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Dear Readers!

We offer to your attention the next issue of the "IISEPS News" bulletin presenting the materials which reflect the most important findings of the IISEPS studies in the first quarter of 2007.

Oil and gas conflict between Minsk and Moscow (which many experts called oil and gas war) has become a foremost event of this period and the near future (and may be even of the distant future). Aftereffects of this conflict show up not only in socio-economic field or in domestic policy but in the foreign policy as well. January election to Local Councils, attempts to establish dialogue with Europe, new wave of repressions against the opposition and strengthened control over informational field, all these and many other events sink in the oil and gas conflict.

Perhaps, the most discernible changes that took place in mass consciousness following these events were the feeling of anxiety (often latent) quite contradicting to the customary model of Belarusian stability (for example, attitude to mass conversion of the country to contractual system of labor) as well as further decline of pro-Russian attitudes among Belarusians. But the latter is not accompanied with growth of pro-European attitudes while isolationist ones are going sharply up. Of course, it is too early to pin great hopes on these changes in the mass consciousness. As the analysis of public attitudes to 15th anniversary of USSR and communism collapse shows, this historic event wasn’t a long-awaited deliverance for millions of Belarusians unlike for the majority of population in Central and Eastern Europe.

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.

Almost at one time with Republic of Belarus, the IISEPS celebrated its 15th anniversary. In February of 2007, National Conference "Belarus and "Wide Europe": Problems and Perspectives" was conducted at Minsk International Education Centre (IBB) by the TACIS Office and Prof. Manaev’s Group. It concluded Institute’s great project and was dedicated to Institute’s anniversary. Our readers have already been introduced to papers presented at regional seminars in Brest, Vitebsk, Gomel, Mogilev and Grodno, the authors of which also took part in this anniversary Conference. The book "Belarus and "Wide Europe": Quest for Geo-political Self-identification" summing up the results of this large-scale project of IISEPS will come out in May.

This time our "Open Forum" has been given to an unordinary guest – Prof. Petko Ganchev, Doctor of Philosophy and Political Science, who Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary represents Bulgaria – an EU member from January 1, 2007. We are certain that his opinions on European prospects for Belarus will be of great interest to our readers.

On the "Bookshelf", our colleague from the University of Mannheim Dr. Astrid Sahm presents a new IISEPS book "Presidential Election in Belarus: from Limited Democracy to Unlimited Authoritarianism (1994-2006)" and a well-known expert Dr. Konstantin Skuratovich reviews the book "Entire Belarus" by noted journalists A. and M. Guliaev’s.

All comments and feedbacks are as usual welcome!

IISEPS Board

IISEPS is 15!

IISEPS is the first non-state institute established in early February of 1992 by a group of young academics, politicians, journalists and businessmen (initially as a limited liability company which later transformed into a republican public association). Institute’s Director (till July 1, 2006) was Prof. Oleg Manaev, PhD in Sociology, and Chairman of its Supervisory Board – Prof. Stanislav Bogdankevich, Doctor of Economics. By decision of the Supreme Council of Belarus, the IISEPS was closed on April 15, 2005. It was then registered (under the same name and Charter) in Lithuania, and from then on it continues activity as a Lithuanian public organization. Its Director from July 1, 2006 is Yuozas Bulota and Chairman of the Board – Prof. Remigijus Simasius, Doctor of Law. Former IISEPS staff in Belarus continues their research and analytical work as independent experts (Prof. Manaev’s group).

IISEPS’ mission is to promote values and principles of liberalism as well as formation of civil society and free market economy in Belarus through study of socio-economic and political processes, influence on public opinion and public politics. Its main activities are research in sociology, economics and political science, publishing and circulation of informational and analytical materials, organization of conferences and seminars, professional training and socio-economic and political consulting.

The Institute is a self-financed association existing mainly from the grants given by foreign and international funds and organizations for particular projects. Among nearly 50 projects implemented by the IISEPS in Belarus are the role of mass media for democratization of society, development of the Belarusian nation at the transition from totalitarian rule to democracy, development of labor movement, training of public leaders, overcoming anti-market stereotypes in post-communist society, development of economic programs offered by non-government TV, role of youth in the formation of civil society, building informational and analytical infrastructure for private enterprise in Belarus, strengthening role of independent social research and experts' networks in Belarus, strengthening pro-"wide Europe" attitudes, etc.

Methodology of the IISEPS comprises almost all methods of social research: national surveys (nation opinion polls and interviews with public opinion leaders and experts), content analysis of mass media publications, analysis of program documents issued by leading structures of civil society, analysis of legislation, and analysis of socio-economic statistics. In 1994 the Institute opened its Center for Documentation (which received the status of the first non-state archive in Belarus). Its informational base consists of around 50 thousand documents and materials characterizing on country’s leading state institutes and main structures of civil society.

Influence on public opinion and public politics take a special place in IISEPS activity. It is carried in different forms: organization of conferences and seminars, mailing of analytical materials, mass media publications as well as active cooperation with policy-makers. Over fifteen years the IISEPS has organized more than 60 international, national and regional conferences, seminars and round table discussions with hundreds of public leaders and top experts as their participants; prepared and mailed approximately 300 analytical reports, published over 3000 articles in Belarusian and foreign mass media and released ten books. Starting from 1996 the Institute issues quarterly analytical bulletin IISEPS News (Russian/English languages, run is 250 cps) which is mailed to major state and non-state organizations as well as to the libraries and the mass media offices, and starting from 2002 – monthly informational bulletin Infofocus (Russian language, run is 150 cps) presenting the most important findings of Institute’s surveys as well as analytics. From September 1, 2006 the Institute’s periodicals are registered as Lithuanian media. Also, the most important results of IISEPS activity are published at the Institute’s web site (both in English and Russian languages) updated on a regular basis.

Influence on public politics is exerted via civil initiatives. Thus, the Belarusian Think Tanks incorporating 18 leading non-state research centers of Minsk and Belarusian regions was established in 1996 at the initiative of the IISEPS (closed in August of 2006 by decision of the Supreme Court). In 1999 experts of the Institute took an active part in the dialogue between the authorities and the opposition launched under the auspices of OSCE. Also, at that same time at IISEPS initiative they started carrying meetings of independent experts with democratic leaders aimed at informational and political preparation to elections and other critical events of social life in the country.

The IISEPS has the experience of cooperation with the international and foreign structures like World Bank, UNESCO, Research Institute of Radio Liberty/ Free Europe, The Eurasia Foundation (Washington, USA), Open Society Institute (New York, USA), The MacArthur Foundation (Chicago, USA), Westminster Fund (London, UK), International Republican Institute (Washington, USA), Council of Europe, The Pontis Foundation (Bratislava, Slovakia), Center for International Private Enterprise (Washington, USA), European Commission (Brussels, Belgium), United States Information Service, Center for Social and Economic Research (Warsaw, Poland), representatives of TACIS, UN, IMF and OSCE in Belarus.
STRENGTHENING PRO-“WIDE EUROPE” ATTITUDES IN BELARUS
On January, 2007 independent sociologists have conducted the nation public opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed are 1.474 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03);

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

Below you will find commentaries to the most important findings of these 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.
JANUARY – 2007

Happy New Year!

Beginning of a year is the time when sociologists and not only them are sizing up the results of the past year. This is a usual routine work since the time frame when ‘Januaries replace Decembers’ is purely symbolic. It doesn’t matter whether we talk about life of a particular man or about future of a society within state boundaries. This is true, but the period from December of 2006 to January of 2007 in Belarus concurred with the beginning of a mobilization campaign unexpectedly launched by President A. Lukashenko. It is hard to imagine a more favorable moment than traditional New Year congratulation from the head of state. Such numerous and, first of all, friendly audience seldom gathers at one time in front of a TV set. On the New Year night, all are equal in the face of new hopes, no matter whether they are supporters or opponents of authorities, whether they stand for European choice or for integration with Russia. They don’t argue about politics on the New Year night as there are much more interesting topics.

By A. Lukashenko's assessment, the year that passed "was very tense and very hard". That was the year when "We had to withstand mass external and internal pressure during the presidential election". It seems the external pressure should increase sharply in the coming year: "They again threat us with economic sanctions and isolation. The reason is simple. This is our aspiration to sovereignty and independence. Threats of the West don't surprise us anymore, yet anti-Belarusian moods of some government agencies among our friends really frustrate us. They break earlier agreements and crush our long friendship".

This way Russia’s politics aimed at market economic relations with Belarus received an official ideological assessment. All that the authorities and the mass media they control concealed from the people during the year 2006 was clearly aired on the New-Year night. "We are to go a tough and thorny path. It won't be scattered with roses. We should be ready to take hard and extraordinary decisions, because those who wish to get cherries of Belarusian property very cheaply will not give up their attempts to break us economically and politically".

The accents made on the New-Year night were strengthened considerably in January. To remind, the current opinion poll was conducted in the last decade of January, i.e. at the brink of gas and oil war. The public opinion certainly noticed this war. (See Table 1). It projected its fresh impressions to the entire year. Therefore, it is not surprising that this hot news outshone even the presidential election in March.

Table 1

Distribution of answers to the question: "Which of the events you think were the most topical in Belarus in 2006?" (no more than three answers are possible)



Variant of answer
%

Oil and gas war between Russia and Belarus  
69.9

Presidential election of March 19
63.2

Mass actions of protest in Minsk carried by opposition after the presidential election
18.1

Rise in wages and pensions
16.4

EU decision to deprive Belarus of trade preferences
13.4

A. Lukashenko’s statement in Havana at the Summit of non-aligned states
10.9

Arrest and conviction for long term of ex-presidential candidate A. Kozulin
10.6

Conflict around Vika Moroz
8.3

Third All-Belarusian Assembly
6.9

Other 
0.4

If we consider the above date in the light of trust and distrust to President A. Lukashenko (55.4% of respondents trusted and 28.5% distrusted him in January of 2007), the picture will turn a little more complicated. Every group of the Belarusian society had its own memorable events in the past year, yet oil and gas war as well as the presidential election took the first lines in all groups. Nevertheless, those distrusting gave greater importance to Russia-Belarus conflict: 72.9% vs. 66.8%. Their opponents gave a mirror like answer on the presidential election: 72.7% vs. 52.7%. The greatest difference in estimates was quite expectedly found in viewpoints on mass protest actions of the opposition (31.5% vs. 11.4%), arrest of A. Kozulin (23.9% vs. 4.5%) and EU decision to deprive Belarus of trade preferences (22.9% vs. 6.9%). Accordingly, those trusting to the president gave more votes to the Third All-Belarusian Assembly (9.6% vs. 1.7%), conflict around Vika Moroz (9.2% vs. 1.9%) and surely they noted rise in wages and pensions (21.8% vs. 7%).

Proceeding from assessment of events to assessment of the year in general (see Table 2), we shall again see the shadow of oil and gas war. In the opinion of a third of citizens, the year 2006 was harder than the previous one. This is despite constant reports about success of the Belarusian economic model which were especially numerous in the year of presidential election. The number of optimists appeared surprisingly low. It made only a half of the number of pessimists. 

Table 2

Distribution of answers to the question: "What was the year 2006 for Belarus comparing to the previous year, harder or better?"



Variant of answer
%

The same as the previous one
45.8

Harder 
33.2

Better 
16.7

Table 3

Distribution of answers to the question: "How would you assess your welfare?", %



Variant of answer
All

population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko (55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko (28.5)

Poverty 
6.2
4.9
9.4

Below average
25.6
22.8
32.4

Average 
59.8
63.1
49.3

Above average 
6.7
7.6
6.7

High level of welfare
0.5
0.2
0.9

Transition from assessment of the situation in the country to personal assessment once again shows the old sociological truth: people assess situation in the country to a great extent under the influence of the mass media while they assess their personal welfare based on the surrounding reality. This is why the ratio between the first and the second variant of answer to the question "Was the year 2006 in general good or bad for you personally?" appeared invert: 56.3% vs. 30.3%. This ratio correlates with the official victory statistics on the growth of wages and pensions in the country.

In general, most of Belarusians assess their welfare as average. However, there’s a clear tendency to pretend to be poorer than they are: percentage of those who live below average exceeds sevenfold the number of those who stand to the opposite viewpoint. This ratio is even higher among those who distrust to A. Lukashenko.

Table 3 may give an impression that distrust to A. Lukashenko is directly connected with the welfare of Belarusians (there are twice as many of those who place themselves among the poor among distrusting to the president). However, more detailed analysis disproves this conclusion. Thus, as we pass from the group with the minimum monthly per capita income (below 180,000 BYR) to the next group (180-270,000 BYR) the percentage of trusting to the president really grows (from 55.7% to 63.6%). Furthermore, as per capita income grows the number of trusting to the president is going down: 50.2% in the third group (270-540,000 BYR) and 42.6% in the group with the per capita income over 540,000 BYR. This dependence corresponds to the already proved conclusion that the level of trust to A. Lukashenko goes down as the income and consequently welfare of citizens goes up. Summarizing all said above, we should like to note once again that oil and gas conflict that manifested in its full strength in January of 2007 greatly influenced assessment of the events of 2006. It first of all had effect on assessment of the situation in the country.

Unobserved jubilee

Ten Days That Shook the World by US writer J. Reed was a very popular book under Soviets. The writer presented in it his version of October takeover. Since nothing is eternal, the takeover was soon given the name of the Great October Socialist Revolution. The history did a full turn for 75 years and it has again become fashionable to call the revolution a turnover. Mysterious are the ways of revolution… Non-opportunistic assessment of large-scale events requires time, so the farther of Chinese reforming Den Xiaoping was apparently right when he refused to comment on the Great French Revolution. He believed that it was not much time over to give assessment of that event.

Table 4

Distribution of answers to the question: "December 10, 2006 it was 15 years from the day of signing Belovezhskoe Agreement. Today, what do you think about it?", % (more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
All

population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
38.3
31.8
47.8

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
32.4
41.1
22.7

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party 
15.5
11.3
23.6

DA/NA
15.9
15.8
5.9

It is even less time over from the date of signing Belovezhskoe Agreement: December 10, 2006 it was only 15 years on. Historic dimensions of this event are unobvious for the majority of Belarusians and not only due to a short period. As Table 4 shows, in the opinion of 38.3% of respondents, Belovezhskoe Agreement is just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons. Respondents could choose more than one answer to this question, yet only 2.1% used this opportunity (perhaps, given variants of answers were alternative). Every third Belarusian took the Belovezhskoe Agreement as a tragedy. This is twice as many as the number of those who take this end to Communist Party’s absolute power as an important stage on the way to democracy.

The respondents trusting A. Lukashenko twice more often assess this event as a tragedy. This is a typical example of ambivalent public opinion because the part of those who think they won from those changes is high exactly among president’s supporters. They first of all gained power for themselves led by their president. 

What caused collapse of the USSR? Polling results given in Table 5 to a certain extent correlate with assessment of Belovezhskoe Agreement since ambitions of republic leaders in the former USSR and putsch of the State Emergency Committee and the conflict between B. Yeltsin and M. Gorbachev were all components of struggle for power. In fact, the variant of answer “General collapse of the country under M. Gorbachev during Perestroika” was most likely understood by respondents in the light of their personality rather than an objective economic factor. It is easier for the public opinion to look for the guilty rather than make analysis of real social processes cause-and-effect relations of which sometimes appear mutually exclusive.

Results of these 15 years can be with certain allowances summed up in attitude of respondents to the results of A. Lukashenko’s activity. Under the authoritarian rule, assessment of the country’s first person is a true indicator of situation in the country.

Table 5

Distribution of answers to the question: "In your opinion, what led to collapse of the USSR in December of 1991?" (no more than three answers are possible)


Variant of answer
%

General collapse of the country under M. Gorbachev during Perestroika
44.9

Personal ambitions of republic leaders in the former USSR
26.2

Putsch of the State Emergency Committee in August of 1991
23.7

Conflict between B. Yeltsin and M. Gorbachev
21.9

Plots of the USSR foes from abroad 
19.2

Wrong policy of the Soviet Communist Party on the national issue
15.7

USSR wasn’t a true union ever. The Center always restricted the republics in their rights
13.3

National separative movements in some republics of the USSR 
6.9

Attempts to suppress national movements in the Baltic States and in Transcaucasia in 1989-1991
4.8

Other 
0.9

DA
9.0

After the “general collapse of the country under M. Gorbachev during Perestroika” the society needed the stability first of all. A. Lukashenko’s long political life exactly shows that in the eyes of the majority of citizens he successfully solved this task. (See Table 6). “Construction of a sovereign Belarusian state” was given the second place in the head of state’s rating of achievements. This is partly the result of well-directed propaganda that is carried in Belarus lately and of the gas and oil war which A. Lukashenko deliberately turned into the war for “defense of national interests.” Of course, this is all not that simple. Collapse of the USSR brought to the collapse of identity of the “single Soviet people” which brought up vacuum. This couldn’t last for long and the vacuum began to get filled at a brisk clip. 

