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Dear readers!

In the regular issue of the "IISEPS News" analytical bulletin we offer to your attention materials representing the most interesting results of the Institute activity in the fourth quarter of 2010.

During this period the presidential elections were undoubtedly the center of the IISEPS attention. The campaign broke all the vagueness and discrepancy of the eventual results’ estimates records – it is enough to remind the reader that the declared votes for the president "fluctuated" between a little bit over 30% according to the data of the opposition and almost 80% according to the data of the CEC; and for his opponents, vice versa, from 20% to 2%. At that both sides vowed their trustworthiness.

The after-election poll showed, first of all, that 87-88% of voters had taken part in the elections (it was virtually the same at the previous elections), which is appreciably less than the officially announced 91% and much more than what some leaders of the opposition said (less than a half). Secondly, the number of those who voted early – about 20% – turned out to be noticeably less than the officially announced 23% and much less than what the opposition declared (over a third). Thirdly, 51.1% of all respondents, i.e. registered qualified electors, voted for A. Lukashenko (39.9% – in Minsk, 62.3% – in villages), for the following him V. Neklyaev – 8.3%, for A. Sannikov – 6.1%, for V. Rymashevsky – 3.7%, for Y. Romanchuk – 3.2%, for A. Mikhalevich – 2.7%, for N. Statkevich – 1.7%, for G. Kostusev – 1.6%, for V. Tereshenko – 0.6%, for D. Uss – 0.5% (together all the opponents won 28.4%), 5.1% voted against everybody, and 3.8% refused to answer this question.

Let us remind you, that on 19, March 2006 A. Lukashenko won 63.1% (of the number of those who had voted), and his three opponents (including S. Gaidukevich) – 30.3%. Thus, A. Lukashenko has won the elections once again (what all our pre-election polls predicted), and technically could have managed without "redistribution" of almost 1,350,000 votes and mass repressions.

Being aware of the moment’s political and moral significance, we have rechecked the figures many times with the help of backup questions, as well as a many-sided cross-analysis (the representativeness level and the level of organizational and methodological reliability of the poll the interested readers can check against the Appendices attached to the results of the December opinion poll on the IISEPS site). For instance, when respondents were answering the question: "If presidential elections were held again in Belarus tomorrow, whom would you vote for?", A. Lukashenko obtained 53% and V. Neklyaev – 6.9% of the votes. When answering the question: "If there were a second round of the presidential elections and two candidates, A. Lukashenko and V. Neklyaev, went forward to it, whom would you vote for?", 57.1% said they would "definitely" or "rather" vote for A. Lukashenko, and 23.9% – for V. Neklyaev. In the opinion of 57.7% of respondents, president was elected in the first round, and 23.3% consider that there should have been a second round to determine the winner.

In a word, "however you slice it" the result is virtually the same. Besides, A. Lukashenko’s electorate remains not lower than 93% in all crosstabs, i.e. it is extremely consolidated (whichever way one asks these people, they just the same choose "the father"); and only 55.9% of the number of those who had voted for V. Neklyaev were ready to vote for him again, for A. Sannikov – 44.6%. It means, that if A. Lukashenko remains an unquestionable leader for the majority of the electors who are in some or other way satisfied with the present life, then the minority of the dissenting do not have such a leader. Although, support of the president has decreased at least by 5-6% during five years, he as before remains an acceptable leader for millions of the Belarusians.

Assessments of the election campaign also correspond to the voting records. Thus, 54.4% of the polled think that the elections were free and just, and 32.3% adhere to the opposite opinion; 48.6% suppose that in the course of the elections all candidates were on an equal footing, and 39.9% hold the opposite opinion; 62.6% believe that the elections results announced by the CEC are "definitely or more likely real", and 29.4% – "more likely or definitely rigged". Among those who had voted early, 17.3% said they had done it on their own initiative, and 3.2% that they had been forced to do it. 27.6% of respondents consider the decision of the West about non-recognition of the elections results as they do not correspond to the OSCE standards and about the support of the opposition’s demand for a second round or for a repeat election a fair verdict, 46.9% – an unfair one. All these figures are rather close to the similar figures of 2006, too.

On the whole the elections undoubtedly strengthened the feeling of split in the Belarusian society: if in 2006 55.9% of respondents thought that A. Lukashenko’s victory had united the Belarusian society still more, and 27.1% – that it had split it more, then today the ratio has become 43.1% vs. 35.3%. However, the split on political grounds in the Belarusian society which the IISEPS has been writing about since the middle of the 90s, and which the president is already talking about today, does not necessarily push the dissenting "into the embrace of the opposition". To the question: "Do you consider yourself to be in opposition to the present authorities?" 18.9% of respondents answered in the affirmative, and to the question about the attitude to the events in the Independence square 51.8% said they did not approve of such protest actions, and 17.4% said they did (in 2006 the ratio was 45.9% vs. 20.4%). These figures are much smaller than the number of the offended and the dissenting. Moreover, while answering the question: "What is more important for you today: preservation of the present state of things in the country, or its change?" more people choose preservation than change: 49.7% vs. 41.2% (five years ago the ratio was inverse: 37.4% vs. 53.8%). As it can be seen, in spite of the fact that "the premonition of instability" is gradually growing, no mass aspiration for radical changes (that leaders of the opposition peremptorily declare) is being observed so far. It might sooner yield a reverse effect – expectation of "a strong power" one can rely on in time of need.

As usual, for those who are interested in our figures more than in assessments, we offer an opportunity to analyze on their own the results of the researches in the form of direct calculation in the frame of the main socio-demographic characteristics.

This time "The Open Forum" is joined with the "Bookshelf" where Grigory Ioffe, a Radford University Professor, presents a book by the famous Belarusian political scientist Valery Karbalevich "Alexander Lukashenko: a political portrait" and shares his thoughts about Belarus problems. He is already known to our readers as the author of the most profound and objective book about modern Belarus (a review of the book was published three years ago). Besides he was a member of the American analysts’ delegation which visited our country on the authorities’ invitation on the eve of the presidential elections and got the impressions, as they say, "at first hand".

All comments and feedbacks are as usual welcome!

IISEPS Board

MONITORING OF PUBLIC OPINION IN BELARUS 

In October of 2010 independent sociologists have conducted the nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed are 1.505 persons aged 18 and over, margin of error doesn’t exceed 0.03).

In December of 2010 independent sociologists have conducted the nation opinion poll (those face-to-face interviewed are 1.511 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 and previous sociological procedures. "No answer" and "Find it difficult to answer" alternatives are not available in most points of the questionnaire. As usual, the tables are read down unless otherwise specified. In some tables, the total amount may be different from 100% since the interviewees could choose more than one alternative.

SEPTEMBER – 2010

Prospects for expanding a social base of alternative youth organizations
In the analysis, prepared by IISEPS upon the results of March public opinion poll, there was a conclusion that "today, 10 years after, we can state that the "battle for the youth" has been won more by the authorities, than by the opposition, as the authorities made serious conclusions from the stormy events of the 90s and started active implementation of the policy, aimed at environment to adapt the youth to its values rather than the youth adapts this environment to its own values (that is why the "junior" group of youth is much more "adapted" to the current situation upon a series of parameters, than the older group and even 30-40-year-old Belarusians)". The analysis of the September public opinion poll results confirms this conclusion on the whole (Table 1-7).
	Table 1

	Distribution of answers to the question: "How has your personal material standing changed for the 
last there months?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	It has improved
	18.7
	18.8
	19.4
	18.0
	14.1
	12.3
	14.6
	29.6

	It has not changed
	56.7
	56.3
	56.3
	54.7
	55.9
	56.0
	63.3
	55.7

	It has become worse
	23.6
	21.9
	24.3
	27.3
	29.0
	30.0
	21.1
	13.9


	Table 2

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If you know the contents of the movies "The Godfather", 
"The Godfather-2" and "The Godfather-3", then how do you assess them?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	It is the truth
	4.3
	4.6
	3.5
	3.6
	3.3
	3.3
	7.0
	5.1

	It is mainly the truth
	7.7
	7.7
	8.3
	10.8
	8.8
	9.3
	8.0
	4.0

	It is mainly not true
	13.3
	9.2
	15.3
	20.9
	20.8
	14.7
	10.5
	5.1

	It is not true
	10.1
	10.8
	11.1
	12.2
	12.1
	12.7
	8.5
	5.6

	DA/NA
	64.6
	67.7
	61.8
	52.5
	55.0
	60.0
	66.0
	70.2


	Table 3

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If you do not feel protected from the arbitrary rule of the authorities, then violations of which rights worries you most of all?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	Violation of socio-economic rights (to housing, work, education, medical care, social service and other)
	39.1
	27.0
	41.0
	46.8
	45.0
	43.5
	40.6
	28.5

	Violation of political rights (to expression of one's opinion, to peaceful meetings and associations, to freely receive and spread information, to elect and to be elected into bodies of state administration and other)
	19.7
	22.2
	22.9
	24.5
	22.8
	24.6
	17.8
	10.9

	It does not worry me
	15.4
	22.2
	16.0
	11.5
	14.0
	11.6
	10.2
	22.7

	DA/NA
	25.8
	28.6
	20.1
	17.2
	18.2
	20.3
	31.4
	37.9


	Table 4

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



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	Unification with the Russia
	34.9
	27.0
	25.5
	17.9
	29.3
	33.3
	36.2
	50.9

	Accession to the EU
	41.7
	47.6
	58.6
	60.7
	48.9
	45.3
	38.7
	20.0

	DA/NA
	23.4
	25.4
	15.9
	21.4
	21.8
	21.4
	25.1
	29.1


	Table 5

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you intend to participate in the forthcoming presidential election?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	I intend to participate
	60.0
	42.9
	50.7
	46.8
	56.7
	55.0
	67.2
	74.7

	I will make a decision depending on the political situation
	25.6
	33.3
	28.5
	35.3
	27.4
	32.3
	22.2
	14.7

	I will not participate
	11.4
	19.0
	14.6
	17.3
	12.7
	10.3
	8.1
	14.6

	DA/NA
	3.0
	4.8
	6.2
	0.6
	3.2
	2.4
	2.5
	5.0


	Table 6

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom are you ready to vote for at the presidential elections, and whom won’t you vote for under any circumstances?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	I am ready to vote A. Lukashenko
	43.6
	34.4
	35.2
	21.6
	32.5
	35.1
	49.2
	69.3

	I will not vote A. Lukashenko
	33.7
	37.5
	39.3
	54.0
	40.6
	39.8
	24.6
	17.3

	DA/NA
	22.7
	28.1
	25.5
	24.4
	26.9
	25.1
	26.2
	22.4


	Table 7

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Is it possible to trust the majority of people or is it necessary 
to be very careful in relations with them?" depending on age, %



	Variant of answer
	All 

respondents
	Age:

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

	The majority of people can be trusted
	23.6
	17.2
	19.4
	15.1
	14.1
	18.4
	27.1
	38.8

	It is necessary to be very careful in relations with people
	72.2
	79.7
	75.0
	80.6
	80.2
	77.6
	67.8
	58.3

	DA/NA
	4.2
	3.1
	5.6
	4.3
	4.7
	4.0
	5.1
	2.9


As we can see from the above tables, the "junior" group corresponds rather with their parents than with their elder brothers and sisters upon some important characteristics. At the same time, we cannot state that this group accepts today’s life in Belarus without any doubts: a very high level of distrust to people and a very low readiness to vote at elections show that a greater number of "indifferent people" than of "new pioneers and Komsomol activists" are growing up in Belarus. This confirms our conclusion that "the most negative consequence of this can be disappointment, disbelief in their powers, disbelief that the situation in the country can be changed to the better. We cannot state this for sure by now, that the Belarusian youth is disappointed with the current situation and distrusts its own powers, but the signs of such moods are getting more and more evident".

In connection with the above, a question arises, who can suggest an alternative, which alternative and in which way? The question "Whom should we suggest an alternative?" may seem weird at the first sight, as the answer to it is evident "to the Belarusian youth". However, the answer is not evident and requires a serious analysis.

In spite of the fact that the youth organizations and initiative which are supported by the authorities surpass alternative organizations and initiatives by several times in terms of used resources and "coverage", the key issue, as it was underlined in the IISEPS previous analysis, is in their social potential: how close their ideas and their activity to a "mass Belarusian", at least in potential, whether they can expand their social base and count on support.

Starting looking for an answer to this extremely important question we would like to underline that we will speak not about convictions, feelings or activity of the "Young Front" members (there are hundreds of them at best, and the leaders of the organization know them enough without any scientific researches), but about the society on the whole, about the so-called "mass Belarusian". As we can seriously speak about the prospects of expanding of the organization’s social base only in case it attracts the attention and gets support of this "mass Belarusian" (not just involves several hundred guys and girls, obsessed with national, Christian, democratic or pro-European idea, into it).

As we have said before, the answer to this question is of a multi-level character. The first level is the level of knowledge, or the level of information awareness about the activity of youth organizations in the Belarusian society (speaking in psychological terms, a gnostic, or cognitive element in the structure of personality). Like last time, let us consider the data about the "Young Front" in comparison with the biggest and really active youth organization, which is in fact the YF’s antipode (which means, it is supported by the State by all means) – the BRUY, in order to see the situation clearly and fully (Table 8).
	Table 8

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you know about the following youth organizations in 
Belarus?", %



	Youth organizations
	I know
	I don’t know
	DA/NA

	The Belarusian Republican Youth Union (the BRYU)
	79.7
	19.8
	0.5

	"Young front" (the YF)
	47.3
	52.1
	0.6


We cannot compare these results with the results of the similar poll conducted in March (where the BRUY got 63.7%, and the "Young Front" got 8.3%) directly, as it was an open poll then, and a close one now. They should rather be compared with answers to the questions about the attitude to these organizations’ activity, one of the options of which was "I don’t know such an organization": 23.6% said "I don’t know such an organization" about the BRUY in Spring, and 72.2% – about the "Young Front", which means, 76.7%, correspondingly, knew about the BRUY, and 27.8% knew about the "Young Front". However, even taking into consideration this correction it is obvious, that the information awareness of Belarusians about the "Young Front" activity has considerably increased, moreover, its dynamics surpasses the BRUY greatly. If the recognition correlation of the BRUY and the YF was then 3 vs. 1 (upon comparison with the second type of the question), then half a year later it was 1.7 vs.1.

Besides, it has been demonstrated by the comparative analysis of social-demographical portraits of respondents, who know about the activity of the BRUY and the YF, the information awareness’ growth happens not for the cost of some special, "obsessed with the national idea" social groups, but for the cost of ordinary, "mass Belarusians" (Table 9).
	Table 9

	"Socio-demographic portrait" of the population, that know about the YF and the BRYU, %



	Socio-demographic characteristics 
	Know about the YF (47.3)*
	Know about the 
BRYU (79.7)*

	Gender:

	Male
	52.8
	48.2

	Female
	47.2
	51.8

	Age:

	18-19
	4.3
	4.6

	20-24
	11.5
	11.0

	25-29
	11.8
	10.4

	30-39
	22.3
	22.1

	40-49
	22.6
	20.7

	50-59
	13.2
	13.8

	60 +
	14.4
	17.3

	Education:

	Primary
	1.7
	2.5

	Incomplete secondary
	5.8
	8.8

	Secondary
	39.3
	38.3

	Vocational
	32.1
	30.8

	Higher
	21.1
	19.7

	Status (the place of basic work, study):

	An employee at the state enterprise
	44.2
	43.9

	An employee in private enterprises
	28.1
	24.1

	Pupil, student
	8.0
	7.7

	Pensioner (pension on old-age, disability)
	14.5
	18.2

	Housewife
	1.7
	2.7

	Unemployed
	3.5
	3.4

	Place of residence (region):

	Minsk
	24.7
	20.0

	Minsk Region
	17.7
	14.6

	Brest and Brest Region 
	14.6
	14.8

	Grodno and Grodno Region
	11.9
	12.3

	Vitebsk and Vitebsk Region
	11.3
	11.7

	Mogilev and Mogilev Region
	10.8
	10.3

	Gomel and Gomel Region
	9.0
	16.3

	Type of settlement:

	The capital – Minsk
	24.7
	20.0

	A regional center
	17.3
	17.5

	A city (over 50 thousand residents)
	21.8
	19.9

	A town (fewer than 50 thousand residents) 
	18.3
	18.0

	A rural settlement
	17.9
	24.7

	What language, basically, do you use in everyday communication?

	Belarusian
	3.2
	2.9

	Russian
	65.4
	62.0

	Both Russian and Belarusian
	12.3
	15.2

	Mixed
	18.7
	19.7

	Do you use the Internet?

	Yes, every day
	24.0
	19.3

	Yes, several times a week
	16.5
	16.1

	Yes, several times a month
	15.5
	14.4

	Yes, several times a year
	4.2
	4.3

	No 
	38.8
	44.3

	I don’t know what it is
	1.1
	1.6

	* Percentage on all respondents is given in brackets in this and the next table


The second level of the answer – is the nature of attitude of the population to the activity of the mentioned organization (speaking in psychological terms, emotional element of the structure of personality) (Table 10).
	Table 10

	Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude to the activities of these youth 
organizations in Belarus?", %



	Youth organizations
	Positive
	Negative
	Indifferent
	DA/NA

	The Belarusian Republican Youth Union
	32.9
	14.4
	37.3
	15.4

	"Young front"
	15.1
	11.3
	41.5
	32.1


Although these results also cannot be compared with the similar results of the public opinion poll conducted in March directly (as there was another option "I don’t know such an organization" in March, thus, the percentage of all the other answers should increase automatically in September), it is also obvious that the positive attitude to the "Young Front" has considerably increased (from 6.0% to 15.1%), while to the BRUY, on the contrary, decreased (from 36.7% to 32.9%). At the same time, the negative attitude to the "Young Front" has also essentially increased (from 3.7% to 11.3%), moreover, this growth surpasses the expected transfer of those who previously responded as "I don’t know such an organization" (in case with the BRUY the increase of the negative attitude is not so evident: from 10.4% to 14.4%). Probably, it shows that the attitude to the "Young Front" in the society is becoming more "contrast" (some people like it more, some people dislike it more). However, even taking into consideration this correction, the correlation of the positive attitude to the YF and the BRUY has changed from 6.1 vs. 1 to 2.2 vs. 1 for half a year.

It is very important to define, whether awareness about the organization influences the attitude to its activity (it is known from psychology, that the connection between the cognitive and the emotional element of the structure of personality is very complicated and can sometimes have an opposite character)?  To find this out, let us compare the attitude to the YF of those who know about it and those who don’t (Table 11).
	Table 11

	Attitude to the activities of "Young front" depending on awareness about it, %



	Variant of answer
	Know (47.3)
	Do not know (52.1)

	Positive (15.1)
	30.7
	1.3

	Negative (11.3)
	16.0
	7.3

	Indifferent (41.5)
	44.8
	38.9


As we see, the results clearly demonstrate that awareness about the “Young Front” increases the positive attitude to its activity by several times: if the negative attitude after getting acquainted with the activity increased by 2.2 times (16.0% vs.7.3%), then the positive attitude increased by 23.6 times (30.7% vs. 1.3%).

The third level of the answer to the set question is the potential willingness of the population to participate in the activity of the mentioned organizations (speaking in psychological terms, behavioural element of the structure of personality) (Table 12).
	Table 12

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Would you like to participate in the activity of these youth 
organizations?", %



	Youth organizations
	Yes
	No
	DA/NA

	The Belarusian Republican Youth Union
	15.8
	70.3
	13.9

	"Young front"
	7.8
	66.5
	25.7


We cannot compare these results with the similar results of the public opinion poll conducted in March directly as well (as in March a dozen of youth organizations was suggested as a variant of an answer without a clear yes-no definition with regard to each of them), they are even more impressive than the previous ones: if in Spring the number of people willing to participate in the activity of the BRUY and the YF amounted to 10 vs. 1 (21.6% vs. 2.1%), then in Autumn – only 2 vs. 1 (15.8% vs. 7.8%), thus, potential readiness to participate in the activity of the "Young Front" has increased both in absolute and relative terms (in relation to BRUY). At the same time, we should not overestimate this dynamics and interpret it as "a victory of the progressive YF over the retrograde BRUY": 73.7% of respondents who declared their wish to participate in the activity of the "Young Front" wanted to participate in the activity of the BRUY as well (against – only 22.9%). This means, that the majority of the YF supporters do not "see the world through the eyes of the "Young Front": they want to support different actions, aimed at making their life better.

Now we need to define whether knowledge about the "Young Front" and attitude to its activity influences the potential readiness to take part in this activity (as psychologists say about complicated connections between the cognitive and the emotional elements of the structure of personality, from the one side, and the behavioral element, from the other side)? To find this out, let us compare willingness to participate in the "Young Front" activity among those who know about it/don’t know about it and have positive/negative attitude to it (Tables 13-14).
	Table 13

	Willingness to participate in the activity of the "Young Front" depending on awareness of it, %



	Variant of answer
	Know (47.3)
	Do not know (52.1)

	Willing to participate (7.8)
	15.6
	0.8

	Unwilling to participate (66.5)
	75.7
	58.7


	Table 14

	Willingness to participate in the activity of the "Young Front" depending on the attitude to it, %



	Variant of answer
	Positive (15.1)
	Negative (11.3)

	Willing to participate (7.8)
	43.9
	1.2

	Unwilling to participate (66.5)
	42.2
	88.4


These results show that awareness about the YF and positive attitude to its activity increases the potential willingness to participate in its activity by several times: if unwillingness to participate in the YF’s activity has increased by 1.3 times after getting acquainted with it (58.7% vs.75.3%), then willingness – by almost 20 times (0.8% vs. 15.6%). Positive attitude to the "Young Front" increases willingness to participate in the activity of the organization even more: if unwillingness to participate in the activity has decreased (not increased) more than twice (88.4% vs. 42.2%) after the attitude to it changed, then willingness increased by 36 times (1.2% vs. 43.9%)! This proves that forming of positive image of the "Young Front" and, correspondingly, positive attitude to it, may expand the organization’s social base much more than simple information about the organization.

