind of political activity acceptable for the majority of Belarusians. However, it as a rule comes to voting alone. The number of such ‘political activists’ steadily fluctuates between 80% and 90% over lately. Table 18 shows the number of Belarusians ready to participate in public actions in addition to voting. It should be remembered here that the number of people speaking out their readiness to actions is always larger than the number of those who really joins these actions.

Table 18

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude to participating in public actions so as to express your viewpoints?", %



Variant of answer
Ready to participate in


All respondents
Tolerant
Intolerant

Meetings and rallies
13.6
17.7
8.8

Strikes 
12.8
15.3
9.1

Hunger-strikes 
5.5
5.8
4.5

Armed struggle
3.6
3.4
4.1

The above table reveals a notable paradox: readiness of tolerant citizens to take part in rallies and strikes is two-fold higher than that of the intolerant. Why? Let’s turn to Table 15 for the answer. These are president’s opponents who show tolerance to dissidents and president’s supporters who show intolerance to dissidents. This means that the source of this paradox lies in the power and not in the society. The authorities constantly put pressure on the Belarusian citizens for whom law observation and respect to the rights of the other is a norm, and they thus squeeze them into the outskirts of the society. This generates readiness to protesting. On the contrary, the authorities make advances to the intolerant supporters of intolerant president. Therefore, these are the intolerant who are presently one of the most important supports of the power. Their intolerance is skillfully nurtured and directed against the opponents of power. As the result, the intolerance within the society does not decline but increases.

Belarusians in the information flow

The XXI century is often called the century of information. The authorities declare about the information war of the hostile forces against Belarus, persistently increase their informational and propaganda resources and at the same time blackout the alternative sources on which the opposition stakes more and more.

During the past fifteen years the IISEPS has been studying the role of mass information in the life of Belarusians as well as has been introducing the general public to the results of its surveys. This time electronic mass media have been given special attention.

The interviewed were asked the following questions: “How often do you watch programs of the following TV channels?”, “How often do you listen to the following radio stations?”, and “Do you use the Internet?” The first two questions offered the variants of answer like “almost daily,” “from time to time,” and “almost never watch (listen to)” and the third question – “yes, daily,” “yes, several times a weekly,” “yes, several times a month,” “yes, several times a year,” “no” and “I don’t’ know what it is.” The respondents who chose any positive answer to the first two questions, for example, about the Belarusian TV channels (needed to give an answer on BT, ONT and local TV channels separately) made up 87.4% and on the Internet – 27.3%. On the whole, media audiences in Belarus look in the following way (see Table 19).

Table 19

Belarusian media audience, %


Media audience
Abbreviation
%

Belarusian TV channels (BT, ONT, local TV)
BTV
87.4

Russian TV channels (ORT, RTR, NTV, TV-6) 
RTV
86.5

Cable and satellite TV
CST
52.1

FM radio stations
FM
53.7

Belarusian radio (national, local)
BR
48.1

Russian radio
RR
20.0

Western radio stations (Belarusian and Russian services of the Liberty Radio, and other Western radio stations) 
WR
19.9

Internet
I
27.3

If we compare the current media audiences with how they looked ten years ago, we’ll see the greatest and the most important differences in what regards FM radio stations (they are over twenty in Belarus today), cable and satellite TV as well as the Internet. Their audiences have increased minimum twofold over this period. At the same time, TV remains the most important and the most accessible mass media for the absolute majority of the population. As the table above shows, in the range of audience coverage, all electronic mass media in Belarus can be grouped into three clusters:

Scale of audience coverage: BT/RT (≈87%) → FM/CST/BR (≈ 51%) → I/RR/WR (≈22%) 

All media audiences overlap to this or that degree. There are almost no Belarusians who would use the Internet but would not watch TV or would not listen to the radio. However, this overlapping is not equal and has its peculiarity in each case:

· All media audiences without an exception (from Internet audience to FM and CST audience) watch BTV and RTV (84% to 95%). This reveals that whatever democratic, national or pro-European the attitudes of the Belarusians are, absolute majority of them stays constantly in the “BTV-RTV zone.” Only an insignificant minority lives outside this zone.

· Over a half of all media audiences watch CST (53% to 70%).

· CST audience watches most often RTV and BTV (96% and 91% respectively), then listens to FM (62%), BR (49%), uses I (37%) and listens to RR and WR (25%).

· Internet audience watches most of all RTV and BTV (90% and 83% respectively), then listens to FM and watches CST (73% and 70% respectively), and listens to BR, RR and WR (41%, 30%, and 28% respectively).

· WR audience watches most often RTV and BTV (94% and 92% respectively), then listens to FM and BR (77% and 73% respectively), watches CST and listens to RR (66% and 54% respectively) and uses I (39%).

What does this specifics show? First of all, it shows that the majority of Belarusians at the same time falls under the influence of the very different and sometimes opposite (aesthetic, political, etc.) discourses. For example, the subject matter and stylistics of the TV channels like Animal Planet, Discovery, Explorer, National Geographic or Euro News and RTVI that hundred thousands and even millions of Belarusians watch on cable and satellite networks, let alone the infinite Internet resources, not just radically differ from what population watches at the BT or ONT channels but often neutralizes their discourse. This means that for the most of Belarusians the picture of the world inevitably changes, it turns more complicated and more divergent. It is impossible to put this process under total control neither today nor tomorrow nor any other time although this is what the Belarusian authorities are longing for. On the other hand, hopes of the opposition leaders and some experts that new and independent from Belarusian power mass media will open the eyes of millions of their fellow citizens fed up with “propaganda gum of the state-run mass media” and “the freedom will joyfully meet them at the entrance” are also very far from reality. Of course, alternative information and analysis are crucial but alone they are not able to neutralize the influence of state-run mass media. Thus, the above data shows that nearly 92% of the Western radio listeners keep watching BTV programs and about 73% keep listening to BR programs. There’s something more important than information. A philosopher would say this is the life itself “given to us in feelings.” From the viewpoint of a sociologist, these are the people and the system of social relations they are included into. Who are them, the audience of Belarusian and foreign media channels and uses of the Internet? Do they differ from one another? If they do, what differs them then?

We shall start from basic socio-demographic characteristics. Comparative analysis of media audiences allows drawing their socio-demographic portrait:

· In gender, the difference is significant on the audience of WR, RR and I (there are considerably more men than women among them) and there are more women among BR audience. Thus, 53.2% of Western radio listeners are men and 46.8% – women while 41% of the Belarusian national radio audience are men and 59% – women.

·  In age, there are more youths among FM and I audience and there are more elderly people among BR and BTV audiences. Thus, 40.4% of the Internet users are respondents under 30 years old and 8.2% – over 50 but, when it comes to the Belarusian national radio, only 17% of the first and 48.9% of the second are its listeners.

· In education, there are more of well-educated respondents among WR, RR and I audiences and less – among BR audience. For example, 32.8% of BR listeners have elementary or incomplete secondary education, and 35.4% - secondary vocational or higher education while among Internet users the first group makes 6.3% and the second – 59.1%.

· In social status, there are more of private sector employees and students among FM, WR, CST and I audiences and more of pensioners among BR audience. Thus, 23.4% of FM listeners are private sector employees, 9.5% – students and 14.8% – pensioners while among BR listeners the first group makes 14.8%, second – 4.8% and third – 36.8%.

· In the place of residence, there are more of Minsk residents among FM and I audiences, and residents of small towns and villagers make the audience of WR, BR and RR mainly. For instance, 19.8% of FM listeners are Minsk residents and 45.4% – small town or village residents while the first group makes 10.9% and second – 55.4% among Russian radio listeners.

· In the region, a great part of WR audience are Brest region residents, WR and BR audience – Grodno region residents, WR and RR audience – Vitebsk region residents, RR audience – Mogilev region residents and BR audience – Gomel region residents. Thus, 20.9% of the Western radio audience are residents of the Brest region and 13.6% – of the Gomel region. At the same time, the first group makes 15.9% and the second – 18.9% among Belarusian national radio audience.

· In the amount of income, there is no substantial difference between media audiences (only incomes of CST and I audiences go slightly above average).

· In the language of everyday communication, there are much more of those who speak Russian among FM and I audience and more of those who speak Belarusian – among WR and BR audience. For example, 65.2% of FM listeners use Russian for everyday communication and 34.4% - Belarusian, both Russian and Belarusian or trasyanka (the crude mixture of Russian and Belarusian). Among BR listeners, the first group makes 45.6% and the second group – 54%.

Thus, comparison of these socio-demographic portraits shows that differences between media audiences are substantial. However, they are not too deep to account for adherence of respondents to these or those mass media. Nearly 30% of the ‘honest’ BTV audience is under 30 years old, 16.3% of them living in the capital, almost a third of ‘dishonest’ Western radio listeners are over 50 years old, over a half of them living in small towns and villages, nearly two thirds listeners of mainly private FM stations prefer to communicate in Russian and over a half of listeners of national radio speak Belarusian. All this means that these mass media acquire their audiences among the same groups of the Belarusian society.

As you know, socio-demographic characteristics of a person describe first of all his/her ‘external appearance’ – the way we see him/her as we meet. His/her ‘internal appearance’ is described in values or attitudes. Let’s see how deeply Belarusian media audiences differ in their internal characteristics (see Table 20).

Table 20

Comparative portrait of media audiences depending on their socio-political attitudes, %



Socio-political attitudes of the audience 
I
FM
RTV
BR

In your opinion, is the country in general going in the right or in the wrong direction?

In the right direction
40.8
52.7
59.5
69.4

In the wrong direction
49.9
37.8
31.4
21.1

Do you approve A. Lukashenko’s activity at the post of Belarus president?

Certainly yes/rather yes
43.4
56.7
63.2
74.0

Rather not/certainly not
51.1
39.1
32.7
22.3

For whom did you vote at the presidential election of March 19, 2006?

For S. Gaidukevich
2.0
2.9
3.0
2.3

For A. Kozulin
9.0
5.7
4.8
2.5

For A. Lukashenko
34.7
48.7
55.0
66.0

For A. Milinkevich
35.4
23.7
20.4
16.6

Do you agree that a strong leader can presently give more to the country than good laws? 

Agree
46.1
50.8
56.1
59.6

Disagree 
48.0
39.5
35.6
32.3

What is your attitude to the decision of court under which former presidential candidate A. Kozulin was sentenced to five and a half years of imprisonment?

The sentence is just
17.5
22.0
24.4
25.7

The sentence is unjust
43.4
30.3
26.6
19.1

This doesn’t matter to me
22.4
24.1
23.6
21.1

If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held today, how would you vote?

For integration 
34.1
41.4
45.4
51.2

Against integration
44.2
36.8
34.3
30.1

If a referendum on accession of Belarus into the European Union is held today, how would you vote?

For 
51.4
41.2
36.9
29.0

Against 
28.2
39.3
41.7
48.2

Do you want that Belarus joins the NATO?

Yes
28.8
16.4
14.3
12.5

No
54.0
69.1
72.4
75.0

How do you think people in the neighboring Lithuania live?

Better than in Belarus
47.8
35.5
32.4
28.7

Like in Belarus
18.6
24.0
24.0
26.2

Worse than in Belarus
16.3
20.2
23.1
24.9

The table above shows that the difference between media audiences in their internal characteristics is very substantial as well. On a relative scale of progress (we shall consider pro-democratic and pro-European attitudes for its basis), they can be grouped into four clusters:

Scale of audience’s progress: I (max) → WR/FM/CST → RR/RTV → BTV/BR (min).   