Table 6

Distribution of answers to the question: "In what fields A. Lukashenko’s activity was in general successful and in what – unsuccessful?", %*



Variant of answer
Successful
Unsuccessful
DA/NA

Establishment of order in the country
64.1
25.9
10.0

Construction of a sovereign Belarusian state
61.3
26.6
12.1

Economic development of the country
57.6
30.7
11.7

Struggle against crime
56.7
31.1
12.2

Preclusion against oligarchs
54.7
28.2
17.1

Increase of the living standard of citizens 
49.8
40.3
9.9

Struggle against corruptibility
48.7
37.7
13.6

Cooperation with other CIS countries
46.7
36.6
16.7

Development of the Belarusian language and Belarusian culture
43.9
39.4
16.7

Strengthening of morals
43.7
35.8
20.5

Defense of democracy and political freedoms
33.0
47.5
19.5

Creation of a business-friendly situation
30.4
49.8
19.8

Cooperation with the countries of the West
23.5
60.5
16.0

Formation of the Union State with Russia
20.7
66.0
13.3

* Table is read across

The variants of answer in the end of the list are worthy closer attention. They definitely show that unification of the two peoples is coming to its logic end. Judging by the assessments that the public opinion gave to A. Lukashenko, “Akela missed the goal.” Fear attempts to blame Russia of failing Union State construction undertaken by the Belarusian state-run media in January didn’t improve the general situation. They failed with the West either. Nowadays, Belarus is turning into a black hole from which none of foreign policies can find a way out.

Also, they failed with business. There is no good place for it in the Belarusian economic model. Officials were given the task to ensure economic growth in the republic and this is the cause of corruptibility growth. In 2006 Belarus set up a sad record among 163 countries of the world annually assessed for corruptibility by a respected international organization Transparency International. In the index of corruptibility, this country fell from 107th to 151st place. This is what Transparency International registered. As regards the public opinion about A. Lukashenko’s struggle against corruptibility, the balance is still positive, even though over a third of respondents (37.7%) called it inefficient.

Formation of national identity is impossible without support of State symbols and ceremonies. A. Lukashenko well understand this and works in this direction. This is why they changed the State symbols and moved Independence Day in referenda. The results of well-directed propaganda carried for years are registered today in opinion polls. Thus, two thirds of Belarusians (65.5%) know that Independence Day is the day when Belarus was delivered from fascist invaders and only 13.4% think that the Supreme Court adopted Declaration of independence for Belarus on that day.

Gradually the Belarusians got accustomed to their new (old!) State Symbols introduction of which was so painfully taken by the nationalist citizens. At present 59.2% of the polled approve A. Lukashenko’s symbols, 26.3% – are indifferent and only 12.1% – disapprove it. (See Table 7).

Table 7

Attitude to the State Symbols of Belarus (State Emblem, flag and hymn) depending on trust to the president, age and education, %*



Variant of answer
Approve (59.2)
Disapprove (12.1)
Indifferent (26.3)

Trust to the president:

Yes
84.9
1.3
13.0

No
20.3
33.8
44.1

Age:

18-19 
60.7
13.6
25.7

20-24 
47.0
24.2
25.8

25-29 
39.6
19.9
39.8

30-39 
51.3
14.3
32.3

40-49 
58.9
8.3
29.5

50-59 
56.7
14.0
26.1

60 and over
77.7
5.0
14.8

Education:

Elementary 
79.9
3.3
13.9

Secondary incomplete 
68.2
4.2
24.9

Secondary complete
57.3
10.8
29.1

Secondary vocational
53.6
16.2
27.8

Higher 
47.7
23.3
27.9

* Table is read across

Today the issue of State Symbols is totally solved for the Belarusians trusting A. Lukashenko. This decision is not surprising. However, this is only one third that disapproves the State Symbols among those who distrust the president. One fifth of them approves the symbols and those who dominate in this group are the indifferent (44.1%). Dependence of attitude to State Symbols from age will let us analyze the time dynamics. The part of those youngest respondents who approve the Symbols is higher than average (60.7%). It goes down considerably as we pass to the next two age groups and then again grows. The youth starts from a blank sheet but the state has the monopoly of writing on this sheet today. It is easy to predict the tendency. It will be determined by political situation in the country.

Obvious dependence of approval/disapproval of State Symbols on education should give hope to adherents of historic Belarusian symbols. If there opens an opportunity, there is intellectual potential in Belarus that will transmit its values.

According to the official version, construction of independent Belarusian state has moved onto a new stage – construction of state for the people. Yet the history shows that the state for the people and the state of the people are two different things, as they say in Odessa. We should like to recall the first line of the current Constitution in this regards: “We, the people of Belarus…” The Preamble defines the people as the only agent enjoying full rights. Now, who are then those secret constructors of the “state for the people”?

Data in Table 8 will let us see the result of construction for the people. The majority to which the official propaganda loves to refer doesn’t take any influence on country’s political and economic life, by its own estimates. Only 6.8% of respondents take significant influence. In addition, figures in the groups of those who trust and who distrust to A. Lukashenko differ significantly. The result is obvious: people feel not implicated in all that is happening in the country.

Table 8

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do the people like you take any influence on country’s political and economic life?", %



Variant of answer
All population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)

Don’t take any influence
57.6
52.1
68.3

Take minor influence 
29.1
31.5
24.2

Take significant influence
6.8
10.0
1.7

DA/NA
6.5
6.4
5.8

Interests of the Belarusian society certainly weren’t confined to political issues only over the past 15 years. People live in their everyday cares. They may take interest in political information as TV viewers mostly. Table 9 shows the changes that happened in the society over the years of independence from the viewpoint of values of everyday life. Comparing the results, one should remember that the end of 1993 was the peak of socio-economic crisis when following hyperinflation millions of common citizens lost their saving and only a handful became dollar millionaires (this expounds a high rating of dishonesty).

Table 9

Distribution of answers to the question: "In your opinion, what leads to wealth more often?", % 

(no more than three answers)



Variant of answer
12'93
01'07

Labor 
36.6
68.2

Profitable connections
72.4
42.9

Good luck
29.6
39.1

Education 
22.2
37.6

Talent 
32.2
34.9

Dishonesty 
56.3
15.5

Nowadays Belarus faces relative stability and the time of profitable connections as the main survival strategy seems to be over. Under the market, although with Belarusian peculiarities, they first of all have to work hard. The role of education has also increased significantly. Openness of the Belarusian economics contributes to this. However, stability has a reverse side: it is hard to break loose from its grip and make an independent step forward. Stability generates demand for miracle which accounts for high figures for good luck. In opinion of Belarusians, good luck is a more important factor of welfare than talent.

The Belarusians surely fulfilled the major task of the first 15 years. They have built a nation state. Criteria of successful construction should be found not in GDP rate or in growth of consumption but in the heads of citizens because strength of a nation state is determined in the level of national identity. The state is built and it is time now to settle it properly.

Yet the tendency 

“The election into the 25th Local Councils of Deputies has taken place!” We deliberately put this sentence into inverted commas. This is a quote from the article “Local Councils have been formed” published in Sovetskaya Belorussia of January 16. Let’s quote it on: “All the concerns about activity of voters cleared away on the voting day when the first preliminary results just started coming from polling stations. The final data was announced yesterday – 78.7%! Can anyone say after this that the Local Election is of little importance?...”

Before we present the results of the January opinion poll, we should like to look into the previous opinion poll. In the beginning of November 2006, ten weeks before the voting, respondents were asked the following question “Are you going to come to the election into the Local Councils of Deputies in January of 2007?” Now, 65.7% of respondents answered in the positive, 20.3% - in the negative and 14% of the polled found it difficult to answer. What’s more, readiness to take part in the voting among the citizens supporting the authorities was significantly higher than among the citizens opposing the power (79.6% vs. 60.3%).
By the tradition the number of voters who attended the election registered during the opinion poll was considerably less than the figures announced by the Central Election Commission. (See Table 10). Simple math shows that members of election commissions at all levels managed to found hidden electoral reserves amounting to at least 1.2 million people. This very fact is not surprising in itself. It is the following fact that was unexpected: the number of those who voted in January, according to the opinion poll, was lower than the number of those who said in November that they would vote. The difference is not very big (3.9 points) but it does exist.

Table 10

Distribution of answers to the question: "Did you come to vote at the election into Local Councils of Deputies in January of 2007?"



Variant of answer
%

Yes 
61.8

No 
37.7

Such variance between declared intentions and real deeds is quite habitual for sociologists. As a rule, the number of those who air their readiness to take part in actions of protest is two orders lower than the real number of protesting. What kept the Belarusian voters home on that January Sunday? It is hard to give one answer to this question. It is entirely possible that 38.2% of Belarusians don’t think the local election to be of great importance, unlike editorship of Sovetskaya Belorussia assumes. 

Apart from importance, there’s also practical use. In the opinion of 44.5% of the polled, Local Councils are of no use as they “don’t at all affect” the life of citizens. Another 35.1% notice some elements of activity (“affect insignificantly”) and only 15.7% agree that the Local Councils “affect significantly.”

The level of voters’ concern is indirectly shown in their answers to the question “Do you know the results of the election into Local Councils?” Those who do are under a half in Belarus (48.2%). Every third of those who came to the voting (34.6%) doesn’t know final voting results in his/her constituency. Apparently, they were so much carried away with the very voting procedure that they didn’t have either vigor or desire to find out the results.

Habit is the second nature. Now, we could literally see that the Soviet habit to come to voting was strengthened with the habit to vote ahead of term. According to the polling results, 23.4% of respondents voted ahead of term (on January 9-13). This is the part of the general number of voters! If we calculate it of the number of voters who came to the election, this figure will be 37.9%. If the tendency continues, there will be no need to open polling stations on the date of election. 

The majority of advance voters made this civil deed freely. Yet the minority of 11.5% respondents said they were forced to vote ahead of term. If we look on the results of the latest presidential election, the number of those forced was substantially lower – 4.9%. It seems the role of presidential election cannot be compared with that of local election under the current authorities, so where are the roots of such a trend? Where does such a tendency come from?

In our opinion, it proceeds from the very scheme of authoritarian regime development. Having once chosen the goal and having determined the instruments to achieve it, the system is not able to stop. What first was done at the local level by the order only and sometimes contrary to personal attitudes, gradually became everyday routine. This accounts for the above data.

One more example. Asked “Did anyone force you to vote ahead of term at this election or not?”, only 4.4% answered in the positive. This figure might seem very little especially as compared to the presidential election (14%). Isn’t there a contradiction with the above said? The key is very simple. Entry in general around Belarus was quite nominal – 1.1 candidate per one deputy seat. The majority of those who could win something were eliminated yet on preliminary stages. Therefore, there was no need for the authorities to work with the voters.

Taking into account this preliminary cleanup, still 26.3% of respondents point out to unequal conditions for the candidates (47.1% supported the opposite viewpoint). The number of voters who answered in the positive to the question “Did the authorities show their support to some candidate in your constituency?” appeared very significant (35.1%). Their opponents were an obvious minority – 23.3% and another 41.6% found it difficult to give an answer.

Elections of any level in Belarus traditionally raise questions about trust to the official results. The latest election wasn’t an exception. Asked the question “Do you think the announced results of election into Local Councils of Deputies can be trusted?”, 55.3% of respondents answered in the positive and 25.1% - in the negative. It should be noted that the general framework of trust/distrust to an election of any level in Belarus is determined by the very structure of the Belarusian society. 

This framework is well seen when it comes to assessment of conclusions made by independent observers and the opposition about many violations of the law on the part of election commissions. 25.7% of respondents agree with such conclusions (coincidence with the number of those distrusting the election results is almost total) and 43.4% – disagree (abatement of the number of not agreeing is caused by the nature of the question.) The question about violation of the law by election commissions, as compared to the question about honesty of commission members, is difficult to answer for many respondents, which is seen in growing part of those who found it difficult to answer – 30.9%.

In view of objective reasons, elections at the local level are less politicized. Purposeful absence of alternative at these elections to a certain extent contributes to this. Nevertheless, respondents weren’t confused by the question about political preferences during the latest election. Most of them voted for A. Lukashenko’s adherents (See Table 11). The candidates openly positioning themselves as president’s opponents were only a few hundred (out of 23,000 deputy seats) in the final lists. Therefore, it should be no wonder that such low number of respondents voted for candidates opposing A. Lukashenko.

Table 11

Distribution of answers to the question: "For what candidate did you vote?"



Variant of answer
%

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
37.9

For a candidate opposing A. Lukashenko
5.0

For other candidate 
8.9

I didn’t come to voting
34.4

DA/NA
13.8

Intermediate conclusion about outlining tendencies in the election process should be rather moved into the list of basic conclusions. Answering to the question asked January 14 at the polling station No. 1 in Minsk “What does the Belarusian state wait from the new convocation of Local Councils?”, President A. Lukashenko aired the official viewpoint, “These are particular questions that need to be solved at the local level rather than talkfest or intrigues.” Elaborating on this, he expressed his happiness about cooperation of local executive committees and Local Councils. This friendship has its history: it is not for the first year that deputies of the National Assembly and Presidential Administration work together generating new tendencies.

Coming to election still remains a major kind of political activity for Belarusians and the authorities support this because the power cannot become legitimate without the voting procedure. In pursuit of personal goals through mobilization campaigns the power as well mobilizes its opponents. This effect isn’t purely Belarusian. Color revolutions often happen at the moment of the election. As a rule, injustice that voters survive from numerous falsifications of election results serves here a detonator. There’s no lack of such cases in Belarus. The January election wasn’t an exception.
Regarding collective capital

The year 2006 in Belarus was lived under the guise of stability; at least the authorities took great efforts to make it look alike. The presidential election brought certain dynamism yet it was not for long. Response of the authorities to this dynamism was at all inadequate. The state of Belarusian economics before the election and consequently the social tenseness didn’t give any cause for anxiety. Socio-economic indicators of 2006 were beyond any comparison with the appropriate indicators of 2001. Nevertheless, dismay and bewilderment of authorities were obvious. Desperate decisiveness of citizens (the youth, first of all) to defend their right for a different Belarus that arose from nowhere was as well evident. 

Inadequacy of authorities as well as the reasons that took youths to the square should be given thorough political analysis. We will only note that this is isolation of governing vertical from the society that happened due to the very procedure of authoritarian rule development. An efficient dialogue of the first with the second is possible only at the mediation of civil society bodies. The latter are barely presented in Belarus and are openly disregarded by the power. Hence, lack of feedback provokes inadequate response to any non-authorized "move in the bushes".

Actions of protest at the October Sq that caught both the authorities and opposition leaders unawares demonstrate further growth of disunity in the Belarusian society. Interests of socially active Belarusian citizens are being ignored for several years already. January election in the local councils is yet another stroke into the generally dismal picture. The social elevator in Belarus stopped and student youths were the first who saw this.

Russia-Belarus conflict injected some vivacity into the stability of the past three years. During the latest opinion poll the citizens couldn’t yet feel its economic consequences. All changes in social trends are the result of president’s information activity. Let’s look in Table 12. The needle of social barometer still shows "clear" but every fifth Belarusian already feels coming change in pressure.

It appears from the data above that only the citizens who don’t trust A. Lukashenko have heightened sensibility. Those who build opposition strategy should remember this. Also, every part of the Belarusian society lives in its own reality. There are actually strong social mechanisms that support the disunity once registered. Selective perception of information is one of them. Politicized citizens have heightened sensibility only to the information that the general picture in their minds proves. They ignore all other information, deliberately or, more often, not. 

In addition, analyzing answers to the question in Table 12 one should remember that the part of those respondents who trust A. Lukashenko is presently nearly twice as large as the part of those distrusting (55.4% vs. 28.5%). The protest electorate is build from the minority. (See Table 13). However, one should treat this data very carefully. There’s a great gap between intentions registered during opinion polls and particular actions. As of now, 37% of respondents distrusting A. Lukashenko are not doing anything greater than declaring their intentions.