However, as it was stated in the previous analysis, awareness of population about the activity of youth organizations and positive attitude to it are necessary, but not enough for expanding the social base of these organizations. In order to expand its numbers or at least to obtain broader support, the "Young Front" needs to know which population groups and why have a positive attitude to it. Let us remind you, here we can also define several levels of analysis.

The first level – analysis of the "appearance" of potential supporters: their "social-demographic portrait" and material and financial state. The second level – analysis of their "inner world", which means, their social (political, geopolitical etc.) convictions, values and activity (behaviour).

In the previous report we have conducted a comparative analysis of the population groups (respondents) who declared their positive attitude to the leading (among the loyal and the alternative) youth organizations: the "Young Front" and the BRUY. This time, let us compare the population groups with the opposite attitude to the "Young Front", with a focus on the prospects of expanding its social base. Leaded by a psychological principle "Look in the other person as in the mirror" (in this case – social groups), we can obtain knowledge who is attracted or revolted by the activity of the "Young Front" and why exactly (let us underline the numbers which characterize the compared population groups from an unexpected or almost unexpected side in bold font for convenience of the analysis) (Table 15).
	Table 15

	"Socio-demographic portrait" of the population, who determine the activities of YF oppositely, %



	Socio-demographic characteristics 
	Positive
	Negative

	Gender:

	Male
	50.2
	48.0

	Female
	49.8
	52.0

	Age:

	18-19
	3.9
	4.0

	20-24
	11.7
	8.1

	25-29
	12.1
	8.1

	30-39
	19.9
	21.4

	40-49 
	22.5
	19.1

	50-59
	16.9
	15.0

	60 +
	13.0
	24.3

	Education:

	Primary
	0.9
	5.2

	Incomplete secondary
	4.8
	12.8

	Secondary
	37.4
	40.7

	Vocational
	34.3
	24.4

	Higher
	22.6
	16.9

	Status (the place of basic work, study):

	Public sector employee
	41.4
	47.4

	Private sector employee
	32.8
	15.1

	Pupil, student
	5.6
	7.5

	Pensioner
	14.7
	23.7

	Housewife
	0.9
	1.7

	Unemployed
	4.7
	4.6

	Place of residence (region):

	Minsk
	17.7
	15.6

	Minsk Region
	10.4
	21.4

	Brest and Brest Region 
	16.9
	9.2

	Grodno and Grodno Region
	13.0
	19.7

	Vitebsk and Vitebsk Region
	16.0
	11.6

	Mogilev and Mogilev Region
	10.8
	8.1

	Gomel and Gomel Region
	15.2
	14.5

	Type of settlement:

	The capital – Minsk
	17.7
	15.6

	A regional center
	21.3
	18.5

	A city (over 50 thousand residents)
	21.7
	18.5

	A town (fewer than 50 thousand residents) 
	20.4
	15.0

	A rural settlement
	18.7
	32.4


Comparative analysis of this table allows to make important conclusions. On the one hand, as mentioned earlier, the potential supporters of YF – to some extent a kind of "continuation" of the organization members themselves (more young people with high educational level, employment in the private sector). But on the other hand, many of them are people over 50 (30%), residents of small towns (20.4%) and even villages (18.7%), who would seem to be among the opponents of YF. And on the contrary, many young people (20.2%) are people with high educational level (41.3%), residents of the capital and regional centers (34.1%), who are negative to YF. We cannot but draw attention to the fact that  the  amount  of  students  as opponents (7.5%) prevails over supporters of YF (5.6%).

Analysis of another aspect of "external appearance" of potential supporters of YF and BRYU – their material and economic status – has revealed a similar picture (Table 16). As it can be seen from table 16, the potential supporters of YF are characterized by slightly better financial position, great pessimism in their assessment of both current and future situation, marked preference for the values of the market economy (which is already a characteristic of the "inner world").
	Table 16

	Material and economic situation of the population, who determine the activities of YF oppositely, %



	Material and economic characteristics 
	Positive
	Negative

	The average size of income (including wages, pensions, allowances and other extra earnings), which accounted for one member of your family in the last month:

	Up to 270.000 rubles (up to PS=$ 90)
	9.5
	12.7

	From 270.000 to 450.000 rubles (from PS to BS = $ 150)
	30.7
	43.4

	From 450.000 to 900.000 rubles (from BS to 2 BS = $ 300)
	47.6
	36.4

	Over 900 thousand rubles (over 2 BS)
	12.1
	7.5

	How has your financial situation changed over the past three months?

	Changed for the better
	17.3
	22.4

	No changes
	54.1
	54.9

	Changed for the worse
	28.1
	22.5

	How in your opinion will the socio-economic situation in Belarus change in the coming years?

	Will change for the better
	29.4
	32.9

	No changes
	36.8
	44.5

	Will change for the worse
	27.3
	11.6

	What would you prefer in Belarus

	Market economy with little government regulation
	39.2
	32.4

	Market economy with substantial government regulation
	41.4
	39.3

	Planned economies
	11.2
	17.3

	Another type of economy
	5.2
	1.7

	Where would you work?

	At a state plant
	35.5
	54.3

	At a private plant
	45.0
	24.9

	Other answers
	13.4
	12.7


While in the "external appearance" of these groups dramatic differences are not observed, then in their "internal world" – the social values, orientations and activities – the differences are significant (Table 17).

	Table 17

	Political attitudes of the population, who determine the activities of YF oppositely, %



	Political setups
	Positive
	Negative

	Is the state of affairs developing as a whole in the right or in the wrong direction in our country, in your opinion?

	In the right direction
	42.0
	62.8

	In the wrong direction
	45.5
	23.8

	Do you trust the president?

	I do
	49.6
	61.3

	I do not
	45.3
	29.5

	Do you trust the political parties supporting the present authorities?

	I do
	30.6
	27.7

	I do not
	58.2
	45.1

	Do you trust the opposition political parties?

	I do
	29.9
	7.6

	I do not
	45.9
	72.1

	Do you trust the state mass media?

	I do
	34.1
	38.2

	I do not
	54.3
	44.4

	Do you trust the independent mass media?

	I do
	45.0
	22.1

	I do not
	37.7
	58.7

	Who, in your opinion, does A. Lukashenko mainly rely on? (more than one answer is possible)

	On the military men, the Ministry of the Interior, the KGB
	55.0
	30.4

	On common people
	21.6
	27.2

	Do you feel protected from the possible arbitrary rule on the part of the authorities, militia, the State Traffic Patrol Department, the internal revenue service, courts and other government institutions?

	Definitely / more likely yes
	38.8
	61.9

	More likely / definitely no
	59.9
	34.1

	If you do not feel protected from the arbitrary rule of the authorities, then violations of which rights worries you most of all?

	Violation of socio-economic rights (to housing, work, education, medical care, social service and other)
	33.3
	41.3

	Violation of political rights (to expression of one's opinion, to peaceful meetings and associations, to freely receive and spread information, to elect and to be elected into bodies of state administration and other)
	38.1
	7.0

	It does not worry me
	11.3
	26.2

	What is your attitude towards it: positive, indifferent or negative?

	Positive
	28.0
	6.9

	Indifferent
	10.8
	17.9

	Negative
	3.4
	2.9

	Do you know about the movies "The Godfather", "The Godfather-2" and "The Godfather-3" about president of Belarus A. Lukashenko recently broadcasted by the Russian TV channel NTV?

	Yes, I do
	65.4
	56.1

	No, I do not
	33.8
	43.4

	If you know the contents of the movies "The Godfather", "The Godfather-2" and "The Godfather-3", then how do you assess them?

	It is the truth / it is mainly the truth
	40.2
	10.3

	It is mainly not true / it is not true 
	11.7
	25.8

	If you know the contents of the movies "The Godfather", "The Godfather-2" and "The Godfather-3", then did they influence your attitude towards president A. Lukashenko?

	No, they did not. I treat him the way I used to
	37.1
	30.6

	Yes, they did. I began to treat him worse
	19.4
	4.0

	Yes, they did. I began to treat him better
	1.7
	5.2

	What direction is political life of Belarus developing now?

	Establishment of authoritarianism, dictatorship
	42.9
	24.3

	Development of democracy
	20.8
	27.2

	Restoration of the former Soviet order
	19.5
	30.6

	Chaos, anarchy and the threat of coup d'etat increase
	10.4
	5.2

	Does the personality cult of president A. Lukashenko exist in Belarus, in your opinion?

	Yes, there is every indication that it is present
	47.2
	22.7

	Not yet, but there are more and more prerequisites for it
	29.0
	36.0

	There are no signs of such a cult
	15.6
	30.8

	Do you think the fact that virtually all power in the country is concentrated now in the hands of A. Lukashenko does Belarus good or gives the country nothing positive?

	It does Belarus good
	42.2
	50.3

	It gives the country nothing positive
	46.1
	30.1

	If a referendum on the question whether Belarus should join the European Union were being held in Belarus now, what choice would you make?

	For
	52.4
	36.8

	Against
	29.9
	42.0

	Would not participate in the voting
	12.1
	13.2

	If a referendum on the question of Belarus and Russia integration were being held today, how would you vote?

	Against integration
	49.1
	41.0

	For integration
	37.1
	37.6

	Would not participate in the voting
	10.3
	15.6

	If you had to choose between integration with Russia and joining the European Union, what choice would you make?

	Joining the European Union
	55.0
	32.4

	Integration with Russianhj
	29.0
	39.3


Both in the "external appearance" and in the "inner world" of potential supporters and opponents of YF quite expected differences are found. The most noticeable difference (i.e. the differentiating factor) is undoubtedly political values: potential supporters – they are mostly supporters of democracy and European choice critically evaluating the political course of the Belarusian authorities, and among the opponents of the adherents of these values are fewer, most of them are completely loyal to the existing order. But "black" painting still does not work: among the supporters of YF there are quite a few "conservatives" and "loyalists" (50% trust the president and 30% do not trust the opposition parties, 21.6% believe that the president relies on ordinary people, 42.2% – that the concentration of power in the hands of A. Lukashenko benefits the country, 30% against Belarus' accession to the EU, while 37% – for union with Russia). On the other hand, among the opponents of YF a lot of "democrats" and "critics" (almost 24% believe the country is moving in the wrong direction, 30% do not trust the president, believe that his policy is based on power structures and that this does not give the country any good, 34% do not feel protected from the tyranny of the authorities, especially in the socio-economic sphere, almost 37% are ready to vote for accession to the EU, while 41% were against integration with Russia).
These differences are particularly evident in the electoral attitudes of potential supporters and opponents of YF (i.e. have not abstract, but largely determine the political behavior) (Table 18).
	Table 18

	Electoral attitudes of the population, who determine the activities of YF oppositely, %


	Electoral attitudes
	Positive
	Negative

	Do you intend to participate in the coming elections?

	Yes
	57.8
	63.0

	I will decide to participate or not in the elections depending on the political situation during the pre-election campaign
	33.6
	25.4

	No
	6.9
	9.8

	Why are you ready to vote for this candidate? (more than one answer is possible)

	He has a real power and can change the situation in the country
	27.2
	28.3

	He represents interests of people like me
	20.8
	23.7

	I have liked him for a long
	19.9
	19.2

	What do you think should be the future president of Belarus?

	A supporter of fundamental change in the current year 
	60.2
	30.1

	A supporter of continuing the present course
	30.3
	48.6

	A supporter of further rapprochement with the European Union
	53.2
	31.8

	A supporter of further integration with Russia
	23.4
	29.5

	A supporter of market economy
	71.3
	62.8

	A supporter of the planned economy
	15.2
	9.3

	A supporter of separation of powers
	60.2
	35.5

	A supporter of strengthening the power of the president
	27.7
	37.2

	Whom of the following candidates are you ready to vote for in presidential elections and whom are not you going to vote for under any circumstances?

	(from those positively relating to YF)
	Ready to vote
	Will not vote

	A. Lukashenko
	39.8
	39.4

	V. Neklyaev
	11.3
	47.2

	Z. Poznyak
	8.7
	51.5

	A. Sannikov
	4.8
	54.8

	N. Statkevich
	3.5
	55.4

	Y. Romanchuk
	4.3
	51.9

	G. Kostusev
	3.5
	55.4

	A. Mikhalevich
	2.6
	53.7

	Yu. Glushakov
	1.3
	58.7

	V. Rymashevsky
	2.6
	55.8


With regard to social-living and religious values (which the organization's leadership attaches great importance) of potential supporters and opponents of YF, the differences between them are not significant (Table 19).
	Table 19

	Religious and social-living behavior of the population, who determine the activities of YF oppositely, %


	Religious and social-living behavior
	Positive
	Negative

	What is your religion?

	An orthodox
	77.1
	77.3

	A catholic
	12.6
	10.5

	Protestant (Lutheran, Pentecostal, Baptist, etc.)
	0.9
	0

	A Muslim
	0
	0

	Another religion
	0
	0.6

	An unbeliever
	6.1
	7.6

	An atheist
	3.5
	4.1

	How often do you go to church?

	Every day
	0.4
	0

	Several times a week
	6.9
	4.0

	Once a week
	12.5
	6.9

	Once a month
	14.2
	12.1

	Several times a year
	39.7
	46.8

	I do not go at all
	26.3
	30.1

	What type of relations seems the best to you in order to create a family?

	Marriage blessed in church
	11.7
	8.7

	Marriage registered in a registry office
	23.4
	41.6

	Marriage blessed in church and registered in a registry office
	45.5
	35.8

	De facto marriage (living together)
	13.0
	11.6

	I do not need a family
	3.0
	1.7

	In some countries homosexual marriages (a union of two men or two women) are legalized. And what is your 
attitude to the official recognition of such marriages in Belarus?

	Negative
	65.7
	79.1

	Indifferent
	24.3
	18.0

	Positive
	6.1
	2.9

	How many children should a family have, in your opinion?

	One child
	8.7
	11.0

	Several children
	53.2
	52.6

	As many, as God will give
	29.0
	30.6

	It is better without children
	3.9
	1.2

	Should abortions be banned in our country?

	No, abortions should not be banned. A woman has the right to make such a decision herself
	45.0
	42.0

	They should generally be banned; only therapeutic abortions should be allowed
	23.4
	24.1

	Yes, abortions should be banned
	20.8
	21.3

	Do you smoke?

	No
	59.7
	61.0

	Yes
	39.8
	39.0

	How often do you consume alcoholic beverages (including beer)?

	Daily
	0
	2.9

	Several times a week
	9.1
	9.8

	Several times a month
	41.1
	35.6

	Several times a year
	30.3
	32.8

	I do not at all consume them
	19.5
	19.0

	What language, basically, do you use in everyday communication?

	Belarusian
	4.3
	6.9

	Russian
	61.2
	55.5

	Both Russian and Belarusian
	17.2
	15.6

	Mixed
	16.8
	20.8

	Do you use the Internet?

	Yes, every day
	28.4
	11.6

	Yes, several times a week
	12.9
	15.0

	Yes, several times a month
	20.3
	9.8 

	Yes, several times a year
	5.2
	3.5

	No 
	32.3
	56.1

	Do not know what it is
	0.9
	4.0


Moreover, in some positions the potential supporters of YF are even farther from its core values, than the opponents (for example, they are loyal to gay marriages and worse possess the national language). These results, as in the case of comparison of potential supporters of YF and BRYU in the previous analysis, absolutely do not confirm the expected image of the potential supporters of YF as staunch opponents of the current Belarusian regime with pro-Western geopolitical orientation. In many positions of the "inner world", as is the case with their "external external appearance", they are rather "conservative" and "loyalists" rather than "democrats" and "critics of the regime".

Key findings and recommendations:

• Recently, there has been a marked increase in awareness, positive attitude and willingness to participate in YF (and these characteristics are closely related), and the dynamics of this growth is far ahead of the BRYU (despite quite disparate resources). However, this growth can only partly be explained by the activities of the organization. Another explanation is the general political mobilization, which occurs before the presidential election: people pay more attention to the activities of political and social actors, are more likely to express sympathy for close to them organizations that in common political seasons make them indifferent. It may be noted that over the past six months the ratings of almost all opposition politicians and structures have increased (e.g, closed rating of V. Neklyaev rose from 1.6% to 5.1% and a positive attitude towards the campaign "Tell the truth" – from 5.1% to 10.7%). These processes are an illustration of the principle: "A rising tide lifts all boats". In particular, it raised also the "boat" of YF.
• Prospects for expanding the social base in YF
and other alternative youth organizations, of course,

are – under certain conditions it can rely on the support of large segments of the population even with intensification of repression by the authorities. We remind you that 47.3% knowledgeable about the MP – it is 3.3 million, 15.1% expressed a positive attitude towards it – more than one million and 7.8% expressed a desire to participate in its activities – more than half a million of voters (of all the seven million Belarusian electorate). The most important channel of information and communication with potential supporters, of course, is the Internet (61.6% of this group).

• Judging by the fact that among the potential supporters of YF there are people of different social status and different (even opposing) views, the activities of the youth organization, they are attracted by different things (values, actions, persons).

• Focusing mainly on the expansion of the participants in street actions, directing their search for young students, focusing not just a pro-European, but anti-Russian stance, the national idea in its classical version of "early BPF" (language as a basis for national identity) YF admits a tactical error: "seeks not where it should". Of the hundreds of thousands of potential supporters a tiny minority responds at these "incentive", but the vast majority "leaves aside" (or turns its expectations for the BRYU and other organizations).

• Expansion and deepening the social base can be differentiated by offering different target groups of different "incentives". For example, for older groups (among positively related to YF young people under 30 years are 27.7%, while people over 50 – almost 30%), including retirees, an important incentive is the protection against arbitrary acts and violations of socio-economic rights for workers in the private sector – liberalization of the economy, building the right state, etc.

• Expansion of the social base can occur not only directly, by reference to relevant social groups, but also through the establishment of contacts, cooperation with those people and structures, who are also potential supporters of sympathies to YF (for example, according to the March survey, they were three times more than among all respondents, commended the leadership of the civil initiative "Our House" O. Karach, and according to the September poll – nearly three times more than among all respondents, positively related to the civil initiative "Tell the Truth!").

• As mentioned earlier, the leadership of "Young Front" and other alternative youth organizations should, above all, decide for themselves the most important task: to keep the programme "cleanliness" and stay in a fairly "narrow social space" of dissenting youth (contrasting the "heroism of the national Christian Belarusian ideas" to "apathic and denationalized majority") or customize the content and format of its activities to the expectations of those social groups who have an interest and sympathy for the youth alternatives and, thereby, to expand its social base and influence. It is clear that different solutions of this important task require different strategies.
OCTOBER – 2010
Presidential elections-2010: "a landscape before the battle"
The presidential election campaign is approaching a decisive battle: it seems the CEC is going to register all seven opposition candidates, as well as two businessmen who also declare the necessity of cardinal changes in Belarus. Tensions are growing, especially in the camp of A. Lukashenko’s opponents where impartial assessments towards "the last dictatorship in Europe" and also towards each other are being heard more and more often. It is already clear to everybody that there is no and there will be no single opposition candidate, therefore various alliances together with actions coordination are being discussed now. Candidates and their teams assure that they are exactly the ones representing electors’ interests. Today virtually everybody is talking about the electorate; however everyone is doing it in his own way: it seems there are as many electorates in the country as there are candidates. How does the real electoral "landscape before the battle" look? The opinion poll conducted in the second half of October makes it possible to look at it through the eyes of the electorate itself. As it is widely known, cognition comes through comparison; that is why we will try, where possible, to compare the present "landscape" with the "landscape before the previous battle" (the data of the poll conducted at the beginning of February, 2006).

As it can be seen from Table 1, although the current readiness level is lower than the one of February, 2006, it is obvious that hopes for these elections’ boycott do not possess any real grounds.
	Table 1

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Do you intend to participate in the voting at the presidential 
elections on December, 19 2010 (September, 9 2001, March, 19 2006)?", %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	10'10

	I will vote by all means / most likely 
	88.4
	80.0
	73.2

	I most likely / certainly will not vote
	9.6
	6.4
	13.9

	I have not decided yet
	2.0
	13.6
	12.9


The hierarchy of problems which are going to become the most important ones at deciding whom to vote for at the presidential elections has remained almost unchanged. The importance of the quality of life has visibly grown and the importance of democracy and independence has decreased (Table 2).
	Table 2

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Which problems are going to become the most important ones 
for you when you decide whom to vote for at the presidential elections?", % 
(more than one answer is possible)


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	10'10

	The general quality of life
	44.2
	51.9

	Rise in prices
	31.8
	32.2

	Improvement of public health services
	24.8
	24.8

	Working places
	23.1
	19.6

	Payment of pensions
	15.4
	19.1

	Democracy and independence of Belarus
	18.1
	11.5

	Relationship with Russia
	8.4
	8.7

	Education
	7.7
	7.6

	Relationship with the West
	5.3
	7.2

	Crime
	8.8
	5.7

	Corruption in the society
	9.4
	5.4

	Religious freedom
	1.5
	2.2


It can be explained, in the first place, by the following: growth of well-being has also increased the needs during the years: what was perceived as the norm five years ago today is not the norm any more.