Internet audience appears the most progressive and the audience of the Belarusian national radio – the most conservative. On this ground, it is possible to assume, with certain reservations, that this is the Internet which is presently the most critical channel of progressive influence on Belarusians while the national radio is the channel of conservative influence. However, the scale of progress is almost mirror-like to the scale of coverage. This means that in general the mass media controlled by the authorities exert greater influence on Belarusians than independent channels (this conclusion will become even more apparent if we add up printed media to electronic: the ratio of controlled and non-controlled sources among them makes minimum 10 vs. 1.) However, the range of this influence is explained not that much by attractive discourse of the state-run mass media but by its mass character. In fact, those who tend to explain the current state of mind of the majority with this influence are mistaken.

One of the reservations we mentioned is interrelation (even though not linear) of external and internal traits of a personality. For example, there are by definition more supporters of democratization and the European development path among the youth audience or among private sector employees than among pensioners or those who receive wages from state budget. However, as we have seen, ‘more’ doesn’t mean ‘only’.

The other reservation is, and we have already mentioned this in our earlier analytics, that attitudes of the audience cannot be considered a direct result of the mass media influence. Many people turn to these or those media only because the ideas and the values within their messages comply with their own ideas and values (this is why the problem of influence in the theory of communication appears similar to the famous question “What is primary, an egg or a hen?”). This means that the picture of the world offered by the official mass media appears as close for many of Belarusians as the picture of the world offered by independent mass media – for the other Belarusians. In other words, millions of people take the life in the way they do not because they fall under the influence (progressive or conservative) of these or those mass media but on the contrary – they choose the mass media whose picture of the world complies with their own. However, it is obvious even taking this reservation into account that the mass media support, consolidate and express the ideas and values (pictures of the world) of these audiences via information and communication, and in the case with the Internet – via unique possibility of self-actualization and formation of communities based on common ideas and values.

The general conclusion is the following. The Belarusians, just like other nationalities at the post-Soviet territories, plunge deeper and deeper into powerful information flows going both from inside and from outside of the country. These flows inevitably change their picture of the world approximating it to that of other nations. Clearly, efforts of the Belarusian authorities to take these flows under their control restrict and slow down this process but it is still moving forth. Paraphrasing A. Lukashenko who spoke out his concern last year about “our country is staying in disinformation circle,” we shall say that Belarus truly stays in a global information flow which cannot be stopped in the modern world and especially in the center of Europe.

Ghost of referendum

August has become the month of rumors about forthcoming referenda in Russia and in Belarus on the two countries’ integration. After the meeting of August 19 between A. Lukashenko and V. Putin in Sochi, Georgia, some obscure Russian newspaper Zhizn’ (Life) informed with reference to the team of P. Borodin that the two leaders took final decision about the plebiscite. Later on N. Cherginets, Chairman of the International Commission for the Council of Republic (National Assembly of Belarus), stated about possibility of the nation-wide voting on the Union State Constitution. In his turn, Leader of the united opposition in Belarus A. Milinkevich have put struggle against merging of Belarus into Russia in the first place of his political agenda. He discussed this issue with ambassadors of Western countries as well as with French ministers.

Several arguments are offered to prove possibility of the referendum. In particular, in compliance with Russian laws, the year 2006 is the last year when a referendum can be held before the election of President of Russia. Therefore, if V. Putin wants to keep the presidential seat, even though of a new united country, he has only three months to create this country. Furthermore, possible dramatic upswing of prices for gas for Belarus in 2007 in case the latter preserves its independence is another argument.

The forecasts on whether the referendum will or will not be held go beyond the framework of a sociological survey. Our goal is to describe the integration landscape and readiness of the population to support this or that variant of the developments for its country. It is often said that public opinion isn’t very important as the power both in Belarus and in Russia can achieve the plebiscite it needs with propaganda and administrative resources.

This opinion is not groundless but, first, this is the public spirit which determines at least the amount of effort the authorities would need to take to achieve their goal if this spirit is different from intentions of the authorities. Second, integration of the two countries with obvious loss of independence for one of them is a much more serious case than election of deputies or even of a president. If such a decision doesn’t have real and not pretended or pumped public support, the future of such a union won’t be long even if it takes place.

Now, how would the Belarusians vote at such a unification referendum if it is held today? The table below shows how answers to this question changed over the past five years. 

As it goes from Table 21, adherents of integration have significant advantage over their opponents. However, what should be given attention is the trend – the number of supporters has decreased over the five years while the number of opponents has increased. What’s more, it grew up to the amount when a referendum will actually mean a split within the society into two even though unequal but quite substantial parts. Every third citizen standing against is the guarantee of that the united state won’t live quiet.

Table 21

Dynamics of answers to the question "How would you vote if a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held today?", %



Variant of answer
12'02
03'03
06'04
06'05
08'06

For integration
53.8
57.5
42.9
44.9
45.4

Against integration
26.3
23.8
25.0
28.9
34.2

Wouldn’t come to voting
7.8
8.6
16.5
13.8
9.6

DA/NA
12.1
10.1
15.6
12.4
10.8

It’s in the beginning only that these problems may appear latent. Thus, asked the question “If Belarus incorporates into the Russian Federation after the referendum, what will be your response?” 35.8% of respondents said “I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed,” only 8.8% said “I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results,” 3.4% said “I will move to some other country for permanent residence” and 2.4% - “I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands” while nearly a half of respondents found it difficult to answer or didn’t give an answer.

Yet, the problem isn’t as much in opponents but rather in supporters of integration. The question in Table 21 allowing only answers ‘for’ and ‘against’ doesn’t give full picture of how the Belarusians see integration. Asked “What variant of Russia-Belarus relations you think is the best?” 41.9% said “good neighborly relations of two independent states,” another 41.5% said “the Union of independent states” and only 14.8% - “integration into a single state.” The following data shows how opinions of the Belarusians on this important issue changed over time (See Table 22).

Table 22

Dynamics of answers to the question "Which variant of Russia-Belarus integration would you personally prefer?", %


Variant of answer
12'02
03'03
11'04
09'05
12'05
08'06

Belarus and Russia should become a single state with one president, government, army, flag, currency, etc.
21.2
25.6
11.6
13.2
12.0
14.0

Belarus and Russia should form a union of independent states bound with close political and economic ties
51.7
48.0
47.8
50.6
52.3
51.7

Relations between Russia and Belarus should be the same as with other CIS member states
19.7
19.3
32.1
28.9
20.7
28.7

Comparison of the above tables reveals that respondents put very different senses into the notion “integration with Russia.” Many years of integration plans, plays involving the name of the Union State and the stories that Belarus won’t lose its sovereignty after integration with Russia altogether don’t help to deeper understanding of this phrase, but the respondents who would like to unite into a single state make the minority: they are presently threefold less than those who said in Table 21 that they would vote for integration at the referendum. 

In other words, country’s independence is the treasure which the majority of Belarusians wouldn’t like to give up. Answers to the following question prove this even stronger: “Will you support the variant of Russia-Belarus integration when Belarus stops being an independent and sovereign state?” Thus, an overwhelming majority (78.5%) spoke out against and only 21.1% of respondents supported this variant.

Such moods are hardly a secret for the Belarusian authorities. It is possible to mislead the people (as the Table 21 shows) persuading them that the Belarusian sovereignty will blossom out within the united state but not for long, especially under real conditions of co-existence of 150-million and 10-million nations in a single state. Within such a state, Belarusians will very quickly realize that they this is not what they wanted to receive.

The Table 23 is a bright example of change in public moods.

Table 23

Dynamics of answers to the question "What is more important for you, improvement of the economic situation in Belarus or the country’s independence?", %



Variant of answer
12'03
08'06

Improvement of the economic situation in Belarus
62.0
48.5

Country’s independence
25.0
41.9

NA/DA
13.0
9.6

These data collected by the IISEPS was criticized by the opposition in 2003: in its opinion, the wording of the question was incorrect as well as the dilemma itself was forced. However, this is not the question which is the point but its interpretation which can be pretty intensional in this case.

The Belarusian mentality is very peculiar. If such a question is asked to the Poles or the Russians, or the Germans or the Americans, almost all of respondents will most likely choose their country’s independence. This is not because they are ready to make such a choice but because the political cultures of these countries imply such an answer. The political and cultural code in Belarus requires nearly the opposite: “How can I say that independence is more important for me than well-being? I’m not a nationalist, am I?” This is a kind of “national modesty.” The Belarusians seem to be ashamed to recognize that they are a nation.

However, the commonly accepted line of ‘correct’ answers and true behavior are two different things. The twist of the situation is that just a few months after the IISEPS polling with ‘incorrect’ question the dilemma did take place – we are talking about the gas crisis of 2004. What was on? The Belarusians promptly chose independence and so did the Ukrainians in January of 2006. No one thought of giving up independence which would undoubtedly settle the gas conflict: the Belarusians showed up nationalists not knowing that that’s how this is called.

It looks like that experience as well as sharp change in the informational policy of the state-run mass media influence the code of commonly accepted behavior. The groups of those respondents who chose welfare improvement and who chose independence became almost equal for less than two years. 

All this shows that the referendum about integration, in case it is held, will not display people’s true will even if it is held honestly and fairly. In practice, this means that, first, the Belarusian power proceeding from both its own and public opinions will try to do its best to cut down the sacrificed part of sovereignty, i.e. turn the voting results into something very insignificant – since there’s no necessity in plebiscite for good neighborly and allied relations with Russia. Second, in case the voting results will bring to significant restriction or even elimination of the Belarusian sovereignty, it is possible to predict a deep stir of the nationality feeling within Belarusians who will realize that they received what they didn’t ask for and they lost what was dear to them.

Neither Belarus nor a foreign state

Many people in Minsk and in other big cities might have seen the signboards at stalls and booths selling audio products which read “Belarusian performers” – “Russian performers” – Foreign performers”. Such presentation of goods is hardly an instruction from state bodies. It most likely appeared spontaneously. This division which is the experience of the people who barely think about lofty matters displays all the complexity and inconsistency of attitude of the Belarusian mentality to the neighboring country – Russia is not Belarus but it isn’t a foreign state either.

As the opinion polls show, the Russians are the closest nation for the Belarusians (see our earlier articles “Foes All Around?” and “Foes Are Still Around”), and so adherents of integration with Russia appear a relative majority at any wording of the integration question provided it doesn’t imply lost of sovereignty for Belarus.

On the other hand, proximity to or readiness for integration doesn’t mean comprehension of identity with a neighboring nation. To what extent does this occur after all? Table 24 may give an answer to this question.

The answers have changed slightly over the four years: around 40% of the polled don’t see any difference between the two nations and the most significant categories of distinction are language and culture. It should be noted that the weight of the language as a distinguishing feature has decreased over this time while weight of culture and history has increased.

The factor analysis of these variables singles out two groups. The first incorporates distinction in language, culture, history and the answer “nothing” while the second – in appearance and psychology. In other words, choice of the last two items admits that a respondent may at the same time say that these two nations basically don’t differ. On the other hand, if a respondent says that a Belarusian and a Russian differ in language, culture or history, he/she won’t say that there is no distinction between them. This means that estimates of distinction in the language, culture or history are the strongest differentiating factors.

Table 24

Dynamics of answers to the question "In what do Belarusians differ from Russians?", % (several answers are possible)



Variant of answer 
09'02
03'03
08'06

Language  
39.1
38.1
33.8

Culture and traditions  
27.3
33.6
33.4

History  
22.3
26.3
27.0

Psychology  
20.5
20.1
20.3

Appearance 
2.6
2.5
4.7

Nothing  
44.0
37.5
41.5

In the Table 24, this was the minority even though significant that stated absence of distinctions while the other criteria gave a different result (See Table 25).