Table 12

Distribution of answers to the question: "How do you assess the general political situation in Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
All

population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)

Safe
17.0
28.8
1.4

Calm
54.0
60.8
37.9

Tense 
20.3
3.5
44.2

Critic, highly explosive
3.8
1.0
9.4

DA/NA
4.9
1.7
6.5

Table 13

Distribution of answers to the question: "If there are protest actions held in your city (region) against economic decline, will you take part in them?", %



Variant of answer
All

population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)

No 
66.8
75.6
52.7

Yes 
23.0
18.1
37.0

DA/NA
10.2
6.3
10.3

Table 14

Distribution of answers to the question: "How did you participate in the election to Local Councils?" (more than one answer is possible)


Variant of answer
%

Came to vote
59.4

Signed for nomination of candidate
4.6

Collected signatures for candidate nomination
1.9

Participated in the work of election commission
1.8

Participated as an observer
1.3

Electioneered for or against candidates
0.7

Didn’t participate in this election
34.4

Data in Table 14 illustrate all said above. The majority of Belarusian citizens take political activity as purely electoral. Nothing else is required when an election is democratic, but in regards to authoritarian Belarus the issue of power can’t be solved with voting procedure purely. How many citizens nowadays not declare but perform particular actions? As it goes from Table 3, only 3.9% of the polled collected signatures for candidate nomination, or electioneered or were observers. This figure is surely overstated as some of citizens were most likely involved into several activities.

The margin of the above value is also proved in answers to the question “Have you ever been introduced to the socio-political campaigns Belarusian Solidarity and For Freedom! (i.e. read their informational and electioneering materials, talked to their members, discussed with your friends, participated in them, etc.) launched by Belarusian opposition?” The part of those who were not only introduced but also participated in these campaigns appeared pretty low (3.3%). How efficient was their work? It can be seen from the number of those who got introduced to the campaigns organized by the opposition. Thus, 11.2% of respondents noted their awareness about For Freedom! campaign, 5.9% – about Belarusian Solidarity and another 1.3% – about both. These results let us calculate some coefficient of agitators’ informational efficiency. Assuming that all the citizens aware about the campaigns learned about them from electioneers (which is surely not true), we shall divide the percentage of all aware by the percentage of electioneers and receive quite a modest coefficient 5.5. These calculations demonstrate the efficiency of door-to-door campaigns in Belarus. Apart from physical delivery of information, one should also bear in mind perceptibility of this information. This is well seen from the experience of Belarusian Solidarity and For Freedom! campaigns: only 10% of respondents said they support these initiatives, which is twice as little as the number of respondents aware about these campaigns.

In conclusion, we shall turn to ratings. (See Table 15). Trend over the past 18 months lets us make a number of conclusions. First, we can clearly see the role of the Congress of Democratic Forces in legitimizations of a sole candidate. Second, growth of sole candidate’s rating happened due to loss of votes that all other opposition leaders had. This way we could see some re-distribution of popularity among the opposition-minded part of Belarusian society. Third, A. Milinkevich’s highest rating was registered during the election and then it dropped down almost twofold. Such fluctuation is a classic example of the mobilization dynamics. It also took place in regards to A. Lukashenko’s rating at almost the same magnitude. Fourth, A. Milinkevich’s rating has become stable.

Table 15

Distribution of answers to the question: "If a presidential election is held tomorrow in Belarus, for whom would you vote?", % (open question)



Variant of answer
05'05
09'05
12'05
02'06
04'06
08'06
11'06
01'07

A. Lukashenko 
41.7
47.3
51.2
57.6
60.3
54.9
49.7
50.9

A. Milinkevich
0.8
1.4
6.6
15.4
18.4
11.6
10.3
11.4

A. Kozulin
0.9
1.8
0.8
5.2
3.7
3.2
3.5
4.2

S. Gaidukevich 
0.4
0.3
1.2
4.3
1.0
0.6
1.8
1.2

A. Lebedko
2.0
3.5
2.4
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.5

S. Kalyakin
0.8
1.1
0.2
0
0
0
0.1
0.1

Other politicians
11.0
12.3
5.1
1.0
1.1
2.6
3.4
2.5

Other answers
8.6
3.5
5.0
2.2
2.9
3.7
3.0
6.1

DA/NA
33.8
28.8
26.1
14.2
12.5
22.7
28.0
23.6

The Belarusian opposition has been discussing the problem of a leader for many years by now. It is especially acute under the regime of A. Lukashenko’s personal power. The attempt of 2001 failed: V. Goncharik left the big politics after the election campaign. Nevertheless, his rating was the highest among opposition politicians even a year later (3.8%). Today the situation is different. January rating of A. Milinkevich is not only the echo of the presidential campaign but, as the leader of communists S. Kalyakin noted in his interview to BelaPAN, "it is the product of our common activity". The near future will show whether this collective leader capital be demanded by the opposition and the society in general.

Oil & gas war: "tie in the battle"

Any outsider watching January newsreels on the Belarusian TV would definitely decide that there was unscheduled presidential election or at least another crucial referendum announced in the country. Informational activity of the head of state was a safe indicator of this. It is due to this activity that a row between Belarusian economic entities and their Russian partners turned into gas and oil war between the two states.

Just like a populist politician would have done, A. Lukashenko undertook the job of mobilizing the population. Trusting some work of the mobilization project to his close associates would mean delegating some powers. This is not possible in Belarus as it contradicts to the very nature of the current political regime in this country. Following A. Lukashenko’s notorious statement "There’s only one politician in Belarus", representatives of power branches don’t even claim to have somehow independent positions.

However, the current mobilization campaign is special. Unlike election and referendum campaigns, it has no fixed completion date. It is unclear when and how it should end up. What’s the most important the action plan of president’s mobilized supporters is totally indiscernible. It seems early to dig tank ditches at the eastern borders while gathering people at squares and slander an impudent ally is quite dangerous: A. Lukashenko, just like Panikovsky, is silly scared of ‘the crowds of honest men.” He prefers to electioneer among atomized TV viewers.

This non-transparency of goals brought to failure of the mobilization effect the authorities needed so much. Let’s look in Table 16. A. Lukashenko’s electoral rating dropped down considerably after the election. This shouldn’t be a point for disappointment or recasting of political preferences of such a big group of voters. This drop-down of the rating is natural for post-mobilization period. However, a new burst didn’t take place. President’s emotions didn’t hit the electorate. 

Table 16

Distribution of answers to the question: "If the presidential election is held tomorrow in Belarus, for whom would you vote?", % (open question)



Variant of answer
02'06
04'06
08'06
11'06
01'07

For A. Lukashenko
57.6
60.3
54.9
49.7
50'9

The rating of trust (see Table 17) which usually doesn’t respond to the mobilization pressure dropped down substantially in January. The respondents who refused their trust to the president partially moved into the camp of those distrusting the president and partially – into the group of vacillating. 

Table 17

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you trust the President of Belarus?", %



Variant of answer
02'06
04'06
08'06
11'06
01'07

Yes 
60.2
57.3
60.0
60.3
55.4

No 
30.8
31.4
32.9
26.0
28.5

DA/NA
9.0
11.3
7.1
13.7
16.1

Attitude of Belarusians to the country’s course also changed in the direction unfavorable for A. Lukashenko. (See Table 18).

Table 18

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
02'06
04'06
11'06
01'07

In the right 
58.5
58.2
61.6
55.7

In the wrong
28.1
26.3
24.0
29.0

DA/NA
13.4
15.5
14.4
15.3

Close attention to growth of oil prices have finally brought to the effect described by A. Chekhov in his short story "Overdoing It". This is a very important conclusion. From the point of view of those who play the key role in politics-making, politics is to a great extent derivative of economics, but for the society in general the political signs coming from above are the command to taking particular economic decisions. It is not fortuitous that the Belarusians have been actively purchasing foreign currency starting from mid-December.

Nevertheless, attitude of Belarusians to the president after the oil and gas storm remains in general positive. Thus, the part of those whose opinion about A. Lukashenko’s course changed to better (6.2%) is approximately equal to the part of those whose opinion changed to worse (7.8%), yet the number of his supporters is 1.5-fold larger than of opponents (42.4% vs. 28%).

Table 19

Distribution of answers to the question: "On what do you lay hopes for country’s economic development?", % (not more than three answers are possible)



Variant of answer
11'94
01'07

On the president 
48.7
48.1

On attraction of foreign capital
26.6
40.1

On the Government
17.4
33.0

On Belarusian entrepreneurs
23.3
28.4

On directors of state-run enterprises, collective farms, etc.
20.5
16.8

On the National Assembly*
8.8
4.3

On political parties and movements
8.0
7.2

On the mass media
5.6
4.6

On the Army and security agencies
8.0
3.8

On the judicial system of Belarus 
6.6
2.7

* Questionnaires of 1993-1994 offered "Supreme Soviet" where now goes "National Assembly"

Data in Table 19 show that A. Lukashenko remains a major hope for country’s economic development. Comparing to the polling results of November 1994, i.e. four months after the presidential election, his position didn’t change. The Government making a strong tandem of executive power together with President has moved considerably up. Yet, legislative power has grown thinner which at first sight may seem strange. As regards the Supreme Council, A. Lukashenko struggled against it from the first day of his presidency unlike with the National Assembly. The latter is his child and this eliminates any conflicts. Perhaps, this is why the public opinion doesn’t notice this branch of power. Concentration of power in one hand also affected the mass media and the society still doesn’t pin any special hopes on them. Judicial power closes this list: 2.7% is to a certain extent the result of institutional changes in the country.

Remarkable is the rating of foreign capital. Unfortunately, there are no intermediate data and this doesn’t let us see the dynamics for 13 years and assess contribution of January events. Yet, presence of a competing source is encouraging. 

If the public opinion is offered white-or-black criteria for assessment of president’s activity – only two alternatives to the question "How do assess A. Lukashenko’s activity during Russia-Belarus oil and gas conflict?" – answers will be well predictable. (See Table 20).

Table 20

Distribution of answers to the question: "How do assess A. Lukashenko’s activity during Russia-Belarus oil and gas conflict?", %



Variant of answer
%

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
52.6

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
25.7

DA/NA
21.7

Table 21

Distribution of answers to the question: "How do you see the image of current president?", % 

(more than one answer is possible)



Variant of answer
10'94*
01'07

Slowly but steadily he’s going the path of reforms to his goals
39.2
38.9

He transforms the reality in workmanlike and revolutionary manner
18.4
11.0

He puts up slogans and makes no particular steps
17.7
8.3

He is simply trying to strengthen his power
12.1
22.8

He is longing to preserve the old government system 
6.2
13.0

DA/NA
6.4
7.8

* Data of opinion poll conducted by Belarusian service of "Public Opinion"

They are comparable with the level of trust to the president. Such distribution is not situational. It bears weak dependence on particular on-line events because it is dictated by the very structure of the Belarusian society.

Data in Table 21 take us to another deep historic cutoff. Unlike general opinion, A. Lukashenko was taken in 1994 as a man of reforms and a leader able to perform revolutionary transformation of reality. What has changed in the eyes of public opinion since then?

Revolutionary manner has transformed into attempts to preserve the old government system. Also, the constituent pertaining to strengthening of powers has increased greatly while inclination to reforming has almost fully declined. Yet, one should be very careful with this conclusion. While preparing the variants of answer we deliberately copied the list of 1994. This has some positive sides as well as a negative. The menu of answers was made in the period of socio-economic crisis and this is why it didn’t include the characteristics important for a politician in the period of stability. Today A. Lukashenko’s supporters (i.e. half of respondents) didn’t find a suitable characteristic while choosing from the answers. Their choice in favor of the first variant is to a certain extent explained by feeling of stability going from the words “slowly but steadily” rather than by president’s reforming potential.

This way, if the outcome of gas and oil war is assessed via attitude to the personality of its initiator, we can see ‘tie in the battle’ at the inner front. A. Lukashenko preserved the image of a strong personality in the eyes of supporters while his opponents still keep to their earlier standpoints. The ratio 2 vs. 1 hasn’t changed. In regards to the outcome at the Eastern front, according to the data of opinion poll conducted by the All-Russia Center for Public Opinion Research, Russian public opinion is betraying the Belarusian father. 

Integration breakthrough

Public opinion is pretty pliant especially when it trusts the information source. As of now, it still does. The rating of trust to A. Lukashenko (country’s chief political informant) has dropped by 4.9 points as compared to November of 2006 but it still remains unattainable (55.4%).

Compliance of public opinion is well known from the Soviet history. It is enough to recall the information turn of Stalin’s propaganda after signing of Molotov-Ribbentrop’s Pact in August of 1939. Conversion of the fascist Germany from a USSR foe into its ally confused only a small group of educated people, yet not for long. Fancy curves outlined by the Soviet propaganda inspired G. Orwell to writing his bright novel 1984. We could go on with examples.

In his New Year speech President of Belarus A. Lukashenko actually announced about opening of eastern front. It is not fortuitous that in January Belarusian journalists described purely economic issues of prices and rates in terms of oil and gas war. A. Lukashenko’s anti-Russia statements can’t be written off as a slip of the tongue or emotional burst. This January showed that on the New Year night they gave a start for stayer distance and its length is yet indefinite. 

Results of the opinion poll conducted in late January quite expectedly showed considerable changes in integration preferences of Belarusians. (See Table 22). Stability in answers (with the tendency of minor growth) registered over the entire 2006 dropped down by 11.3 points which is substantial for such a short time period.

Table 22

Distribution of answers to the question: "If a referendum on Russia-Belarus integration is held today, how would you vote?", %



Variant of answer
02'06
08.06
11'06
01'07

For integration
43.3
45.4
46.4
35.1

Against integration
33.2
34.2
33.5
39.3

Wouldn’t come to voting
13.8
9.6
10.6
14.0

DA/NA
9.7
10.8
9.5
11.6

What happened on the other side of the Union State? The Belarusian president was convinced that his activity was supported there: “I’m very thankful to all Russians for the support they gave to Belarus in this hard moment. They didn’t stand to the side of their government in this conflict and that was a crucial point in settlement of the conflict. If the Russian authorities had support of their people, it would be really hard for us. The government of Russia still reckons with the opinion of Russians. In their turn, Russians clearly said, "Don’t harm the Belarusians. Oligarchs shouldn’t put pressure and torment the Belarusians who must be provided with oil and gas in full amounts" (an excerpt from the speech at briefing of January 14, 2007).

A. Lukashenko didn’t support this categorical statement with any facts. On the contrary, data of Russian sociologists publicized in late January show the opposite. Thus, according to the Fund of Public Opinion, two thirds of the Russians (67%) said that the decision on twofold increase of gas price for Belarus was right and 12% – wrong. 

Informational activity of the Belarusian head of state didn’t bring him any personal benefits either. In January only 26% of Russians noted their positive and 15% – their negative attitude to the Belarusian president (a year before – 35% and 12% respectively), and 49% are indifferent to his personality today.

From the viewpoint of the theory given in the beginning of this article, no other results could be expected. Russia has its own A. Lukashenko. This is V. Putin whose rating didn’t go below 70% in the past year. Monopoly of Russia on its mass media doesn’t yield much to the Belarusian, so Russian TV viewers didn’t watch "Belarusian father’s" expressive statements online but in the interpretation of the TV pyrotechnists like M. Leontiev and V. Zhirinovsky.

Let’s go back to Belarus. In the situation of a strict choice between integration with Russia and accession to the EU (see Table 23) the Belarusians find it difficult to answer (+5.9 points). The information delivered to Belarusians via TV is first of all anti-Russian. Its pro-European character isn’t very expressive either, especially since it appeared in late January when the opinion poll was almost completed (president’s interviews to the German newspaper Die Welt and informational agency Reuters).

Table 23

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you had to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?", %



Variant of answer
02'06
04'06
01'07

Integration with Russia
56.3
56.1
48.5

Accession to the European Union
27.5
31.9
33.6

DA/NA
16.2
12.0
17.9

Table 24

Distribution of answers to the question: "If a referendum on the choice of future for Belarus is held today, how would you vote?", %



Variant of answer
09'03
1'07

For integration with Russia
37.9
27.3

For accession into the EU
23.4
21.0

For both 
23.2
16.4

Against both
6.5
25.2

DA/NA
9.0
10.1

If the above question is re-formatted and more alternatives are given to respondents (see Table 24), it will be obvious that the Belarusians disappointed with integration attempts prefer to choose the variant of answer "Against both". This points out to the growth of isolationist moods. In other words, residents of the "heart of Europe" (A. Lukashenko) are reluctant to work as the heart of a single European body but prefer to go their own (special) path.