According to the data of Table 3, a certain tiredness of the politician who has been heading the country for 17 years in succession is gradually growing  in the society (although drawing  a conclusion that Belarus is ready for changes might be untimely, as it is not clear whether people are tired of the politician or of politics).
	Table 3

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Does A. Lukashenko, in your opinion, cope with the presidential duties well enough to be elected to this post once again, or is it high time someone else were given the chance?", %



	Variant of answer
	02'06
	10'10

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	53.4
	44.6

	To give a chance to a new person
	37.0
	43.6

	DA/NA
	9.6
	11.8


The most popular motive of the present-day president’s re-election is "I do not see a worthy alternative to A. Lukashenko" (25.4%), and of his change – "a new person will be able to begin the necessary reforms in the country" (21.2%).
The repute ratings of the politicians aspiring to the highest state post are growing, just as it was to be expected, mainly at the expense of the incumbent president’s opponents (Table 4).
	Table 4

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you know who is going to run for president at the current presidential elections?" (open question, more than one answer is possible)


	Variant of answer
	%

	A. Lukashenko
	72.3

	V. Neklyaev
	32.4

	A. Sannikov
	13.6

	Y. Romanchuk
	6.2

	N. Statkevich
	5.5

	A. Mikhalevich
	4.4

	V. Rymashevsky
	3.7

	Another politician (18 names, less than 3% each)
	12.1

	Another answer
	0.2


As it can be seen, the hierarchy of these ratings virtually coincides with the electoral ratings hierarchy revealed in the September opinion poll; however their value has considerably changed (Tables 5-6).
	Table 5

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


	Variant of answer
	%

	A. Lukashenko
	44.0

	V. Neklyaev
	7.7

	A. Sannikov
	3.0

	A. Mikhalevich
	1.3

	A. Milinkevich
	1.1

	Another politician (14 names, less than 1% each)
	4.2

	Another answer
	4.8

	DA/NA 
	33.9


	Table 6

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If presidential elections were held next Sunday, which one of the possible candidates would you vote for, and which one would not you vote for under any circumstances?", %


	Politician
	Ready to vote
	Will not vote
	DA/NA

	A. Lukashenko
	48.2
	35.2
	16.6

	V. Neklyaev
	16.8
	53.5
	29.7

	A. Sannikov
	8.6
	60.5
	30.9

	A. Mikhalevich
	6.4
	61.6
	32.0

	Y. Romanchuk
	6.1
	59.9
	34.0

	N. Statkevich
	5.8
	62.7
	31.5

	V. Rymashevsky
	4.0
	62.6
	33.4

	G. Kostusev
	2.8
	63.4
	33.8

	I. Kulikov
	2.5
	63.5
	34.0

	V. Tereshenko
	2.5
	63.2
	34.3

	Y. Glushakov
	2.4
	64.2
	33.4

	V. Provalsky
	2.2
	63.3
	34.5

	S. Ryzhov
	2.2
	63.9
	33.9

	S. Ivanov
	1.9
	64.4
	33.7

	D. Uss
	1.9
	63.3
	34.8

	* The questions had been made before Y. Glushakov, S. Ivanov, I. Kulikov and S. Ryzhov dropped out of the election campaign


A. Lukashenko’s rating has grown again and returned to the June level, however it obviously does not “reach” the level of February, 2006 (57.6%). The growth of the alternative candidates’ ratings especially impresses: only for a month and a half V. Neklyaev’s open-ended rating has increased from 1.1% to 7.7% and the close-ended one – from 5.1% to 16.8%, A. Sannikov’s – from 0.3% to 3% and the close-ended one – from 3% to 8.6%, Y. Romanchuk’s close-ended rating – from 2.6% to 6.1%, A. Mikhalevich’s close-ended rating – from 2.3% to 6.4%. However, it should be reminded that the president is not the only one who does not "reach" the level of 2006 – the open-ended rating of his closest rival A. Milinkevich constituted then 15.4%.

We cannot but dwell here on the problem which has been acquiring either a comic or a dramatic character since the first presidential elections in Belarus. As soon as the IISEPS press release with the first data of the October opinion poll had appeared several days before, "Narodnaya Volya" announced: "the aggregate rating of opposition contenders has grown up to 37.9%" and the "news" was reproduced by various mass media including foreign ones. Where has this figure appeared from? The answer is very simple – the authors have just added up the percent of the first four opposition candidates. Had not only four, but all seven candidates been mentioned in the press release, the number would have grown up to 50.5%! In that case the headline could have been even more sensational: "The opposition "beats" the president in the first round" (50.5% vs. 48.2%)! The fact that if the percent of other alternative candidates is also added to it (15%) and we will get 66.1% and the sum total will equal 114.3% would not discomfort anyone: all these are "details which are not interesting for the reader". To a person who is more or less able to think, even if he/she is far from sociology and mathematics, it is clear that answering the above mentioned question each respondent can give an affirmative answer as far as each candidate is concerned (many people had a chance to receive evidence that it was true while signatures were being collected) and that such a "joint rating" can be estimated at hundreds of percent. In order to get the real figure, a special mathematical procedure which picks out respondents ready to vote for candidate X, Y or Z is applied. Exactly due to this reason it was mentioned in the press release that "the aggregate rating of all seven opposition contenders made up 26.5%". However, someone’s "skilful hand" in the editorial staff threw away the figure and replaced it by 37.9%. Thus what is desired is passed for reality, and not in one’s own name, but "in the name of" science. "Narodnaya Volya" was given to preconceived interpretation of sociological data before; however, in this case the matter does not concern preconception, it concerns real forgery which has never been observed earlier. Perhaps, the influence of the new "political analyst" is telling upon it as his manner of "working with information" became the talk of the town long ago.
For the sake of double-checking the close-ended rating (it has been already emphasized before that at comparing an open-ended and a close-ended ratings unconditional preference should be given to the close-ended one as the candidates’ last names are inherently present in ballot papers and electors do not have to strain their memory as it occurs by answering open-ended questions of the interview) a question brought closer to the situation in the polling booth when an elector would choose among A. Lukashenko and his opponents was also used. As the leader among the opposition candidates had been determined already in the September poll (his close-ended rating had exceeded the rating of the politician following him almost two times), the question was asked regarding A. Lukashenko and V. Neklyaev (Table 7).
	Table 7

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Whom will you vote for at the presidential elections if the listed bellow candidates are included into the ballot paper?"



	Variant of answer
	%

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	47.8

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	16.5

	For a different candidate
	6.7

	For no one
	13.5

	DA/NA
	15.5


As it can be seen, in this case, too, the ratings almost repeat the ones of Table 6 which lets us speak about their credibility.

The sympathy rating (how electors treat the candidates) is also closely connected with the electoral rating (which candidate electors will vote for) presented in Table 8 with regard to the incumbent president and his opponent with the highest electoral rating.
	Table 8

	Distribution of answers to the question: "What is your attitude to the listed below politicians?", %



	Politician
	Very positive
	More likely positive
	More likely negative
	Very negative
	I have not heard anything about him
	DA/NA

	Alexander Lukashenko, president of the Republic of Belarus
	25.5
	30.0
	18.0
	15.7
	0.1
	10.7

	Vladimir Neklyaev, a poet, leader of the civic campaign “Tell the truth!”
	3.0
	20.8
	14.4
	5.0
	35.6
	21.2


As it follows from the table, A. Lukashenko is also in the lead as far as the sympathy rating is concerned, and V. Neklyaev considerably yields to him: the ratio of positive and negative assessments makes up 1.6 by the former, and 1.2 – by the latter. In February of 2006 positive attitude to A. Lukashenko was expressed by 65.8%, and negative – by 29.9%; to his main rival A. Milinkevich – 32.7% and 30% respectively. It is not less important that at least 43.2% know about the poet and politician which is almost 11% more than in Table 4. Although Belarusians read a lot, such a repute rating is most likely connected not with the literary creation of the poet, but with the public and political activity in the framework of the "Tell the truth!" and the election campaigns.
Electoral expectations of the president’s program characteristics are close to the ones of September, however they differ greatly from the way they used to be on the eve of the second presidential elections: if in August, 2001 46.3% saw the future president of Belarus as a supporter of powers separation (as a supporter of presidential power consolidation – 22.7%), then today the first answer has been given by 33.6% of respondents, and the second one – by 32.2%. Thus it is somewhat prematurely to draw a conclusion about the readiness of Belarusians for radical democratic changes.

The "silence spiral" about which the IISEPS has begun to write since the end of the 90s is still "squeezing" the public opinion (Table 9).
	Table 9

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Who will the majority of electors vote for at the presidential elections, in your opinion?"



	Variant of answer
	%

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	64.7

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	8.9

	For a different candidate
	2.0

	DA/NA
	24.4


The difference between how the electors themselves are going to vote (Table 7) and how the majority will vote in their opinion is quite significant: A. Lukashenko "gains" 16.9% and his opponents "lose" 12.3%. Let us mention that at the threshold of the second presidential elections the situation was almost the same.

It is not surprising that in the opinion of the majority of voters president will be elected in the first round, a clear minority is expecting the second round; at that the ratio has become even more contrasting since the elections of 2001 (Table 10).
	Table 10

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Will the president, in your opinion, be elected in the first round,
or will two rounds be required for the purpose?", %



	Variant of answer
	08'01
	10'10

	President will be elected in the first round
	47.5
	63.3

	President will be elected in the second round
	35.9
	17.1

	DA/NA
	16.6
	19.6


An analysis of the president’s opponents’ potential electorate deserves our special attention. Since, as it has been already mentioned, V. Neklyaev was the obvious leader among them at the time of the opinion poll conducting (and there is little chance that one of the rivals will manage to outdistance him for the time left before the elections) let us conduct a short analysis of his electorate:

· If among those who are ready to vote for V. Neklyaev by all means/most likely 70% will participate in voting at the presidential elections, 8.7% either most probably or for sure will not vote, and 20.9% found it difficult to answer, then among those who are ready to vote for A. Lukashenko the first answer was given by 91.2%, the second – by 2.5% and the third – by 6.3%. It testifies to the fact that the president possesses the most "mobilized" electorate.

· Among those who are ready to vote for V. Neklyaev according to the open-ended question (7.7%) 93% are also ready to vote for him according to the close-ended one. It indicates high consolidation of his electorate.

· Among those who treat V. Neklyaev positively, 80.4% are ready to vote for him, among those who treat him most likely positively – 61.7% (negatively – 0%). And what is most important, 47.5% in the first group consider that the majority of electors will vote for V. Neklyaev (for A. Lukashenko – 39.1%), in the second group – 27.6% (for A. Lukashenko – 46.5%). It means that a positive image which attracts electors is very important (not only, and perhaps even more than the program).

· Among those who believe, it is high time someone else were given a chance to fulfill the duties of the president (43.6%) only 34.1% are ready to vote for V. Neklyaev, 34.2% will not vote for him. It once again confirms the conclusion that the poet is not "taking out" even a half of the opposition electorate.

· The alliance of V. Neklyaev and A. Sannikov looks well-grounded by their electoral support only outwardly (the first and the second place among opposition contenders). First of all, their joint electorate constitutes 20.6% and not 25.4% (simple addition). Secondly, among those who are ready to vote for A. Sannikov only 54.7% are ready to vote for V. Neklyaev, too (one of the lowest rate among the electorates of all the opposition candidates), and almost 30% will not vote for him under any circumstances (the highest rate among the electorates of all the opposition candidates). From this point of view, G. Kostusev could be the most acceptable ally for the poet as 78.6% of his supporters are ready to vote for V. Neklyaev, too (against – 16.7%).

· How was the "Spanish Succession", i.e. the potential electorate of A. Milinkevich and A. Kozulin who had been dropped from the current presidential race, distributed? Already in September before they announced their refusal, the close-ended rating of the former had been 12.1%, and of the latter – 8.8%; however, their joint electorate had made up about 17.4% (not 20.9% acquired by simple addition). In the present-day electorate of V. Neklyaev the "Succession" constitutes 3.9% out of 16.8%; at that supporters of A. Kozulin (57% of whom are ready to vote for him) are considerably more loyal to the poet than supporters of A. Milinkevich (33.7% of whom are ready to vote for him).

· Nowadays Belarusian electors irrespective of their political preferences quite actively (constantly or from time to time) discuss social and political problems with their friends, relatives and colleagues – among supporters of V. Neklyaev there are 73.4% of such people, and among supporters of A. Lukashenko – 62.5%. 

Many differences of A. Lukashenko and V. Neklyaev’s electorates are obvious a priori (their attitude to democracy, human rights, readiness for protest, etc.) as they are "set" by their programs, teams and personal biographies. At the same time, there are quite a lot of characteristics according to which the differences are not so obvious. Let us consider some of them (Table 11).
	Table 11

	A comparative "sociological portrait" of A. Lukshenko and V. Neklyaev’s potential electorates, %



	
	Ready to vote for

	Variant of answer
	A. Lukashenko

(48.2)
	V. Neklyaev

(16.8)

	Do you remember whom you voted for at the presidential elections of 2001?

	For A. Lukashenko
	76.8
	17.1

	For A. Kozulin
	1.2
	19.4

	For A. Milinkevich
	2.6
	21.8

	Have you ever participated in private entrepreneurial activity?

	Have participated or would like to participate
	33.5
	70.0

	Have never participated and are not going to participate
	66.0
	29.6

	Have representatives of government bodies offended you for the last three years?

	Yes
	21.7
	56.1

	No
	75.6
	42.5

	Speaking before the Russian journalists not long ago, A. Lukashenko called the policy of the Kremlin towards Belarus "thoughtless and brainless" conducted by a "handful of bureaucrats". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?

	I agree with such an assessment
	55.9
	11.9

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	24.9
	78.3

	In response Russian president D. Medvedev publicly announced that "president Lukashenko in his utterances steps over the bounds of diplomatic rules, as well as of common human decency; torrents of accusations and abuse are directed at Russia and its leadership. This is what the whole Lukashenko’s election campaign is built upon". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?

	I agree with such an assessment
	25.1
	68.4

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	55.4
	22.5

	Will the probability of your voting for this or that presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by the Russian leadership?

	It will increase
	15.6
	24.2

	It will decrease
	12.8
	19.0

	It does not matter
	62.9
	53.6

	Will the probability of your voting for this or that presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by Europe or the USA? 

	It will increase
	14.0
	36.1

	It will decrease
	17.5
	11.1

	It does not matter
	58.2
	48.4

	Did you find during the last year any information materials (independent newspapers, leaflets and other) of social and political character in your mail box?

	Yes
	25.8
	50.2

	No
	74.2
	49.8


As it follows from the comparison, V. Neklyaev’s electorate much more actively participates in private enterprise and uses alternative information; it is more often subject to offences on the part of the authorities, treats A. Lukashenko’s assessments in a more critical manner and vice verse is more loyal to D. Medvedev’s assessments; it is more "sensitive" to supporting a presidential contender from outside. An analysis shows that such "traits" are also typical of other opposition presidential contenders to a considerable extent.

As a whole, the position of the incumbent president has become weaker than it used to be before the third elections; however no corresponding strengthening of his rivals’ positions is being observed either: the aggregate rating of all seven candidates makes up 26.5% (as much as A. Milinkevich and A. Kozulin collected together at the previous elections) and the aggregate rating of all 14 aspirants who announced their presidential ambitions (Table 6) – 28.7%. As it can be seen, the total number of the opposition electorate has not virtually changed for the last decade and it still does not exceed 30%, i.e. about two million electors. However, if this percent was "distributed" among three candidates at the second and the third elections, then today perhaps among nine which lowers the possible "ceiling" of electoral support. Nevertheless, "the game is worth the candle": as it was mentioned in our September analytical material, a candidate who would receive one or one and a half million votes, even if the figure would not coincide with the data of the CEC (information spreads fast in Belarus), would get the "trust mandate" which after the elections might become an extremely important condition of a new and possibly quite real, not virtual game in the impetuously changing geo-political situation.
Attitude of the society to the forthcoming elections

As it follows from the data of Table 1 (see. p. 14), almost two fourths of our fellow countrymen expressed various degree of readiness to participate in the forthcoming presidential elections. At that every second respondent mentioned that he would do it by all means. Only less than 14% stated that they certainly/most likely would not vote. Approximately the same number of people (12.9%) has not decided yet whether they are going to participate in the elations or not.

The data of the Table 1 show that at the previous presidential elections of 2001 and 2006 even more electors displayed their intention to take part in voting (88.4% and 80% respectively). If we take into consideration the fact that the presented data for 2001 and 2006 were received each time only a month before the voting date and the results of the October opinion poll of 2010 – two months before it, then in view of the agitation campaign which has not begun yet the number of those who would like to participate in the elections might still increase during the time left before voting. There is no doubt that interest of the population in the presidential elections the results of which are known beforehand may decrease, however it will not decrease to the extent for the attendance problem to emerge. Thus, two months before the appointed voting day virtually no doubts concerning the appearance of the overwhelming majority of electors in the polling stations remain, and a complete fiasco is once again waiting for supporters of the elections’ boycott. 

By the way, as it follows from Table 12 the majority of "absentees" motivate their unwillingness to participate in the elections not by the desire to boycott them, but by more prosaic reasons.
	Table 12

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If you are not going to participate in the elections, then why?"



	Variant of answer
	%

	I think nothing depends on my participation
	12.0

	I am not interested in politics and do not take part in them
	3.9

	I think these elections should be boycotted
	1.7

	I never attend elections
	1.7

	What else
	0.9

	NA
	79.8


In spite of the active ideological treatment in the spirit of the chosen line’s correctness and of successful overcoming of the world crisis’ influence, material problems dominate among those by which electors motivate their prospective electoral choice (Table 2, see p. 14). At that during the time that passed since the previous presidential elections influence of these factors has not slackened, but has quite the contrary increased. In the opinion of electors, even the problem of pensions payment has become less painful, to say nothing about the general quality of life.

Nevertheless, a rather considerable share of the Belarusian electorate keeps being true to its leader (Table 13). As it can be seen, he is supported by a little bit less than a half of the electors on payroll (with the exception of 2006, when pecuniary resources of the authorities were the largest possible). However, support of all his rivals is visibly decreasing from one election to another. Due to the fact, the number of those who avoid answering is growing: today it is more than a third of respondents.
	Table 13

	Dynamics of answering the question: "If tomorrow presidential elections were held in Belarus, 
whom would you vote for?", % (open question)



	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	10'10

	A. Lukashenko
	44.4
	57.6
	44.0

	A different politician
	30.2
	26.0
	17.3

	Another answer
	4.2
	2.2
	4.8

	DA/NA
	22.2
	14.2
	33.9


	Table 14

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Why are you ready to vote for this politician?" 

(more than one answer is possible)


	Variant of answer
	%

	He expresses interests of such people as me
	26.1

	He possesses real power and can improve the situation in the country
	20.8

	The majority of my acquaintances incline to support him
	10.9

	I have liked this politician for a long time
	9.8

	Other
	4.4

	DA
	4.7


What are respondents guided by while determining which contender to support? As it turns out, these are not at all sentimental feelings, but purely pragmatic arguments (Table 14), among which certainty that the preferred candidate expresses interests of the electors and that he is able to really improve the situation in the county predominates.

As it has been mentioned, the open-ended rating of A. Lukashenko does not exceed the electoral roll. However, one should not draw the conclusion that he has no grounds to count on the victory in the first round. First of all, the results of the ballot voting are closer to the close-ended rating which, as a rule, somewhat exceeds the open-ended one. Secondly, the voting results are determined according to the number of those who have actually voted and not according to the electoral roll. In connection with it let us calculate the support ratings of the main contenders depending on their supposed participation in the elections (Table 15).
	Table 15

	Ratings of the main presidential aspirants in Belarus depending on their supposed participation 
in the elections, %



	Variant of answer
	I will vote by all means / most likely 
	I most likely / certainly will not vote
	Have not decided yet

	
	Open-ended
	Close-ended
	Open-ended
	Close-ended
	Open-ended
	Close-ended

	A. Lukashenko
	55.3
	60.0
	5.4
	8.8
	21.3
	24.1

	V. Neklyaev
	8.5
	16.2
	1.8
	10.7
	9.5
	27.6

	A. Sannikov
	3.5
	8.4
	0
	6.3
	3.8
	12.1


As it can be seen, the received data show in this case the probability of A. Lukashenko’s victory exactly in the first round of the elections. As for the chances of the opposition, in spite of the higher ratings, for instance, of V. Neklyaev among those who are not going to participate in voting or have not decided yet whom to vote for, it is impossible to count on the second round, to say nothing about the victory, even if someone manages to attract the above mentioned respondents to the polling stations. Two thirds of electors adhere to the same point of view (Table 10, see p.17), although their opinion is undoubtedly influenced by the practice of elections’ holding in the country where the opposition is not allowed to count votes.

 It should be reminded once again that everything said above is the pre-elections’ estimate. Ahead there are two more months of struggle for the support of electors, and anything can happen during them. Unfortunately, under the Belarusian system of vote count no one is going to know the real voting results.

Does "the Square" have a chance?

The political regime established in Belarus during the years of independence is a classic example of guided democracy. At present democracy has acquired a certain standard value, therefore even "the last European dictator" has to hold elections on a regular basis, as without them it is impossible today to count upon legitimacy either within or outside the country.