Table 25

Distribution of answers to the question "Belarusians, Russians and Ukrainians, are they three different nations or three branches of one nation?"



Variant of answer
%

Three branches of one nation
65.7

Different nations
28.3

NA/DA
6.0

Almost two thirds of respondents share the Slavophil version of the triune nation. However, simple comparison of data from Tables 24 and 25 doesn’t help understanding the sense which respondents put in the thesis about three branches: whether this means sameness or that these three branches should rather unite into a single state? To find this out we shall consider political preferences of the triune and of the distinction adherents.

Table 26

Interrelation of answers to the question “Belarusians, Russians and Ukrainians, are they three different nations or three branches of one nation?” with political preferences and demographic characteristics, %



Social characteristics
Different nations or three branches of one nation?


Different nations
Three branches of the one

Education

Elementary/incomplete secondary
26.6
24.3

Secondary 
34.8
37.7

Secondary vocational / higher 
38.5
38.1

Age

18-29
25.9
20.3

30-49
35.2
41.0

50+
39.0
38.8

Trust to A. Lukashenko
57.9
61.2

Voting at the referendum on Russia-Belarus integration

For 
36.0
50.9

Against 
45.3
29.8

Voting at the referendum on accession of Belarus into EU

For 
42.6
34.6

Against 
38.2
43.1

Distinction of Belarusians from Russians

Language  
36.1
32.2

Culture and traditions  
42.4
30.3

History  
33.6
24.3

Nothing 
31.1
46.3

These are both distinctions and their absence which are representative in Table 26. Both groups almost don’t differ in their attitude to the president. Distinctions in demographic characteristics are not quite definite and are rather diverse. Difference in answers to the question asking in what Belarusians differ from Russians is more obvious, but the minimum difference in the percentage between those who chose language as the factor of distinction is drawing attention. What is apparent, this is distinction in geopolitical priorities: this part of the table looks mirror-like – supporters of the triune adhere to integration with Russia while their opponents – with the European Union. 

The data in Table 26 break already several well-established beliefs. The Slavophil creed is the view of not only the old and of the poorly educated. Although attitude to Russia and to A. Lukashenko are normally tied up, attitude to the ideological creed of Slavophilism isn’t a support of this relation. It divides adherents and opponents of integration with Russia but almost doesn’t influence the attitude to the Belarusian president. Finally, geopolitical priorities of the groups under consideration are different but not mirror-like. Approximately a third or even more of members within each group make a choice opposite to the majority of their group in regards to both Russia and the EU.

In other words, recognition or denial of the proposition that the Belarusians and the Russians are branches of one nation isn’t a determining indicator of geopolitical preferences. These distinctions are just emphases in the universal Belarusian formula invented by video sellers: Russia is not Belarus but this is not a foreign country either.

Do those who are full want into Europe?

Perennial sociological opinion polls register quite a stable indicator – comparative assessments of living standard in Belarus vs. in three neighboring countries which are Poland, Lithuania and Latvia. Fluctuations of this indicator are very small, and the part of respondents who said that the living standard in Poland is higher than in Belarus didn’t go below 70%. For the Baltic States this indicator was above 60%. Such unanimity was especially surprising at the background of generally positive assessment of the Belarusian policy which is radically different from the policy carried in the three neighboring states.

This contrast has smoothed away over lately and comparative assessments of Belarus vs. its European neighbors are obviously getting closer. (See Table 27).

Table 27

Dynamics of answers to the question "How do you think people in the neighboring countries live?", %



Variant of answer
Better than in Belarus
As in Belarus
Worse than in Belarus


03'05
04'06
08'06
03'05
04'06
08'06
03'05
04'06
08'06

In Poland 
63.1
50.8
46.2
15.2
26.0
22.5
2.9
11.4
14.9

In Latvia
47.6
39.7
34.1
19.1
26.3
23.3
6.4
18.0
21.9

In Lithuania
45.7
36.8
33.1
20.8
27.3
25.0
6.2
20.0
21.9

In Russia
28.9
24.6
21.2
40.4
40.7
44.6
15.9
28.1
23.6

In Ukraine
11.2
10.9
8.4
30.9
26.0
29.3
41.6
56.1
50.6

What changed greatly is the part of those who say that living in the three neighboring countries is worse than in Belarus. As a result, the extreme marks “better-worse” on Latvia and Lithuania are not yet the same but already comparable. Comparative assessments of living in Belarus vs. Russia and Ukraine changed less significantly but in the same direction – the number of those who make choice in favor of Belarus has increased.

Such a serious change in assessments has several reasons. Policy of the state-run mass media which has become more aggressive in what regards discrediting of neighboring countries and propaganda of the “Belarusian miracle” played an important role in this. Also, information about true economic problems in the neighboring countries that came in in very different ways including talks with citizens of those countries should have played their role.

However, improvement of the feeling of economic well-being registered among Belarusians over lately has become really important and even crucial. (See Table 28 and 29).

Table 28

Dynamics of answers to the question "How has your welfare changed over the past three months?", %



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

Has improved
6.5
11.8
7.9
13.7
23.5
24.7
23.4

Hasn’t changed
50.5
58.1
64.0
61.8
59.7
61.8
63.0

Has aggravated
41.6
28.2
26.6
21.2
14.2
12.4
11.1

Table 29

Distribution of answers to the question "How do you think will the socio-economic situation in Belarus change in the forthcoming years?", %



Variant of answer
11'94
06'95
12'02
09'03
06'04
03'05
06'06
08'06

Will improve
8.8
20.2
13.6
19.6
21.8
29.7
46.0
40.8

Will not change
24.6
29.6
29.1
38.4
46.2
40.8
35.8
36.3

Will aggravate
65.4
50.1
43.9
28.5
21.5
16.8
11.0
12.0

Approximately at that same time when comparative assessments of Poland, Latvia and Lithuania as against Belarus went down, assessments of personal welfare and of social optimism – hopes for further improvement – went up. The results in Tables 28 and 29 were hardly the achievement of the propaganda only. Country’s informational policy might strengthen these results and give a direction to them but it wouldn’t afford creating them – improvement of welfare did take place. Quite naturally, feeling of growing welfare entailed change in comparative assessments. This in its turn seriously influenced geopolitical preferences of the Belarusians. (See Table 30).

Table 30

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



Variant of answer
03'05
05'05
09'05
12'05
04'06
06'06
08'06

Yes
52.8
47.4
38.0
36.7
32.4
31.5
36.5

No
44.4
35.4
44.0
38.3
33.8
49.2
41.3

It is obvious that the number of supporters of integration into Europe has decreased considerably over this same period. This is the causal relationship that occurs here we think. In our previous analytics we showed that pro-European preferences in Belarus are pragmatic in their character and are closely connected with the comparative assessments of living in Belarus vs. EU countries. The respondents giving higher assessment to the living standard in EU countries as against Belarus stand for integration into Europe and those who think that the living standard is higher in Belarus than in the united Europe do not welcome accession of Belarus into the EU.

This explains the mechanism of change in assessment: feeling of welfare improvement involves change in assessment of neighbor’s living including the EU member states. This in its turn generates chillier attitude to European prospects for Belarus: “Why striving into the EU if it’s not bad here in a way it is?”

This mechanism is not likely to change in the near future, but the content of “welfare” may change. It is for the first time after the many years of economic crisis that the Belarusians have seen welfare growth. If this trend persists, this will certainly cause the growth of needs and make them more exquisite. This same mechanism will then work for strengthening of pro-European moods: belly-full people want something more that just satiety and Europe can give this.

On the other hand, for example, an upswing of gas prices from 2007 may bring to a sharp decline in the living standard and, accordingly, to lower assessment of it. The above mechanism will then take to growth of pro-European moods which will as well supported by offence against Russia.

If the needs don’t change and the living standard doesn’t aggravate, the current tendency will most probably remain: the growth of welfare will cause further weakening of pro-European moods, or at least their shrinking to the core of pro-Europeans whose choice in favor of Europe is grounded on the system of values rather than on the European well-being.

We already proved in the analytics “Structure of foreign policy priorities of Belarusians” that attitude of Belarusians to integration with Russia little depends on comparative assessments. In other words, those who think that the living standard in Russia is higher than in Belarus are not necessarily supporters of integration and, vice versa, not all those who say that Belarusian living is better than Russian are opponents of integration. This is the conclusion made based on the factor analysis of one of the latest opinion polls. It is also proved in the analysis of dynamics of assessments given to the living standard and to geopolitical preferences. (See Tables 31 and 32).

Table 31

Dynamics of answers to the question "Where do you think people live better today, in Belarus or in Russia?", %



Variant of answer
12'02
03'03
09'03
03'04
06'06
08'06

In Belarus
35.1
34.2
29.1
34.1
44.6
40.1

In Russia
44.0
39.5
36.8
30.4
12.0
16.4

Equally in Belarus and in Russia  
20.9
26.3
28.5
28.3
39.4
37.0

Table 32

Dynamics of answers to the question about voting at a hypothetical referendum on Russia-Belarus integration, %



Variant of answer
12'02
03'03
06'04
06'06
08'06

For integration
53.8
57.5
42.9
44.9
45.4

Against integration 
26.3
23.8
25.0
28.9
34.2

Wouldn’t come to voting 
7.8
8.6
16.5
13.8
9.6

In case with Russia, as regards the above-described mechanism of attitude to Euro-integration, this is only the first stage of this mechanism that will work out for it – feeling of improving welfare generates better assessments of living in Belarus as against Russia. On all other stages this mechanism isn’t as plain as in the case with Europe: the part of respondents ready to vote for integration with Russia remains generally unchanged over the past two years.

Multidimensional attitude of Belarusians to their Eastern neighbor can be seen in the comparison of the last column of Table 31 with the fourth line of Table 27. The question of Table 31 was asked in the group with other questions about integration with Russia, and this is why the percentage of those who think that people live better in Belarus than in Russia is 1.5-fold (!) higher here than when this same question is asked in comparison to all neighboring countries. On the contrary, if the number of respondents in Table 31 thinking that living in Russia is better than in Belarus is 16.4%, their number in Table 27 is 28.9%.

When speaking about integration, the Belarusians assess living in Russia as worse than when speaking simply about a neighboring country. Perhaps, this is a kind of psychological compensation: the people standing for integration don’t want that their country and themselves, within a union or within any other formation, are considered spongers. On the other hand, opponents of integration are somehow inclined to demonize Russia when they use to talk about integration: “We don’t need to go there, they live differently and even worse than us.” Both these mechanisms of compensation work in one direction – so as to take down assessment of Russia. When this question is asked as compared to all other neighbors, the assessment appears more reasonable – a good country with the living standard higher than in Ukraine but lower than in Lithuania.

Russia vs. V. Putin

The data of August opinion poll show that there’s a close connection within public thinking between assessment of Russia-Belarus relations and of Putin-Lukashenko relations.

A simple comparison of the two columns in Table 33 shows that the estimates are very close. Close are the average values – 2.66 for relations between the two countries and 2.85 for relations between the two leaders. In other words, in average respondents assess Russia-Belarus relations between warm and good neighborly and relations of the presidents – almost the same with a greater shift to warm relations.