Change in integration preferences can always be given a pragmatic excuse. Those who carry such policy against the only ally ready to die from NATO’s tanks for the sake of Holy Russia should have disorder in their own court. The oil spouting right from the ground doesn’t help him either. Although the Belarusians are poor, every year they live better and better than their eastern neighbors. (See Table 25). The life is full of paradoxes and the greatest of them always found place in the minds of citizens (in public opinion).

Table 25

Distribution 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
03'04
06'06
01'07

In Belarus 
35.1
34.2
34.1
46.4
51.0

In Russia
44.0
39.5
30.4
12.1
11.8

Equally in Belarus and in Russia
20.9
26.3
28.3
36.2
30.3

Data in Table 25 let us see the growth of relative welfare of population over the past four years. The Belarusians managed to take leadership in the beginning of 2004. Things were heading then towards the referendum on amendment of the Constitution that would take off restrictions on consecutive presidential terms. The authorities in Belarus were extremely interested in growth of positive expectations in the society and this is why they re-allocated a great part of export income to raise wages and pensions. In other words, the mentioned trend of 2004-2006 had real grounds. However, recent growth of relative Belarusian welfare was achieved via propaganda solely! In should be noted that asked the question "Where do you think people live better today, in Belarus or in Russia?" the Russians are resolute in their answer "in Russia" (54%). Only 18% of them stick to the opposite viewpoint (According to the January opinion poll conducted by Levada Center.)

Asked the projective question "Will you support integration of Belarus into Russia, if the consequences of risen prices for Russian gas appear hard for you personally?" 35.1% of respondents answered in the positive (49% in the negative and 15.9% found it difficult to answer). Yet, one shouldn’t hastily blame Belarusians of mass readiness to sell the homeland for the Russian gas and oil cakes. These answers rather show the opposite. Let’s once again look into the data of Table 22. Exactly the same part of respondents stood for integration with Russia without any mentioning about possible hard times. In addition, the wording of this question showed that the number of respondents standing against integration increased by 9.7 points.

In conclusion we should like to analyze public preferences in the situation when more variants of answer are given and the data of the nation opinion poll is divided into two key constituents, the respondents trusting and distrusting to A. Lukashenko. (See Table 26).

Table 26

Distribution of answers to the question: "Different people make different conclusions from Russia-Belarus oil and gas conflict. Which of them do you agree with?", %


Variant of answer


All

population
Among them:



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent
27.5
27.6
25.0

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
25.3
33.9
12.7

Belarus should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
21.9
10.5
43.3

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
14.5
18.8
3.6

DA/NA
10.8
9.2
14.9

Results of the nation opinion poll appeared very close but supporters of the "special development path" for Belarus, although with minor advantage, took the first place. What is important, this is the only variant when the parts of those who trust A. Lukashenko and who distrust him are very close. All other variants split the society. Those trusting A. Lukashenko still give preference to the Russian direction, yet there’s an opposite trend beginning to show: 10.5% of Lukashenko-supporters are presently ready to reciprocate Europe so as to protect the country from Russia. Their political opponents are ready to negotiate with Russia (12.7%) yet they are categorically against merging into one state.

Summing up all said above, anti-Russian potential isn’t yet drawn out in the Belarusian society. The state-run propaganda will be able to even strengthen it in a short-term perspective. However, not all is as simple in a medium-term or long-term perspective. Much will depend on the dynamics of Belarusian economics and on its derivative, the living standard of population. On the other hand, the backtracking point in the Union State construction hasn’t been passed yet. Change in the official rhetoric can easily turn upside down geopolitical attitudes in the minds of most Belarusians.

Social interference 

As they say, we learn wisdom by the follies of others. This applies to the Belarusians as well. Inflation of early 90-ies is still alive in people’s memory, and so when the lords of the Union State started bickering, their villains without going into details of who was right fled to exchange offices to purchase hard currency. Such financial activity of population affects currency rates. During the January opinion poll sociologists registered a turn in currency preferences of Belarusians. (See table 27). 

Table 27

Distribution of answers to the question: "What currency do you give the most credit?", %



Variant of answer
03'04
09'05
01'07

US dollar
50.1
43.5
40.5

Belarusian ruble
28.0
33.7
32.0

Euro
17.5
16.2
23.3

Russian ruble
0.8
2.0
1.6

To explain, we shall give an excerpt of the IISEPS report for September of 2005: "Half a year ago over half of adult population preferred the green money and today their number has gone down to 43.5%. At the same time the number of those who trust the national currency has increased from 28% to 33.7%. As regards the sole European currency, it hasn’t won common trust so far. On the contrary, trust to euros has slightly decreased".

As Table 27 shows, victorious march of the Belarusian ruble seems to have stopped for a moment. Its future in the eyes of public opinion will be determined by much more trivial things than reports of the National Bank’s Head. It’s not the president only who has the skills of "basing his actions on life" in Belarus after all. The growth of euro’s rates well illustrates this sociological conclusion. 

Table 28

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



Variant of answer
04'06
8'06
11'06
01'07

Improve 
44.3
40.8
42.5
30.6

Won’t change 
34.4
36.2
37.7
33.0

Aggravate 
14.9
12.0
10.7
25.6

DA/NA
6.4
11.0
9.1
8.6

Table 28 shows distribution of answers to the question "How will socio-economic situation in Belarus change in the near future?" To a certain extent, it can serve a generic indicator of attitude to Russia-Belarus conflict. It is now less than three months after the previous opinion poll (November of 2006) but occurrence of answers typical for the period of stability has been broken: the number of optimists has reduced by 11.9 points and the number of citizens expecting aggravation of socio-economic situation in this year has increased by 14.9 points.

Concern about the future also affected respondents’ attitude to changes in their personal welfare. Contrary to the real growth of wages that in accordance with instructions of authorities exceeded the symbolic line of $300 in December, the number of citizens who noted aggravation of their welfare increased from 10.7% in November to 16.8% in January of 2007.

Data in Table 29 let us analyze expectations of Belarusians for this year. The answers are ranged as per the results of the nation opinion poll. Thus, juicy corruptibility scandals stay on top. This is not fortuitous. A. Lukashenko’s statements to increase responsibility of officials at all levels were one of the information constituents in oil and gas war. There’s no need to explain to Belarusians the goal of such statements: for 12 years they have already acquired reflex to suchlike firestorms. In the opinion of every second respondent, loss of moral values, growth of drug and alcohol abuse are quite probable. As everybody knows, fish rots from its head. Although the Belarusian head has the monopoly of building his image via mass media, public opinion well feels hidden overtone.

Table 29

Distribution of answers to the question: "In your opinion, are the following events possible in Belarus in 2007?", %



Variant of answer
All

population
Among them:
Trusting/
Distrusting



Trusting to A. Lukashenko

(55.4)
Distrusting to A. Lukashenko

(28.5)


Juicy corruptibility scandals
49.4
38.2
69.1
1.81

Loss of moral values, expansion of alcoholic abuse, etc.
48.0
38.2
68.9
1.80

Bank crisis, loss of deposits and savings
46.0
30.9
74.9
2.42

Sharp restriction of democratic rights and freedoms
43.1
23.0
79.8
3.47

Criminalization of the society, crime growth 
39.3
27.8
62.0
2.23

Mass disorders and actions of protest 
38.6
27.1
61.6
2.27

Mass unemployment, rising prices and impoverishment of population
37.9
18.4
74.0
4.02

Large-scale technical catastrophes
34.6
28.2
50.5
1.79

Merging with Russia
29.3
31.5
27.5
0.87

Military attack of some other state
15.9
14.2
20.4
1.44

A. Lukashenko’s resignation ahead of term
14.1
7.7
26.6
3.45

Bank crisis, loss of deposits and savings were put on the third place. We deliberately began this article with the currency rates. The Belarusians like skilled stock gamblers have become sensitive not only to direct but also to indirect stock information. 

The rightmost column shows the ratio of citizens trusting and distrusting to A. Lukashenko. It has its own hierarchy, but what is in general obvious, this is optimism of respondents trusting to the president. This is quite natural. Authoritarian leaders strive to inspire confidence in the near future into their nationals.

The greatest disparity between answers concerns expectation of mass unemployment, rising prices and impoverishment of population. As we’ve already mentioned, attitude of population to the power in general and to A. Lukashenko in particular is first of all determined by personality resources. Clearly, possible difficulties at the labor market appear more painful for young and educated opponents of A.  Lukashenko. They regard president’s pre-term resignation as a hope for changing the course rather than as a simple replacement at the top state position. Also, this explains concerns about restriction of democratic rights and freedoms.

Merging with Russia is the only event from the list below the probability of which is given higher estimates by those who trust the president. It is entirely possible that apart from different number of opinions on this event there are differences in a qualitative sense: merging into a sole state is an advantage for many respondents in the first group but it is undoubtedly a disadvantage for the majority in the second group.

Possibility of financial destabilization noted by the public opinion looks especially expressive if we turn to the results of Eurasian Monitoring (April-May of 2006). The polling was at one and the same time conducted in Belarus, Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. In spring Belarusians along with the Kazakhs demonstrated steady optimism. Thus, 14.7% considered bank crisis absolutely improbable, 44.8% – improbable and 23.0% – quite probable while 0.8% were certain that the bank crisis would take place for sure and 16.7% found it difficult to answer.

Oil and gas war between Russia and Belarus hasn’t been finished yet, but the information flows it caused are already blundering into public expectations (rising prices, growing inflation, etc.) Consequently, we observe a complicated interference situation that the first nation opinion poll of 2007 did reveal. 

What economics do belarusians need?

If we analyze answers of respondents for the past ten years to the question about the economics model they prefer, we will see surprising stability of the market economy supporters. As Table 30 shows, about two thirds of adult population preferred the market economy during all this period.

At the same time, the number of planned economy adherents has gone down 2.3-fold over this period and it is possible to say that only every seventh adult Belarusian is nowadays a supporter of socialist economic model. This is twice as little as the number of pensioners.

The ratio of economic model supporters shows, according to Table 30, that the market with insignificant state control (liberal model) has 1.25-fold more adherents than the market with significant state control (social-democratic model). In other words, the economic model of market socialism implemented by the authorities and ardently propagated by them is not very popular among the Belarusians – less than 30%. On the contrary, drawbacks of state-controlled economy gradually increase, of course with certain fluctuations, preference to the liberal economic model. At least, supporters of this economic model have gone up by 22% for ten years.

Table 30

Dynamics of choice by respondents of the economic model they prefer for the country, %



Preferred economic model
06'97
08'01
04'02
06'04
06'06
01'07

Market economy
65.4
57.6
61.8
62.2
63.6
66.6

Among them:

– with insignificant state control

– with significant state control
30.4

35.0
33.3

24.3
40.5

21.3
43.6

18.6
34.8

28.8
37.0
29.6

Planned economy
30.3
18.2
18.3
15.3
13.2
13.0

Other economic model
1.3
3.3
3.3
4.3
4.5
4.3

Preference of market economy is also proved in answers of respondents to the question about efficiency of different forms of ownership. According to Table 31, the number of those who think that private ownership is more efficient than state ownership has increased by 11% (47.0 : 42.5 х 100 – 100) over this period. The number of those who stick to the opposite viewpoint has decreased by the same 11% (39.7 : 44.8 х 100 – 100).

Table 31

Dynamics of opinion among respondents about the most efficient form of ownership, %



Variant of answer
06'96
08'00
08'01
04'02
06'06
01'07

Private 
42.5
51.3
44.7
54.1
46.4
47.0

State
44.8
40.6
40.8
33.4
39.0
39.7

Other  
11.2
5.8
2.2
3.7
5.8
5.6

Table 32

Dynamics of opinion among respondents about the desired enterprise to work at, %



Variant of answer
11'97
04'00
10'01
12'02
06'06
01'07

State-run
53.5
48.9
42.3
43.5
52.0
50.0

Private 
35.7
40.0
42.6
49.5
33.0
34.0

Other 
4.5
6.5
3.1
4.1
2.7
4.8

However, not everything is that simple under the current Belarusian conditions. Thus, data in Table 32 show that during the first five years the number of citizens willing to work for private companies gradually increased and by the end of 2002 exceeded the number of citizens giving preference to the public sector while in the second half of the period under review this tendency changed mirror-like. Today the ratio of preferred sectors is the same as ten years ago. The reason is the economic policy carried by authorities as it impedes normal market relations: conditions of work are constantly aggravating for the private sector while the public sector is constantly given every possible support on the part of the government. This is well reflected in changing preferences of the population.
Similar is the dynamics of opinion that respondents gave on the state control of prices for goods and services. As Table 33 shows, in the first half of this ten-year period the part of adherents of state-controlled pricing was going steadily down and reached 60% by the end of 2002. From then on it showed as well steady growth. Although it hasn’t reached the figures of ten years back, the tendency is obvious: in the conditions when the state actively interferes into economic processes including pricing, traditionally poor comprehension by population of economic self-righting in the market environment has been growing.

Table 33

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



Variant of answer
06'97
06'99
10'01
12'02
06'06
01'07

Yes
80.9
71.1
67.6
60.1
71.7
73.4

No 
9.6
13.5
22.4
30.2
20.7
19.5

The analysis reveals that prevailing among supporters of liberal economic model are male respondents, young (74.8% below 50) and better educated respondents, private sector employees as well as city residents. The majority of them assume that they benefited from country’s independence, they don’t trust to the president, voted in 2004 against giving right to A. Lukashenko to run for presidency for more than two consecutive terms and voted in 2006 for his rivals. Instead of integrating with Russia, most of them would prefer accession to the EU. Finally, their incomes are much higher than average around the country.

As regards supporters of state control in economics, these are mostly female respondents, almost equally young and elderly, mostly town and village residents. Every third of them is a pensioner. In their majority, they believe that they benefited from independence of Belarus, they trust to the president, supported A. Lukashenko’s proposal at the referendum of 2004 and voted for him at the latest presidential election. They prefer integration with Russia rather than accession to the EU. Their incomes are average around the country.

Adherents of planned economics are female respondents by two thirds, mostly elderly (75.5% over 50) and poorly educated, pensioners by 41%, and village residents. The majority of them think that they lost from country’s independence. Nevertheless, they trust to the president, voted in 2004 to give him right be re-elected anew and voted for his presidency at the election of 2006. Two thirds of them wish that Belarus merge into Russia. Their incomes are considerably below average.

If we compare social characterizes of these three groups, we’ll see that the difference is especially radical between the first and the second ones. It is so big that uniting them into a single group of market economy supporters will make no sense. For the first, market is a liberal economic environment providing normal living conditions in accordance with capabilities, professional skills and experience. For the second, this is a way to live comfortably due to re-allocation of national product by the state into their favor.

The third are obvious outsiders whose number is getting less and less every year. Their ideals are in the past and they failed to adapt to the new life.

Majority is against “contractual system for whole country”

In accordance with Table 34, today two out of five voters stand against mass conversion of private sector employees to short-term labor contracts actively practiced over lately. Although the population is gradually adapting to the “contractual system for the whole country,” zeal officials ready to beat the bushes have taken the situation to absurd. Contracts may be signed for the term of six months or even shorter. Of course, this cannot have mass support and only every fifth respondent approves the contractual system. 

Table 34

Attitude of population to the contractual system depending on trust to A. Lukashenko, %



Variant of answer
Take the contractual system:


In the negative (42.0)
Indifferently (31.4)
In the positive (19.2)

Trust to A. Lukashenko (55.4)
41.6
57.0
77.9

Distrust to A. Lukashenko (28.5)
39.0
27.3
12.0

Those who take the current contractual system in the negative are mainly supporters of liberal market economy and of private ownership. The majority of them believe that the country is going in the wrong direction, don’t trust to A. Lukashenko and voted for his rivals at the election of 2006. Those who gave him right to be re-elected for as many times as he wishes and voted for him at the latest presidential election make a small group among them. The majority here wants accession of Belarus into the EU and spokes out against integration with Russia. The level of education in this group is considerably higher and the number of those who are well to do is greater.

Those who take mass conversion to contractual system in the positive are mainly pensioners (most of whom don’t work and so the contractual system didn’t hit their interests) and village residents, supporters of state-controlled market economy, adversaries of private ownership and those who believe that the country is going in the right direction. An overwhelming majority of them trusts to A. Lukashenko, approved his amendment into the Constitution at the referendum of 2004, voted for his election in 2006 and would again elect him the president. Most of them would prefer incorporation of Belarus into Russia rather than accession to the EU. The level of education as well as the welfare is much lower in this group. 