However, as one cannot acknowledge the real goals, a gap between what is being openly declared ("the elections will be held without a hitch" and "they 
will meet the most democratic standards") and what is being carried out in practice appears. Hence any election campaign turns into a serious trial for the authorities.

The main feature which distinguishes the fourth presidential elections from the three previous ones is the increased need for external legitimacy. Exactly as dictated by the need the authorities had to allow the democracy "wild outburst" at the stage of the electors’ signatures collection campaign for presidential contenders’ nomination. The result did not keep itself waiting. The record number of candidates managed to overcome the 100 thousand signatures’ borderline, which clearly confirmed the danger of real not guided democracy for the authorities, even if real democracy possessed a truncated appearance.

How successful the new imitation efforts of the Belarusian authorities will prove to be for the international pall watchers, we will find out after December, 19. As for the internal "watchers", the situation does not look convincing so far (Table 16). In comparison with the presidential elections of 2006, two months before voting the share of respondents who believe in a possibility of holding just and independent elections reduced by 8.1 percentage points. Let us mention that the share of skeptics did not virtually change. As a result, an increase in the number of those who found it difficult to answer occurred. Such "soft" redistribution testifies to the fact that the authorities still have a chance to bring a part of their potential supporters over to their point of view for the time left before the elections.
	Table 16

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Do you think the presidential elections in Belarus (on 19, March 2006) on 19, December 2010 are going to be just and independent?", %



	Variant of answer
	02'06
	10'10

	Yes
	54.9
	46.8

	No
	32.1
	32.9

	DA/NA
	13.0
	20.3


Answers to the question of Table 17 indirectly confirm the above mentioned conclusion. Among those who trust the head of state every fifth respondent (21.1%) did not believe in equal conditions for all the contenders in the first half of October. In our opinion, exactly this group of "nonbelievers" is able to change its point of view.
	Table 17

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do all presidential contenders, in your opinion, have equal conditions in the course of the present election campaign?", %


	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	Yes
	41.6
	68.2
	10.9

	No
	46.3
	21.1
	80.6

	DA/NA
	12.1
	10.7
	8.5


In spite of rather serious distinctions among external and internal conditions of elections holding in 2001, 2006 and 2010 Belarusians’ assessments of the Central Election Committee impartiality remain quite stable. A large share of respondents who found it difficult to answer in 2001 was a characteristic feature of the first years of independence. Belarusians needed some time to pass from the monolithic Soviet "approval" to opinions pluralism, even if it possessed a specific national character.

Political preferences of Belarusians according to the trust/do not trust A. Lukashenko criterion lead to the assessment distribution which almost completely coincides with the assessments given in Table 18.
	Table 18

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Which of the below listed statements do you agree with?", %



	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	10'10

	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	The CEC is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	37.1
	42.4
	41.0
	65.4
	10.9

	The CEC is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	38.0
	43.9
	47.1
	21.7
	83.1

	DA/NA
	24.9
	13.7
	11.9
	12.7
	6.0


To the question "Will it be possible, in your opinion, to trust the officially announced presidential elections results in Belarus?" 52.4% of respondents answered in the affirmative, 30.1% – in the negative, and 17.5% found it difficult to answer. Thus the share of respondents who trust the results of the CEC turned out to be 12.4 percentage points larger than of those who consider the CEC an impartial body guided in its work solely by the law! The data of Table 19 explain to us the given paradox. Not all Belarusians (19.8%) distrust the activity of Ms Ermoshina’s office even if they admit submission of the CEC to the instructions of the president and not to the law.
	Table 19

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Which of the below listed statements do you agree with?" 
depending on trust/distrust in the officially announced presidential elections results in Belarus, %


	Variant of answer
	Trust
	Distrust
	DA/NA

	The CEC is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	68.6
	6.9
	16.3

	The CEC is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	19.8
	90.0
	56.4

	DA/NA
	11.5
	2.9
	27.2


	Table 20

	Dynamics of answering the question: "If you consider that the presidential elections results have been adulterated, how will you most probably behave?", %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	10'10

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	43.5
	37.1
	40.5

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	10.2
	9.2
	10.9

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	25.1
	34.9
	24.1

	DA/NA
	21.2
	18.8
	24.5


The victory strategy of the Belarusian opposition has been built for many years around the scenario known as "The Square". The data of Table 20 let us evaluate  the dynamics of protest attitude regarding adulteration of the presidential elections results. In the course of public opinion polls we did not manage to reveal any noticeable changes in resoluteness of Belarusians to protest, just as it was the case with the impartiality of the CEC assessments (see the second line of Table 20).

Such "sociology" does not coincide with life. The levels of Belarusians’ protest activity in "Kalinovsky Square" in 2001 and in 2006 were incommensurable. In our opinion, the events of 2006 in Minsk were a peculiar echo of the Ukrainian Maidan Nezalezhnosti (literally: Independence Square). An example of protest behavior, it is important to accentuate here – of successful protest behavior, has not managed to lose its attractiveness for Belarusians yet.

Among the reasons due to which Belarusians are not ready to participate in protest actions against adulteration of the elections the reason "I do not believe in such actions’ effectiveness" ranks first (28.2%). Further the reason "I have no time for them" (20.4%) follows, after that "I am afraid to participate in them as I think of possible repressions on the part of the authorities" (18.3%), "I will not take part in them as these actions are very small" (11%), and "Other reasons" (8.9%) come.

Guided democracy regimes forced to conceal their nature by means of declaring alien ideological principles are not able to ensure a stable social accord. As a result, a split is being formed in the society which has been registered in the IISEPS opinion polls over a period of almost two decades. However, as the experience of "color" revolutions proves, it takes more than a victory of "The Square" to pass from guided democracy to consolidated one. We must agree with the Ukrainian political scientist M. Ryabchuk that "Democracy consolidation turns out to be a more complicated thing than an overthrow of competitive authoritarianism". In Belarus, as opposed to Ukraine, authoritarianism is not competitive, it is consolidated. One should bear it in mind while forecasting the consequences of protest actions.

As for "The Square-2010", it is impossible to completely rule out its repetition in spite of the absence of another "orange" revolution by the southern neighbors. A lot will depend on the level of democracy "wild outburst" which the authorities will afford striving for obtaining the presidential elections results recognition on the part of Europe and Russia.

Protest potential

When Belarusians are asked whether they are ready to take part in actions against worsening of their economic position the share of affirmative answers usually makes up 15-23%. However, sparsity of "mass actions" which have been organized by the opposition during the last years does not confirm such "sociology". An explanation of the mentioned discrepancy consists in the following: exclusively declarative, not real readiness to protest is being revealed in the course of opinion polls. Answers to the question: "What is your attitude to participation in public actions for the sake of expressing your opinion?" turn out to be closer to reality. In October 3.2% of respondents mentioned they had taken part in meetings, demonstrations and pickets. In June of 2010 the share of such protest actions participants was two times larger – 6%. As for strikes, during the zero years the share of respondents who took part in them never exceeded the marginal error of 3%.

Famous Belarusian tolerance which is often understood in everyday life as an ability to patiently endure hardship is an example of passive adaptation strategy which lowers demands and consumption, an example of inability to active and united actions for protection against administrative arbitrariness, an example of lack of faith in a possibility of positive changes in one’s life.

It is appropriate in this case to give an extensive quotation from the sociologist L. Gudkov with reference to "Russian patience": "What does it mean "patient", with respect to what? What puts pressure on them? Why is it important to such an extent that patience becomes an element of self-identification? What kind of anonymous force, acting with a constant effort and making people suffer and go through something obviously bad, is it? It is evidently neither the weather, nor the climate. These are social circumstances of life organization due to which a person understands him/herself as an object of somebody else’s negative influence; it is rejection of one’s will. Do you understand that inversion of negative features into one’s own positive qualities is taking place here? "We are open and simple". Whom and what are we open to? With respect to what are we simple? An analysis of these constituents lets us discover that behind this anthropological "simplicity" and self-evidence of human content there is underdevelopment of social and institutional relations, archaic paternalism, and "transparence" of subjects for the authorities and their control".

By convention, patience of Belarusians is usually explained by the fear of the repressive wheels of state. Taking into account the Soviet legacy and the role the Belarusian authorities ascribes to the law enforcement agencies as far as maintenance of the social and political stability is concerned, one should agree with the permanent presence of the "fear factor" in the society.

In October 59.3% of respondents concurred with the statement that many/all people in Belarus were afraid to express their political views (Table 21). Attention should be paid to the following: as construction of the Belarusian independent state under the guidance of A. Lukashenko progresses, fear in the society increases. If in the year of the second presidential elections the share of answers "everybody is afraid" made up 6.3%, then by the third presidential elections it has grown 3 times and constitutes 18.8%!
	Table 21

	Dynamics of answering the question: "What do you think about the readiness of people in Belarus to express their political views?", %


	Variant of answer
	02'01
	06'06
	10'10

	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	No one is afraid 
	20.0
	18.6
	18.3
	24.9
	12.7

	Only some people are afraid
	33.8
	28.5
	16.3
	21.1
	10.6

	Many people are afraid
	29.5
	40.2
	40.5
	27.4
	54.1

	All people are afraid
	6.3
	7.9
	18.8
	19.9
	19.4

	DA
	10.4
	4.8
	6.1
	7.0
	2.9


The authorities spread fear in the society unevenly. Those who do not trust the head of state feel it in the first place. However, even among the adherents of the Belarusian father every fifth respondent believes that "all people are afraid" to openly express their opinions.

Usually the criterion of trust/distrust in the head of state is chosen while studying the influence of Belarusians’ political preferences on the assessment of these or those events (Table 21). In October 49.1% answered the question "Do you trust the president of Belarus?" in the affirmative, 34.6% – in the negative and 16.3% found it difficult to answer. However, if the question is put in a stricter manner (Table 22), the share of A. Lukashenko’s opponents will prove to be considerably smaller. It has slightly decreased for the last five years; at that, which is very important, on the eve of the fourth presidential elections it is smaller than on the eve of the third ones when the authorities did not experience any problems with carrying out social obligations.
	Table 22

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Do you consider yourself in opposition to the present authorities?", %


	Variant of answer
	09'05
	04'06
	05'07
	06'08
	10'10

	Yes
	17.2
	18.5
	16.5
	18.6
	14.9

	No
	70.4
	73.3
	72.5
	68.0
	72.4

	DA/NA
	12.4
	8.2
	11.0
	13.4
	12.7


Opposition politicians consider that the level of the authorities’ support can be changed by means of agitation measures and hence the task "to communicate the truth" is made the corner-stone of pre-election strategies on a regular basis. Personal contacts with electors are reputed the most effective method of such activity. The data of Table 23 show that the share of Belarusians who have experience in meeting representatives of parties and movements has not virtually changed for the last five years.
	Table 23

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Have you happened to meet members of any of these parties and movements and talk to them during the last years?", %


	Variant of answer
	09'05
	09'09
	10'10

	Yes
	17.5
	12.0
	16.3

	No
	82.1
	87.7
	82.8


Another presidential election campaign is unfolding under the conditions of an anxious expectations’ increase in the society. The electoral procedure will be completed on December, 19; however its termination will not lead to demobilization of the society. Belarusians are transferring their main questions to January: "What is going to happen to the prices?", "How is the rate of the Belarusian ruble going to change?", etc. Should one count upon the ability of the deepening economic crisis "to wake up the people"? There is a lot of doubt about that. In the Belarusian society formed in the context of repressions, conformism does not slacken against the background of a crisis as opposed to western societies – as a rule, it gains strength.

In search of changes’ supporters

Belarusian opposition connects a possibility of political changes in the country with the presence of the "critical mass" of changes’ supporters. Table 24 lets us estimate dynamics of its accretion/disappearance for the last six years. The lowest percent of changes’ supporters was registered on the eve of the presidential elections of 2006, which was quite natural, as the third presidential elections fell on the height of Russian subsidies, and on the strength of it A. Lukashenko did not experience any problems with purchasing the electorate’s loyalty. In two years (the third column) the situation changed in a mirror like way. Let us mention that economic problems  connected  with  the  world crisis became apparent only at the end of September.
	Table 24

	Distribution of answers to the question: "What is more important for you today – preservation of the present-day state of affairs in the country or its change?", %



	Variant of answer
	03'05
	02'06
	06'08
	10'10

	Preservation of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	51.1
	53.4
	37.4
	48.3

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	48.2
	37.8
	53.8
	40.7

	DA/NA
	0.7
	8.8
	8.8
	11.0


The October opinion poll registered a decrease in the share of Belarusians declaring their adherence to changes. Such dynamics are in the tideway of the general tendency and are connected with the purposeful actions of the authorities on the verge of the fourth presidential elections.

Having evaluated the share of changes’ supporters in the Belarusian society, let us compose their "identikit" picture using for the purpose traditional socio-demographic characteristics, as well as political preferences of respondents (Table 25).
	Table 25

	Distribution of answers to the question: "What is more important for you today – preservation of 
the present-day state of affairs in the country or its change?" depending on gender, age, education 
and political preferences of respondents*, %



	Characteristic
	Preservation is more important
	Change is more 
important

	Gender:

	Male
	38.2
	51.7

	Female
	56.6
	31.7

	Age:

	18-29
	33.0
	53.3

	30-39
	40.8
	47.7

	40-49
	46.8
	43.9

	50-59
	47.3
	39.8

	60 and older
	70.6
	21.8

	Education:

	Primary
	67.8
	24.8

	Incomplete secondary
	70.6
	22.7

	Secondary
	44.3
	40.8

	Vocational
	39.9
	50.1

	Higher
	41.2
	49.8

	Mean income per family member

	Up to 270 thousand rubles
	57.1
	42.9

	From 270 to 450 thousand rubles
	43.9
	48.9

	From 450 to 900 thousand rubles
	52.3
	36.8

	Over 900 thousand rubles
	48.7
	40.4

	Is the situation in Belarus developing in the right or in the wrong direction as a whole?

	In the right direction
	78.8
	14.8

	In the wrong direction
	7.7
	83.8

	Many specialists consider that increasing of the average wage up to $ 500 will have a negative impact on Belarusian economy.

	I agree with this opinion
	36.1
	54.9

	I do not agree with this opinion
	59.0
	33.5

	What kind of person should the future president of Belarus be, in your opinion?

	A supporter of the present policy line continuation
	84.2
	10.6

	A supporter of the present policy line cardinal change
	12.7
	80.2

	It does not matter
	36.9
	35.1

	Does A. Lukashenko, in your opinion, cope with the presidential duties well enough to be elected to this post once again, or is it high time someone else were given the chance?

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	81.2
	12.8

	To give a chance to a new person
	16.4
	71.7

	Is it possible to trust the officially announced results of the presidential elections in Belarus?

	Yes
	72.3
	19.3

	No
	18.1
	73.7

	If you had to choose between integration with Russia and joining the European Union, what choice would you make?

	Integration with Russia
	62.9
	28.0

	Joining the European Union
	35.1
	54.6

	Trust in the president:

	Trust
	79.7
	13.5

	Do not trust
	10.6
	79.5

	* The table is read across


As it was to be expected, men predominate among changes’ supporters. Women are traditionally more conservative. "Any adaptive self-organizing systems have to solve two conflicting tasks: provide stability and adaptability of a system. Evolution  found  a productive solution, according to which these two tasks are being solved by different subsystems. Presence of two sexes is a typical example. The female sex is responsible (in genetic sense) for stability of species characteristics, and the male sex – for their variability which should ensure their specific adaptability" (G. Satarov, sociologist).

The share of changers’ supporters is gradually decreasing with the increase of respondents’ age, and it shrinks almost two times passing from the age group of 50-59 year-olds to the group of those who are 60 years and older. The given uneven transition is another illustration of the Belarusian pensioners’ complete dependence on the state. Deprived of personal resources due to their age, pensioners become not simply supporters of a "strong state" – they are its integral part.

Education also favors the necessity for political changes. However, one should not be under the delusion: among the possessors of university diplomas only a half declares its belonging to the camp of changers’ supporters.

On the other hand, the income level does not virtually influence the disposition towards changes. It might be connected with the following: pensioners, as well as young people, find themselves in the group of respondents with a low income level. As a result certain neutralization takes place.

As for political preferences, changes’ supporters and supporters of the status quo preservation are standing on the opposite sides of the barricades. In the first place it becomes apparent in the attitude to the head of state, which is not surprising if we take into account the personality nature of the political regime. Power in Belarus is A. Lukashenko. The state is A. Lukashenko.

Attention should be paid to the attitude of the groups marked out by us to the prospects of Belarus joining the European Union. "Only" 54.6% of changes’ supporters have declared for the European geopolitical direction. Among their opponents the share of "Europeans" has exceeded a third – 35.1%. Taking into consideration the fact that the majority of opposition parties support the European way of Belarus development, such a questionable social basis for moving along the European way fills us with apprehension.

Answers to the question of Table 26 also confirm prevalence of the status quo preservation supporters in the Belarusian society. In the year of the second presidential elections there were 12 percentage points more of the policy line cardinal changes supporters. Such a considerable difference must be connected with the time when the opinion poll was conducted. In 2001 the elections were held at the beginning of September, and five more months remained before the peak of the electoral mobilization.
	Table 26

	Dynamics of answering the question: "What kind of person, in your opinion, should the future president of Belarus be?", %



	Characteristic
	04'01
	10'10

	A supporter of the present policy line continuation
	24.7
	42.0

	A supporter of the present policy line cardinal change
	47.6
	34.6

	It does not matter
	24.8
	22.5


	Table 27

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Some people think that after the vacation of the presidential seat by A. Lukashenko life in Belarus will improve, and others, on the contrary, think that it will become worse. And what do you think?", %



	Characteristic
	06'10
	10'10

	Life will improve
	22.4
	25.3

	Life will remain the same
	34.8
	28.6

	Life will become worse
	25.2
	28.7

	DA/NA
	17.6
	17.4


Every fourth Belarusian pins his/her hopes of life improvement on the vacation of seat by the head of state (Table 27). In principle, 25-30% is the part of the Belarusian society which has been invariably demonstrating its opposition nature towards the authorities in the course of the whole history of opinion polls conducting in the country. During the month that separated two opinion polls, polarization of opinions on the question of life "without Lukashenko" had taken place which led to the visible reduction in the share of those who had chosen the variant of answer: "Life will remain the same". Polarization of opinions is one of the customary "fellow travelers" of society’s electoral mobilization. Polarization of opinions means that a political picture drawn with the use of half-tints is replaced by a contrast black-and-white picture in which there is room only for two types of personages – "friends" and "foes".
The data of Table 28 let us give in detail the generalized opinion regarding the victory of "someone new" (variants of answer "it will not change" and "DA" are omitted). A decrease in the share of those who pin their hopes of relationship with Russia improvement on "a new one" against the background of the unceasing cannonade of the Belarusian-Russian information "war" does not need any comments. It is much more difficult to explain the simultaneous drop by 5 percentage points in the share of respondents who suppose that under "a new one" relationship with the EU will improve. Another riddle applies to the noticeable growth in negative expectations with regard to the arrival of "a new one" as far as virtually all the positions are concerned. Whatever the reason behind the above mentioned riddle be, the idea about the "tired electorate" popular among many opposition politicians and independent journalists does not find any experimental evidence.
	Table 28

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Imagine that another candidate, not A. Lukashenko, wins the next presidential elections. What changes might it lead to, in your opinion?", %


	Variant of answer
	Will improve
	Will become worse

	
	05'05
	10'10
	05'05
	10'10

	Relationship of Belarus with the EU
	38.5
	33.5
	10.3
	17.8

	Relationship of Belarus with Russia
	21.2
	31.2
	13.4
	19.3

	The level of democracy
	30.0
	28.5
	12.7
	19.9

	The condition and the prospects of young people
	29.0
	27.0
	12.7
	20.6

	Observance of human rights
	23.2
	26.0
	14.2
	19.8

	Prospects for those who work actively and honestly
	24.2
	25.9
	15.0
	20.5

	Equality before the law
	20.3
	25.1
	15.5
	21.0

	Observation of the Constitution and the laws
	21.6
	24.8
	13.4
	19.8

	The level of your family’s life
	20.8
	23.6
	18.7
	23.0

	Struggle against crime
	15.5
	20.7
	19.6
	23.2

	Alcoholism, drug abuse and other negative phenomena
	25.8
	28.2
	17.0
	20.1

	Mean value
	24.6
	26.7
	14.8
	20.3


The mean values can render some aid while analyzing the registered riddle (see the last line of Table 28). They show the above described polarization effect. However, negative expectations have grown to a greater degree: 5.5 vs. 2.1. It might be the consequence of general anxiety intensification in the Belarusian society.