Table 33

Answers to the questions "How would you assess the current Russia-Belarus relations?" and "How would you assess the current relations between A. Lukashenko and V. Putin?", %



Variant of answer
Russia – Belarus relations
A. Lukashenko – V. Putin relations

Friendly 
24.1
23.9

Good neighborly 
32.0
23.3

Warm
10.6
12.3

Neutral
15.6
18.1

Chilly
7.6
10.6

Tense
5.7
5.8

Hostile
0.2
0.3

NA/DA
4.4
5.7

If indefinite answers are given average values, the coefficient of Pearson correlation between the two variables described in Table 33 will make 0.682. This indicator reveals a very close connection. It should be noted that we are talking about assessment of relations and that awareness of respondents about relations between the two countries is by definition higher than about interpersonal relations of the two leaders: interstate relations in this or that way manifest in public while only few know the mysteries of the Kremlin and Minsk courts. It looks like the conclusion about the unknown is made based on the known (or on the suggested to be known). Thus, if a respondent believes that interstate relations are good (or bad) he comes to the conclusion that the relations between its presidents are as well good (or bad).

Personal attitude of respondents to both heads of state is determined by much more complicated political and psychological mechanisms. 

In 2000-2002 it seemed that the Belarusians found a new toast who outshined the previous one. It was President of Russia V. Putin. The Belarusian authorities had the same feeling and they took efforts to change this ratio. Offence for the gas crisis of 2004 added up to the massive information campaign of the Belarusian state-run mass media and approximately at that same time V. Putin’s rating in the Union State rolled down (See Table 34).

Table 34

Dynamics of answers to the question "If there is a position of the Russia-Belarus president introduced, for whom would you vote to take it?", % (open question)



Variant of answer
11'99
08'01
10'01
09'02
09'03
11'04
09'05
12'05
03'06
06'06
08'06

A. Lukashenko
31.6
19.5
26.4
15.0
21.1
29.8
33.2
38.8
44.4
39.3
43.5

V. Putin
13.2
41.4
37.9
53.9
45.2
24.3
25.7
19.8
22.0
24.2
22.5

* All other Belarusian and Russian politicians received under 3% each in all the opinion polls conducted

We should like to underline that the position of the Russian president in the situation of flexible rating (when A. Lukashenko and V. Putin can both be chosen) measured up in the framework of international comparison remain fairly firm, even though he yields to A. Lukashenko and at the same time outruns the other world leaders in popularity (See Table 35).

Table 35

Dynamics of answers to the question "Who of the present-day top-level politicians is the most attractive for you and corresponds to your ideal of a politician?", %



Statesman 
04'00
09'03
11'04
03'06
06'06
08'06

A. Lukashenko
37.0
26.6
40.5
44.7
41.4
49.3

V. Putin
55.5
58.4
51.4
27.1
29.4
47.7

J. Chirac
11.4
13.7
10.8
4.4
4.0
9.7

A. Merkel
–*
–*
–*
3.7
3.7
8.9

T. Blair
5.1
7.0
4.9
3.5
5.1
6.3

Y. Timoshenko
–*
–*
–*
3.2
3.4
6.0

G. Bush
–*
5.2
5.5
4.6
4.2
5.9

F. Castro
7.7
7.9
–*
3.9
3.2
5.9

N. Nazarbaev
–*
–*
2.4
–*
–*
4.0

V. Yuschenko
–*
–*
–*
2.0
2.0
3.4

L. Kaczynski 
–*
–*
–*
1.0
1.6
2.6

V. Adamcus 
–*
–*
1.6
0.9
1.3
1.8

A. Kwasniewski 
5.9
7.6
4.9
–*
–*
–*

H. Schroeder 
10.2
15.9
13.1
–*
–*
–*

S. Berlusconi 
–*
–*
3.4
–*
2.3
–*

L. Kuchma
–*
–*
1.6
–*
–*
–*

R. Prodi 
–*
–*
–*
–*
–*
0.7

* Names of the given politicians were not offered in the polls marked

Sharp drop-down of V. Putin’s international rating in Table 35 in the beginning of 2006 – at the height of the election campaign in Belarus – seems quite surprising. The Russian president wasn’t in a way discredited in that period in Belarus. Perhaps, some of respondents were disappointed or annoyed with the total support of the Kremlin to A. Lukashenko from the very start of the election campaign (unlike in 2001 when they supported him only in the very end of the election campaign). It is entirely possible that the atmosphere of the election campaign and the actions which followed after it expound for this decline of Russian president’s rating in March and June opinion polls. All foreign leaders had lower ratings in those opinion polls since the Belarusian mass media daily persuaded voters in superiority of the Belarusian leader over the whole world.

Yet, by August V. Putin’s international rating returned to its customary level – in the line with A. Lukashenko’s. What’s more, “invitation to the execution” in regards with the gas situation hanging over Belarus as a sword of Damocles didn’t influence much the popularity of the Russian president.

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

(those interviewed are 1515 persons, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03)

1. "Some say that the authority and cases of arbitrary rule on the part of statesmen have gone down over the years of A. Lukashenko’s governance while others say that on the contrary they have increased. What do you think?"

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

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have increased over these years
36.9
51.7
45.9
46.3
48.2
43.5
26.8
19.8

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have gone down over these years
49.0
30.7
42.6
33.5
38.9
43.9
61.1
65.0

NA/DA
14.1
17.6
11.5
20.2
12.9
12.6
12.1
15.2

Table 1.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have increased over these years
15.8
22.8
39.8
42.4
50.7

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have gone down over these years
72.2
62.0
43.5
45.9
37.4

NA/DA
12.0
15.2
16.7
11.7
11.9

Table 1.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have increased over these years
48.0
40.4
51.2
20.1
46.3

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have gone down over these years
39.1
45.0
33.7
65.3
43.9

NA/DA
12.9
14.6
15.1
14.6
9.8

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

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have increased over these years
50.4
32.8
39.1
31.5
35.3
37.8
29.6

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have gone down over these years
29.6
59.4
54.6
51.5
53.1
49.6
48.0

NA/DA
20.0
7.8
6.3
17.0
11.6
12.6
22.4

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have increased over these years
50.4
45.0
33.2
32.8
29.5

Authority and arbitrary rule of statesmen have gone down over these years
29.6
42.5
56.8
48.2
58.9

NA/DA
20.0
12.5
10.0
19.0
11.6

2. "Do you agree that a strong leader can presently give more to the country than good laws?"

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

Agree 
56.2
49.1
45.4
54.9
52.4
52.7
63.9
63.3

Agree not
35.3
41.8
43.6
37.7
39.7
38.0
27.7
28.7

NA/DA
8.5
9.1
11.0
7.4
7.9
9.3
8.4
8.0

Table 2.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Agree 
67.1
69.4
56.9
49.8
44.0

Agree not
28.9
18.0
34.4
40.5
49.8

NA/DA
4.0
12.6
8.7
9.7
6.2

Table 2.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Agree 
51.2
53.5
50.0
63.4
63.0

Agree not
40.9
37.8
39.8
27.7
31.1

NA/DA
7.9
8.7
10.2
8.9
5.9

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

Agree 
55.7
44.3
63.4
48.7
56.8
63.4
61.4

Agree not
36.6
49.8
30.4
39.5
35.1
32.3
22.9

NA/DA
7.7
5.9
6.2
11.8
8.1
4.3
15.7

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Agree 
55.7
62.9
55.8
55.2
53.4

Agree not
36.6
24.6
38.7
33.0
39.7

NA/DA
7.7
12.5
5.5
11.8
6.9

3. "If the presidential election is held in Belarus tomorrow and A. Lukashenko runs for presidency again, how would you vote?"

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

Would vote for A. Lukashenko
54.9
37.9
37.9
34.0
40.8
45.6
69.2
81.5

Would vote for an alternative candidate
25.2
28.0
36.5
34.9
34.8
30.9
15.4
10.6

Would vote against all
5.1
7.9
7.0
9.6
6.6
6.9
2.6
1.1

Wouldn’t come to voting
6.4
15.8
11.0
13.2
8.9
7.2
2.8
2.0

NA/DA
8.4
10.4
7.6
8.3
8.9
9.4
10.0
4.8

Table 3.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Would vote for A. Lukashenko
88.9
73.3
49.5
46.8
38.0

Would vote for an alternative candidate
8.1
10.0
26.4
29.5
42.6

Would vote against all
1.0
3.4
4.8
8.0
5.7

Wouldn’t come to voting
0
4.8
9.0
6.9
5.8

NA/DA
2.0
8.5
10.3
8.8
7.9

Table 3.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Would vote for A. Lukashenko
33.1
51.7
38.5
80.8
34.9

Would vote for an alternative candidate
34.2
28.4
31.2
11.4
36.5

Would vote against all
8.8
5.5
7.2
1.1
8.0

Wouldn’t come to voting
14.8
4.7
11.2
0.5
17.2

NA/DA
9.1
9.7
11.9
6.2
3.4

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

Would vote for A. Lukashenko
39.0
60.0
65.2
55.2
51.9
54.7
60.0

Would vote for an alternative candidate
28.6
24.9
25.2
32.1
24.8
20.3
20.7

Would vote against all
6.4
4.4
3.4
2.0
11.1
6.6
1.7

Wouldn’t come to voting
15.7
7.6
0.9
2.7
2.5
8.2
6.0

NA/DA
10.3
3.1
5.3
8.0
9.7
10.2
11.6

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Would vote for A. Lukashenko
39.0
50.6
51.6
59.3
66.4

Would vote for an alternative candidate
28.6
30.3
27.3
22.2
20.7

Would vote against all
6.4
7.1
6.3
3.3
3.4

Wouldn’t come to voting
15.7
3.8
6.5
6.2
3.0

NA/DA
10.3
8.2
8.3
9.0
6.5

4. "What do you think is the most critical for the country nowadays?" (no more than three answers are possible)
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

National idea
17.8
14.3
16.8
16.4
17.7
20.2
17.9
17.5

Democratization
25.0
28.4
31.2
30.8
30.7
33.1
19.5
12.5

Regeneration of patriotism
19.2
15.4
14.8
14.3
13.7
19.8
27.9
22.4

Strong leader
42.4
34.3
37.8
40.9
43.0
41.2
48.0
43.6

Revival of national traditions
22.5
21.9
20.3
29.9
22.4
20.5
22.3
22.3

Powerful state
47.2
47.7
55.8
41.0
45.7
44.2
45.3
50.7

Revival of culture and  of the sacred
26.7
19.4
25.2
24.3
27.7
27.6
35.4
23.5

Union with Russia
18.7
26.4
12.5
18.7
18.2
18.3
19.9
20.0

DA
5.2
4.1
9.6
4.6
4.8
4.8
1.6
6.3

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

National idea
17.1
16.7
15.6
18.4
24.1

Democratization
14.0
12.4
24.4
31.1
36.8

Regeneration of patriotism
16.6
22.4
18.6
20.4
17.7

Strong leader
41.9
45.3
42.7
46.1
33.7

Revival of national traditions
20.7
20.6
22.9
23.7
22.4

Powerful state
51.6
50.0
47.5
45.9
42.7

Revival of culture and  of the sacred
24.8
22.6
28.0
24.6
32.0

Union with Russia
12.8
22.8
19.1
18.6
19.0

DA
5.6
7.6
4.5
4.5
5.4

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

National idea
19.1
18.2
14.1
15.7
27.3

Democratization
34.6
26.4
32.8
14.2
29.3

Regeneration of patriotism
17.5
19.1
13.8
22.9
29.3

Strong leader
36.7
44.4
45.2
44.3
32.9

Revival of national traditions
22.7
21.7
23.1
22.7
25.5

Powerful state
42.9
47.1
49.9
50.1
45.2

Revival of culture and  of the sacred
28.7
27.7
19.3
24.5
33.5

Union with Russia
19.7
17.3
23.6
19.5
17.0

DA
4.7
5.0
6.9
5.4
5.4

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

National idea
28.3
19.5
12.3
27.0
14.3
4.9
16.5

Democratization
36.5
33.1
21.6
17.1
20.1
19.5
22.3

Regeneration of patriotism
25.6
27.3
17.1
23.6
13.0
10.2
15.1

Strong leader
38.4
24.1
54.7
44.4
46.2
48.2
43.9

Revival of national traditions
31.6
22.1
16.0
24.8
22.5
25.9
14.4

Powerful state
32.9
45.2
39.4
41.2
57.0
72.2
48.5 

Revival of culture and  of the sacred
41.6
25.8
11.7
22.0
22.2
34.6
27.3

Union with Russia
10.8
16.1
20.3
16.0
17.6
25.2
26.5

DA
4.5
0
10.7
4.1
6.2
2.1
8.1

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

National idea
28.3
21.4
20.5
10.8
12.2

Democratization
36.5
19.4
25.9
23.3
22.2

Regeneration of patriotism
25.6
9.5
24.9
13.7
20.5

Strong leader
38.4
55.0
40.4
46.5
36.4

Revival of national traditions
31.6
17.5
13.5
25.0
24.5

Powerful state
32.9
48.5
48.8
45.3
54.3

Revival of culture and  of the sacred
41.6
20.4
24.9
26.2
23.6

Union with Russia
10.8
31.2
21.2
11.4
18.3

DA
4.5
8.8
6.0
6.5
2.2

5. "In your opinion, who does President A. Lukashenko rely on in the first place?" (no more than three answers are possible)
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