In general it is possible to say that supporters of the current contractual labor system are prevailing among those who trust to A. Lukashenko and opponents – among those who distrust him.

Winners and losers

State independence is quite an intricate thing. It’s hard to understand for population whether they benefited or lost from it. Therefore, the public opinion divided into three and not into two groups when answering to the direct question about personal benefit/loss - about a third of respondents (31.6%) found it difficult to answer this question. However, the group of winners from Belarusian independence is larger than the group of losers (38.1% vs. 29.4%). This really encourages.

Where do losers mainly live? In the opinion of our chief independence warrantor, they live in small towns. He, chief warrantor, also defined the reason. Small town residents are still prisoners of Soviet style economy. 
 The other model, known as the Belarusian economic model, seems to have not come into their places yet.

Independent sociologists agree with such statement. Now let’s look in Table 35.

Table 35

Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?" depending on the type of settlement, %



Variant of answer
Capital
Regional centers
Cities 
Towns 
Village

Benefited 
43.4
36.8
43.1
27.8
38.8

Lost 
27.5
21.4
31.7
36.2
30.2

DA/NA
29.1
41.8
25.2
36.0
31.0

If we exclude town residents from the list, dependence of winners vs. losers ratio on the type of settlement won’t be that obvious. Agrarian lobby yet under Khrushchev learned to turn financial flows in the desirable direction. It is not fortuitous that the notions "food safety" and "state safety" became nearly synonyms here. Small town residents didn’t receive such intercessor though. They appeared not demanded by industry generals or agrarian colonels. Deprived of an opportunity to supplement their tiny but regular wages at state-run enterprises with incomes from homestead lands, small town residents appeared true prisoners.

Is the feeling of benefiting from independence connected with personal welfare? Yes, it is. Asked the question “How has your welfare changed over the past three months?”, winners twice more often say that that it improved (29% vs. 14.6%). Growing number of winners with growing per capita income also proves this conclusion. (See Table 36).

Table 36

Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?" depending on average per capita income, %



Variant of answer
below 180,000 BYR
180,000-270,000 BYR
270,000-540,000 BYR
over 540,000 BYR

Benefited 
35.2
33.3
41.9
46.7

Lost 
34.5
33.7
27.6
33.3

DA/NA
30.3
33.0
30.5
20.0

Noteworthy is a small number of respondents who found it difficult to answer among the respondents with per capita income over 540,000 BYR. Let’s look closer at this group. It is pretty small – 145 persons (9.8% of the whole sampling), and it is mainly built of male respondents – 57.2% (the part of men on the whole sampling is 45.5%). Holders of the highest incomes are men in their most active age – from 30 to 49 (59.6%). There are almost no respondents with elementary and secondary incomplete education among them. From the viewpoint of status, 75.8% of the total number of this group falls on three social clusters (10 clusters total): public sector employees – 37.6%, private sector employees – 20.7% and individual entrepreneurs – 17.5%. To compare, pensioners make only 3.8% here while their number on the entire sampling is 28%. The Belarusian rich, strange it may seem, prefer to live in regional centers (39.1%) and not in Minsk (19.1%). In small towns, the number of respondents with high incomes is much lower – 13.7%. It should be noted here that the parts of residents of this settlement types are approximately equal on the entire sampling. Thus, it is possible to say that a Belarusian citizen with a high level of income is an educated man in his middle ages working by contract or as a free-lancer and residing in a regional center. The set of these characteristics contributes to the formation of active life stand. Probably, this is why 20.5% of respondents from this group have several jobs while the general number of workaholics on the entire sampling is almost threefold lower (7%). This is exactly active life stand which showed up in a small number of those who found it difficult to answer in this group.

Winners are all workers (See Table 37). They give higher importance to the role of labor in personal wealth gaining than their colleagues-losers. Difference in answers in the variants "Dishonesty" is also obvious which is quite natural. Losers tend to relate wealth of others with dishonest ways of its gaining. All other variants didn’t reveal big difference between the three groups which is quite strange. In the first turn, this concerns the education. Division into winners and losers depending on the level of education is fairly sharp. Thus, 51.4% of respondents with higher education placed themselves among winners and only 20.4% – among losers (See Table 39). Those who didn’t receive secondary education showed mirror-like distribution of answers: 20.1% – winners and 49.1% – losers. It is entirely possible that this is … offence of the educated for their professional demand-deficiency which put educated citizens on the same stands with uneducated in their viewpoint on the role of education in welfare achievement.

Table 37

Distribution of answers to the question: "In your opinion, what leads to wealth more often?", %



Variant of answer
All population
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

Labor
68.2
76.2
67.4
59.3

Profitable connections
42.9
41.7
44.5
42.7

Good luck
39.1
37.2
36.9
43.0

Education
37.6
38.5
37.4
36.9

Talent
34.9
39.4
36.0
28.7

Dishonesty
15.5
10.7
18.9
18.0

It is not easy for most of citizens to see personal benefit in country’s independence, so they are often led by the results of the previous year to find this out. However, a considerable part of respondents (13.4%) finds it difficult to answer the question in Table 38. Winners are less of all confused with the question and they are as well the leaders among those for whom the previous year was successful.

Table 38

Distribution of answers to the question: "Was the year 2006 in general successful or not for you?", %



Variant of answer
All population
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

Successful 
56.3
66.4
49.8
50.2

Unsuccessful 
30.3
23.8
35.9
33.1

DA/NA 
13.4
9.8
14.3
16.7

Table 39

Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?" depending on age, education and status, %*



Socio-demographic characteristics
Benefited 
Lost 
DA/NA

Age:

18-19
46.4
6.4
47.2

20-24
48.7
14.9
36.4

25-29
47.0
12.6
40.4

30-39
40.6
21.1
38.3

40-49
33.9
28.1
31.2

50-59
38.1
35.7
26.2

60+
31.2
44.2
24.6

Education:

Elementary 
43.1
30.6
26.3

Secondary incomplete
20.1
49.1
30.8

Secondary 
34.6
28.5
36.9

Secondary vocational
43.5
24.3
32.2

Higher 
51.4
20.4
28.2

Status:

Head of a private enterprise
80.2
–
19.8

Head of a state-owned enterprise
20.6
35.3
44.1

Private business owner
46.1
15.2
38.7

Individual entrepreneur 
53.6
20.8
25.6

Private sector employee
39.7
25.1
35.2

Public sector employee
39.4
26.8
33.8

Student 
49.4
6.7
43.9

Pensioner 
29.5
43.9
26.6

Housekeeper 
36.2
14.7
49.1

Unemployed 
47.2
25.6
27.2

* Table is read across

Dependence of division into winners and losers depending on age is obvious, especially for losers. (See Table 39). Young Belarusians simply don’t have anything to compare with. There are 6.4% of losers among them which is compensated with a record number of those who found it difficult to answer. Turning point for losers is the age group of 50-59 in which their part starts exceeding winners. What is this connected with? Are these nostalgic reminiscences of the Brezhnev time or the loss of personal resources due to the age? Apparently, both factors play their role. Memories of the Soviet past must be even brighter in the group of 40-49 year-old, so personal resources must be dominating for them.

We should like to turn to the role of education once again. There’s an exception in the above regularity: the part of winners among respondents with elementary education is unreasonably high. How can this be explained? This group is mainly built out of female respondents (61.8%) aged 60 and over (97.5%) with monthly income 180,000-270,000 BYR (59.6%) and residing in the village (52.3%). However, according to Table 39, retirement age doesn’t contribute to growth of winners. So, the group of pensioners is most likely heterogeneous. Let’s see distribution of pensioners-winners depending on the type of settlement to check this conclusion. As it was mentioned, the part of pensioners made 28% (412 persons) on the whole sampling and 122 persons out of this number placed themselves among winners. A half of pensioners-winners (49.8%) lives in the village and only 6.2% - in the capital (8.3% – in towns). Naturally, pensioners with elementary education live in the village mainly. Unlike educated city-residents of their age, they are more often satisfied with their welfare. First, living in the village is much cheaper and, second, "those on foreign cars don’t go round".

You’ll be surprised with the analysis of distribution depending on the status. The smallest number of winners is in the group of directors of state-run enterprises! Just like housekeepers (!), they most often find it difficult to answer this question. Answers of directors at state-owned enterprises look striking at the background of answers of their colleagues from the private sector. It is important to remember that directors of state-owned enterprises are people with higher education which normally contributes to the winner feeling.

The above surprise is important to understand the Belarusian economic model. It turns out that under total bureaucratization there’s a group of bureaucrats in Belarus that feels losers from the changes that happened in the country! Exactly this group presently plays a key role in the country’s economic development. The bread of a director has never been sweet but within the framework of the Belarusian centralized model an economic director appears absolutely powerless. Regulations from above don’t protect him/her from market competition but on the contrary tie up his/her independence.

From the material questions we should like to pass to political questions. A new surprise is coming here. It appears that losers more often support the current development course of Belarus (See Table 40). So, they more often than winners trust to the author of this course (67.1% vs. 54.2%). Of course, they pin their hopes for country’s economic development on him (58.8% vs. 46%). As regards the political parties, neither losers nor winners pin their hopes on them, even though winners do this twice as often as losers (5.2% vs. 10.9%).

Table 40

Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you think the country in general is going in the right or in the wrong direction?" depending on answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?", %



Variant of answer
All population
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

In the right direction 
55.7
56.3
65.7
46.2

In the wrong direction 
29.7
32.2
23.8
29.6

DA/NA
15.3
11.5
10.5
24.2

Table 41

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude to events of December 10, 1991?" depending on answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?", %



Variant of answer
All population
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party 
15.5
24.8
7.7
11.5

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
32.4
23.1
58.8
18.8

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
38.3
42.8
29.2
41.6

DA/NA
15.9
12.2
6.4
29.6

Difference between political preferences of losers and winners is the most obvious in their assessment of the Belovezhskoe Agreement. (See Table 41). Thus, for losers this is first of all a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people. Winners three times more often take it as a victory of democratic revolution. Certainly, not all have such an opinion about the Belovezhskoe Agreement: nearly 40% of respondents on the whole sampling assume that December events of 1991 were just an episode showing struggle for power.

USSR collapse should not be considered as loss of the status of a great power. For the majority of losers (and not only for them) memories about the USSR are first of all memories about golden age when they were young and a kilo of good sausage cost 2,20 rubles, and when for reasonable money they could travel around the sixth part of mainland to see their relatives.

For some time the Belarusian authorities actively exploited the nostalgic feeling about USSR collapse which was particularly reflected in converting to the State Symbols of Soviet times. Data in Table 42 show that the society is getting accustomed to the new (old) symbols. Difference between winners and losers is insignificant among those who approve them which is not the case among those who disapprove. Yet, in general the part of those disapproving the current State Symbols is less than 1/5 even among winners.

Table 42

Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude to the current State Symbols of Belarus?" depending on answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?", %

Variant of answer
All 
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

Approve 
59.2
60.7
67.2
50.2

Disapprove 
12.1
17.6
6.5
10.5

Doesn’t matter
26.3
20.1
24.7
34.9

Table 43

Distribution of answers to the question: "If you had to choose between integration with Russia and accession to the EU, which one would you choose?" depending on answers to the question: "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?", %



Variant of answer
All 
Benefited 
Lost 
DA

Integration with Russia
48.5
43.5
64.7
39.7

Accession to the EU
33.6
42.3
22.6
33.5

DA/NA
17.8
13.7
12.3
26.9

Unlike the State Symbols, geopolitical choice of Belarus appears a much more sensible indicator, and so the part of those who found it difficult to answer the question below is lower than in general on the sampling. (See Table 43). The winners divided into two approximately equal halves while losers split 3 to 1.

These data let us make a conclusion that state independence hasn’t become a priority value for the majority of Belarusian population. We deliberately use the term population and not citizens, as we think absence of the critical mass of citizens is the greatest political problem in the country. The very existence of authoritarian regime in Belarus proves this conclusion. 

In the opinion of contemporary German philosopher J. Habermas, "The nation has two faces. While the nation of citizens (product of voluntary aspiration) is a source of democratic legitimization, the nation of fellow countrymen provides social integration".
 The process of nation formation is yet very far from its completion in the modern Belarus. It is more difficult now as three national projects are being implemented at one time. The first is liberal and it aims formation of citizens. The second appeals to nationals and it attempts to integrate them by revival of lost cultural values. The third project is implemented by the power. Its goal is formation of a unified community of Belarusians by consolidating them around the figure of current president "the father".

Simultaneous implementation of the three projects finds its reflection in controversial assessments of state independence by population. This is why their assessments are often ambivalent but this shouldn’t surprise because self-contradictoriness is one of basic characteristics of public opinion in any country. It is many times strengthened in modern Belarus due to unfinished nation formation taking place in the conditions of competition of the three national projects.

Results of the opinion poll conducted in January of 2007, %

(those interviewed are 1474 persons, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03)

1. "It was 15 years on December 10, 2006 from the day of Belovezhskoe Agreement. What do you think now about this event?" (more than one answer is possible)
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

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party
15.5
25.3
22.1
19.5
14.0
15.9
12.4
12.6

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
32.4
16.1
15.2
23.9
26.4
32.9
41.1
44.2

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
38.3
32.1
46.0
47.0
44.6
40.6
37.4
27.2

DA/NA
15.9
31.5
18.3
15.4
15.9
10.3
9.9
20.1

Table 1.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party
14.6
9.9
17.1
13.8
80.0

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
37.2
46.6
29.2
29.5
28.2

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
23.4
30.4
38.7
42.9
48.6

DA/NA
29.6
14.7
16.1
14.2
8.4

Table 1.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party
23.2
12.4
31.9
11.8
15.1

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
25.8
31.9
11.4
44.4
23.5

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
44.2
43.1
31.9
28.7
37.5

DA/NA
9.1
14.1
28.4
18.9
24.2

Table 1.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party
13.0
22.1
9.1
27.2
5.9
24.0
10.9

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
50.9
41.3
21.1
32.6
38.2
33.8
15.9

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
29.6
34.0
39.3
35.5
40.4
40.6
49.3

DA/NA
7.3
6.7
30.9
8.3
18.3
14.3
26.0

Table 1.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

It’s the victory of democratic revolution that put an end to the power of Soviet Communist Party
13.0
15.6
20.1
14.1
14.9

It’s a tragic event that entailed disastrous repercussions for the country and the people 
50.9
26.7
32.5
30.0
27.1

It’s just an episode showing struggle for power in country’s top echelons
29.6
41.3
36.7
37.6
42.5

DA/NA
7.3
17.9
19.7
22.1
19.6

2. "Have you personally benefited or lost from that Belarus became an independent country?"

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

Benefited
38.1
46.4
48.7
47.0
40.6
33.9
38.1
31.2

Lost
29.4
6.4
14.9
12.6
21.1
33.7
35.7
44.2

DA/NA
32.5
47.2
36.4
40.4
38.3
32.4
26.2
24.6

Table 2.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Benefited
43.1
20.1
34.6
43.5
51.4

Lost
30.5
49.1
28.5
24.3
20.4

DA/NA
26.4
20.8
36.9
32.3
28.2

Table 2.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Benefited
44.4
38.6
49.4
29.5
43.0

Lost
22.9
27.2
6.7
43.9
21.5

DA/NA
32.7
34.2
43.9
26.6
35.5

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

Benefited
43.4
48.5
35.2
43.5
28.9
23.6
40.1

Lost
27.5
35.2
15.6
29.1
33.7
38.0
28.6

DA/NA
29.1
16.3
49.2
27.4
37.4
38.4
31.3

Table 2.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Benefited
43.4
36.8
43.1
27.8
38.8

Lost
27.5
21.4
31.7
36.2
30.2

DA/NA
29.1
41.8
25.2
36.0
31.0

3. "Do the people like you take any influence on country’s political and economic life?"