Answers to the question of Table 29 give us another opportunity to retrace the polarization effect under the conditions of electoral mobilization. The results obtained a month before the elections are presented in the first column. At that the share of respondents who found it difficult to answer turned out to be the minimal. During the crisis year of 2009 the number of those who found it difficult to answer increased 1.6 times; simultaneously a peculiar political inversion occurred: the share of "someone new" supporters exceeded the share of A. Lukashenko’s adherents. However, the mobilization flywheel began to spin the situation backwards. We may say with confidence that relative to the result achieved in October the authorities still have an unused mobilization resource.
	Table 29

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Does A. Lukashenko, in your opinion, cope with the presidential duties well enough to be elected to this post once again, or is it high time someone else were given the chance to perform the duties?", %


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	12'09
	10'10

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	53.4
	37.4
	44.6

	To give a chance to a new person
	37.0
	46.9
	43.6

	DA/NA
	9.6
	15.7
	11.8


	Table 30

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If you think it is necessary to reelect A. Lukashenko once again, please, explain, why?", % (more than one answer is possible)


	Variant of answer
	%

	I do not see a worthy alternative of A. Lukashenko
	25.4

	A. Lukashenko possesses experience in governing the state
	14.1

	A. Lukashenko is the stability guarantor in the country
	10.8

	A. Lukashenko proved to be a good leader
	10.1

	A. Lukashenko enjoys authority on the international scene
	3.6

	DA
	5.6


Why is almost a half of Belarusians ready to support A. Lukashenko at the elections for the fourth time? The main reason is the lack of options (Table 30). The lack of options possesses two constituent parts: a subjective and an objective one. The subjective constituent part is formed owing to the state mass media monopolistic position. In order to understand how it happens in practice, let us refer to the intermediate mass media monitoring results carried out by the Belarusian association of journalists. According to the data of the media expert A. Antipenko, after September, 25 "the news program "Panorama" of the First TV channel allotted to the incumbent president almost 75% of its time, 19% – to the Central Election Committee, to the observers of the CIS countries – 6%, and only mentioned presidential contenders V. Neklyaev, V. Provalsky and S. Gaidukevich".

However, one should not regard supporters of A. Lukashenko solely as innocent victims of state propaganda. At the first presidential elections of 1994 the "people’s candidate" had no media advantages, but the fact did not prevent him from gaining a convincing victory at the relatively democratic elections. It is necessary to admit that A. Lukashenko’s policy answers the interests of the authoritarian part of the Belarusian society, and the part constitutes over 50% of the country’s grown-up population.
Opponents of A. Lukashenko have their list of reasons which explain their need for "a new one" (Table 31). It is necessary to emphasize that the opposition part of the Belarusian society is in opposition not only to A. Lukashenko personally, but to the authoritarian power as such. That is why the state propaganda is not able to reduce the share of the authoritarian regime opponents in the Belarusian society in spite of its virtually unlimited resource. Hence mass adulterations nourishing the legend about the united Belarusian people rallied around "the father" follow.

	Table 31

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If you think it is necessary to give a chance to someone else, please, explain, why?", % (more than one answer is possible)


	Variant of answer
	%

	A new person will be able to begin the necessary reforms in the country
	21.2

	I am tired of seeing the same person as president
	16.8

	A new person will be able to strengthen the authority of Belarus on the international scene
	14.7

	Under the new president persecution of citizens on political grounds will be stopped 
	10.6

	DA
	7.5


The structure of the Belarusian society’s political preferences has not undergone any considerable changes during the time of independence. One would think, the new generation which is entering active life today should subject to revision the Soviet heritage, however it does not happen. The mechanism of a "Soviet person" reproduction keeps working, and it occurs not without the purposeful assistance on the part of the state.

Redistributive justice

We have already mentioned the role of wages in social stability maintenance. However, it is important not to simply have "decent" average wages, it is important not to allow a high income differentiation. Let us refer to the text of the head’s of state report at the VI congress of the Trade Unions Federation of Belarus: "Everybody in the world is noting today that the income difference between the poor and, roughly speaking, the rich equals 3-4 times in our country – just as it is in Sweden where the indicator is the best in the world. (In Russia it is 25-30 times. It is a catastrophe, a prerevolutionary situation.) Therefore these factors should also be taken into account".

As for the Russian indicator (A. Lukashenko is obviously giving the decile coefficients, i.e. the income ratio of the richest 10% to the poorest 10% of people), then in Russia it does not exceed 17 according to the data of Rosstat, which is too much by any standards (in the USA – 12). Behind the decile coefficients within the Union state there are different models of distributive economy: the oligarchic one – in Russia and the rigorously centralized one – in Belarus.

Each extreme has its pluses and minuses. Not allowing  a  high income differentiation at the expense of centralized redistribution, A. Lukashenko thereby encourages social parasitism which has a negative impact on the country’s competitiveness level under the conditions of an open economy. Hence incessant promises to pass to payment according to labor follow. Let us refer once again to the text of the report at the VI congress of the TUFB: "Starting from the next year, look for your happiness at your enterprises. We will control and you will be made responsible for that… However, remember the established truth: in order to have something in your pocket, you have to work".

The head’s of state fear to lose his leading role in economy management, as well as mass reluctance of the population to forfeit the redistributive "feeding-trough", impede transition to market relations as far as remuneration of labor is concerned. Transition from extensive (redistributive) to intensive (market) economy requires a revolution in one’s consciousness. As the experience of Eastern European countries testifies, not all social groups prove to be capable of such a revolution.

How is the head of state getting on in the field of social justice in the opinion of the society? Employees of the presidential top-down command structure (66.9%), employees of law-enforcement agencies (57%), deputies of the National Assembly (52.9%), directors of state enterprises (51.2%) and pensioners (47.9%) found themselves in the group of five main claimants to improvement of their condition during the years of the unchallenged president’s governing the country (Table 32). There is nothing surprising in the cited sequence. We are facing the very case when the authorities’ purposeful policy and its assessment by the society coincide.
	Table 32

	Distribution of answers to the question: "During the years of A. Lukashenko’s governing the country some people’s condition in Belarus has improved, other people’s condition, on the contrary, has become worse, and the condition of the third group of people has not changed. How has the condition of the following social groups changed in the country?", %


	Social groups
	It has improved
	It has not changed
	It has become worse

	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko
	
	

	Employees of the presidential top-down command structure
	66.9
	66.4
	70.2
	13.8
	4.5

	Employees of law-enforcement agencies
	57.0
	62.4
	52.0
	21.5
	8.5

	Deputies of the National 
Assembly
	52.9
	58.2
	48.9
	20.7
	5.1

	Directors of state enterprises
	51.2
	61.8
	37.3
	24.1
	9.5

	Pensioners
	47.9
	59.1
	35.0
	26.6
	15.7

	The military
	45.7
	60.5
	25.4
	27.0
	11.1

	Business owners
	33.2
	48.8
	15.8
	22.8
	29.8

	Such people as you 
	32.2
	54.7
	7.3
	37.6
	24.6

	Young people
	30.4
	49.6
	8.1
	33.5
	25.3

	Journalists
	22.3
	35.6
	8.1
	34.4
	18.4

	Opposition politicians
	15.3
	24.0
	6.3
	26.8
	31.9


"The rule of the people" in its Belarusian version is, in the first place, the rule of bureaucracy and members of the top brass; however, pensioners are not forgotten here, either. Such arrangement of priorities as a whole does not provoke any objections on the part of the society. By tradition, formed already in the Soviet time, justice is associated not with the absolute equality, but with equality within the framework of certain social record groups. The greater the contribution of a concrete social record group into maintenance of the political order is, the higher the level of its provision is. It is natural that within such logic members of the top-down command structure and opposition politicians find themselves at the opposite ends of the social scale. Besides, the difference between the values in the columns "It has improved" and "It has become worse" is negative (–16.6%) only by the opposition politicians.
The most interesting, in our opinion, group "Such people as you" is situated closer to the end of the social scale. Simultaneously, the greatest difference in the assessments among those respondents who trust and do not trust A. Lukashenko is being observed in this group. Such a difference in assessments is a direct consequence of the double standard policy conducted by the authorities. In spite of their assurance that the Belarusian nation is united, the authorities virtually divide the Belarusian society into "friends" and "foes". As a result we get a peculiar analogue of "honest" and "dishonest" journalists. And the majority of Belarusians are very well aware which group the authorities have ascribed them to.

Let us mention that a peculiar consensus is being observed in the Belarusian society regarding the assessments of condition improvement of the presidential top-down command structure employees. Despite the established tradition, political preferences of respondents have not led to the opinion differentiation in the given case. A relatively slight difference is also being observed in the condition improvement assessments of law-enforcement agencies employees and of the National Assembly deputies. However, no unanimity of the kind is being observed as far as directors of state enterprises and the military are concerned. Perhaps, those who trust A. Lukashenko, and among them pensioners prevail, proceed in their assessments from Soviet stereotypes. As for their political opponents, owing to their greater involvement into modern life they are capable of a more objective assessment of the unenviable role of state enterprises directors in the quasi-market Belarusian economy. They also understand that the army has lost its former prestige under the conditions of the external war threat absence and the increase of other members’ of the top brass role within the model of a socially oriented police state.

Let us dwell at greater length on business owners. As it follows from Table 33, while market socialism is being built the number of those who would like to occupy themselves with entrepreneurship in Belarus is gradually declining.
	Table 33

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Have you ever taken part in private entrepreneurial activity?", %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	06'06
	10'10

	Yes, I have, and I am going to continue participating in it
	14.0
	15.2
	11.3

	Yes, I have, but I am not going to continue participating in it
	10.6
	9.4
	10.2

	No, I have not, but I would like to
	33.0
	29.2
	26.2

	No, I have never taken part in it and I am not going to
	42.3
	42.2
	51.9


	Table 34

	Distribution of answers to the question: "How has the condition of business owners changed during the years of president A. Lukashenko’s governing the country?" depending on the degree of participation in entrepreneurial activity, %


	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	I have participated and I am going to
	I have participated, but I am not going to
	I have not participated, but I would like to
	I have not participated and I do not want to

	It has improved
	33.2
	20.0
	29.9
	26.6
	40.1

	It has not changed
	28.2
	20.0
	22.1
	21.8
	23.8

	It has become worse
	29.8
	51.8
	39.0
	35.8
	20.3


The data of Table 34 let us compare the general evaluation of the business owners’ condition change with the assessments of groups of the population ranged according to the degree of their involvement into entrepreneurial activity. The final result has not given us any surprise. The lower the involvement degree in entrepreneurial activity is, the higher the assessment level is. Somebody else’s problems always seem not so burdensome, hence the proverb: "Another’s plight is always light!" follows.

Concluding the justice topic, it is necessary to mention that the conception of justice is closely connected with comprehension of one’s own freedom of action degree, and therefore with understanding of one’s own responsibility for the result. The justice conception of people possessing personal resources and due to the fact able to actively build their life does not coincide with the conception of those whose financial standing completely depends on the level of state paternalism. That is why social justice for some people is leveling by means of income redistribution. For others it is creation of such economy, in which social aid and redistribution will not be necessary at all, as everybody will have enough economic activity income.

As for the Belarusian authorities, on the declarative level they support the hybrid economic model in which "both the wolves have eaten much, and the sheep have not been touched". In reality the "sheep" turn out to be the main beneficiaries of redistribution policy.

The role of information in the life of the society

"Only what has been shown on TV is going on" in a modern society. It is a rather popular point of view. The statement about omnipotence of state propaganda acting under the conditions of state monopoly in main media resources and, in the first place, of monopoly in TV is within a stone’s throw from it. It would seem one needn't go far to find examples. This union of theory and practice has a "but", and this "but" is from the recent Soviet past. By the end of Brezhnev’s epoch all mass media were in the hands of the state. “Everything was under a total control, however, nothing was functioning”. Why? "Owing to the fact that value series broadcasted with indifference by the late Soviet state had already irreparably parted with people’s everyday life" (A. Arkhangelsky, a culture expert).

The data of Table 35 let us return from the epoch of L. Brezhnev to modern Belarus. In the opinion of 57.7% of Belarusians (October, 2010) information received from official sources completely/partly corresponds to real life. 42% adhere to the opposite point of view. Let us mention, that three and a half years ago a similar distribution was observed, too.
	Table 35

	Dynamics of answering the question: "To what extent does information received from official sources correspond to your real life?", %



	Variant of answer
	03'08
	03'09
	03'10
	10'10

	Completely corresponds
	12.7
	16.3
	16.8
	18.1

	Partly corresponds
	43.0
	43.3
	36.7
	39.6

	Partly does not correspond
	22.2
	22.6
	24.7
	23.0

	Completely does not correspond
	20.2
	17.4
	21.5
	19.0


Let us formulate two hypotheses in order to explain the revealed discrepancy in the official information resources credibility assessment. The first one states that a part of the Belarusian society has been misinformed by the state propaganda, the second one – each part of the society has its own real life concept.

Official information in Belarus 2.1 times more of ten completely corresponds to women’s, than to men’s ideas; 5times more often – to the concepts of people older than 60 than to the ones of young people under 30 years of age; 3.2 times more often – to the ideas of citizens who have limited their education to primary school than to the ideas of qualified specialists (Table 36). Such distribution in favor of peripheral and due to the fact of more easily hypnotizable social groups might seem to testify to the first hypothesis.
	Table 36

	Distribution of answers to the question: "To what extent does information received from official sources correspond to your real life?" depending on gender, age, education and assessments by respondents of various aspects of social and political life in Belarus*, %



	Characteristics
	Completely 
corresponds
	Partly 
corresponds
	Partly does not correspond
	Completely does 
not correspond

	Gender:

	Male
	11.3
	40.6
	22.2
	25.4

	Female
	23.8
	38.7
	23.6
	13.6

	Age

	18-29 years old
	7.5
	42.8
	23.3
	25.9

	30-39 years old
	8.5
	43.8
	23.5
	23.8

	40-49 years old
	13.3
	38.8
	23.7
	23.0

	50-59 years old
	19.4
	35.4
	28.9
	16.3

	60 years old and older
	37.9
	37.0
	17.5
	7.6

	Education:

	Primary
	41.3
	32.2
	19.0
	7.4

	Incomplete secondary
	34.6
	37.4
	17.1
	10.9

	Secondary
	12.8
	41.7
	26.0
	19.0

	Vocational
	12.3
	39.3
	25.7
	22.5

	Higher
	13.1
	41.2
	18.1
	26.7

	How has your financial standing changed for the last three months?

	It has improved
	30.9
	39.1
	21.9
	8.2

	It has not changed
	16.1
	43.7
	23.3
	16.5

	It has become worse
	6.8
	29.0
	23.5
	40.3

	FSI
	24.1
	10.1
	–1.6
	–32.1

	How is the socio-economic situation going to change in Belarus within the next few years, in your opinion?

	It is going to improve
	33.0
	42.9
	18.7
	5.2

	It is not going to change
	13.5
	42.1
	24.1
	20.0

	It is going to become worse
	2.8
	29.1
	26.7
	41.0

	EI
	30.2
	13.8
	–8.0
	–35.8

	Is the situation in Belarus developing in the right or in the wrong direction as a whole?

	In the right direction
	30.5
	42.7
	20.3
	6.6

	In the wrong direction
	3.0
	31.6
	22.9
	42.5

	PCI
	27.5
	11.1
	–2.6
	–35.9

	Many specialists consider that increasing of the average wage up to $ 500 will have a negative impact on Belarusian economy in future. And what do you think?

	I agree 
	9.5
	40.4
	22.2
	27.8

	I do not agree 
	24.4
	37.4
	24.1
	10.1

	Trust in the president:

	Trust
	32.1
	41.1
	22.9
	3.4

	Do not trust
	3.1
	29.8
	21.1
	45.7

	* The table is read across


On the other hand, the financial standing index (FSI – the difference of answers "it has improved" and "it has become worse" to the question: "How has your financial standing changed for the last three months?") by respondents who had marked complete correspondence of real life to official information constituted 24.2. It is quite difficult for us to concede mass inability of Belarusians to evaluate the current change of their financial standing. However, if the financial standing is invariably improving, then one can look to the future with confidence, which exactly has been registered by the expectations’ index (EI). Satisfaction with the present multiplied by the expected progress in future harmoniously goes with the high index of policy line correctness (PCI) and with trust in the author of such a successful policy line.

All three indices are negative by the respondents who register a complete lack of correspondence between official propaganda and life reality: FSI – minus 32.1, EI – minus 35.8, PCI – minus 35.9. Maybe the matter nevertheless concerns reality? However, we should not rule out that the truth has been settled somewhere half way along the above mentioned hypotheses.

Presence of a powerful state source radiating information does not at all mean that citizens are tuning their radios in its frequency. They should be interested not only in the artistic destiny of a "natural blond" and "new Russian grandmothers", but in their country’s destiny for such tuning. The interest is indirectly expressed through discussing of social and political issues (Table 37).
	Table 37

	Dynamics of answering to the question: "Do you discuss social and political issues with your friends, relatives and colleagues?", %


	Variant of answer
	05'05
	03'08
	03'09
	03'10
	10'10

	Yes, I discuss them constantly
	21.8
	17.7
	13.8
	16.8
	14.2

	Yes, I discuss them from time to time
	45.8
	53.1
	50.1
	49.4
	46.9

	I virtually do not discuss them
	32.3
	28.9
	35.6
	33.6
	38.8


Belarusian society can be found in two conditions: dormant and excited. The last time it woke up and passed into the excited condition at the beginning of the 90s in the previous century. The "electoral revolution", as a result of which the "people’s candidate"  won the  first  presidential  elections, became the outcome of waking up. However, at that time the level of interest in politics was determined by the society’s "excited" character to a considerable extent. During the last five and a half years the level of interest in politics has been changing slightly. Even two months before the presidential elections no visible shifts have occurred. The political alarm-clock did not ring, although the society quite possibly simply did not want to hear it.

The data of Table 38 let us analyze the connection among socio-demographic characteristics of respondents and their disposition towards discussing social and political issues. Surprisingly, but neither gender, nor age, nor level of education influence the disposition to constant talking about politics, which cannot be said about the other extreme – not talking about politics at all. In this case women and citizens with primary education are the leaders. As for the age, we have not managed to elicit the group inclined to political talks to the greatest extent. The usually quite sensitive characteristic as trust/distrust in A. Lukashenko proved to be an indifferent indicator this time. However, those citizens who consider themselves in opposition to the present authorities talk about politics 2.2 times more often than those who do not attribute themselves to the opposition!
	Table 38

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you discuss social and political issues with your friends, relatives and colleagues?" depending on gender, age, education and attitude to the authorities*, %


	Characteristics
	Discuss 
constantly
	Discuss from time to time
	Virtually do not 
discuss

	Gender:

	Male
	15.2
	50.5
	34.3

	Female
	13.4
	44.0
	42.6

	Age:

	18-29 years old
	10.6
	49.1
	40.2

	30-39 years old
	13.8
	48.8
	37.3

	40-49 years old
	16.9
	47.1
	36.0

	50-59 years old
	16.2
	49.1
	34.7

	60 years old and older
	14.7
	41.5
	43.3

	Education:

	Primary
	15.8
	37.5
	46.7

	Incomplete secondary
	11.4
	39.3
	49.3

	Secondary
	11.3
	45.8
	43.0

	Vocational
	16.4
	48.7
	34.9

	Higher
	19.5
	59.5
	20.9

	Do you consider yourself in opposition to the present authorities?

	Yes (14.9)
	27.7
	47.8
	24.6

	No (72.4)
	12.5
	46.7
	40.8

	Trust in the president:

	Trust (49.1)
	15.4
	47.2
	37.3

	Do not rust (34.6)
	16.7
	46.3
	37.0

	* The table is read across


Under the conditions of limited opportunities for communicating its ideas via the radio and TV, the opposition actively uses the Internet and such a well-tried means as distribution of information materials through mail boxes. The last opinion poll has registered a visible spate of mail boxes activity. It is not ruled out, though, that almost the whole increase has been ensured by the activists of the "Tell the truth!" campaign. In October 21.4% of respondents mentioned they had happened to read information materials of the campaign (Table 39).
	Table 39

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Did you find any information materials (independent newspapers, leaflets and other) of social and political character in your mail box during the last year?", %


	Variant of answer
	03'09
	03'10
	10'10

	Yes
	22.4
	21.3
	31.5

	No
	76.8
	78.4
	68.3


In spite of the presidential aspirants’ efforts to make their personal truth clear for the potential electors the October opinion poll registered a decrease in the level of information support as regards the presidential contenders and the political situation in Belarus (Tables 40-41). It is entirely possible that the matter concerns not the absolute information flow decrease, but the subjective perception of such a decrease. The present presidential elections, in contrast to the previous ones, are being held in the atmosphere of anxious expectation which is confirmed, in particular, by the keen demand for currency. The higher the level of anxiety is, the higher the need for independent information is.
	Table 40

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Do you have today sufficient information about presidential 
contenders to make a confident choice?", %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	10'10

	Yes
	23.8
	43.3
	31.7

	No
	65.4
	55.3
	66.4

	DA/NA
	10.8
	1.4
	1.9


	Table 41

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Do you have sufficient access to information about the 
present political situation in Belarus?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'01
	06'08
	03'09
	03'10
	10'10

	Yes
	31.0
	63.3
	46.7
	47.9
	36.8

	No
	68.4
	36.1
	52.9
	51.7
	63.2


Concluding the information topic let us mention that an opportunity to manipulate mass consciousness is always limited. State mass media achieve visible success addressing the stereotypes which consciousness already contains. Hence the unquestionable success by pensioners follows. If propaganda rests upon the values not fixed in mass consciousness, it meets with failure.

Understanding the limitedness of their opportunities regarding mobilization of citizens possessing personal resources, the authorities direct their main efforts (often not the information ones, but the ones of force) at banning the citizens’ self-organization.

Politically loaded indices

Analyzing the September indices we marked their multidirectional dynamics relative to June. Such a "pandemonium" took shape under the influence of contradictory factors: the beginning of the election campaign which is always accompanied in Belarus by generous social payments, the rise in prices for foodstuffs and the Belarusian-Russian informational "war".