Common citizens
34.2
35.4
26.9
27.4
27.0
28.7
38.2
46.7

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
48.6
46.4
51.8
60.0
53.1
52.0
48.1
38.1

Cultural and scientific elite
8.3
3.8
5.8
6.1
7.2
7.9
12.4
9.9

Businessmen
4.5
4.4
3.3
6.1
3.5
4.1
4.7
5.3

Presidential vertical of power
37.0
26.5
29.9
39.6
39.5
38.5
44.6
33.6

Directors of large enterprises
13.5
8.3
13.1
15.2
14.6
13.2
16.8
11.7

Experts
9.9
2.6
9.0
7.9
8.6
11.9
11.4
10.6

Public sector officials
20.5
14.4
16.1
18.2
22.4
22.1
23.0
19.8

Pensioners
41.4
50.9
49.2
42.9
41.7
42.9
30.2
40.6

Villagers
30.0
36.3
34.7
32.3
30.3
30.1
28.7
26.8

DA
3.8
6.2
4.8
1.8
3.1
3.1
4.0
4.8

Table 5.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Common citizens
42.5
48.2
33.8
28.8
24.7

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
36.5
42.7
47.4
53.0
59.3

Cultural and scientific elite
6.9
11.0
8.7
8.1
6.6

Businessmen
11.5
3.4
4.2
3.3
2.8

Presidential vertical of power
43.5
24.0
35.6
43.8
36.6

Directors of large enterprises
10.0
11.4
16.5
13.5
11.0

Experts
9.5
11.8
9.2
9.3
10.7

Public sector officials
23.8
16.5
20.3
23.0
18.1

Pensioners
33.3
39.1
39.5
44.1
50.0

Villagers
15.1
32.1
32.5
28.9
35.0

DA
8.4
4.6
2.9
2.9
3.33

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Common citizens
26.0
30.9
28.6
44.8
39.3

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
56.0
52.0
48.4
39.5
45.6

Cultural and scientific elite
5.6
8.8
5.2
11.2
3.0

Businessmen
4.4
4.2
2.9
5.4
4.3

Presidential vertical of power
35.0
39.4
34.8
35.9
34.0

Directors of large enterprises
13.3
16.0
10.4
11.9
7.5

Experts
10.7
9.2
5.9
10.6
12.5

Public sector officials
20.5
21.6
18.6
20.9
11.6

Pensioners
43.2
40.9
46.5
38.0
50.9

Villagers
37.7
28.7
32.8
25.1
36.0

DA
2.3
3.2
7.3
4.7
5.3

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

Common citizens
39.1
27.3
27.6
46.8
45.4
17.9
35.6

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
68.6
51.9
47.8
37.2
29.0
65.4
37.4

Cultural and scientific elite
7.0
5.2
7.9
8.6
6.8
19.1
6.1

Businessmen
3.2
3.5
6.3
4.9
5.5
2.0
5.9

Presidential vertical of power
41.3
36.4
31.7
40.3
30.0
46.2
34.6

Directors of large enterprises
18.6
19.6
3.1
15.1
4.4
24.3
10.5

Experts
11.9
5.3
7.6
8.9
12.2
9.6
13.2

Public sector officials
26.0
26.7
9.2
23.3
18.7
31.6
9.7

Pensioners
35.8
36.9
52.6
36.4
57.2
29.1
40.3

Villagers
28.3
29.3
27.2
31.2
34.7
21.7
36.0

DA
1.3
2.1
4.7
1.8
4.3
2.0
10.0

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Common citizens
39.1
38.8
38.5
20.7
33.6

Military men, Ministry of Internal Affairs, KGB
68.6
28.8
56.5
43.9
46.6

Cultural and scientific elite
7.0
8.5
4.8
12.9
8.7

Businessmen
3.2
1.8
1.4
7.4
7.1

Presidential vertical of power
41.3
26.9
30.3
47.0
39.3

Directors of large enterprises
18.6
12.4
8.6
22.4
9.8

Experts
11.9
10.7
5.8
11.3
10.0

Public sector officials
26.0
17.7
18.0
20.3
20.8

Pensioners
35.8
47.1
48.7
31.7
41.7

Villagers
28.3
48.3
31.4
25.2
22.0

DA
1.3
6.0
3.4
4.8
3.7

6. "Have you heard that on July 13 former presidential candidate A. Kozulin was sentenced to five and a half years of imprisonment by decision of court of the Moscow district in Minsk?"

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

Yes, I have
55.5
53.2
58.5
58.0
62.6
60.0
56.7
44.5

No, I haven’t
44.0
46.8
40.7
41.2
37.4
39.4
42.5
55.0

NA
0.7
0
0.8
0.8
0
0.5
0.8
0.5

Table 6.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes, I have
41.1
40.4
54.8
63.8
69.3

No, I haven’t
58.9
59.1
44.6
36.2
29.6

NA
0
0.5
0.6
0
1.2

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes, I have
58.2
60.6
57.1
47.1
48.9

No, I haven’t
41.5
38.5
42.9
52.7
51.1

NA
0.3
0.9
0
0.2
0

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

Yes, I have
55.2
73.4
50.4
51.7
62.3
50.4
43.5

No, I haven’t
44.1
26.6
48.8
46.9
37.2
49.6
56.5

NA
0.7
0
0.8
1.3
0.5
0
0

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes, I have
55.2
45.1
69.6
55.3
53.0

No, I haven’t
44.1
54.3
30.1
44.1
46.8

NA
0.7
0.6
0.3
0.7
0.2

7. "If you have heard, what is your attitude to such decision of court?"

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

The sentence is just
24.3
16.6
15.3
13.6
22.2
17.9
32.9
34.5

The sentence is unjust
26.6
30.0
38.1
37.7
31.6
32.7
18.5
14.0

This doesn’t matter to me
22.4
26.7
20.9
25.1
24.8
24.5
23.9
27.1

NA/DA
26.7
26.7
25.8
23.5
21.4
24.9
24.7
24.4

Table 7.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

The sentence is just
35.2
23.5
23.4
24.0
19.3

The sentence is unjust
19.3
20.7
25.2
31.3
43.2

This doesn’t matter to me
12.4
24.3
26.2
22.3
19.1

NA/DA
33.1
31.5
25.2
22.4
18.4

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

The sentence is just
14.7
23.4
18.1
34.7
15.4

The sentence is unjust
38.9
26.9
33.7
15.5
34.0

This doesn’t matter to me
29.1
23.1
20.3
17.4
23.2

NA/DA
17.3
26.6
27.9
32.4
27.4

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

The sentence is just
17.7
28.9
33.5
14.9
36.1
11.0
25.1

The sentence is unjust
31.8
33.6
33.6
28.1
19.4
26.0
13.2

This doesn’t matter to me
35.8
20.7
13.9
27.0
22.1
27.1
27.4

NA/DA
14.7
16.8
19.0
30.0
22.4
35.9
34.3

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

The sentence is just
17.7
21.2
27.6
24.9
32.6

The sentence is unjust
31.8
32.5
30.5
30.3
21.9

This doesn’t matter to me
35.8
23.4
21.6
22.0
15.1

NA/DA
14.7
22.9
20.3
22.8
30.4

8. "By decision of court, A. Kozulin was convicted for hard ruffianism as well as for organization of mass actions breaking the social order and for active participation in them. What is you think the true reason of A. Kozulin’s conviction?"

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

Agree with the wording of court
33.0
21.1
22.4
15.4
27.0
25.6
39.9
51.3

A. Kozulin was convicted on political grounds
41.6
43.7
52.8
56.8
51.4
50.6
33.2
22.2

NA/DA
25.4
35.2
24.8
27.8
21.6
23.8
26.9
26.5

Table 8.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Agree with the wording of court
55.9
40.7
29.5
24.6
22.5

A. Kozulin was convicted on political grounds
21.0
21.7
43.5
29.4
59.5

NA/DA
23.1
37.6
27.0
46.0
18.0

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Agree with the wording of court
19.1
29.9
20.0
50.9
23.0

A. Kozulin was convicted on political grounds
61.5
43.1
48.0
24.3
47.1

NA/DA
19.4
27.0
32.0
24.8
29.9

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

Agree with the wording of court
28.4
48.4
33.1
19.5
44.8
21.0
31.8

A. Kozulin was convicted on political grounds
54.2
43.7
42.7
42.2
32.4
42.7
31.7

NA/DA
17.4
7.9
24.2
38.3
22.8
36.3
36.5

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Agree with the wording of court
28.4
23.6
41.2
24.0
40.7

A. Kozulin was convicted on political grounds
54.2
38.7
39.5
41.9
37.6

NA/DA
17.4
37.7
19.4
34.1
21.7

9. "Belarusians, Russians and Ukrainians, are they three different nations or three branches of one nation?"