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

Take significant influence
6.8
7.1
3.8
4.0
3.7
7.9
8.8
9.4

Take minor influence
29.1
28.1
37.2
38.6
30.3
25.0
24.3
27.4

Don’t take any influence
57.6
55.1
51.1
49.5
59.2
61.9
58.1
58.5

DA/NA
6.5
9.7
7.9
7.9
6.8
5.2
8.8
4.7

Table 3.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Take significant influence
10.8
6.8
6.3
5.3
7.3

Take minor influence
24.7
21.9
30.8
28.9
35.2

Don’t take any influence
59.3
67.0
56.9
57.9
48.9

DA/NA
5.2
4.3
6.0
7.9
8.6

Table 3.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Take significant influence
5.9
5.3
6.7
9.5
7.2

Take minor influence
32.2
30.2
33.7
26.7
18.5

Don’t take any influence
55.4
58.0
48.3
58.0
68.1

DA/NA
6.5
6.5
11.3
5.8
6.2

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

Take significant influence
1.0
5.9
3.5
13.5
8.7
7.5
9.7

Take minor influence
25.3
25.5
30.8
28.7
34.7
39.9
21.8

Don’t take any influence
69.3
61.4
61.0
49.6
48.0
45.2
62.3

DA/NA
4.4
7.2
4.7
8.2
8.6
7.4
6.2

Table 3.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Take significant influence
1.0
8.7
7.7
9.8
6.7

Take minor influence
25.3
26.9
38.1
25.1
29.3

Don’t take any influence
69.3
51.2
51.5
57.1
58.9

DA/NA
4.4
13.1
2.7
8.0
5.1

4. "What is your attitude to the present State Symbols (State Emblem, flag and hymn) of Belarus?"

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

Approve 
59.2
60.7
47.0
39.6
51.3
58.9
56.7
77.7

Don’t approve 
12.0
13.6
24.2
19.9
14.3
8.3
14.0
5.0

Indifferent 
26.3
25.7
25.9
39.0
32.3
29.5
26.1
14.8

DA/NA
2.5
0
2.9
1.5
2.1
3.3
3.2
2.5

Table 4.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Approve 
79.9
68.2
57.3
53.6
47.7

Don’t approve 
3.3
4.2
10.8
16.2
23.3

Indifferent 
13.9
24.9
29.1
227.8
27.9

DA/NA
2.8
22.7
2.8
2.4
1.1

Table 4.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Approve 
35.1
62.0
52.8
75.8
50.6

Don’t approve 
21.6
10.7
25.6
4.9
10.5

Indifferent 
41.0
25.0
18.1
16.7
37.0

DA/NA
2.3
2.3
3.4
2.6
1.9

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

Approve 
49.4
60.1
66.9
63.8
45.2
57.9
71.6

Don’t approve 
18.8
15.6
11.1
10.9
14.7
7.1
4.6

Indifferent 
30.8
22.8
18.7
23.8
32.8
32.9
23.4

DA/NA
1.0
1.5
3.3
1.5
7.3
2.1
0.4

Table 4.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Approve 
49.4
56.3
64.5
58.2
63.8

Don’t approve 
18.8
11.6
8.2
11.3
11.4

Indifferent 
30.8
28.5
26.0
27.3
22.0

DA/NA
1.0
3.6
1.3
3.2
2.8

5. "Did you come to vote at the election into Local Councils of Deputies in January of 2007?"

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

Yes 
61.8
48.6
46.7
46.1
51.5
61.7
67.7
79.9

No 
37.7
51.4
53.3
53.9
48.2
37.9
32.3
18.8

NA
0.5
0
0
0
0.3
0.4
0
1.3

Table 5.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
79.8
72.3
58.8
59.1
49.5

No 
17.4
27.7
40.9
40.9
50.5

NA
2.8
0
0.3
0
0

Table 5.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
38.5
66.7
48.1
79.6
39.7

No 
61.5
33.0
51.9
19.2
60.3

NA
0
0.3
0
1.2
0

Table 5.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes 
48.1
49.5
70.4
66.2
73.1
63.3
66.3

No 
51.9
50.1
29.6
33.3
25.7
36.7
32.6

NA
0
0.4
0
0.5
1.2
0
1.1

Table 5.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
48.1
56.9
64.1
64.4
69.4

No 
51.9
43.1
35.5
35.6
29.3

NA
0
0
0.4
0
1.2

6. "When did you vote?"

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

Ahead of term (on January 9-13)
23.4
24.2
19.4
18.3
18.3
20.7
25.5
31.4

On Sunday January 14
38.5
23.2
27.3
27.8
33.2
40.8
42.2
49.2

Didn’t come to voting
37.8
51.4
53.3
53.9
48.2
38.2
32.3
18.8

NA
0.3
1.2
0
0
0.3
0.3
0
0.6

Table 6.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Ahead of term (on January 9-13)
40.6
26.1
20.2
18.3
22.9

On Sunday January 14
40.6
45.8
38.4
40.8
26.6

Didn’t come to voting
17.4
27.7
41.0
40.9
50.5

NA
1.4
0.4
0.4
0
0

Table 6.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Ahead of term (on January 9-13)
14.7
23.3
24.4
31.5
14.5

On Sunday January 14
23.5
43.2
23.7
48.7
25.2

Didn’t come to voting
61.5
33.1
51.9
19.2
60.3

NA
0.3
0.4
0
0.6
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

Ahead of term (on January 9-13)
9.3
17.7
32.7
30.5
31.5
19.5
25.8

On Sunday January 14
38.8
31.8
37.7
35.3
42.8
43.8
40.1

Didn’t come to voting
51.9
50.1
29.6
33.3
25.7
36.7
33.0

NA
0
0.4
0
0.9
0
0
1.1

Table 6.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Ahead of term (on January 9-13)
9.3
21.4
24.2
20.0
33.6

On Sunday January 14
38.8
35.5
39.6
44.1
36.4

Didn’t come to voting
51.9
43.1
35.5
35.9
29.3

NA
0
0
0.7
0
0.7

7. "Do you think all candidates were put in equal conditions during the election into Local Councils?"

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 
47.1
31.4
31.1
29.9
36.6
42.2
52.4
70.3

No 
26.3
33.7
35.1
45.0
31.3
29.5
24.3
10.4

DA/NA
26.6
34.9
33.8
25.1
32.1
28.3
23.3
19.3

Table 7.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
72.3
57.3
43.2
41.0
36.6

No 
8.8
11.9
29.3
29.8
41.1

DA/NA
18.9
30.8
27.5
29.2
22.3

Table 7.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
27.5
47.5
24.8
66.9
38.6

No 
40.7
27.0
46.1
11.1
26.4

DA/NA
31.8
25.5
29.1
22.0
35.1

Table 7.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes 
39.8
42.9
49.1
47.4
43.0
43.8
62.9

No 
30.5
25.9
19.8
20.9
33.3
34.6
19.9

DA/NA
29.7
31.2
31.1
31.7
23.7
21.6
17.2

Table 7.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
39.8
37.1
51.9
50.0
52.5

No 
30.5
34.7
26.3
21.9
21.4

DA/NA
29.7
28.2
21.8
28.1
26.1

8. "Did the authorities show their support to some candidate in your constituency?"

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

Yes 
35.1
23.8
30.5
41.6
34.8
38.6
35.0
33.8

No 
23.3
14.3
25.4
23.2
22.9
21.8
27.9
23.3

DA/NA
41.6
61.9
44.1
35.2
42.3
39.6
37.1
42.9

Table 8.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
33.6
33.2
30.6
37.2
46.0

No 
23.5
18.9
24.4
22.1
26.4

DA/NA
42.9
47.9
45.0
40.7
27.6

Table 8.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
36.8
36.3
42.7
33.2
24.0

No 
24.2
24.5
11.6
23.0
25.0

DA/NA
39.0
39.2
45.7
43.8
51.0

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

Yes 
27.9
31.9
22.9
41.3
49.5
46.8
30.8

No 
24.0
23.7
27.3
16.1
20.1
13.9
34.1

DA/NA
48.1
44.4
49.8
42.6
30.4
39.3
35.1

Table 8.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
27.9
33.0
43.4
31.5
37.4

No 
24.0
25.1
23.2
25.3
20.9

DA/NA
48.1
41.9
33.4
43.2
41.7

9. "Did anyone force you to vote ahead of term at this election or not?"

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

Yes 
11.5
21.4
23.1
17.0
8.5
11.7
1.4
1.2

No 
87.1
71.6
75.4
82.3
90.5
87.1
12.4
5.6

NA
1.4
7.0
1.5
0.7
1.0
1.2
86.2
93.2

Table 9.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
7.4
10.7
11.6
10.0
17.7

No 
91.7
86.6
86.7
88.8
82.3

NA
0.9
2.7
1.7
1.2
0

Table 9.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
10.0
12.9
37.8
6.1
7.3

No 
89.4
85.2
59.9
92.8
91.1

NA
0.5
1.9
2.3
1.1
1.6

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

Yes 
6.0
11.8
13.7
7.6
23.6
13.4
5.7

No 
93.6
83.0
86.3
90.3
75.9
86.6
92.9

NA
0.4
5.2
0
2.1
0.5
0
1.4

Table 9.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
6.0
14.1
15.2
9.3
11.9

No 
93.6
85.3
84.1
90.0
84.8

NA
0.4
0.6
0.7
0.7
3.3

10. "The opposition and independent observers claim that there were many violations of the law as well as arbitrary rule of election commissions during the election into Local Councils. Do you agree with this?"

Table 10.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
respondents
Age, year old



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

Yes 
25.7
22.7
32.7
45.9
32.4
26.3
21.7
13.0

No 
43.4
38.1
29.8
27.7
35.2
42.3
45.4
60.7

DA/NA
30.9
39.2
37.5
26.4
32.4
31.4
32.9
26.3

Table 10.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
12.1
10.9
27.8
28.1
41.4

No 
56.8
58.0
42.0
37.7
31.7

DA/NA
31.1
31.1
30.2
34.2
26.9

Table 10.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
44.6
21.9
38.2
13.8
31.2

No 
26.7
45.8
17.3
58.0
40.4

DA/NA
28.7
32.3
44.5
28.2
28.4

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

Yes 
32.7
22.2
19.5
28.0
28.1
33.2
18.0

No 
46.7
46.2
35.8
44.5
38.2
39.1
51.4

DA/NA
20.6
31.6
44.7
27.5
33.7
27.7
30.6

Table 10.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
32.7
31.8
28.5
21.7
18.9

No 
46.7
35.5
44.2
41.7
46.7

DA/NA
20.6
32.7
27.3
36.6
34.4

11. "For what candidate did you vote?"

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

For a candidate supporting 

A. Lukashenko
37.9
18.3
21.1
26.5
28.4
32.2
42.7
60.2

For a candidate opposing 

A. Lukashenko
5.0
8.7
5.8
5.0
5.0
5.9
3.4
4.4

For other candidate 
8.9
4.1
8.9
9.5
8.3
11.9
13.8
5.0

I didn’t come to voting
34.4
49.2
50.4
49.1
43.9
35.2
27.8
16.6

DA/NA
13.8
19.7
13.7
9.9
14.4
14.8
12.3
13.8

Table 11.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For a candidate supporting

 A. Lukashenko
62.5
46.4
34.8
34.8
22.7

For a candidate opposing

A. Lukashenko
3.3
4.7
2.8
7.5
8.5

For other candidate 
4.1
8.7
9.9
8.9
10.1

I didn’t come to voting
17.4
25.4
37.1
37.2
45.4

DA/NA
12.7
14.8
15.4
11.6
13.3

Table 11.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector
employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For a candidate supporting 

A. Lukashenko
18.1
39.0
12.2
59.1
23.8

For a candidate opposing 

A. Lukashenko
7.1
4.1
10.4
3.7
5.9

For other candidate 
9.0
12.0
6.6
5.5
5.5

I didn’t come to voting
58.4
29.1
49.0
17.0
54.9

DA/NA
7.4
15.8
21.8
14.7
9.9

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

For a candidate supporting A. Lukashenko
21.1
35.2
37.3
38.3
45.7
34.8
54.4

For a candidate opposing 

A. Lukashenko
2.6
4.2
5.8
2.9
12.3
5.9
2.4

For other candidate 
15.6
10.5
7.0
10.4
5.0
9.9
3.2

I didn’t come to voting
50.0
42.6
27.0
32.1
22.7
35.0
28.3

DA/NA
10.7
7.5
22.9
16.4
14.3
14.3
11.8

Table 11.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For a candidate supporting 

A. Lukashenko
21.1
26.7
40.9
35.5
53.3

For a candidate opposing 

A. Lukashenko
2.6
7.2
6.1
5.6
4.2

For other candidate 
15.6
5.1
10.7
10.7
5.3

I didn’t come to voting
50.0
40.9
31.6
33.3
24.4

DA/NA
10.7
20.1
10.7
14.9
12.8

12. "Do you know the results of the election into Local Councils?"

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 
46.9
26.7
43.0
41.2
45.2
49.8
51.3
55.5

No 
48.2
68.9
53.8
55.8
48.6
44.4
42.7
40.5

DA/NA
4.9
4.4
3.2
3.0
6.2
5.8
6.0
4.0

Table 12.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
49.4
50.9
41.7
49.6
59.0

No 
46.3
43.0
52.5
45.6
38.9

DA/NA
4.3
6.1
5.8
4.8
2.1

Table 12.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
42.9
51.1
35.1
54.3
32.9

No 
55.1
42.5
59.1
41.7
60.1

DA/NA
2.0
6.4
5.8
4.0
7.0

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 
47.7
51.5
47.8
52.3
51.7
48.6
39.4

No 
51.5
44.4
47.0
41.5
44.6
41.5
54.8

DA/NA
0.8
4.1
5.2
6.2
3.7
9.9
5.8

Table 12.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
47.7
33.4
53.2
50.8
53.0

No 
51.5
57.1
43.9
43.2
42.2

DA/NA
0.8
9.5
2.9
6.0
4.8

13. "Do you think the announced results of election into Local Councils of Deputies can be trusted?"

Table 13.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
respondents
Age, year old



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

Yes 
55.3
45.4
37.1
38.7
45.4
54.8
59.5
75.3

No 
25.1
34.8
32.1
40.9
32.7
25.5
21.8
10.9

DA/NA
19.6
19.8
30.8
20.4
21.9
19.7
18.7
13.8

Table 13.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
79.8
65.9
53.9
48.3
40.5

No 
7.8
13.6
25.1
31.1
39.9

DA/NA
12.4
20.5
21.0
20.6
19.6

Table 13.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
32.8
58.4
35.3
73.6
44.8

No 
45.8
20.0
40.2
11.0
39.4

DA/NA
21.4
21.6
24.5
15.4
15.8

Table 13.4. Depending on residence

Variant of answer
Region


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

Yes 
51.2
57.8
57.3
59.9
50.8
48.3
61.5

No 
32.4
26.2
18.4
21.6
31.5
23.3
20.7

DA/NA
16.4
16.0
24.3
18.5
17.7
28.4
17.8

Table 13.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
51.2
44.5
54.6
55.5
64.3

No 
32.4
31.0
24.6
19.6
20.8

DA/NA
16.4
24.5
20.8
25.9
14.9

14. "The European Commission has developed a new package of proposals for Belarus and offers economic support in exchange to democratic reforming in the country. In your opinion, will these proposals facilitate the dialogue between the Belarusian authorities and the West?"

Table 14.1. Depending on age

Variant of answer
All
respondents
Age, year old



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

Yes 
39.2
49.3
37.1
44.0
39.0
39.4
43.9
34.3

No 
35.3
31.8
39.0
40.4
38.5
36.8
31.4
30.9

DA/NA
25.5
18.9
23.9
15.6
22.5
23.8
24.7
34.8

Table 14.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
30.5
32.7
39.8
44.1
43.5

No 
28.1
35.5
37.7
31.4
42.5

DA/NA
41.4
31.8
22.5
24.5
14.0

Table 14.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
43.5
40.2
43.5
32.5
43.9

No 
39.6
36.9
28.2
31.0
36.9

DA/NA
16.9
22.9
28.4
36.5
19.2

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

Yes 
49.1
43.1
32.3
47.3
28.2
21.2
48.4

No 
32.1
37.8
30.9
30.4
38.7
49.0
30.4

DA/NA
18.8
19.1
36.8
22.3
33.1
29.8
21.2

Table 14.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
49.1
45.5
44.6
35.3
29.0

No 
32.1
23.0
38.8
38.0
40.8

DA/NA
18.8
31.5
16.6
26.7
30.2

15. "Will you still stand for integration of Belarus into Russia, if the consequences of risen prices for Russian gas appear hard for you personally?"