For the month which separated the last two opinion polls, the prices have not returned back, the informational cannonade has not ceased; however, the first, as well as the second factor, has lost its acuteness by virtue of the traditional for Belarusians ability to adapt to unfavorable conditions. As for the third factor (the election campaign), according to the rules of the genre, its positive influence has increased with the approaching of the elections’ date. As a result, two out of three social indices (the financial standing index and the expectations’ index) have considerably grown for such a short period of time. The third index (the index of policy correctness) which is notable for its excess conservatism has not virtually changed (Tables 42-44).
	Table 42

	Dynamics of answering the question: "How has your personal financial standing changed for the last three months?", %



	Variant of answer
	02'06
	03'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	It has improved
	23.5
	1.9
	9.3
	13.9
	18.7
	24.3
	38.2
	8.1

	It has not changed
	59.7
	31.0
	59.8
	65.1
	56.7
	55.1
	52.4
	55.3

	It has become worse
	14.2
	63.8
	29.8
	19.7
	23.6
	19.4
	8.4
	35.9

	FSI*
	9.3
	–61.9
	–20.5
	–5.8
	–4.9
	4.9
	29.8
	–27.8

	* Financial standing index (the difference of positive and negative answers)


	Table 43

	Dynamics of answering the question: "How is the socio-economic situation going to change in Belarus within the next few years?", %



	Variant of answer
	12'05
	03'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	It is going to 
improve
	37.6
	13.7
	29.3
	24.7
	25.5
	29.5
	49.5
	7.3

	It is not going 
to change
	34.9
	30.5
	46.0
	52.9
	43.9
	42.9
	39.3
	47.4

	It is going to 
become worse
	10.6
	45.9
	18.8
	13.6
	19.6
	16.7
	4.5
	33.4

	EI*
	27.0
	–32.2
	10.5
	11.1
	5.9
	12.8
	45.0
	–36.1

	* Expectations’ index


	Table 44

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Is the state of affairs in our country developing, in general, in the right or in the wrong direction, in your opinion?", %



	Variant of answer
	02'06
	03'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	In the right 
direction
	58.5
	40.0
	49.5
	49.5
	51.1
	51.7
	80.9
	17.9

	In the wrong 
direction
	28.1
	34.9
	35.6
	33.6
	31.7
	32.8
	8.5
	70.2

	DA/NA
	13.4
	25.1
	14.9
	16.9
	17.2
	15.5
	10.5
	11.7

	PCI*
	30.4
	5.1
	13.9
	15.9
	19.4
	18.9
	72.4
	–52.3

	* Policy correctness index


The results of the poll conducted before the presidential elections of 2006 are given in the first column of each table. In the second column there are results registered at the height of the economic crisis (March, 2009). In the next four columns there are results of the polls of 2010. In the last two columns the results are divided into constituent parts depending on trust/distrust to the head of state.

The indices let us estimate "in figures" the condition of the Belarusian society on the eve of the third presidential elections and compare it with the present one. The comparison is evidently going to be in favor of 2006: the FSI – minus 4.4 percentage points, the EI – minus 14.2 and the PCI – minus 11.5 points! Everything is logical. The maximum of Russian subsidies fell on 2006, which allowed the authorities to fulfill the social obligations undertaken at the second All-Belarusian National Assembly without particular effort. If the obligations of the "nationwide popular assembly" №3 are to be fulfilled at all, it will be done at the cost of multiple expansion of the state external debt. This is a question of principle, and the most advanced Belarusians having realized it began to convert ruble deposits into currency ones already at the end of summer. 

The social indices’ dynamics given in Tables 42-44 let us assess the condition of the Belarusian society on the eve of the fourth presidential elections as "anxious waiting". If we take into consideration the fact that the mentioned condition is caused by fundamental reasons (a cut in Russian subsidies, the world financial and economic crisis), then one should not hope much for its dispersion after the elections. 

The indices for those Belarusians who trust and do not trust the head of state are presented separately in the last columns of Tables 42-44. The impression is that the given groups live in different worlds. In the first world it is possible to come across people whose financial standing has improved for the last three months 4.7 times more often. That is why, if in the first world almost every second respondent looks to the future with optimism, then in the second one the share of optimists constitutes only 7.3%. The shares of those who believe in the correctness of the country’s development policy also differ appreciably: in the first world there are 80.9% of such people, in the second one – 17.9%!

If we calculate the indices’ absolute difference, then for the FSI it will constitute 57.6, for the EI – 81.1 and for the PCI – 134.7 percentage points. Certain regularity is being observed here. The closer a question to life is, the smaller the difference in perception of those who trust and do not trust the head of state is. The question of Table 44 (assessment of the country’s development policy) is the most politicized one; therefore the absolute difference of the indices is so large.
	Table 45

	Distribution of answers to the question: "What do you fear in the near future, as far as you and your family are concerned?", % (more than one answer is possible)



	Variant of answer
	10'10

	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	Rise in prices for the main foodstuffs
	65.2
	64.1
	66.2

	Rise in prices for public utilities
	52.3
	51.0
	51.1

	Loss of a job
	36.9
	33.6
	40.9

	Reduction of wages
	25.7
	22.8
	27.9

	A possible devaluation of the Belarusian ruble
	25.4
	22.0
	28.8

	Tax increase
	13.3
	12.9
	15.2


The data of Table 45 confirm our conclusion. When we pass from the general assessment of the change in the financial standing to the assessment of concrete factors which are able to influence the financial standing of respondents and members of their families in a favorable manner, the difference in answers virtually disappears. It is especially visible in the assessment of the rise in prices for foodstuffs and public utilities. The rise in prices (inflation) thus proves to be beyond politics. It makes suffer those who trust A. Lukashenko, as well as those who do not trust him, to the same extent. As for the concern regarding loss of a job, reduction of wages, devaluation of the ruble and tax increase the registered slight difference is most probably connected not with the political preferences of respondents, but with their age: among those who trust A. Lukashenko pensioners prevail. Loss of a job does not threaten them, and the devaluation problem is not so pressing.

In order to confirm or to refute the last conclusion, let us analyze the concern levels with reference to devaluation of the Belarusian ruble depending on gender, age, education and income of respondents. The difference between men and women is insignificant: men – 26.8%, women – 24.2%. Among those who are older than 60 the share of the concerned ones constitutes 23.2%, whereas in the age-group of 40-50 year-olds – 28.8%. The difference is best of all observed between the groups with primary (19%) and higher (32.1%) education. To all appearances, it has been impossible to do here without the universal principle "ignorance is a blessing". As for the income level, there is nothing surprising here either. Among those whose mean income per family member does not exceed 270 thousand rubles, the share of those who had expressed concern regarding a possible devaluation constituted 18.6%, and among the most well-to-do ones (over 900 thousand rubles) – 28.3%.

Presence of two worlds in the Belarusian society has been registered in the course of opinion polls since the beginning of the 90s. The boundary between the worlds is nondescript, that is why all the attempts of the opposition to use the advice of some Belarusian analysts and to try "going beyond the electoral ghetto" in the course of election campaigns ended to no effect. Beyond "the electoral ghetto" the Belarusians who are satisfied with their financial standing and who look to the future with optimism live. They connect their material prosperity and optimism with the policy line designed by A. Lukashenko.

Forgotten obligations
Fulfillment of the third All-Belarusian National Assembly’s obligation on doubling the wages in dollar terms has become for the authorities the central theme of the presidential election campaign. Let us mention, that assumption of the given obligation in American dollars and not in our country rubles five years ago eliminates today the possibility for the authorities to increase wages with the help of the printing machine. However, this is the specific character of Belarus. The authorities had virtually no choice, as after the hyperinflation of the 90s the population’s consciousness had become "dollarized" and in spite of the relative ruble-to-dollar rate stability of the zero years, trust in the national currency did not return. Belarusians think of any large purchases only in dollar terms.
The fundamental principal of the Belarusian stability: "The fact that a small salary is able to destroy even the strongest state should be recognized as the truth" was formulated already at the second All-Belarusian Assembly in 2001. After the second presidential elections justice of the given principle was convincingly confirmed in practice. At the border of 2002 and 2003 the rating of the head of state had dropped to 26%, and but for the rise in oil prices since the second half of 2003 which flung the Russian market open for Belarusian goods, who knows how the political landscape of Belarus might have looked today.
The fourth presidential election campaign was launched already in December, 2009 when A. Lukashenko officially imparted the sacral status to the 500-dollars’ worth salary ("the sacred figure"). The government had been aiming their efforts to its attaining practically during the whole year of 2010. However, by the time of the IISEPS October opinion poll the outcome of the efforts had remained for the public opinion as something negative rather than positive (Table 46).
	Table 46

	Distribution of answers to the question: "When making his pre-election promises, A. Lukashenko declared that the average pay in the country would amount to $ 500 by the end of 2010. Will he be able to keep his promise or not, in your opinion?", %


	Variant of answer
	10'10

	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	Yes
	31.7
	50.0
	11.7

	No
	57.6
	36.6
	84.1

	DA/NA
	10.7
	13.2
	4.2


Traditionally, the answers of respondents substantially depend on their political preferences. However, even among those who trust the head of state over a third of respondents does not believe in the possibility of attaining the "sacred figure" by the promised date. Attention should be paid to the last line of the table: the share of those who have found it difficult to answer is three times larger among those who trust the president, than among those who do not.  When a political leader one has pinned one’s hopes on does not fulfill the assumed obligations, recognition of the fact requires certain civic courage. Not many people are capable of it, thus the share of respondents who find it difficult to answer is growing.

For the sake of attaining "the sacred figure", the first class wage rate has been increased in Belarus by 31% since November, 1, and the minimum wage – by 56%. Many independent experts justly point to the fact that such generosity may negatively influence Belarusian economy already in medium-term perspective. As for the public opinion regarding such perspective, it has divided into approximately equal parts (Table 47). As by the assessment of the probability of wage rising up to $ 500, the level of optimism among those who trust the head of state turned out to be noticeably higher, than by their political opponents. Roughly the same ratio (2 to 1) formed among those who found it difficult to answer.
	Table 47

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Many specialists consider that increasing of the average wage in the country up to $ 500 by the end of 2010 is being done in order to enlarge A. Lukashenko’s rating at the presidential elections on December, 19, and in reality will have a negative influence upon Belarusian economy in future. And what do you think about it?", %


	Variant of answer
	10'10

	
	All 
respondents
	Trust A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust A. Lukashenko

	I agree with this opinion: our economy will not be able to cope with it
	40.7
	27.1
	57.2

	I do not agree with this opinion: our economy will be able to cope with it
	41.9
	52.8
	33.0

	DA/NA
	17.4
	19.4
	9.4


Thus, we may state that the pre-election generosity of the authorities creates anxious expectations in the society. Any negative information (an increase of the price rates for public utilities, a change of the Belarusian ruble’s rate and so on) may play the part of a social detonator. Let us emphasize that at the initial stage the matter concerns exactly the social, not the political consequences. Then it will be the turn of economy. Today the sum of individual persons’ bank deposits has exceeded 21 trillion rubles. Withdrawal of even a third of this sum may lead to the irreversible effect for the "Belarusian economic model".

Five years ago the balance of assessments with reference to attaining the “sacred figure” (doubling of wages) was in favor of optimists. Results of the opinion poll conducted in June, 2006 are presented in Table 48. These data remind us that increase of wages up to $ 500 is far from being the only obligation assumed by the authorities at the third All-Belarusian Assembly.
	Table 48

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Do you believe that the listed below tasks of the next five-year plan set by A. Lukashenko at the third All-Belarusian Assembly will be fulfilled?", %


	Variant of answer
	I do
	I do not
	NA

	Construction of agricultural towns will allow to radically improve the villagers’ conditions of life
	63.8
	35.4
	0.8

	The average amount of wages and pensions will be doubled in five years
	60.5
	38.8
	0.7

	Favorable conditions for the development of small- and medium-scale enterprise will be created
	51.9
	46.8
	1.3

	The country’s energy safety will be secured at the expense of introduction of Belarusian scientists’ solutions
	49.5
	49.5
	1.0

	An opportunity to earn good money will be provided for everyone who wishes to work fruitfully
	48.0
	51.3
	0.7

	The level of our citizens’ life will be increased up to the one in Western Europe
	38.2
	61.1
	0.7

	Every young family will get an opportunity to buy its own apartment not later than in 3-5 years after the wedding 
	37.1
	62.1
	0.8

	De-bureaucratization will be implemented, and our citizens will feel partners possessing equal rights with the authorities, not petitioners
	32.1
	66.7
	1.2


It is the task for the readers to judge which obligations the authorities have managed and have not managed to cope with. Not all of them can be estimated if one is guided by objective criteria. For instance, how radically have the villagers’ conditions of life changed after the construction of agricultural towns; and what about attaining equal in rights partnership in the relations between the citizens and the authorities?
Attention should be paid to the obligation to increase the quality of the Belarusians’ level of life up to the one that could be compared with the average European level. In our opinion, exactly this obligation, and not the increase of wages up to $ 500, should be regarded as the main one in the general list of obligations assumed by the authorities at the third All-Belarusian National Assembly. However, the impression is that the authorities do not have any particular desire to render to the people an account of their fulfillment. They have forgotten about them.

For the last month A. Lukashenko’s electoral rating has virtually won back the loss of the third quarter. At that it is necessary to remember that under the conditions of the authoritarian regime the rating of the "only political figure" does not reflect pragmatic evaluation of the practical activity results. It reflects a mixture of hopes and illusions of the part of the Belarusian population deprived of personal resources. The mixture is being formed under the conditions of media lack of options. Hence the famous question: "If not he, who will do it?" follows.
There is another important moment. A high rating of the "only political figure" is the reverse side of weakness (impersonality) of the political system as a whole. Created by A. Lukashenko the "top-down command structure" is a pyramid; however it is a pyramid placed on its top. The top-down command structure has no other points of support besides the rating of the "only politician".
Geopolitical coordinates of the elections

During the month which passed since the IISEPS September opinion poll all indicators of geopolitical orientations of Belarusians have remained virtually the same. The fact can be considered surprising as the peak of the information conflict between Minsk and Moscow fell exactly on that month: the press conference of the Belarusian president for Russian journalists where A. Lukashenko did not mince his words towards the leadership of Russia, and the sharp response of the Russian president in his video blog, release of the fourth series of the movie "The Godfather". Perhaps, the reaction will follow later; and it is not ruled out that a peculiar armistice in the information war concluded closer to the end of month produced a compensating effect.
However, the present-day structure of geopolitical preferences presents a striking contrast to the one of the previous elections – there is an obvious considerable decrease in aspiration for integration with Russia, whatever respondents put into the concept, and a visible increase of pro-European attitudes (Tables 49-51).
	Table 49

	Dynamics of answering the question: "If a referendum on Belarus integration with Russia were being conducted today, how would you vote?" on the eve of the elections of 2001, 2006 and 2010, %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	09'10
	10'10

	For integration
	57.4
	43.3
	33.1
	32.3

	Against integration
	20.9
	33.2
	45.4
	45.3


	Table 50

	Dynamics of answering the question: "If a referendum on the question whether Belarus should join the European Union were being conducted in Belarus now, how would you vote" on the eve of the elections of 2006 and 2010, %


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	09'10
	10'10

	Yes
	27.7
	42.2
	42.1

	No
	42.7
	32.5
	32.5


	Table 51

	Dynamics of answering the question: "If you had to choose between integration with Russia and joining the European Union, what choice would you make?" on the eve of the elections of 2006 and 2010, %


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	09'10
	10'10

	Integration with the RF
	56.3
	34.9
	35.4

	Joining the EU
	27.5
	41.7
	42.2

	DA/NA
	16.2
	23.4
	22.4


The situation looks paradoxical in a sense: the single opposition candidate demonstrated significant pro-European orientation exactly when pro-Russian attitudes were strong in the society and pro-European ones were weak. At present when Russia possesses the least attractiveness in the consciousness of Belarusians for many years, various opposition candidates compete for its sympathy and the most active ones in the competition also prove to be the race favorites.

However, the nature of Belarusians’ attitude to Russia is quite versatile which will be shown below. The drop in pro-Russian attitudes is also confirmed by the data of Table 52.
	Table 52

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Will the probability of your voting for a presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by the Russian leadership?", %


	Variant of answer
	12'05
	10'10

	It will increase
	24.4
	17.0

	It will decrease
	4.9
	14.7

	It does not matter
	44.3
	59.6

	DA/NA
	26.4
	8.7


The value of answers to such impracticable questions is not high as people at times do not know themselves how they will behave in a changed situation; nevertheless, the forecast change is rather revealing: the share of those for whom support by Russia of this or that presidential contender will not matter at all has considerably grown, and the pluses and minuses balance of such hypothetical support has decreased almost 10 times – from almost 20 percentage points to 2.3.

However, as the data of Table 53 show the results of answers to a similar question – about the change in readiness to vote for this or that candidate, in case he is supported by the West – are also quite modest in spite of the pro-European attitudes’ growth and almost coincide with the data of Table 52.
	Table 53

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Will the probability of your voting for a presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by Europe or the USA?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	It will increase
	18.3

	It will decrease
	14.7

	It does not matter
	57.0

	DA/NA
	10.0


Thus, judging by the answers of respondents to the questions of Tables 52-53, external support does not promise large dividends to the candidates.

However, attention should be paid to the following: information war between Minsk and Moscow did not pass unnoticed by the Belarusians; at that the relative majority shared the opinion of the Russian and not of their own president while the two leaders were exchanging tough critical volleys. 

According to the data of Table 54, almost 40% of respondents were not simply well-informed about the contents of the movies "The Godfather", but watched at least one of them in spite of the fact that they were not broadcasted in Belarus. 
	Table 54

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Have you seen the NTV movies "The Godfather", "The Godfather-2", "The Godfather-3", and "The Godfather-4" about president of Belarus A. Lukashenko broadcasted recently by the Russian TV-channel the NTV?", %


	Variant of answer
	09'10
	10'10

	I have seen all four movies
	–*
	10.7

	I have seen three movies
	11.8
	8.7

	I have seen two movies
	7.3
	10.3

	I have seen one movie
	10.6
	9.6

	I have seen none of the movies
	58.4
	60.3

	NA
	11.9
	0.4

	* By the September opinion poll only three movies had been shown


	Table 55

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Speaking before the Russian journalists not long ago, A. Lukashenko called the policy of the Kremlin towards Belarus "thoughtless and brainless" conducted by a "handful of bureaucrats". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	I agree with such an assessment
	35.5

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	46.0

	DA/NA
	18.5


	Table 56

	Distribution of answers to the question: "In response Russian president D. Medvedev publicly announced that "president Lukashenko in his utterances steps over the bounds of diplomatic rules, as well as of common human decency; torrents of accusations and abuse are directed at Russia and its leadership. This is what the whole Lukashenko’s election campaign is built upon". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	I agree with such an assessment
	40.9

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	39.7

	DA/NA
	19.4


The data of Tables 55-56 describe the attitude of respondents to the verbal duel in absentia between A. Lukashenko and D. Medvedev. The Russian leader has gained a little victory according to the "points".

Moreover, in comparison with the moment 10 months before the previous elections the share of electors who suppose that under a new president relationship with Russia could improve has noticeably grown. It is interesting to note that the share of those who think that at "the guard change" in 38, Marx Street in Minsk the relationship with the EU would improve has even slightly decreased during the same period (Table 57).
	Table 57

	Dynamics of answering the question: "Imagine, that not A. Lukashenko, but a different candidate wins the next presidential elections. What changes might it lead to, in your opinion?", %


	Variant of answer
	05'05
	10'10

	Relationship of Belarus with the EU

	It will improve
	38.5
	33.5

	It will not change
	20.5
	25.2

	It will become worse
	10.3
	17.8

	Relationship of Belarus with Russia

	It will improve
	21.2
	31.2

	It will not change
	29.2
	26.2

	It will become worse
	22.2
	19.3


Although, according to the data of Table 52, only few respondents have noted that support of this or that candidate by Russia would influence their choice, almost every second respondent believes that the Belarusian-Russian conflict will influence the elections results (Table 58).
	Table 58

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Will, in your opinion, the aggravated conflict between the Belarusian and Russian leadership influence the results of the presidential elections in Belarus?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	It will seriously influence them
	13.5

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	36.4

	It will not influence them
	39.2

	DA/NA
	10.9


	Table 59

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Will the presidential elections in the Republic of Belarus be recognized as legitimate by the international community?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	Yes, they will
	43.9

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	9.8

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	21.8

	DA/NA
	24.5


International non-recognition of the elections results might become a form of such influence. However, participation of Russia in the non-recognition is being forecasted only by approximately every fifth respondent (Table 59).

The data of Table 60 show to what extent geopolitical preferences (answers to the question of Table 51) make for the political choice and behavior of the population.
	Table 60

	Attitude of the geopolitical choice with political preferences, %


	Variant of answer
	"If you had to choose between integration with Russia and joining the EU, what choice would you make?"

	
	Integration with the RF
	Joining the EU
	DA/NA

	Do you intend to participate in voting at the presidential elections on December, 19?

	I will vote by all means
	54.1
	41.5
	47.3

	I will most likely vote
	27.7
	25.2
	23.8

	Perhaps, I will vote, or perhaps I won’t
	7.9
	14.0
	11.0

	Most likely I will not vote
	4.7
	9.1
	3.7

	I will not vote for sure
	4.9
	8.5
	10.4

	If presidential elections were held next Sunday, which one of the possible candidates would you vote for?