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

Different nations
28.3
43.0
27.4
34.4
26.1
24.6
22.9
31.3

Three branches of one nation
65.7
52.3
65.8
58.1
69.2
68.2
69.2
64.0

NA/DA
6.0
4.9
6.8
7.5
4.7
7.2
7.9
4.7

Table 9.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Different nations
37.7
23.4
26.8
28.0
29.5

Three branches of one nation
59.7
66.8
67.2
65.0
66.9

NA/DA
2.6
9.8
6.0
7.0
3.6

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Different nations
31.9
24.4
32.5
29.6
34.0

Three branches of one nation
59.4
69.8
63.6
65.4
59.4

NA/DA
8.7
5.8
3.9
5.0
6.6

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

Different nations
32.1
19.9
45.2
36.8
26.3
11.8
24.3

Three branches of one nation
61.9
74.8
48.6
53.5
65.3
87.3
70.0

NA/DA
6.0
5.3
6.3
9.6
8.4
1.0
5.7

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Different nations
32.1
22.5
27.7
33.9
26.8

Three branches of one nation
61.9
71.7
64.9
55.2
70.4

NA/DA
6.0
5.8
7.4
10.9
2.8

10. "If Belarus incorporates into the Russian Federation after the referendum, what will be your response?" (please give an answer only if you chose the alternative “against integration” or “wouldn’t come to voting” in the previous question)
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

I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed
35.8
32.9
33.0
38.0
36.3
34.3
38.6
35.7

I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results
8.8
11.1
10.9
14.0
12.4
11.3
4.9
3.1

I will move to some other country for permanent residence
3.4
7.9
5.4
9.0
3.7
2.4
1.0
1.9

I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands
2.4
5.4
6.6
2.2
4.5
0
1.4
1.2

NA/DA
12.7
12.4
18.3
10.9
9.7
16.4
11.7
11.6

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed
31.7
38.2
39.7
33.4
30.7

I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results
2.4
1.8
8.5
12.0
15.7

I will move to some other country for permanent residence
2.0
1.0
4.2
5.0
2.4

I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands
0
2.1
3.4
3.0
3.5

NA/DA
8.9
13.2
11.0
13.8
17.7

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed
35.6
36.4
30.7
37.5
29.4

I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results
15.1
9.1
10.2
2.5
16.6

I will move to some other country for permanent residence
5.7
2.5
10.5
1.6
4.5

I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands
2.9
2.4
5.4
1.1
4.3

NA/DA
12.8
13.4
14.6
111.2
13.0

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

I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed
39.8
56.1
27.2
38.5
26.2
29.7
30.6

I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results
11.4
11.7
8.8
16.0
4.3
7.7
2.2

I will move to some other country for permanent residence
5.0
3.0
3.4
6.3
3.5
1.7
0.4

I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands
4.0
2.9
2.3
22.0
1.8
1.6
1.8

NA/DA
10.4
0.4
36.8
17.8
11.7
3.7
8.5

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I will agree with this since referendum results can’t be changed
39.8
16.6
41.4
39.2
39.3

I will take part in mass actions of protest (rallies, strikes, etc.) to try to change these results
11.4
6.4
10.7
8.8
7.4

I will move to some other country for permanent residence
5.0
1.7
2.8
3.7
3.8

I’m ready to stand up independence of Belarus with arms in my hands
4.0
1.0
2.3
1.5
2.9

NA/DA
10.4
20.5
11.8
4.6
14.5

11. "If a referendum on adoption of Russia-Belarus Union State’s Constitution is held, how will you vote at it?"

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

Will vote for 
44.4
35.0
31.7
30.5
38.1
43.8
54.2
55.4

Will vote against
27.8
22.7
31.9
33.5
34.9
29.9
24.6
21.1

Won’t come to voting
15.7
29.9
22.8
23.1
15.6
14.6
12.4
10.8

NA/DA
12.1
12.4
13.6
12.9
11.4
11.7
8.8
12.7

Table 11.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Will vote for 
53.1
59.3
40.7
40.5
39.0

Will vote against
23.0
17.5
29.5
27.5
37.4

Won’t come to voting
10.4
11.5
17.1
20.4
12.4

NA/DA
13.5
11.6
12.6
11.6
11.2

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Will vote for 
32.5
43.9
36.5
57.9
24.5

Will vote against
30.5
29.7
24.5
22.2
38.9

Won’t come to voting
25.9
12.9
21.4
9.5
29.1

NA/DA
11.1
13.5
17.6
10.4
7.5

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

Will vote for 
36.3
44.4
43.3
31.8
41.8
60.3
53.6

Will vote against
29.7
35.9
37.0
32.8
25.7
16.1
16.4

Won’t come to voting
20.3
16.1
14.3
18.5
16.1
13.8
10.7

NA/DA
13.7
3.6
5.5
16.9
16.4
9.8
19.3

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Will vote for 
36.3
55.9
39.7
47.3
43.4

Will vote against
29.7
20.2
34.2
23.3
29.7

Won’t come to voting
20.3
10.3
18.0
13.4
16.0

NA/DA
13.8
13.6
8.1
16.0
10.9

12. "Will you support the variant of Russia-Belarus integration presupposing that Belarus will stop being an independent and sovereign country?"

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
21.1
24.4
19.6
13.1
21.1
18.9
20.4
26.1

No
78.5
75.6
79.9
86.2
78.9
80.3
79.2
73.7

NA
0.4
0
0.5
0.7
0
0.9
0.4
0.2

Table 12.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes
29.4
24.7
20.4
18.9
16.9

No
70.6
74.0
79.5
80.6
82.8

NA
0
1.3
0.1
0.5
0.3

Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes
13.7
21.3
24.1
27.0
10.5

No
85.4
78.4
75.9
72.6
89.5

NA
0.9
0.3
0
0.4
0

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
8.9
21.9
30.2
28.7
17.1
21.9
22.2

No
90.7
78.1
69.8
69.9
82.1
77.6
77.8

NA
0.4
0
0
1.4
0.8
0.5
0

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes
8.9
23.0
25.2
31.4
18.8

No
90.7
76.7
74.8
67.2
81.0

NA
0.4
0.3
0
1.4
0.2

13. "What is more important for you, improvement of economic situation in Belarus or country’s independence?"

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

Improvement of economic situation
48.5
51.5
45.0
47.0
48.6
48.4
45.3
51.3

Country’s independence
41.9
39.4
42.2
40.3
43.7
39.1
46.9
41.0

NA/DA
9.6
9.1
12.8
12.7
7.7
12.5
7.8
7.7

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher
(incomplete higher)

Improvement of economic situation
48.2
48.2
49.2
48.3
47.7

Country’s independence
44.9
37.8
41.4
44.0
41.4

NA/DA
6.9
14.0
9.4
7.7
10.9

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Improvement of economic situation
41.1
49.9
46.6
51.1
51.5

Country’s independence
49.5
39.0
43.0
40.9
42.4

NA/DA
9.4
11.1
10.4
8.0
6.1

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

Improvement of economic situation
32.6
47.9
51.7
45.8
45.7
66.0
54.1

Country’s independence
38.1
46.6
41.2
42.6
44.3
31.9
33.5

NA/DA
9.3
6.6
7.1
11.7
10.0
12.2
12.3

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Improvement of economic situation
32.6
51.0
54.4
49.8
51.3

Country’s independence
58.1
36.5
34.7
34.3
44.7

NA/DA
9.3
12.5
10.9
15.9
4.0

14. "If a referendum on accession of Belarus into the European Union is held tomorrow, how would you vote?"

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

For 
36.5
52.3
45.6
52.7
42.1
39.6
27.1
23.2

Against 
41.3
22.5
26.9
24.4
34.8
37.8
51.9
57.8

Wouldn’t come to voting 
8.2
12.2
11.5
7.5
7.5
9.8
7.1
6.7

NA/DA
14.0
13.0
16.0
15.4
15.6
12.8
13.9
12.3

Table 14.2. Depending on education


Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For 
24.9
22.4
38.5
39.4
48.7

Against 
57.3
57.1
37.6
35.7
32.3

Wouldn’t come to voting 
4.9
7.1
8.3
11.4
6.9

NA/DA
12.9
13.4
15.6
13.5
12.1

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For 
46.3
35.7
51.3
25.5
50.9

Against 
28.4
41.3
25.2
55.0
30.5

Wouldn’t come to voting 
12.1
7.6
9.3
6.6
8.0

NA/DA
13.2
15.4
14.2
12.9
10.6

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

For 
40.0
39.7
43.0
37.4
34.5
20.2
36.9

Against 
43.3
51.2
35.1
36.4
46.0
49.4
28.2

Wouldn’t come to voting 
4.7
4.0
8.2
9.8
7.1
12.6
12.7

NA/DA
12.0
5.1
13.7
16.4
12.4
17.8
22.2

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For 
40.0
50.6
37.5
30.7
28.9

Against 
43.3
23.5
40.2
43.3
50.0

Wouldn’t come to voting 
4.7
10.2
9.3
9.4
7.8

NA/DA
12.0
15.7
13.0
16.6
13.3

Entering Europe via civil society
On June 30 – July 1, 2006 within the framework of the research project “Strengthening Pro-European Attitudes in Belarus,” round table discussion “The Role of Civil Society in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes in Belarus” was conducted in Gomel at the assistance of O. Manaev’s group.

The following speakers delivered reports based on many sociological researches: Associate Prof. Irina Bugrova, PhD (Minsk International Education Center) – “Long Way to Europe: Social Practices of Public Initiatives and Associations,” Oleg Gulak (Belarusian Helsinki Committee, Minsk) – “The Role of Human Rights Centers in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes,” Associate Prof. Luidmila Gryaznova, PhD in Economics (United Civil Party, Minsk) – “The Role of Political Parties in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes,” Yuri Voronezhtsev, PhD in Engineering Sciences (Public Organization “Fund of Lev Sapega”, Gomel) – “The Role of Civil Society’s Regional Bodies in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes,” Associate Prof. Valery Bondarenko, PhD in Engineering Sciences (Belarusian Commerce and Economics University, Gomel) – “The Role of Civil Society Bodies in the Development of Euro-Regions in Belarus,” Associate Prof. Anatoly Kasiyanenko, PhD (Public Organization “Oracle”, Gomel) – “European Experience of Agricultural Tourism: New Opportunities for the Belarusian Civil Society in the Village,” Associate Prof. Alyaksandr Sasnow, PhD in Economics (Prof. O. Manaev's group) – “Influence of Public Organizations on the Formation of Foreign Policy Attitudes of Belarusians,” Prof. Oleg Manaev, Doctor of Sociology – “The Role of Think Tanks in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes,” Sergei Nikoliuk (Prof. O. Manaev's group) – “The Role of Mass Media in Strengthening of Pro-European Attitudes.”

Leaders of the key political parties, trade unions and youth associations, and scientists from Gomel universities as well as representatives of the region’s business circles and mass media took an active part in the discussion.

Members of the round table discussion have come to the conclusion that the civil society in Belarus, unlike in the neighboring countries, not complements but is compelled to act for many state institutions. While state institutions literally hinder formation of pro-European attitudes in the society and even build anti-West and anti-Europe attitudes, key bodies of the civil society – political parties and human rights centers, NGO’s and local communities, independent mass media and research centers – play an important role in the formation and strengthening of pro-European attitudes. However, as the state power fights against the civil society, understanding and support of this role are steadily going up among the Belarusian elite and electorate as well as among international organizations and public organizations.

OPEN FORUM
What Will Be the Future of Belarus?

Sergei Kalyakin, First Secretary of the Central Committee, Party of Communists Belarusian

Formation of the Belarusian nationality traces back into centuries. From the geopolitical viewpoint, Belarus is situated between Central and Eastern Europe. Strong neighbors tragically affected the lives of Belarusians throughout its history. Struggle of Belarusian people for national independence and sovereignty have been going for centuries under the Great Duchy of Lithuania, Rzecz Pospolita, Russian Empire and the USSR. Therefore, even neighbors knew little about the Belarusians and their state.

In the modern history, Belarus became a sovereign state and a full and independent member of the world community in December of 1991.

Present-day Belarus is located in the center of Europe and has common borders with Russia, the European Union and Ukraine. Its territory makes 207 sq km with the population of about 10 million people. What ensures survival and development of a small country like Belarus this is its foreign policy. Hence, assessment of basic geopolitical trends influencing this country should be a starting point for determining the core of the Belarusian foreign policy.

We believe the goal of Belarusian foreign policy in such a position should be state neutrality and close relations with Russia, refusal from nuclear weapons, elimination of conflicts with neighbors and search for foreign economic partners as well as investment from abroad. At the international arena Belarus should be led by multidirectional policy. As regards country’s interests, they should go both in the eastern and western directions since the country is situated in the heart of Europe, at the crossroads from the West to the East.