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

Yes 
35.1
28.6
23.1
25.3
31.4
34.8
33.6
47.6

No 
49.0
57.3
62.0
60.3
55.0
49.9
46.7
34.9

DA/NA
15.9
14.1
14.9
14.4
13.6
15.3
19.7
17.5

Table 15.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Yes 
55.5
42.6
32.3
32.5
23.1

No 
23.9
38.6
52.6
54.0
62.4

DA/NA
20.6
18.8
15.1
13.5
14.5

Table 15.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Yes 
28.4
31.0
28.1
46.5
37.8

No 
61.1
53.2
52.8
34.0
47.6

DA/NA
10.5
15.8
19.1
19.5
14.6

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

Yes 
15.4
29.0
26.6
46.7
46.1
37.2
50.2

No 
73.0
66.9
48.9
39.7
32.3
39.8
34.4

DA/NA
11.6
4.1
24.5
13.6
21.6
23.0
15.4

Table 15.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Yes 
15.4
43.4
39.3
41.5
35.8

No 
73.0
41.7
48.1
36.9
47.4

DA/NA
11.6
14.9
12.6
21.6
16.8

16. "Has your attitude to the course conducted by Alexander Lukashenko changed after the gas and oil conflict that broke out recently between Russia and Belarus?"

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

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course wrong and I still consider it wrong
28.0
35.4
36.5
52.2
35.5
27.7
23.1
12.2

Has changed: I considered his course right and now I consider it wrong
7.8
2.9
8.7
6.7
9.1
8.1
12.0
5.4

Has changed: I considered his course wrong and now I consider it right 
6.2
8.4
9.0
4.2
5.6
7.2
4.1
6.3

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course right and I still consider it right
42.4
22.8
25.7
24.0
30.8
41.5
46.6
65.6

DA/NA
15.5
30.5
21.3
12.8
18.7
15.5
14.2
10.5

Table 16.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course wrong and I still consider it wrong
5.2
13.6
29.8
33.7
46.3

Has changed: I considered his course right and now I consider it wrong
5.9
9.3
7.0
8.5
9.1

Has changed: I considered his course wrong and now I consider it right 
5.1
5.4
7.2
5.2
6.8

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course right and I still consider it right
70.5
58.3
39.3
35.8
23.3

DA/NA
13.2
13.5
16.7
16.8
14.5

Table 16.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course wrong and I still consider it wrong
49.3
24.1
42.3
11.2
45.8

Has changed: I considered his course right and now I consider it wrong
10.1
8.0
7.1
6.8
5.3

Has changed: I considered his course wrong and now I consider it right 
6.0
7.5
4.0
5.6
3.7

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course right and I still consider it right
20.1
43.9
17.9
65.7
24.3

DA/NA
14.5
16.6
28.7
10.8
20.8

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

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course wrong and I still consider it wrong
40.3
28.6
16.9
33.2
27.1
29.0
20.7

Has changed: I considered his course right and now I consider it wrong
1.2
10.4
8.2
8.8
15.2
9.7
3.4

Has changed: I considered his course wrong and now I consider it right 
4.6
6.2
1.8
8.6
6.9
3.6
11.8

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course right and I still consider it right
42.7
44.0
47.9
37.0
37.3
39.5
46.5

DA/NA
11.2
10.9
25.3
12.4
13.6
18.3
17.6

Table 16.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course wrong and I still consider it wrong
40.3
30.8
30.3
26.2
19.3

Has changed: I considered his course right and now I consider it wrong
1.2
7.5
11.0
8.0
9.7

Has changed: I considered his course wrong and now I consider it right 
4.6
3.3
8.4
5.6
7.9

Hasn’t changed: I did consider his course right and I still consider it right
42.7
35.5
40.8
43.6
46.7

DA/NA
11.2
22.9
8.8
16.6
16.5

17. "How do you assess A. Lukashenko’s activity during Russia-Belarus oil and gas conflict?"

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

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
52.6
42.2
38.5
33.7
44.1
47.7
55.9
74.3

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
25.7
25.8
32.8
37.4
30.6
29.1
25.3
13.1

DA/NA
21.7
32.0
28.7
29.0
25.2
23.3
18.8
12.6

Table 17.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
79.5
64.1
49.3
46.5
37.9

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
10.7
16.1
25.3
30.3
40.7

DA/NA
9.9
19.8
25.4
23.2
21.3

Table 17.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
31.7
55.0
29.4
71.6
39.9

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
44.3
22.4
35.8
13.7
32.1

DA/NA
30.0
22.6
34.8
14.6
28.0

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

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
52.9
56.1
54.5
51.3
44.2
43.2
62.3

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
26.1
26.9
14.7
33.3
34.4
37.6
12.0

DA/NA
21.0
15.7
30.7
14.4
20.8
19.2
24.9

Table 17.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

He showed himself a strong politician able to achieve his goals
52.9
42.0
57.9
46.9
58.7

He showed himself a weak politician and he yielded too much 
26.1
26.5
22.1
30.9
24.3

DA/NA
21.0
31.6
18.1
21.9
16.6

18. "What is your attitude to the decision of Belarusian authorities to sell 50% of Beltransgaz shares to the Russian gas monopoly Gazprom?"

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

I approve this decision
12.0
4.3
8.8
6.0
7.1
11.1
15.7
18.9

I don’t approve this decision
36.9
39.6
44.9
49.5
40.9
39.3
33.3
26.3

I don’t approve this decision but I do understand that the Belarusian government didn’t have choice
28.8
23.7
23.2
24.1
27.6
32.9
36.2
27.3

This doesn’t matter to me
12.8
20.6
16.3
12.2
15.9
10.0
7.6
12.6

DA/NA
9.6
11.8
6.7
8.1
8.4
6.7
7.3
14.9

Table 18.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

I approve this decision
18.9
17.1
11.2
9.6
7.2

I don’t approve this decision
21.0
27.8
38.7
39.5
49.8

I don’t approve this decision but I do understand that the Belarusian government didn’t have choice
19.2
30.4
29.0
31.3
30.2

This doesn’t matter to me
19.6
12.0
13.2
12.8
6.8

DA/NA
21.2
12.7
8.4
6.8
6.0

Table 18.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

I approve this decision
10.5
11.0
4.8
16.3
9.6

I don’t approve this decision
46.6
37.3
47.3
27.8
31.0

I don’t approve this decision but I do understand that the Belarusian government didn’t have choice
20.3
34.6
17.3
28.3
31.0

This doesn’t matter to me
18.0
9.3
20.0
12.2
14.2

DA/NA
4.6
7.4
10.5
14.1
9.8

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

I approve this decision
14.5
13.1
7.1
29.9
4.7
12.1
5.4

I don’t approve this decision
34.9
41.0
39.0
25.9
43.9
38.6
34.0

I don’t approve this decision but I do understand that the Belarusian government didn’t have choice
19.8
22.9
30.7
25.0
30.2
29.3
43.6

This doesn’t matter to me
21.6
17.1
10.9
8.2
12.4
9.6
7.1

DA/NA
9.3
5.9
12.3
10.9
8.8
10.3
9.9

Table 18.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

I approve this decision
14.5
10.8
22.4
8.4
0.9

I don’t approve this decision
34.9
35.6
37.1
34.9
39.9

I don’t approve this decision but I do understand that the Belarusian government didn’t have choice
19.8
29.1
26.2
37.5
30.2

This doesn’t matter to me
21.6
12.5
5.2
10.0
14.0

DA/NA
9.3
11.9
9.1
9.3
8.7

19. "Different people make different conclusions from Russia-Belarus oil and gas conflict. Which of them do you agree with?"

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

Belarus should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
21.9
31.2
31.2
37.2
28.6
20.9
21.4
7.7

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
25.3
16.2
17.7
13.9
19.8
22.0
26.9
39.3

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
14.5
11.1
9.9
10.2
13.4
15.4
14.7
18.2

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent 
27.5
24.8
31.1
31.1
26.6
28.3
28.0
25.1

DA/NA
10.9
16.8
10.1
7.7
11.5
13.5
9.1
9.7

Table 19.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

Belarus should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
3.6
10.1
23.0
17.7
18.5

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
39.5
38.8
23.2
17.7
18.5

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
20.7
17.9
13.9
12.9
10.2

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent 
23.4
20.7
28.8
32.0
26.5

DA/NA
12.7
12.6
11.2
10.3
8.2

Table 19.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

Belarus should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
41.2
20.6
34.9
7.5
21.8

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
12.3
25.3
15.3
38.5
16.9

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
11.1
13.6
12.7
17.7
18.0

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent 
26.7
30.0
19.4
25.8
28.3

DA/NA
8.8
10.4
17.6
10.4
15.1

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 should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
36.4
33.0
15.7
18.5
14.3
21.8
10.8

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
14.8
17.4
32.1
28.8
23.9
38.8
26.1

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
5.0
14.0
9.7
19.9
14.7
11.8
27.5

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent 
34.5
29.6
25.6
27.3
30.8
20.8
21.8

DA/NA
9.4
6.0
16.9
5.6
16.3
6.8
12.1

Table 19.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

Belarus should reciprocate the European Union to protect itself from Russia’s pressure
36.4
20.2
22.9
21.9
14.6

It is better to reach consensus with Russia than reciprocate the EU 
14.8
25.0
26.8
23.8
31.1

Belarus should merge with Russia, and all of its energy problems will be solved then
5.0
16.1
18.0
17.3
15.1

Belarus shouldn’t reciprocate the West or the East but rather be fully independent 
34.5
25.5
24.4
23.3
28.8

DA/NA
9.4
13.1
7.9
13.6
10.4

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

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

For integration
11.6
26.0
25.6
20.4
28.3
35.1
39.1
48.4

Against integration
35.1
49.0
54.4
56.1
42.2
38.9
35.1
26.9

Wouldn’t come to voting
39.3
16.2
17.0
19.4
19.3
12.3
11.8
9.0

DA/NA
14.0
8.9
2.9
4.1
10.3
13.7
14.1
15.7

Table 20.2. Depending on education

Variant of answer
Education


Elementary
Incomplete

secondary
Secondary
Secondary

vocational
Higher

(incomplete higher)

For integration
44.7
49.3
33.0
31.4
25.2

Against integration
20.3
26.4
40.1
44.4
56.8

Wouldn’t come to voting
13.9
9.6
15.7
14.4
13.3

DA/NA
21.1
14.3
10.4
9.5
4.8

Table 20.3. Depending on status

Variant of answer
Status


Private sector employees
Public sector employees
Students
Pensioners
Unemployed,

housewives

For integration
28.2
32.1
24.4
46.9
33.0

Against integration
47.0
42.3
54.1
27.1
37.4

Wouldn’t come to voting
18.1
14.0
14.3
10.1
17.9

DA/NA
6.7
11.5
7.2
15.9
11.7

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

For integration
21.3
23.7
32.1
40.7
37.7
31.4
60.33

Against integration
49.9
49.9
40.9
36.0
35.4
40.6
20.9

Wouldn’t come to voting
15.9
20.0
13.3
15.7
12.9
9.4
9.9

DA/NA
12.8
6.3
13.7
8.1
13.8
18.3
8.9

Table 20.5. Depending on type of settlement

Variant of answer
Type of settlement


Capital
Regional centers
Cities
Towns
Village

For integration
21.3
40.1
39.2
36.5
36.5

Against integration
49.9
36.9
38.5
41.0
34.6

Wouldn’t come to voting
15.9
12.2
14.6
10.8
15.4

DA/NA
12.8
10.8
7.6
11.6
13.5

On February 22-23 within the framework of the research project "Strengthening Pro-"Wide Europe" Attitudes in Belarus" implemented by the European Commission / the IISEPS, scientific-practical conference "Belarus and "Wide Europe": Problems and Perspectives" was conducted in Minsk International Education Centre (IBB) by Belarusian office of TACIS and O. Manaev’s group. It was dated to 15th anniversary of the IISEPS

The conference was opened by the welcoming speeches of Fried Nielsen, Deputy Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of Germany to Belarus, who addressed the audience on behalf of the EU Presidency, as well as of Janis Aizsalnieks, Head of TACIS office in Minsk, Prof. Oleg Manaev heading the group of independent experts in Belarus and Dr. Astrid Sahm, IBB German Head.

The following speakers delivered their reports: Prof. Oleg Manaev (Prof. O. Manaev's group), academician Alexander Voitovich (National Academy of Sciences in Belarus), Yuri Drakohrust, PhD (independent expert, Prague), Sergei Kalyakin (Party of Communists Belarusian), Associate Prof. Vyacheslav Poznyak, PhD (European Humanities University, Vilnius), Associate Prof. Leonid Zaiko, PhD (Analytical center Strategy), Prof. Stanislav Bogdankevich, PhD (Belarusian State Economic University), Associate Prof. Alyaksandr Sasnow, PhD (Prof. O. Manaev's group), Associate Prof. Anatoly Lysiuk, PhD (Brest State University), Petr Rudkowsky (Cathedral of St. Barbara, Vitebsk), Prof. Ales Ostrovsky, PhD (Grodno State Medical University), Sergei Nikoliuk (Prof. O. Manaev's group), Associate Prof. Alexander Ageev, PhD (City Council of Deputies in Mogilev), Tatiana Protko, PhD (Belarusian Helsinki Committee), Yuri Voronezhtsev, PhD (Fund of Lev Sapega, Gomel), and Pavliuk Bykovsky (newspaper Belorusy i Rynok).

Leaders of the key political parties, public associations, and 85 top scientists of Belarus as well as representatives of business circles, mass media and diplomatic missions took an active part in the discussion.

Also, new IISEPS book "Presidential Election in Belarus: from Limited Democracy to Unlimited Authoritarianism (1194-2006)" was presented at the conference.

Members of the round table discussion came to the following conclusions:

1. There is basis in the Belarusian society for very different geopolitical choices: accession to the EU, integration with Russia, self-isolation, or independent state serving a bridge between the EU and Russia. Unfortunately, pro-European moods don't grow up as they all are blocked by agencies of the state authority. At the background of growing skepticism about European prospects, isolationist moods become dominating even among potential supporters of the European choice (this is caused by weak EU politics towards Belarus and towards major geopolitical challenges of today.) Taking into account geopolitical position of Belarus, this is fraught with marginalization of the country as the society and the state.

2. A kind of infrastructure for the European choice has been built in the country for the years of independence – both in the mental field (this choice is given support of about a third of electorate as well as of the majority of governing and oppositionist elite) and in the institutional field (civil society, independent press, political opposition, youth initiatives, independent trade unions, human rights organizations, cultural and religious communities). In case the country changes its political course, the European choice in Belarus can be effected much quicker than in Russia or in Ukraine.

3. The current strategy of the EU and the West in general towards Belarus shows little efficiency because it grounds on the expectation that the authorities are striving into the EU (this is basically what the TACIS program lies on). The Belarusian Cabinet carries totally different course though. In such a situation, only some points of EU strategy like informational projects appear efficient. Apparently, they need to look for some other approaches that would actively support infrastructure of the European choice and promote European values (like it was in Poland under the martial law) because the European choice is first of all the mental choice for Belarus and for other CIS member states as well. This strategy should be focused on public education and training of manpower for future reforms.

4. There is a probability that the Belarusian authorities will radically change their course after the gas and oil conflict with Russia, yet it is low. Changing of foreign policy is not possible without the appropriate adjustment of home policy. Activity of the Belarusian authorities during and after the oil and gas conflict (election into local councils not recognized by the EU, failed negotiations with private entrepreneurs, putting of the repressive law "On opinion polls" on the Parliament's spring session agenda, continued repressions against opposition leaders, etc.) shows that they are not planning this kind of changes. 

5. It is obvious that a new geopolitical situation has formed up after the Belarus-Russia gas and oil conflict. The window of opportunities is opened for all the concerned parties: Belarusian authorities and the opposition, the West and Russia. This is implementation of these opportunities that the new EU strategy for Belarus should target. For how long and how wide will this window be kept open? Answer to this question depends on the actions each of us performs!

Materials of this conference will be presented in the monograph "Wide Europe": Quest for Geo-political Self-identification" that will come out in May of 2007. Their major portion, yet abridged, has already been presented in our bulletin in 2006.

OPEN FORUM
REPUBLIC OF BELARUS AS THE MIDDLE LINK BETWEEN THE EUROPEAN UNION AND THE EURASIAN ECONOMIC UNION

By Prof. Petko Ganchev, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipontiary of Bulgaria to Belarus

The round table discussion “Belarus vs. Great Europe: Problems and Prospects” conducted within the framework of the Project by European Commission/TACIS/IISEPS is a very important step forth to the development of spiritual environment in Belarus, to country’s advancement to real democratic values like freedom, justice, solidarity, human rights and subsidiarity.

The top experts spoke on three panels organized within the framework of this conference: “Choice of the path: geopolitical benchmarks,” “Choice of the path: geopolitical framework,” and “Agents of geopolitical choice in Belarus”.

As an academic and Ambassador of Bulgaria, as an EU representative of the diplomatic mission accredited in Belarus, I would like to share with you some of my thoughts on this topic. I believe my viewpoint on the part of the Great Europe will expand and enhance the whole picture.