	A. Lukashenko
	66.8
	30.5
	52.7

	V. Neklyaev
	9.4
	28.0
	7.6

	A. Sannikov
	4.5
	13.8
	4.9

	A. Mikhalevich
	2.2
	10.7
	4.9

	Y. Romanchuk
	3.2
	9.9
	3.4

	What problems will be the most important for you while deciding whom to vote for at the next presidential elections?

	Relationship with Russia
	14.1
	6.3
	4.6

	Relationship with the West
	4.9
	11.0
	3.7

	Does A. Lukashenko, in your opinion, cope with the presidential duties well enough to be elected to this post once again, or is it high time someone else were given the chance?

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	62.9
	26.5
	50.5

	To give a chance to a new person
	28.0
	62.7
	31.5

	Will the presidential elections be independent and just?

	Yes
	60.7
	33.3
	50.3

	No
	21.1
	47.5
	24.4

	If the elections are adulterated, what will you do?

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	45.0
	39.3
	35.5

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	7.1
	17.5
	4.6

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	23.5
	26.7
	19.6

	Imagine that not A. Lukashenko, but a different candidate wins the next presidential elections. What changes might it lead to, in your opinion?

	Relationship of Belarus with the EU will improve
	23.5
	47.2
	23.2

	Relationship of Belarus with the EU will not change
	25.9
	25.0
	24.1

	Relationship of Belarus with the EU will become worse
	25.1
	10.2
	20.7

	Relationship of Belarus with the RF will improve
	22.6
	42.8
	22.6

	Relationship of Belarus with the RF will not change
	24.2
	27.4
	27.4

	Relationship of Belarus with the RF will become worse
	28.6
	11.0
	20.7

	Will the probability of your voting for a presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by the Russian leadership?

	It will increase
	25.3
	13.4
	10.4

	It will decrease
	10.7
	21.9
	7.7

	It does not matter
	55.8
	60.2
	64.7

	Will the probability of your voting for a presidential contender increase or decrease if during the election campaign he is supported by Europe or the USA?

	It will increase
	12.9
	27.4
	9.1

	It will decrease
	21.3
	10.4
	12.8

	It does not matter
	56.4
	55.6
	60.4

	Have you seen the NTV movies "The Godfather"?

	I have seen all four movies
	8.8
	13.9
	8.0

	I have seen three movies
	5.4
	13.1
	5.2

	I have seen two movies
	4.7
	16.4
	7.4

	I have seen one movie
	8.8
	11.3
	7.7

	I have seen none of the movies
	72.2
	45.4
	70.6

	Speaking before the Russian journalists not long ago, A. Lukashenko called the policy of the Kremlin towards Belarus "thoughtless and brainless" conducted by a "handful of bureaucrats". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?

	I agree with such an assessment
	43.3
	28.3
	37.1

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	35.6
	58.7
	38.0

	In response Russian president D. Medvedev publicly announced that "president Lukashenko in his utterances steps over the bounds of diplomatic rules, as well as of common human decency; torrents of accusations and abuse are directed at Russia and its leadership. This is what the whole Lukashenko’s election campaign is built upon". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?

	I agree with such an assessment
	30.8
	57.2
	26.6

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	49.0
	30.6
	42.2

	Will the presidential elections in the Republic of Belarus be recognized as legitimate by the international community?

	Yes, they will
	54.6
	31.8
	50.0

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	10.5
	11.7
	4.9

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	16.5
	29.6
	15.5


It follows from the presented data that respondents possessing the pro-European attitude are the main resource of the opposition candidates (the close-ended rating of the leading group of five is given). However, even in this group A. Lukashenko slightly outstrips the going after him V. Neklyaev. Nevertheless, in the group of integration with Russia adherents, as well as among those whose geopolitical choice has not been determined, the odds are overwhelmingly in favor of the incumbent president, in spite of all his conflicts with the Kremlin. At that, supporters of Euro-integration are inclined to go to the elections to the least extent, although readiness to vote is rather high among them, too. Pro-Europeans are to the least extent expect the elections to be just, and are ready, according to them, to take part in protest actions against adulteration of the elections to the greatest extent. Those whose geopolitical choice has not been determined are inclined to public protest in case of election adulteration to the least degree.

Accordingly, among pro-Europeans there are twice as many of those who think that the elections will be recognized neither by the West nor by Russia, than in other groups. However, even in this group the relative majority supposes that the elections will be recognized nevertheless: among "Belo-Russians" and those who have not made their geopolitical choice more than a half of respondents adhere to such an opinion.

It is difficult to say, what has called forth the above mentioned opinion. Perhaps, it is the vagueness of the non-recognition concept. For instance, the elections of 2006 were undoubtedly recognized by Russia, and in a sense not recognized by the West – blatant departures from democratic standards were denounced and visa sanctions were imposed. However, economic sanctions were imposed only by the USA and it happened much later – no one even thought about cutting off diplomatic ties with the Republic of Belarus.

It is also possible that such low non-recognition expectations, including the ones on the part of "Euro-Belarusians", are explained by the reaction to the European dialogue policy – people feel, even without going into details, that reaction to this year’s elections on the part of the West will be more discreet than in 2006.

Perhaps the most striking thing is the evaluation by the groups under consideration of the duel Lukashenko-Medvedev, of the statements made at the press conference of the Belarusian president and in the video blog of the Russian president. Not only do the pro-Europeans agree with A. Lukashenko’s invectives towards the leadership of the RF to the least extent ("Belo-Russians", incidentally, agree with the assessments to the highest degree), "Euro-Belarusians" are also most inclined to agree with the content of D. Medvedev’s response (supporters of integration with Russia do not agree with the Russian president on the matter to the highest degree, either). Analyzing the data of the IISEPS opinion polls we are facing again the situation when Belarusian pro-Europeans prove to be the most and "Belo-Russians" – the least pro-Russian groups evaluating conflicts between the leadership of Minsk and Moscow. Interpretation of the paradox was suggested in September analytical materials of the IISEPS (http://www.iiseps.org/09-10-06.html).

However, when the matter concerns influence of Russia and the West upon the electoral choice, supporters of different geopolitical directions answer less paradoxically: a sympathy growth is in store for a hypothetical Kremlin candidate among "Belo-Russians", and among "Euro-Belarusians" he might sooner lose than acquire support. As for a candidate who obtains support of the West, the ratio here is inverse.

It has been mentioned above that such impracticable assessments do not possess an absolute character, just as not all among those who say they will participate in protest actions if the elections are adulterated, will really go into the square.

Nevertheless, it is possible to draw a cautious conclusion that obtaining of an overt foreign support by opposition candidates may have an uncertain effect – losses might prove to be bigger than gains.

In conclusion let us present the rating dynamics of the leading group of five candidates from the point of view of geopolitical preferences (Table 61). The absolute percent is given here, e.g. the figure in the top left box of the table means that in the September opinion poll 21.6% of all respondents were simultaneously ready to vote for A. Lukashenko and came out for integration with Russia.
	Table 61

	The rating dynamics of the presidential contenders and the geopolitical choice, %



	Politician
	"If you had to choose between integration with Russia and joining 
the European Union, what choice would you make?"

	
	Integration with the RF
	Joining the EU
	DA/NA

	
	09'10
	10'10
	09'10
	09'10
	10'10
	09'10

	A. Lukashenko
	21.6
	23.6
	10.1
	12.9
	11.9
	11.7

	V. Neklyaev
	0.5
	3.3
	4.3
	11.8
	0.4
	1.7

	A. Sannikov
	0.5
	1.6
	1.8
	5.8
	0.7
	1.2

	Y. Romanchuk
	0.2
	1.1
	0.5
	4.2
	0.3
	0.7

	A. Mikhalevich 
	0.4
	0.8
	1.4
	4.5
	0.5
	1.1


The data of Table 61 show at the expense of which geopolitical choice groups the candidates have augmented their ratings. In particular, A. Lukashenko has "gained strength" by almost 3 percentage points during the month owing to pro-Europeans, by 2 – thanks to "Belo-Russians", and among those whose geopolitical choice was not determined his position has not virtually changed. The opposition candidates, too, have increased their ratings mainly owing to pro-Europeans. Among them V. Neklyaev became 7.5 percentage points "stronger", A. Sannikov – 4 and A. Mikhalevich – 3 points stronger. At the same time, in the group of those who have not made their geopolitical choice the growth is rather modest by everybody; and in the group of "Belo-Russians" only the leader of the campaign "Tell the truth!" demonstrated an increase in the rating comparable with the rating increase of A. Lukashenko – almost 3 points.

Nevertheless, the data of Tables 60 and 61 show that generally the pro-Russian electorate remains the private domain of the incumbent president so far.

Results of the opinion poll conducted in October, 2010 (%)
1. "What is more important for you today – preservation of the present-day state of affairs in the country or its change?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Preservation of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	48.3
	38.9
	32.9
	30.3
	40.8
	46.8
	47.3
	70.6

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	40.7
	48.1
	52.3
	56.6
	47.7
	43.9
	39.8
	21.8

	DA/NA
	11.0
	13.0
	14.8
	13.1
	11.5
	9.3
	12.9
	7.6


Table 1.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Preservation of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	67.8
	70.6
	44.3
	39.9
	41.2

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	24.8
	22.7
	40.8
	50.1
	49.8

	DA/NA
	7.4
	6.7
	14.9
	10.0
	9.0


Table 1.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Preservation of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	27.5
	48.7
	37.0
	69.7
	35.9

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	59.5
	40.3
	50.0
	21.8
	51.5

	DA/NA
	13.0
	11.0
	13.0
	8.5
	12.6


Table 1.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Preservation of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	40.1
	46.7
	68.7
	50.9
	29.2
	47.1
	55.0

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	48.8
	42.2
	22.0
	41.5
	49.7
	40.2
	40.2

	DA/NA
	11.1
	11.1
	9.3
	7.6
	21.1
	12.7
	4.8


Table 1.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Preservation of the present-day state of 
affairs is more important
	40.1
	49.4
	45.5
	52.1
	53.2

	Change of the present-day state of affairs is more important
	48.8
	34.8
	44.1
	34.5
	40.2

	DA/NA
	11.1
	15.8
	10.4
	13.4
	6.6


2. "When making his pre-election promises, A. Lukashenko declared that the average pay in the country would amount to $ 500 by the end of 2010. Will he be able or not to keep his promise, in your opinion?"

Table 2.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old 

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

	Yes, the average pay in the country is nearing $ 500 
	31.7
	24.1
	31.5
	21.2
	27.3
	31.7
	30.7
	41.0

	No, the average pay in the country is not nearing $ 500 
	57.6
	59.3
	57.7
	72.6
	63.8
	59.7
	55.7
	46.3

	DA/NA
	10.7
	16.6
	10.8
	6.2
	8.9
	8.6
	13.6
	12.7


Table 2.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes, the average pay in the country is nearing $ 500 
	29.8
	42.7
	27.6
	32.4
	31.7

	No, the average pay in the country is not nearing $ 500 
	57.0
	45.5
	58.7
	60.8
	61.1

	DA/NA
	13.2
	11.8
	13.7
	6.8
	7.2


Table 2.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes, the average pay in the 
country is nearing $ 500 
	20.7
	33.7
	24.8
	39.9
	28.2

	No, the average pay in the 
country is not nearing $ 500 
	71.2
	57.7
	57.4
	46.2
	59.2

	DA/NA
	8.1
	8.6
	17.8
	13.9
	12.6


Table 2.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes, the average pay in the country is nearing $ 500 
	17.4
	38.7
	47.5
	37.1
	18.4
	35.6
	31.4

	No, the average pay in the country is not nearing $ 500 
	66.2
	56.0
	43.9
	51.2
	64.8
	54.0
	62.9

	DA/NA
	16.4
	5.3
	8.6
	11.7
	16.8
	10.4
	5.7


Table 2.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes, the average pay in the country is 
nearing $ 500 
	17.4
	32.9
	35.7
	41.4
	31.5

	No, the average pay in the country is not nearing $ 500 
	66.2
	43.5
	58.0
	51.5
	63.9

	DA/NA
	16.4
	23.6
	6.3
	7.1
	4.6


3. "Do you have today sufficient information about presidential contenders to make a confident choice?"

Table 3.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	31.7
	14.8
	25.3
	23.3
	26.9
	28.3
	34.5
	44.5

	No
	66.4
	83.3
	74.0
	76.0
	71.5
	69.2
	63.6
	52.7

	NA
	1.9
	1.9
	0.7
	0.7
	1.6
	2.5
	1.9
	2.8


Table 3.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	52.1
	34.1
	31.1
	25.1
	31.7

	No
	45.5
	63.5
	67.1
	73.4
	67.4

	NA
	2.4
	2.4
	1.8
	1.5
	0.9


Table 3.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	30.7
	28.6
	17.8
	42.5
	25.2

	No
	66.0
	70.0
	81.2
	55.8
	73.8

	NA
	3.3
	1.4
	1.0
	1.7
	1.0


Table 3.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes
	41.8
	35.4
	24.7
	30.0
	26.0
	34.9
	25.8

	No
	58.2
	64.4
	75.3
	66.5
	71.9
	61.7
	69.0

	NA
	0
	0.2
	0
	3.5
	2.1
	3.4
	5.2


Table 3.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	41.8
	28.5
	33.1
	22.5
	31.5

	No
	58.2
	68.7
	64.0
	76.8
	65.9

	NA
	0
	2.8
	2.9
	0.7
	2.6


4. "Did you happen to receive information materials of any of the presidential contenders, or to meet his representatives and to talk to them?"

Table 4.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	30.5
	22.6
	35.6
	32.9
	33.8
	35.6
	35.8
	18.3

	No
	68.5
	77.4
	63.1
	65.1
	66.2
	63.7
	61.5
	81.4

	NA
	1.0
	0
	1.3
	2.0
	0
	0.7
	2.7
	0.3


Table 4.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	8.3
	23.7
	31.5
	32.4
	43.9

	No
	91.7
	76.3
	67.3
	67.1
	53.8

	NA
	0
	0
	1.2
	0.5
	2.3


Table 4.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	38.8
	34.7
	28.0
	19.8
	25.2

	No
	59.5
	64.3
	71.0
	79.9
	72.8

	NA
	1.7
	1.0
	1.0
	0.3
	2.0


Table 4.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes
	34.8
	21.8
	37.2
	26.9
	27.6
	39.1
	26.2

	No
	63.4
	77.8
	61.9
	71.9
	70.9
	60.9
	72.9

	NA
	1.8
	0.4
	0.9
	1.2
	1.5
	0
	0.9


Table 4.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	34.8
	33.3
	32.5
	34.2
	21.7

	No
	63.4
	65.9
	66.5
	65.0
	77.7

	NA
	1.8
	0.8
	1.0
	0.8
	0.6


5. "Does A. Lukashenko, in your opinion, cope with the presidential duties well enough to be elected to this post once again, or is it high time someone else were given the chance?"
Table 5.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	44.6
	20.4
	28.9
	25.5
	31.7
	38.8
	46.8
	74.4

	To give a chance to a new person
	43.6
	64.8
	56.4
	64.8
	54.4
	47.8
	38.1
	19.4

	DA/NA
	11.8
	14.8
	14.7
	9.7
	13.9
	13.4
	15.1
	6.2


Table 5.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	74.4
	68.9
	41.0
	31.3
	36.9

	To give a chance to a new person
	21.5
	20.8
	45.6
	54.7
	53.6

	DA/NA
	4.1
	10.3
	13.4
	14.0
	9.5


Table 5.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	21.7
	42.4
	27.0
	72.3
	35.3

	To give a chance to a new person
	66.3
	43.9
	62.0
	18.7
	52.0

	DA/NA
	12.0
	13.7
	11.0
	9.0
	12.7


Table 5.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	41.1
	38.1
	56.5
	52.6
	34.9
	35.4
	53.3

	To give a chance to a new person
	54.4
	54.4
	26.9
	32.2
	47.7
	50.9
	35.4

	DA/NA
	4.5
	7.5
	16.6
	15.2
	17.4
	13.7
	11.3


Table 5.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	To elect A. Lukashenko once again
	41.1
	48.8
	40.4
	40.8
	50.1

	To give a chance to a new person
	54.4
	33.3
	46.5
	45.7
	38.9

	DA/NA
	4.5
	17.9
	13.1
	13.5
	11.0


6. "Will the president be elected in the first round, or will two rounds be required for the purpose, in your opinion?"

Table 6.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	President will be elected in the first round
	63.3
	48.2
	57.7
	53.1
	63.7
	61.5
	63.6
	73.2

	President will be elected in the second round
	17.1
	25.9
	22.1
	19.3
	15.1
	19.8
	18.2
	11.0

	DA/NA
	19.6
	25.9
	20.2
	27.6
	21.2
	18.7
	18.2
	15.8


Table 6.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	President will be elected in the first round
	62.8
	72.0
	59.8
	62.5
	65.2

	President will be elected in the second round
	16.5
	9.5
	18.6
	18.8
	17.6

	DA/NA
	20.7
	18.5
	21.6
	18.7
	17.2


Table 6.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	President will be elected in the first round
	52.6
	65.0
	56.0
	72.9
	55.3

	President will be elected in the second round
	19.5
	18.5
	25.0
	9.5
	23.3

	DA/NA
	27.9
	16.5
	19.0
	17.6
	21.4


Table 6.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	President will be elected in the first round
	50.7
	48.7
	78.0
	72.9
	67.9
	60.9
	69.7

	President will be elected in the second round
	19.1
	31.7
	14.3
	15.9
	7.7
	9.2
	18.0

	DA/NA
	30.2
	19.6
	7.7
	11.2
	24.4
	29.9
	12.3


Table 6.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	President will be elected in the first round
	50.7
	66.3
	67.5
	59.2
	70.1

	President will be elected in the second round
	19.1
	8.1
	16.2
	20.2
	19.4

	DA/NA
	30.2
	25.6
	16.3
	20.6
	10.5


7. "Whom will you vote for at the presidential elections if the listed bellow candidates are included into the ballot paper?"

Table 7.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	47.8
	27.8
	30.2
	25.5
	36.2
	40.6
	54.2
	76.8

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	16.5
	18.5
	18.1
	26.9
	19.6
	18.0
	16.7
	7.6

	For a different candidate
	6.7
	9.3
	12.1
	9.0
	7.7
	6.8
	5.7
	3.1

	For no one
	13.5
	22.2
	17.4
	15.9
	20.0
	16.9
	13.3
	2.0

	DA/NA
	15.5
	22.2
	22.2
	22.7
	16.5
	17.7
	10.1
	9.5


Table 7.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	76.0
	74.1
	42.1
	36.9
	40.0

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	10.7
	7.5
	14.9
	21.4
	24.1

	For a different candidate
	0
	2.8
	6.7
	8.9
	10.5

	For no one
	3.4
	7.5
	17.9
	15.9
	9.5

	DA/NA
	9.9
	8.1
	18.4
	16.9
	15.9


Table 7.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	24.3
	45.8
	26.7
	77.2
	34.6

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	24.6
	16.8
	22.8
	7.3
	20.2

	For a different candidate
	9.7
	6.1
	13.9
	2.8
	10.6

	For no one
	24.6
	12.5
	16.8
	4.0
	19.2

	DA/NA
	16.8
	18.8
	19.8
	8.7
	15.4


Table 7.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	40.3
	40.0
	63.2
	55.0
	37.2
	42.5
	57.6

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	19.4
	24.4
	11.7
	7.1
	16.8
	22.4
	12.2

	For a different candidate
	11.5
	13.3
	2.2
	7.1
	6.6
	2.9
	1.7

	For no one
	14.9
	6.2
	8.1
	14.2
	23.0
	19.0
	10.6

	DA/NA
	13.9
	16.1
	14.8
	16.4
	16.4
	13.2
	17.9


Table 7.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	For Alexander Lukashenko
	40.3
	52.6
	42.7
	44.6
	56.5

	For Vladimir Neklyaev
	19.4
	13.8
	17.2
	14.6
	17.1

	For a different candidate
	11.5
	0.8
	3.2
	9.4
	7.9

	For no one
	14.9
	16.2
	21.7
	10.1
	6.6

	DA/NA
	13.9
	16.6
	15.2
	20.3
	11.9


8. "Do all presidential contenders, in your opinion, have equal conditions in the course of the present election campaign?"

Table 8.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	41.6
	25.9
	32.9
	25.3
	25.8
	39.8
	43.2
	66.4

	No
	46.3
	59.3
	53.0
	63.0
	59.6
	52.3
	45.8
	20.3

	DA/NA
	12.1
	14.8
	14.1
	11.7
	14.6
	7.9
	11.0
	13.3


Table 8.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	66.4
	62.6
	41.3
	29.0
	30.8

	No
	23.0
	23.2
	44.3
	61.1
	60.6

	DA/NA
	10.6
	14.2
	14.4
	9.9
	8.6


Table 8.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	20.1
	41.2
	30.7
	64.8
	29.1

	No
	66.2
	50.2
	58.4
	20.9
	51.5

	DA/NA
	13.7
	8.6
	10.9
	14.3
	19.4


Table 8.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes
	36.2
	46.2
	58.7
	44.1
	32.0
	31.0
	42.4

	No
	54.0
	48.9
	36.4
	42.4
	46.7
	52.9
	40.6

	DA/NA
	9.8
	4.9
	4.9
	13.5
	21.3
	16.1
	17.0


Table 8.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	36.2
	42.1
	42.4
	41.9
	44.6

	No
	54.0
	37.2
	49.0
	41.9
	46.9

	DA/NA
	9.8
	20.7
	8.6
	16.2
	8.5


9. "Do you think the presidential elections in Belarus on 19, December 2010 are going to be independent and just?"