Major political objectives of Belarus at the international arena should be the following:

· accessing the world community as an equal and reliable partner;

· co-operating actively with international bodies and organizations;

· contributing to the construction of a new world and European security systems free from demarcations lines;

· participating in multilateral international economic cooperation.

The points stated above allow predicting the future of Belarus. However, it should be remembered that even a look into the past, i.e. what has already taken place, often produces hot debates, collision of opinions and conclusions. As far as the future is concerned, it gives even more choice as it depends on interaction of many internal and external conditions and factors which are changing persistently. This is why even discerning oracles usually speak about a line of possible developments which may equally take place or not. 

The number of possible scenarios of the political machinery in Belarus can be reduced to the following three basic variants:

1. Belarus merges with the other state, for example Russia, and stops its history of a sovereign country.

2. Belarus remains a state and an agent of international relations and builds its future within a union with other states, for instance within the EU, within Russia-Belarus or some other union.

3. Belarus remains a sovereign state that doesn’t enroll into any political and economic union and preserves balance between Russia and Europe trying to become a bridge between the East and the West.

The first variant is hardly possible since I think we have a national consensus in Belarus on non-violation of country’s sovereignty.

Incorporation of Belarus into Russia means end to absolute powers of A. Lukashenko which he cannot accept. He unambiguously noted this in his annual address to the people and the Parliament: “The Cabinet of Belarus thinks closed the discussion about our country’s incorporation into Russia. Sovereignty and state independence of Belarus will remain – this is not negotiable. Absorbance of a small state by a large state is a historic anachronism and it is unreasonable to get back to it.”

Preservation of country’s sovereignty was always beyond question for the political opposition either.

As regards population, according to sociological surveys, under 10% of Belarusian citizens would like to merge with the Russian Federation. Also, only 14% of Belarusians think that Belarus and Russia should make a single state with a sole president, army, government, currency, flag, etc.

On the other hand, Russia doesn’t consider annexation of Belarus a very good idea either. More acceptable for it is the scenario of Russia-Belarus strategic partnership which would not exclude formation of a Russia-Belarus union based on parity of the members, voluntarism and honest fulfillment of bilateral agreements. Every member-state would preserve its sovereignty, territorial integrity, Constitution, national flag, National Emblem and other symbols of statehood.

Unfortunately, settlement of the most topical Belarusian problems is not possible with the resources of Belarus alone. Their solution involves quite large-scale and expensive projects. The reality is as follows: 

· Belarus lives in the conditions of ecological disaster and large Belarusian enterprises can survive only if they operate outside the national economy;

· a new leap of scientific and technical revolution in the developed countries may jeopardize the Belarusian industry in case manufacturing technologies are not renovated promptly;

· EU expansion has generated a new geopolitical situation to which Belarus needs to adapt.

· The earlier unilateral course for Russia had its strong sides pertaining to settlement of urgent tasks on economy stabilization. In a crisis, this is the Eastern course that helped Belarus regain the market of large-scale industrial products and maintain social stability.

· However,

· despite economic growth in Russia, the Russian market is too small for the Belarusian large-scale industry;

· Russia doesn’t have a full set of technologies which the Belarusian economy and especially Belarusian industry needs for its renovation.

As long as Russia and the European Union approach one another, Belarus runs greater and greater risks to be hit by strong pressure from both sides. Under such conditions it needs real improvement in relations, with the EU countries first of all. At the same time Belarus shouldn’t and cannot break its union relations with Russia.

The idea of globalization lies in a prompt and effective entrance into rapidly developing world market relations as well as into world informational and communication networks which would allow carrying economic, financial and other projects on a higher level. In what regards economic, cultural and geopolitical fields, Belarus should strive for becoming a European country.

The future place and role of Belarus in the system of international division of labor in Europe is closely connected with its participation in European integration processes. The European Union is presently one of the largest economic partners of Belarus and this is in the interests of Belarus to strengthen this trend.

There are two stages in the history of EU-Belarus relations. The first stage continued from January of 1992 to November of 1996 and comprised the development of mutually beneficial forms and directions of cooperation as well as establishment of legal norms of EU-Belarus cooperation. In March of 1995 Belarus and the EU signed the Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation and in March of 1996 – Temporary Agreement on Trade and Trading Issues. In general, about 100 million dollars have been invested into TACIS projects in Belarus.

Elimination of political contacts has become an objective at the second stage which began in November of 1996 and lasts till present. What became a major reason of aggravation in relations is conduction of the referendum on amendments into the country’s Constitution in Belarus in 1996.

In September of 1997 the situation in Belarus was considered at the special sitting of EU Council of Foreign Ministers. It concluded to reduce contacts with Belarus to the minimum. As the Statement of Relations with Belarus underlined, EU member-states would stand out against membership of Belarus in the Council of Europe, wouldn’t sign a temporary agreement on partnership or an agreement on partnership and cooperation with it and they would carry bilateral relations with Belarus only via the EU board. Furthermore, the European Union decided to suspend the projects of technical assistance to Belarus, except for the humanitarian aid and regional projects which promote democratization. As a result, top-level political dialogue between Belarus and EU member-states was as well suspended.

At the same time, following recent expansion of the European Union the common border of Belarus and the EU has made up over 1200 km. Its final demarcation has been completed quite recently. This point urges both parties to cooperation. The issues of border, ecology, trade and transit between Russia and the EU cannot be discussed without participation of the Belarusian side.

However, internal political situation remains a major hindrance to normal contacts both with the European Union in general and with the countries situated to the West of Belarus.

Establishment of efficient Belarus-EU relations involves account of EU-Russia cooperation. Belarus needs to adapt to this strategy and at the same time it needs to use this strategy to uphold its national interests. The role of Belarus on the geopolitical scale “Russian Federation vs. European Union” is very important. For example, the part of gas transported from Russia into Europe across Belarus will soon make over 30% of all Russian export of gas.

Taking into account the transit role of Belarus and proceeding from common interests, close cooperation with European countries for struggle with crime, illegal migration, arms trafficking and drug business appear as well critical.

Scientific and cultural relations also give a great potential. Belarus should promote the development of scientific, educational and cultural projects on cooperation with the EU.

Another important factor of extending EU-Belarus relations is cooperation between NGO’s, political parties, civil initiatives, educational institutions, etc.

This is formation of a person’s new psychology which opens the way to the formation of civil society. It cannot appear from nothing. Therefore, EU-Belarus cooperation should continue with greater emphasis on low level despite the generally unfavorable and unacceptable for the West Belarusian state policy.

Speaking about importance of the above factors in the development of relations between Belarus and the European Union, we should like to underline that these relations will to a great extent depend on the choice of the Belarusian people. As of now, about a third of Belarusian citizens places themselves among Europeans and says that Belarus should strive for accession to the EU. At the same time the level of awareness among population about true processes taking place in the EU remains very low. These are not only common citizens but representatives of the political elite as well who presently find it difficult to answer definite questions about integration with Europe and don’t see any difference, for example, between the EU and the Council of Europe, the European Parliament and the PACE. There’s a great work yet to be done to introduce Belarusians to the experience of European integration. New EU member states might help us in this.

Apart from bilateral relations with the EU and Russia, it is necessary to mention relations with Ukraine as a large European country possessing powerful human, economic and scientific potential. Cooperation with Ukraine doesn’t reveal any hindrances in political or economic fields. Ukraine is as well deeply interested in good relations with Belarus. Belarus needs to put every kind of trade and economic cooperation into the establishment of future relations with Ukraine.

Development of Belarus-US relations also has great importance for Belarus and they are having really hard time at the moment. The reason is unwillingness of the ruling regime in Belarus to fulfill international obligations on observance of human rights and freedoms. For the sake of Belarusian future, it is critical to restore all-round bilateral relations with the United States.

Active participation in international and regional security systems should become the key priority ensuring future of Belarus. We think the standpoint of this country in the construction of European security should be based on the following principles:

· new European security system should provide equal and reliable security for all European states;

· Europe should be free from any demarcation lines;

· Europe should be free from nuclear or any other weapons of mass destruction.

The Republic of Belarus has vast industrial and scientific potential as well as high-skilled labor resources and takes favorable geographic position. However, due to domestic political problems it hardly applies its capacities in the international division of labor.

Taking into account globalization of world economics for the future of Belarus, it is now vital to determine clear priorities of the foreign-economic activity which will create conditions for rational and efficient use of financial and labor resources in the country as well as ensure step-by-step development of Belarus in the system of international economic relations.

Belarus may expect the development only if it carries out deep reforms and technological renovation in the economy and based on these achieves the growth of living standard of the population.

In conclusion, we should like to note that all said above has sense only in case the political system in Belarus changes radically. What we mean is the following: recovery of democracy, separation of powers, ensuring of human rights and freedoms, and conduction of free, equal and transparent election into the governing bodies. This is the main goal which the united democratic forces of Belarus are going for.

STATE vs. INDEPENDENT RESEARCH
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PEIMEHMUE
HUMEHEM PECIIYBJIIUKU BEJIAPYCH

3 aBrycra 2006 roga r. MuHck

Bepxosubiit Cyn Pecry6iiuku benapycs B cocTaBe nmpeacenaTeIbCTBYHOIIEr0
cyapst Munsto HLI'. ¢ yuactueM cekperaps cyneGHoro szacenanus bynkunoit U.A.,
mpeacraButens MunucteperBa roctunuu PecryOnuku Benapyce Xapurona A.IL,
pOKypopa OTAeNa IPOKypaTypel Pecniybiuku benapycs JIsiTuna A.A., paccMoTpen
B OTKPBITOM CyNeOHOM 3acefaHMd B 3ajle CyJa TIpaXXOaHCKoe [eo II0 UCKY
Munucrepersa octuuun Peciy6mmkn benapych kK 0611ecTBEHHOMY 00beqUHEHHEO
«benopycckue habpuKu MBICIHY,

YCTAHOBMUMII:

B 3asBnenun cyny MunuctepctBo roctunuu Pecry6nuku Benapycs ykasano,
4TO oOlCCTBeHHOE 0ObenuHenue «benopycckue ¢abpuku Mblcan» (gatee OO
«benopycckue Gpabpuku MbICIH») 6BLUTO 3aperucTpupoBano 11 wmroms 1997 roga.

4  ceHTI0ps 1999 roma obmecTBeHHOe OOBEAMHEHHE  ITPOIILIO
[epePErucTpaLHmio.

Pemennem Bepxosnoro Cyna Pecny6nuku Benapycek ot 24 suBapst 2006 roaa
pesrensHoCcTh OO «benopycckue Gpabpuky MpICTH» Gblia IPHOCTAHOBIEHA CPOKOM
Ha TPH Mecslia.

IlockonbKy HapyllieHHe, MOCTY)XHBILIEe OCHOBAaHHEM JUIS MPHUOCTAHOBIEHHS
JeATETIBHOCTH, YCTPaHEHO He ObLI0, HCTEL TPOCHI BEIHECTH PEIIEHHE O JTUKBUIALNH
OO «benopycckue habpUKH MBICITIHY.

B cyneOHom 3acemanum npencraButens uctHa XapuToH A.Jl. McKOBbIE
TpeOOBaHUs MOIEPKall.

IIpeacraBurens OO « benopycckue dabpuku Melcan» B cyaeOHOE 3acenanue
HE SBMJICS, O BPEMEHHU M MECTE CIIylUaHus Jena u3BelieH. O NpUYMHAX HESBKH
NpecTaBUTeNll OObeNUWHEHMS B CylneOHOe 3acellaHHe CyJ B H3BECTHOCTh He
[IOCTaBJIEH.