* * *

What determines geopolitical choice of a country, and how the latter reveals in different epochs? It is geopolitical analysis only that may give an answer to this question. One should take into account the role of geography and history which are condensed experience of one country and state in the development of its politics/geopolitics towards first of all neighboring countries, to the countries remote in location but close to it in their civilization and to all other countries of the world. One should also consider the role of country’s politics proper in its area structuring and involvement of its history (i.e. established national and cultural identity and mentality of the people) in achievement of internal and external geopolitical, geo-economic and geo-cultural goals.

Different epochs show different approaches to settlement of relationships problems with neighboring countries, countries with close civilization and of course with all other countries. Contemporary epoch of globalization that came after the epoch of cold war and the epoch of confrontation is characterized by intensive integration processes in the field of economics, political and social life, environment protection, culture, foreign politics and safety policy at the regional and worldwide levels. All this points out to growing civilization opportunities of all countries and nations to settle jointly their topical problems. At the same time this epoch is characterized by growth of worldwide threats and challenges. These are exactly scientific achievements and high technologies that open the door to modernization of backward societies and this way give opportunity to eliminate the causes of threats and challenges. Democratization at all levels of social life, extension of human rights and freedoms as well as establishment of market economy principles that also took place in the previous epoch are flaring up.

This way, despite some negative tendencies from previous epochs, civilization strives to a new standard, to a new level of international, domestic public relations and interpersonal relations. The key geopolitical principle in this epoch should give to its state the ability to provide stability, safety and well-being in the internal order of the society. In the international order, it should ensure stability and safety in close and remote environment and even worldwide, if possible.

What gives me the right to lay down the topic of this material as “Republic of Belarus as the middle link between the European Union and the Eurasian Economic Union”? What assessments can be given and what conclusions follow in regards to further politics of different countries integrated into the two unions and in regards to Belarus? Assessments and conclusions of this analysis will not only proceed from diplomatic approach but they will first and foremost ground on the impartial scientific approach.

It is well known to all educated people and politicians in particular that Belarus is situated on a flat ground of 207.6 sq m. From the west to the east, it lies in the geographical center of Europe, the so-called Great Europe, and from the north to the south it lies at the watershed between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea. Belarus doesn’t have natural borders that would separate it from neighbors and this makes the country open for entrance and for transit. This is a major crossroads in the true sense of the word between Europe and Asia, and between Northern Europe and South-Eastern Europe. Construction in the near future of a navigation canal between the Dvina-Daugava and the Dnepr with its tributaries Pripiat and Sozh would allow construction of a natural waterway between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea. This will be implementation of a legendary “Way from the Varangians into the Greeks.” The whole western and the most part of northern border of Belarus making over 1,000 km in length goes in the line with the European Union. In the east and in the south Belarus has common borders with Russia and Ukraine. The capital of Belarus lies in a literal sense in the center, equally remote from the capitals of neighboring states: Vilnius – 215 km, Riga – 470 km, Warsaw – 550 km, Kiev – 580 km, Moscow – 700 km and Berlin – 1060 km. In its geographic and climate characteristics, Belarus lies at the threshold between Europe and Eurasia, i.e. this is the part of Europe that passes on to Asia in its landscape, climate and other natural characteristics. Summing up, we can say that Belarus lies at the threshold of territories and climate zones.

Through its history Belarus was thrown to and fro, i.e. it has always appeared on the threshold of history as well. However, being honest, in its history, culture and mentality it belongs more to Europe than to Asia because it differs from the former Soviet republics including Russia with its many autonomies and territories, each having its own religion and ethnicity. 

This territory has been from old times populated with Slavic tribes that made the core of the Belarusian people allied to other Slavic tribes living in Poland, Russia and Ukraine. In different times and in different patterns the old Principality of Polotsk as well as other fore-Belarusian Slavic tribes incorporated into the Great Duchy of Lithuania, Rzecz Pospolita, Kievan Rus and Russian Empire and later into the Soviet Union.

Genesis of Belarus as a state makes a short period of independency. In the end of 10th century Belarus adopted Orthodoxy that was a state religion in Kievan Rus’ and later in the Grand Duchy of Moscow as well as the Cyrillic alphabet communicated to the Eastern Slavs via Bulgaria. It then built its cultural and national identity based on the specific Belarusian language spoken by Evfrosinia Polotskaya, Kirill Turovsky, Yakub Kolas, Yanka Kupala, Maxim Bogdanovich, etc. Through the development of cultural and national identity of Belarus, it is possible to see the cultural elements it adopted from its powerful neighbors in different periods of their historic presence in Belarus. This to a great extent accounts for the variety of elements of its identity built around certain group of principles and traits as well as explains presence of different branches of Christian religion – Orthodoxy, Catholic Church, Protestant Church, Uniate Church, etc.

Long-lasting joint life at this crossroads explains high tolerance of the people settled in Belarus side by side with the Belarusians as well as tolerance to different denominational backgrounds. Apart from rare artistic talent so typical of the Slavs, the Belarusians differ with great tolerance, amiability, patience and at the same time with extraordinary courage under certain conditions. Alongside with old and hereditary traditional cultural identity, Belarusians of the 20th century were greatly influenced by Soviet stereotypes and Soviet environment bearing some traits of government, some cultural values and ideas of the Russian Empire. All this specifically built the top layer of national and cultural identity of Belarus with the dominating influence of Russian culture and political traditions having Eurasian traits. Key role in the formation of these Eurasian traits belongs to the Orthodoxy adopted from Byzantium via Bulgaria with its basic principle of “Caesar-Papistry,” where the head of state, ruler, emperor or king, etc. is an absolute tyrant and representative of God on Earth and patriarchy of the Self-governed Orthodox Church is its minister and an official taking care about spiritual matters of the laity. The state is built as a pyramid, where the peak and its center dominates over basis with the help of officialdom and bureaucratic corps, law enforcement agencies and violence. Such authoritarian and totalitarian system of government disclaims everything beyond state power. It grounds first of all on state ownership but this property can also be corporative-private or individual-private. It doesn’t allow any freedom of will, freedom of political bodies or of economic initiatives. Such centralized government is very effective during war but in peacetime it is counterproductive and stops the initiative of society. In this sense the specific character of cultural model in Belarus can be defined as the society with European cultural values but with dominance of the state over civil society and with strong leaning to centralism of power and authoritarian forms of government.

In its economic type and development Belarus is very different from the countries of the former Soviet Union, although one of them. It is much closer in this sense to some former socialist countries like Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, Bulgaria and Romania that are presently the EU members. Although Belarus has some natural resources, it doesn’t practice the economics aimed at export of natural products but exports processed products with accent to sophisticated and high technologies. Exporter of over 55% of its GDP and over 80% of industrial products, Belarus has an open economics and is in a certain way integrated into regional and international economic system. Data about trade and economic cooperation of Belarus with the EU is quite impressive: about 50-52% of turnover with the countries outside CIS over 2005-2006. Also, import of Belarus makes 50% and over. This is an indicator that its economics is getting free from narrow regional dependence and is present in worldwide economics.

At the same time, despite all state and political resolutions and decisions, it is still impossible to talk about building of socially oriented market economics with all the ensuing changes in the society like it was in Germany, Austria, Switzerland, etc. after the World War II, because the reforms related to the development of institutional and legal framework of such economics are carried very slowly, are not completed yet and there’s yet much to do in this direction.

I assume the staggerer from risen oil and gas prices has clearly shown to the government that reforms pertaining to privatization and full conversion of Belarusian economics to the market economics cannot be postponed any longer.

What is the politics of the two basic economic, cultural and political centers – the European Union and Eurasian Economic Union – between which Belarus with its historic, cultural and national identity presently lies? What are the realities of this identity today?

Both centers are nowadays vitally interested in integration with Belarus due to its geographic position as well as economic and cultural potential. At the same time, these two centers propose different policies for achievement of this strategic goal.

First, what is the politics of Russia that is the most concerned in close integration with Belarus and with other countries of the former Soviet Union? Russia wants closer integration with Belarus to ensure its economic revival and its fortification as well as win back the image of the Great Power. The talks about the so-called Union State are going for all these years in this direction exactly. The integration steps between Russia and Belarus within this new supra-state formation that would work under the sole Constitution are widely known. Also, we all know about the hindrances on the way to this integration. Perhaps, success of the whole process may be found in maintenance of state independence of Russia and Belarus and formation of sole institutions based on common economic, social and cultural politics as well as common foreign politics and safety politics. All this require further democratization and market reforming, wider autonomy of economic agents and civil organizations that stand on different stages of development in the two countries and which is a great hindrance to efficient integration under new conditions. As it has turned out, the two parties had different understanding of integration during all these years. In my opinion, putting all energy into the development of institutional and legal framework of the Eurasian Economic Union will make it more productive for both Russia and Belarus as well as for other countries of the former Soviet Union. They will not then lay claims that one wants to swallow the other because it will turn a multi-lateral and not bilateral process when one country prevails over another.

Second, what is the politics of the European Union towards Belarus? It is not a secret that the EU is also interested in future accession of Belarus into the Union. The reasons are geographic and historic affiliation of Belarus with Europe, its being a geographic center of Europe but mostly this is economic and civilization belonging of Belarus to Europe.

Difference between the politics of EU and Russia lies in their attitude to the situation in Belarus. We can see two different approaches giving two different results in the situations generated by some incidents on the part of the EU. The first can be conventionally called the approach of sanctions and restrictions. The second approach is economic and cultural integration. I assume the second one is strategically more successful. Why? Because in general natural development of economics and cultural integration requires acceleration of market reforming and democratization.

As far as I know, Belarus is interested in closer integration with Russia to the same extent as in moving towards integration with the EU. Several years ago actual Foreign Minister S. Martynov proposed the idea of “integrating the integrations,” i.e. tying up two integration processes that are going at a different pace in the EU and in Russia along with the countries of former Soviet Union in different ways connected with Russia including Belarus. This is a very good idea and it must be given support.

What are the factors promoting this integration and what is the role of Belarus as a middle link?

First, Belarus is a major and the shortest land transit way between the EU, Moscow and the whole Russia. Good infrastructure for this transit in Belarus should also be taken into account.

Second, as a member of the Eurasian Economic Union, Belarus opens opportunities for business activity not only in Russia but also in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan. In this sense it appears the door to the market of 200 million people with many resources and opportunities. In the western part of Belarus there is a free economic zone of Brest which can be used as a door onto this territory.

Third, close EU-Russia integration in the field of power engineering won’t be successful unless strategic position of Belarus is taken into consideration.

Fourth, the ideas of a single economic zone between the EU and Russia cannot be implemented successfully without reckoning with the territory of Belarus. Belarus takes the second place after Germany as Russia’s trade partner (turnover of $11 billion).

Fifth, the European Union is greatly concerned in restricting the flow of illegal immigration which is especially acute today in view of some incidents in the EU that brought to stunning blows of some European communities. Belarus carries a very strict immigration policy and stops around 200,000 illegal immigrants from Asia at its territory not allowing them into Europe.

Sixth, Belarus is one of a few countries that have an efficient system of defense against world terrorism and this way it contributes a lot to the EU struggle against this menace.

In general, all this shows that Belarus can in many respects come out the middle link between the EU and the Eurasian Economic Union and this way implement the idea of “integrating the integrations.” However, success and efficiency of integration with Russia and Eurasian Union on the one hand and with the EU on the other hand would involve all-level negotiations between the concerned parties and in accordance with the worldwide situation and tendencies of world development as well as with the challenges that both unions presently face. Also, the appropriate legal, democratic and market reforms in Belarus should be carried so as to synchronize with the two economic and socio-political systems.

BOOKSHELF
"Presidential election in Belarus: from limited democracy to unlimited authoritarianism (1994-2006)". Edited by Prof. Oleg Manaev. – Novosibirsk, "Vodoley", 2006, 548 pp.

Belarus is taken by many as a unique phenomenon in the center of Europe. Peculiarities of country's development are linked most of all with the personality of the president first elected in 1994. Unlike widely spread stereotypes, the book under review differs with its effort to understand well prerequisites and dynamics of Alexander Lukashenko's presidency as well as its prospects. This is why it makes comprehensive analysis of the outlook, standpoints and actions of various population groups and political forces through the prism of three presidential elections. Although at first sight authors of this book seem to be united by the common idea which is transition of Belarus from restricted democracy to unlimited authoritarian rule, the real situation appears much more complex. At one and the same time many authors show that these are values and attitudes of the electorate which are today the basis of the political system in Belarus. Despite significant transformation of the Belarusian society, opinion polls conducted from 1992 reveal high stability of these values and attitudes. Furthermore, A. Lukashenko's advantage in his political struggle with the opposition is not concentration of power in his hands alone but also a clear strategy which the opposition lacked for years. In addition, the stand of the opposition wanes at the background of obvious success of the current economic course.

Therefore, the current book doesn’t serve the viewpoints of a particular political force but on the contrary calls to open discussion. It should be read by everyone who wants to understand specific development of post-communist Belarus. It is only taking into account all facts and arguments that we can expect to see gradual overcoming of the disunity observed presently both in Belarusian society and in relations of Belarus with other European countries.

Dr. Astrid Sahm,

University of Mannheim (Germany) 

Anatoly Guliaev, Marina Guliaeva. Entire Belarus. Published by Nevsky Prostor, St. Petersburg, 2006, 176 pp.
Politicking vs. politics

Characters of the book by journalists Guliaev's represent entire Belarus. 

"Under Colonel Korn’s rule, the only people permitted to ask questions were those who never did. Soon the only people attending were those who never asked questions, and the sessions were discontinued altogether, since Clevinger, the corporal and colonel Korn agreed that it was neither possible nor necessary to educate people who never questioned anything" (J. Heller, "Catch-22").

This is how J. Heller characterized political education in US Army and in particular in air-units deployed during World War II near Reich borders for better bombardment of its industrial and military facilities. This was really a tough job attended by hardships and risk as would a major job be at any war. What questions could pilots ask? Only questions about life and death which is only about their job and about the sense of that job; the questions asking why that job chose them among millions of well-doing Americans for whom the war was profitable. Why such unhappy lot was theirs?

This is a familiar situation. Fleeting and disorderly Perestroika when, upon E. Evtushenko, "politics was the business of everyone", slightly shattered the power-people relations but basically the system remained unchanged. It is still believed that they see better from above. Therefore, there can be no questions.

"Thank you for a good question. I will answer it if I think it necessary". I will not, if I think it not necessary… That's the game.

The book Entire Belarus by Anatoly and Marina Guliaev's speaks exactly about this. It speaks about impossibility of a dialogue between publicity and the power due to rare self-assurance of the latter and due to subsequent disbelief of most people in changes to the better. Characters of the book, opposition activists from different towns and villages of Belarus, assume that wish for changes within the nation hasn’t faded away but it is squeezed and neutralized by "vertical control over wishes". It is based on the well-known idea "The cobbler should stick to his last". Hence, you will choose from the candidates we nominate into Local Councils (only from the group of vertical power adherents and those who support them) and they will do what we say to. No politics, this is the point. What is allowed, this is local social and cultural activity for tiny money and at the approval of the authority.

As everybody knows, A. Lukashenko scornfully calls any uncontrolled initiative from below and any spontaneous action in any field as politicking. This way he emphasizes his absolute advantage over all and everyone, and so all big politics should be his business only. This is why it's only him who knows what should be good or bad for the people.

Characters of Entire Belarus united by the notion of Belarusian citizens don't agree with this. They don't have an inferiority complex and so they don’t think that they are the smartest who stay the highest. That’s how he looks till all other agree to stand kneeled before him. As long as they stand up, this imaginary eminence will melt away.

They are common in approaches and assessments because they are patriots of Belarus in their big deals and in small deals which make their everyday life. They survive different problems that they should solve themselves as far as these problems appear without relying on some bodies, especially since the latter have their own problems.

Pragmatics and romantics, theorists and experts, representatives of different generations, different in their political preferences, they all are united by the feeling of moral and by active attitude to life. Perhaps, many of them are mistaken but they don't shift off responsibility for their mistakes.

In fact, this responsibility cannot be too hard for the people who are led by "don't harm" rule in their relations with others. 

To sum up, characters of Anatoly and Marina Guliaev’s stories about whom are collected under one cover truly represent Entire Belarus, a beautiful, bright and diverse country. This is true without any reservations, exceptions or catch-22s.

Konstantin Skuratovich, PhD 
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