3acnyiiaB OOBSCHEHUS MpENCTaBUTENsS MCTLA, MCCIAEN0BaB MUCbMEHHbIE
MaTepuajnbl Jieyia, a TakKkKe  BBICHYIIaB MHeHHME Inpokypopa JlbituHa A.A.,
NI0JlaraBIeT0  HCK MOMJIEXAIlUM  YAOBJIETBOPEHMIO [AXORUT HCKOBBIE

OCHOBAHUSIM.




[image: image2.jpg]B coorserctBun ¢ m.5 u. 1 cr. 29 3akona Pecny6nukm Benapycs  «O6
OOIIIECTBEHHBIX OOBENMHEHUSX» OT 4 OKTs0pst 1994 ronma (B pemakuuu 3akoHa
Pecry6iikn benapycek ot 19 urons 2005 ropa) obuiecTBeHHOE 0GBEIUHEHHE, COIO3
JIMKBUIUPYIOTCS 10 PELIEHUIO  Cyla B Cllydyae HEyCTpaHeHHs HapylLIeHHH,
IIOCITY)XUBIIMX OCHOBaHHUEM ISl IIPUOCTAHOBIIEHUS JE€ATEJILHOCTH OOIIECTBEHHOIO
OOBEeIMHEHNS, COI03a, B CPOK, YCTAHOBIIEHHBIH pellIeHHEM CYIa.

Cynom ycranosneno, 4to pecmybnukanckoe OO «benopycckue dabpuku
MBICITI OBIJIO 3aPErUCTPUPOBAHO MHUHUCTEPCTBOM FOCTHLMH PecryGinku benapych
11 mrons 1997 rona.

4 cenrabps 1999 roma  oOwiecTBeHHOe — 0GBEIMHEHHE MPOLLIIIO
[IEPEPETrUCTpalnio, CBUAETEIBCTBO 0 peructpanuu Ne 00447,

Ha npotskeHun cBoelt AesATeNbHOCTH, B HapylleHHe cT. 8 KK PecniyOnukn
benapycs, obwecTBenHOE 06beIMHEHNE B Ka4eCTBE MOMELIEHHS 10| IOPHANYECKHUil
aJpec HCIOJIB3YET XXUJIOE IMOMelleHUue ( KBapTupy Ne 22) B MHOIOKBapTMPHOM
Kunom nome Ne 28 kopii. 3 no Ilaprusanckomy npocnexTy B . MUHCKe.

B cBa3u ¢ ostum 24 smBaps 2006 roma BepxosubiM Cymom PecryGimnku
benapych BbIHECEHO pelleHHe O MPHUOCTAHOBJIEHUH AESTENbHOCTH OOLIeCTBEHHOTO
OOBEIMHEHHS] CPOKOM Ha 3 MecsLa.

Ilockonbky no Hactosiero Bpemern OO «benopycckue haGpuKu MbLIH» He
YCTPaHHUJIO HAapyLICHHWEe, IOCIY)XHBIIEE OCHOBAHUEM Ui IMPUOCTAHOBJIEHUS ero
JICATENILHOCTH, HCKOBBIE TpeOOBaHWs MHUHHCTEpCTBA  FOCTHLIMM  Pecmny6nuku
benapyce 0 TMKBHIALKMY TOIUIEKAT yIOBIETBOPEHUIO

B cootserctuu co c1. 142 I'TIK Pecny6nuxu Benapycs ¢ QO «benopycckue
(abpuky MBICIN» TOMJIKUT B3BICKAHHMIO TOCYJAPCTBEHHAS MOILIMHA B JIOXOJ
rocyaapcTsa B pazmepe 5 0a30BBIX BEIMYHMH, YTO cocTtaBisieT 155 000 py6uneii (31
000 py6aeii x 5, rae 31 000 pybneit pasmep 6a30B0Oii BEIUYHMHBI HA JIeHb BHIHECCHUS
pelieHus ).

Ha ocHoBannu usnoxxeHnoro, pykoBoActysicek ct. 302-309 I'TIK Pecry6inku
benapyce, cyn

PEIINI:

TMKBUIMPOBaTh ~ oOliecTBeHHOE oObennHeHHe «Benopycckue  (abpuku
MBICJIH», 3aperucTpupoBaHHoe MuHucTepcTBoM toctunun Pecrnybiauku Benapycn 4
ceHTsA0ps 1999 rona, cBunerenscTBo 0 peructpaunu Ne 00477.

B3bickaTh ¢ o0uiecTBeHHOro o0benuHeHUst «benopycckue GabpUKH MBICITI
roCy1apCTBEHHYO ITOUIIMHY B JOXOJ rocyaapcTsa B pasmepe 155 000 pyoei.

Peinenrie cyna BCTymaeT B 3aKOHHYIO CHJIy HEMEUIEHHO TMOcle ero
NPOBO3IJIAlleHNss W KacCalluOHHOMY OO0XaJlOBaHHIO U  ONPOTECTOBAHHUIO HE
IO IJIE)KUT.

IIpencenarenscTByronuii N.I"Muneto

) (,/ N.T". Munbto
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Bama »xajoba Ha  HENPaBOMEPHOCTb OOBABJIECHHOIO 3aMECTUTEIIEM
['enepanbHoro mpokypopa Pecnyosnuku benapyes Kynpusanossiv  H.M.
07.06.2006 oduIMaTBEHOTO NPEAYIPEKAECHUS O HENOMYCTUMOCTH HAPYIICHHS
3aKOHA pacCMOTpEHA.

YkazanHoe opuuuaabHOe NpeaynpexieHue Bam o0bsaBiIeHO B mpeaeax
npegocTaBieHHbIX 3akoHoM Pecnybimku  bemapyces  "O - Ilpokypatype
PecniyOnauku  benapyck" mMOJHOMOYMH, OHO ABJAETCA OOOCHOBAHHBIM U
HalpaBjieHO Ha HeJomyleHue Bamu mpoTUBONpaBHBIX NCHCTBUI B
NAJIbHEUILEM.

OcHoBaHuil 111 OTMEHbI OPUUHAIBHOIO NIPEAYIIPEAKAECHS HE HMEETCH.
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Pecny6uku benapych





BOOKSHELF
Petr Kravchenko. Belarus at the Crossroads, or Truth about Agreement in Belovezhskaya Puscha. Reminiscences by Diplomat and Politician. Moscow, "Vremya", 2006, 456 pgs

The history of Belarusian foreign policy and diplomacy is so young (and not only historically) that absence of memoirs about this didn’t seem anything unnatural, or at least wasn’t surprising. Indeed, fifteen years of being a sovereign state isn’t a term that allows speaking about following after a chosen direction or formation of traditions, especially taking into account present-day realities in Belarus.

Nevertheless, the first signs are coming. We are talking about the book by Petr Kravchenko, first Foreign Minister of Belarus. In fact, he started his diplomatic career from the position of BSSR Foreign Minister and even advanced for the position of Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the USSR which was delegated to him by Mikhail Gorbachev. Although very important events took place at that stage, he carried his major activity in the field of foreign policy for the name of sovereign Belarus.

Description of this very activity is the subject of the memoirs under consideration. A major criterion while assessing the worth of this kind of literature is the scope of facts that are little known or better unknown for the general audience, provided they are reliable, of course. From the viewpoint of information content, this job gives no grounds for criticism. It thoroughly describes formation of the Belarusian foreign policy department, actions ensuring true recognition of the new state, efforts taken in regards to the Chernobyl disaster, struggle for non-nuclear Belarus and especially the events in Viskuly.

However, the book gives an impression that all the achievements of this country at the international arena became possible due to activity of the author only. What’s more, he managed to come to such results not simply without support of top officials but rather contrary to their misunderstanding of the situation and sometimes to open resistance. According to the memoirs, the author himself almost never made any mistakes. In this regards we should like to recall, for the sake of truth, how he pushed country’s accession to the CIS Agreement on Collective Security through the Supreme Council irregardless of the Constitution article about neutrality of Belarus.

Of course, any author has the right for presentation of personal assessments, but in this case they appear very biased and especially in what concerns S. Shushkevich. There arises a question if the facts are correct, so opinions of other participants of those events as well as of former Chairman of the Supreme Council would be really up to the place.

At the same time, it is hard to disagree with the conclusions about obviously unsatisfactory international state of Belarus, about the reasons of such state which are peculiar concepts of the current Belarusian authorities as well as about pretty unfriendly attitude of our closest ally Russia to Belarus.

Statement of events and assessment of behavior of the forces opposing A. Lukashenko before and after the notorious referendum’96 on Constitution doesn’t raise any doubts that there are grounds to criticize actions of the 13th Supreme Council and most of its leaders at that period. The author does this very actively, yet he’s again not always just. This gives a feeling that his criticism is to a great extent an attempt to justify his prompt conversion into the camp of opponent, i.e. consent to take the position of Ambassador in Japan. This is why his noble indignation aired post factum doesn’t sound very convincing. By the way, it should be noted in regards to this designation that the much-talked-of story on author’s withdrawal from this position is for some reason omitted in the book. 

Furthermore, there are some fact errors in the job. In particular, the author says that Belarus joined the NATO program “Partnership for Peace” when he took the position foreign minister. However, this happened in January of 1995 and his successor signed the appropriate document in Brussels. There are as well several lapses in regards to the referendum mentioned above – it is one time called October, and then the date of its conduction is said to be November 26 instead of November 24.

These are really small things, of course, and we can only welcome publication of this book. We hope that it will open the way for a series of similar reminiscences by the persons involved in the formation and education of the young state including the field of its foreign policy. Undoubtedly, different viewpoints on the events that occurred in Belarus in this extremely complex and important period would help build more clear picture of the modern history of Belarus, let alone reader’s personal interest.

Mikhas Iljinsky, PhD in Engineering Sciences
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Remembrance of a Colleague and Comrade

On September 21, a noted economist, scientist and publicist Valery Florianovich Dashkevich deceased at the age of 57 from a hard and long disease.

Some people knew him as a young and active lecturer of the Belarusian Polytechnic Institute who opened new economic horizons to students, other – as an influential Councilor of Chairman at the National Bank who together with his chief efficiently reformed the financial system of a young Belarusian state, the third – as an experienced director of a leading bank and the third – as a popular publicist and an expert of authority. We knew him as a bright analyst and a nice comrade, a wise, brave and cheerful person. The talent of Valery showed up not only in his public speeches which always attracted attention and raised hot debates. He showed himself in communication and in team trips around Belarus. His quick and teasing mind, open and cordial nature as well as interest to all the new – ideas, people and places – attracted people to him and won the favor of not only his friends and associates but also of the opponents intolerant to objections as well as of people he even didn’t know. 

It seemed everything was easy for him. Yet, this wasn’t true. Valery went through many hardships on the road from a worker of a running shed to a senior expert of Belarus on financial and economic issues. Resignation from the National Bank and radical change in the economic course to the argumentation and promotion of which he gave so much of his strength became a serious test for him. There are many examples of people who lost themselves after they quitted, who fell out of touch with their colleagues and the public. Valery passed this test with credit: his popularity and authority both in this country and abroad have on the contrary went up over the past ten years. Incurable disease that hit him two years ago became another even more severe test. Amazingly, the number of his public performances, depth of analysis and a strong desire to change the life for the better not declined but grew up over this time.

Those who presently strike the keynote of policy pretend that the ideas of Dashkevich or his personality didn’t play any role in the science and in real economics. In the reality, his ideas, his deeds and his whole life greatly contributed to that Belarus finally became a free country worthy of its citizens.

The IISEPS team expresses its deep regret about untimely decease of their comrade and colleague. Scientists, us and of course the family of Valery Dashkevich will miss him. We will keep remembrance of you, Valery!
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