Table 9.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	46.8
	32.1
	34.2
	35.2
	34.6
	40.3
	47.7
	72.6

	No
	32.9
	39.6
	40.3
	46.2
	43.5
	39.2
	33.0
	11.0

	DA/NA
	20.3
	28.3
	25.5
	18.6
	21.9
	20.5
	19.3
	16.3


Table 9.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	72.7
	68.7
	44.5
	33.6
	40.9

	No
	16.5
	14.2
	31.0
	45.1
	44.1

	DA/NA
	10.8
	17.1
	24.5
	21.3
	15.0


Table 9.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	23.6
	45.8
	34.7
	71.6
	38.8

	No
	53.5
	33.7
	40.6
	11.6
	42.7

	DA/NA
	22.9
	20.5
	24.7
	16.8
	18.5


Table 9.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes
	39.9
	48.2
	63.4
	56.7
	32.7
	29.3
	55.5

	No
	37.5
	37.6
	26.3
	26.9
	41.3
	35.6
	24.9

	DA/NA
	22.6
	14.2
	10.3
	16.5
	26.0
	35.1
	19.6


Table 9.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	39.9
	44.5
	47.1
	46.6
	52.9

	No
	37.5
	22.7
	41.1
	26.5
	34.0

	DA/NA
	22.6
	32.8
	11.8
	26.9
	13.1


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

Table 10.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	41.0
	31.5
	33.6
	22.8
	29.2
	36.7
	42.0
	64.5

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	47.1
	57.4
	53.7
	67.6
	58.1
	49.6
	46.6
	24.8

	DA/NA
	11.9
	11.1
	12.7
	9.6
	12.7
	13.7
	11.4
	10.7


Table 10.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	60.3
	62.3
	40.2
	29.4
	31.7

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	32.2
	25.9
	46.2
	59.4
	56.6

	DA/NA
	7.5
	11.8
	13.6
	11.2
	11.7


Table 10.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	19.7
	40.8
	31.0
	62.2
	33.3

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	68.3
	48.3
	57.0
	25.6
	51.0

	DA/NA
	12.0
	10.9
	12.0
	12.2
	15.7


Table 10.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	35.9
	49.1
	51.5
	52.4
	32.3
	36.8
	31.4

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	56.1
	48.2
	39.5
	37.1
	46.7
	48.9
	48.9

	DA/NA
	8.0
	2.7
	9.0
	10.5
	21.0
	14.3
	19.7


Table 10.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is an impartial body which is guided in its work only by the law
	35.9
	41.9
	43.5
	42.2
	41.5

	The Central Election Commission of the Republic of Belarus is a body which is guided in its work by the instructions of the president, in the first place
	56.1
	36.1
	51.1
	37.5
	50.6

	DA/NA
	8.0
	22.0
	5.4
	20.3
	7.9


11. "Will it be possible, in your opinion, to trust the officially announced results of the presidential elections in Belarus?"

Table 11.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	52.4
	35.2
	38.0
	33.8
	40.2
	48.0
	58.6
	76.3

	No
	30.1
	44.4
	38.0
	42.1
	37.2
	35.1
	26.2
	13.2

	DA/NA
	17.5
	20.4
	24.0
	24.1
	22.6
	16.9
	15.2
	10.9


Table 11.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	77.7
	73.9
	49.7
	42.3
	42.1

	No
	14.0
	14.2
	30.4
	38.4
	38.9

	DA/NA
	8.3
	11.9
	19.9
	19.3
	19.0


Table 11.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	31.5
	52.4
	34.7
	74.9
	44.7

	No
	45.5
	29.6
	44.6
	13.8
	35.9

	DA/NA
	23.0
	18.0
	20.7
	11.3
	19.4


Table 11.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region 

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

	Yes
	42.5
	56.9
	60.1
	62.6
	38.8
	41.4
	64.8

	No
	36.2
	33.8
	26.5
	24.0
	38.8
	26.4
	22.2

	DA/NA
	21.3
	9.3
	13.4
	13.4
	22.4
	32.2
	13.0


Table 11.5. Depending on the type of settlement 

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	42.5
	50.4
	50.6
	58.1
	58.6

	No
	36.2
	22.4
	34.5
	24.7
	30.7

	DA/NA
	21.3
	27.2
	14.9
	17.2
	10.7


12. "If you consider that the presidential elections results have been adulterated, how will you most probably behave?"

Table 12.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	40.5
	42.6
	31.3
	37.9
	41.2
	41.0
	42.8
	42.5

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	10.9
	16.7
	21.3
	13.8
	11.5
	9.7
	9.8
	5.6

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	24.1
	18.5
	22.0
	27.6
	25.8
	24.5
	25.0
	22.3

	DA/NA
	24.5
	22.2
	25.4
	20.7
	21.5
	26.8
	22.4
	29.6


Table 12.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	47.0
	43.3
	41.3
	38.5
	35.3

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	5.0
	8.6
	11.1
	11.7
	14.9

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	24.0
	19.5
	20.4
	30.7
	26.2

	DA/NA
	24.0
	28.6
	27.2
	19.1
	23.6


Table 12.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	35.6
	42.2
	37.6
	41.7
	43.1

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	15.6
	9.4
	18.8
	6.3
	17.6

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	25.9
	24.4
	25.7
	22.9
	19.6

	DA/NA
	22.9
	24.0
	17.9
	29.1
	19.7


Table 12.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	34.4
	43.6
	44.8
	43.3
	28.9
	37.0
	50.9

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	7.3
	9.8
	22.9
	17.0
	3.6
	9.8
	7.8

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	25.0
	10.6
	23.8
	19.9
	29.9
	35.8
	25.7

	DA/NA
	33.3
	36.0
	8.5
	19.8
	37.6
	17.4
	15.6


Table 12.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	I will concur with them as it will be impossible to change them any more
	34.4
	30.9
	51.0
	43.8
	40.3

	I will take part in mass protests in order to try changing the results
	7.3
	12.2
	17.8
	12.7
	5.9

	I will not believe the results and will be very upset, but I will not participate in mass protest actions
	25.0
	25.6
	17.5
	17.6
	32.1

	DA/NA
	33.3
	31.3
	13.7
	25.9
	21.7


13. "Speaking before the Russian journalists not long ago, A. Lukashenko called the policy of the Kremlin towards Belarus “thoughtless and brainless” conducted by a “handful of bureaucrats”. Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?"

Table 13.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	I agree with such an assessment
	35.5
	34.0
	28.7
	24.7
	26.4
	34.5
	35.2
	50.8

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	46.0
	39.6
	52.0
	61.6
	55.6
	47.1
	44.7
	30.5

	DA/NA
	18.5
	26.4
	19.3
	13.7
	18.0
	18.4
	20.1
	18.7


Table 13.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	I agree with such an assessment
	47.9
	50.2
	32.2
	31.1
	30.9

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	39.7
	28.4
	46.3
	53.3
	52.7

	DA/NA
	12.4
	21.4
	21.5
	15.6
	16.4


Table 13.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	I agree with such an assessment
	23.9
	34.7
	29.7
	48.1
	31.1

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	61.2
	48.0
	44.6
	29.8
	52.4

	DA/NA
	14.9
	17.3
	25.7
	22.1
	16.5


Table 13.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	I agree with such an assessment
	29.3
	40.4
	54.3
	49.4
	26.2
	20.1
	29.3

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	53.0
	51.6
	33.6
	31.8
	43.0
	60.9
	45.9

	DA/NA
	17.7
	8.0
	12.1
	18.8
	30.8
	19.0
	24.8


Table 13.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	I agree with such an assessment
	29.3
	28.3
	38.2
	41.0
	38.6

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	53.0
	41.3
	47.8
	37.2
	48.3

	DA/NA
	17.7
	30.4
	14.0
	21.8
	13.1


14. "In response Russian president D. Medvedev publicly announced that "president Lukashenko in his utterances steps over the bounds of diplomatic rules, as well as of common human decency; torrents of accusations and abuse are directed at Russia and its leadership. This is what the whole Lukashenko’s election campaign is built upon". Some people agree with such an assessment, others do not. And what do you think?"
Table 14.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	I agree with such an assessment
	40.9
	43.4
	47.3
	52.7
	46.5
	43.2
	39.0
	28.5

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	39.7
	26.4
	31.3
	32.9
	32.7
	39.2
	38.6
	54.5

	DA/NA
	19.4
	30.2
	21.4
	14.4
	20.8
	17.6
	22.4
	17.0


Table 14.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	I agree with such an assessment
	31.4
	28.4
	38.5
	50.7
	47.3

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	51.2
	49.8
	39.0
	32.9
	37.7

	DA/NA
	17.4
	21.8
	23.5
	16.4
	15.0


Table 14.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	I agree with such an assessment
	52.4
	41.2
	44.0
	28.6
	50.5

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	29.8
	40.7
	30.0
	50.6
	30.1

	DA/NA
	17.8
	18.1
	26.0
	20.8
	19.4


Table 14.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	I agree with such an assessment
	39.0
	38.5
	50.7
	40.6
	37.9
	45.1
	35.8

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	44.6
	50.0
	36.8
	41.8
	27.2
	35.3
	39.2

	DA/NA
	16.4
	11.5
	12.5
	17.6
	34.9
	19.6
	24.0


Table 14.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	I agree with such an assessment
	39.0
	29.7
	48.1
	39.7
	44.5

	I do not agree with such an assessment
	44.6
	37.4
	37.9
	37.1
	41.2

	DA/NA
	16.4
	32.9
	14.0
	23.2
	14.3


15. "Will the aggravated conflict between the Belarusian and Russian leadership influence the results of the presidential elections in Belarus, in your opinion?"

Table 15.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	It will seriously influence them
	13.5
	7.5
	15.4
	13.1
	14.2
	19.1
	13.7
	8.7

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	36.4
	35.8
	36.2
	37.9
	36.4
	41.0
	35.4
	33.0

	It will not influence them
	39.2
	41.5
	35.6
	39.3
	36.4
	33.1
	39.9
	46.8

	DA/NA
	10.9
	15.2
	12.8
	9.7
	13.0
	6.8
	11.0
	11.5


Table 15.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	It will seriously influence them
	2.4
	12.3
	12.7
	17.5
	15.8

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	29.8
	30.8
	35.6
	41.0
	39.2

	It will not influence them
	55.4
	46.0
	38.0
	32.6
	38.7

	DA/NA
	12.4
	10.9
	13.7
	8.9
	6.3


Table 15.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	It will seriously influence them
	20.5
	13.8
	11.0
	9.3
	9.7

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	35.4
	40.4
	40.0
	31.1
	33.0

	It will not influence them
	35.1
	35.5
	37.0
	47.4
	42.7

	DA/NA
	9.0
	10.3
	12.0
	12.2
	14.6


Table 15.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	It will seriously influence them
	5.2
	9.8
	16.6
	14.7
	14.4
	19.0
	18.7

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	41.8
	41.3
	29.1
	27.6
	34.4
	44.8
	33.5

	It will not influence them
	48.8
	46.2
	43.5
	44.8
	29.7
	27.0
	29.6

	DA/NA
	4.2
	2.7
	10.8
	12.9
	21.5
	9.2
	18.2


Table 15.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	It will seriously influence them
	5.2
	15.4
	18.2
	19.1
	10.7

	It will influence them , but it will not tip the balance
	41.8
	32.5
	32.9
	31.8
	40.4

	It will not influence them
	48.8
	30.1
	41.9
	35.6
	38.4

	DA/NA
	4.2
	22.0
	7.0
	13.5
	10.5


16. "Will the presidential elections in the Republic of Belarus be recognized as legitimate by the international community?"

Table 16.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes, they will
	43.9
	39.6
	34.2
	27.4
	40.4
	44.6
	46.6
	56.2

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	9.8
	9.4
	13.4
	12.3
	9.6
	10.1
	9.1
	7.6

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	21.8
	28.3
	24.2
	26.7
	25.4
	24.1
	21.2
	13.8

	DA/NA
	24.5
	22.7
	28.2
	33.6
	24.6
	21.2
	23.1
	22.4


Table 16.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes, they will
	60.3
	52.6
	44.6
	37.3
	35.9

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	8.3
	7.6
	9.8
	10.4
	11.8

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	12.4
	16.1
	21.1
	25.8
	27.7

	DA/NA
	19.0
	23.7
	24.5
	26.5
	24.6


Table 16.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes, they will
	33.0
	43.4
	37.6
	57.1
	34.0

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	10.4
	11.8
	10.9
	7.5
	5.8

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	27.2
	21.5
	28.7
	14.3
	29.1

	DA/NA
	29.4
	23.3
	22.8
	21.1
	31.1


Table 16.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes, they will
	44.6
	50.0
	37.5
	45.3
	44.9
	33.9
	49.1

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	9.1
	8.4
	21.0
	11.2
	4.1
	9.8
	5.3

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	13.2
	21.2
	29.5
	27.1
	16.8
	28.2
	21.1

	DA/NA
	33.1
	20.4
	12.0
	16.4
	34.2
	28.1
	24.5


Table 16.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes, they will
	44.6
	44.7
	38.0
	49.4
	44.1

	They will be recognized by Russia, but not by the West
	9.1
	8.1
	13.7
	10.9
	7.4

	They will be recognized neither by Russia, nor by the West
	13.2
	19.5
	34.8
	17.6
	22.3

	DA/NA
	33.1
	27.7
	13.5
	22.1
	26.2


DECEMBER – 2010

Presidential election 2010: a "post-battle scene"

The presidential election campaign 2010 is over. A "decisive battle" that analysts and journalists had used to quote suddenly turned in an actual slaughter in Minsk’s Independence Square on the election day and massive repressions against those opposed to the election results. However, the "smoke" that mantled the "post-battle scene" was caused not only by the actions taken by the Central Election Commission and special forces but also by also by the steps made by many representatives of the opposite camp – from the opposition leaders to journalist. The campaign beat all the records of obscurity and inconsistency in the estimates of its final results: it would be enough to remind that the votes announced in support of the president in office "varied" from slightly over 30% (according to the opposition’s data) to almost 80% (according to the CEC data) whereas those for his opponents, vice versa, varied from 20% to 2%, and both sides nearly swore reliability of the data. There is the impression that real election outcomes turned out not necessary to either of the political actors – each of them preferred "playing his own game" and solving his own problems under the coverage of propaganda "smoke screen" (including mythical ratings: for example, results of "voting" on the Radio Svaboda site showed that A. Sannikov’s rating reached 58.7% whereas A. Lukashenko’s rating did not exceed 3.3% during three months of "monitoring"!). A principal difference consisted of the amount of resources only: the president in office used the whole power of the State while the opposition preferred appealing to "outside forces". Electorate that was to be regarded as the key political actor of the election campaign "broke even" in the long run. We cherish no illusion that the published election results will somehow affect the opposing parties but hope that they will be necessary to the Belarusian society. Fully sharing the feeling of indignation with the authorities’ brutal reaction to objector rallies, we still do believe that objective assessment of the situation is more important than emotions because inadequate assessment will sooner or later lead to yet greater mistakes and cause even more emotions.

Thus, the post-election poll clearly showed that, first, 87-88% Belarusian electors had taken part in the election (actually the same as in the previous election), which is noticeably less than the officially announced 91% is much greater than the figure declared by some opposition leaders (less than a half). Second, the number of the persons who voted early – about 20% – was appreciably less than the officially announced 23% and much less than the figure stated by the opposition (more than one-third). Third, 51.1% of all the respondents, i.e. registered electors, voted for A. Lukashenko (39.9% in Minsk, 62.3% in rural areas) whereas the figures for other aspirants were as follows: V. Neklyaev – 8.3%, A. Sannikov – 6.1%, V. Rymashevsky – 3.7%, Ya. Romanchuk – 3.2%, A. Mikhalevich – 2.7%, N. Statkevich – 1.7%, G. Kostusev – 1.6%, V. Tereshchenko – 0.6%, D. Uss – 0.5% (all the opponents together received 28.4%), none of the above – 5.1%, and 3.8% did not want to answer to that question (Table 1). In percentage of the voter number (as well as considering the ‘breakdown’ of those who did not want to answer the direct question), it makes as follows, respectively: 58%, 9.7%, 7.0%, 4.2%, 3.7%, 3.0%, 1.9%, 1.8%, 0.7%, 0.6% (all the opponents – 32.6%).
	Table 1

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Who have you voted for at the presidential election on 19

December?", %


	Variant of answer
	Total
	In Minsk
	In rural areas
	To voter turnout

	G. Kostusev
	1.6
	0.5
	0.5
	1.8

	A. Lukashenko
	51.1
	39.9
	62.3
	58.0

	A. Mikhalevich
	2.7
	3.1
	2.5
	3.0

	V. Neklyaev
	8.3
	4.9
	8.5
	9.7

	Ya. Romanchuk
	3.2
	6.3
	1.8
	3.7

	V. Rymashevsky
	3.7
	5.9
	3.3
	4.2

	A. Sannikov
	6.1
	5.9
	5.0
	7.0

	N. Statkevich
	1.7
	3.8
	0.5
	1.9

	V. Tereshchenko
	0.6
	0.3
	1.0
	0.7

	D. Uss
	0.5
	0.3
	0.3
	0.6

	None of the above
	5.1
	3.8
	6.5
	5.8

	Did not want to answer the question
	3.8
	1.4
	1.8
	–

	Did not take part in the voting
	11.6
	21.7
	6.0
	–

	

	Total for alternative candidates
	28.4
	31.0
	23.4
	32.6


To remind: on 19 March 2006, A. Lukashenko received 63.1% (of the number of those who voted) whereas his three opponents (including S. Gaidukevich) – 30.3%. Hence, A. Lukashenko won the presidential election again (just as all our pre-election polls had predicted) and, in principle, could have done without ‘redistribution’ of almost 1,350,000 votes and massive repressions. 

Realizing political and moral responsibility of the moment, we have rechecked these figures for many times with both duplicate questions and multilateral cross analysis (interested readers can verify the level of the poll’s representativity and organizational and methodological reliability against the Annexes to the December poll results published on the IISEPS site). For example, A. Lukashenko received 53% for the question "If a Belarusian presidential election was held tomorrow again who would you vote for?" whereas V. Neklyaev received 6.9% (Table 2).
	Table 2

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If a Belarusian presidential election was held tomorrow again who would you vote for?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	A. Lukashenko
	53.0

	V. Neklyaev
	6.9

	A. Sannikov
	3.2

	G. Rymashevsky
	1.7

	Ya. Romanchuk
	1.5

	N. Statkevich
	1.5

	Other politician (11 names, less than 1% each)
	3.2

	Other question
	5.4

	DA/NA
	23.6


Concerning the question "If there was the second presidential election round and two candidates, A. Lukashenko and V. Neklyaev, made it to the second round, who would you vote for?", 57.1% would "categorically" or "rather" vote for A. Lukashenko and 23.9% for V. Neklyaev. In the opinion of 47.7% respondents, the president was elected in the first round while 23.3% believe that the second round must be held (Table 3).
	Table 3

	Distribution of answers to the question: "If there was the second presidential election round and two candidates, A. Lukashenko and V. Nekliaev, made it to the second round, who would you vote for?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	Categorically for A. Lukashenko
	33.6

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	23.5

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	13.3

	Categorically for V. Neklyaev
	10.6

	I did not decide
	5.3

	I would not vote at all
	9.7

	DA/NA
	4.0


53.3% gave a positive answer to the following question: "A. Lukashenko has become the president of the country again. Did you personally want that?" whereas a negative answer was given by 40%. The answer percentages for the question "Do you trust the president?" are 55% and 34.1%, respectively.
In short, the result is actually the same, all around. The only exception is that A. Lukashenko’s electorate remains at no lower than 93% in all the cross tables, i.e. it is extremely consolidated (whatever way you ask those people they will still elect the "Batka") whereas 55.9% of the people who voted for V. Neklyaev would be ready to vote for him again, and 44.6% of those who voted for A. Sannikov would vote for him again. It means that A. Lukashenko remains an indisputable leader for most electors suited by the current life one way or another whereas the discordant minority has no such leader. And although support for the present president has decreased during the last five years at least by 5-6%, he still remains an acceptable leader for millions of Belarusians.

Estimates of the election campaign correlate with the voting results as well. For example, 54.4% respondents believe that the election was free and fair while 32.3% adhere to an opposite opinion; 46.8% respondents are sure that all the candidates had equal conditions during the election while 39.9% adhere to an opposite opinion; 62.6% believe that the election results announced by the CEC are "definitely or rather valid" whereas 29.4% think they are "rather or definitely falsified"; 17.3% of those who voted early say that they did so upon their own initiative whereas 3.2% state they were forced. 27.6% believe that the fact that the West did not recognize results of the election because they fail to meet the OSCE standards and supported the opposition’s demands on the second voting round or new election was a fair decision whereas 46.9% think it was not. All these figures are also quite close to similar figures seen in 2006.

However, some noticeable differences are also present. For example, 60.3% electors in 2006 made their final decision on which candidate they would vote for long before the voting while now the figure is 40.2%. Whereas 14% felt pressure in 2006 aimed to force them to vote for a certain candidate, now they accounted for 6.5%. The number of electors believing that trust in election results would be higher if election commissions included representatives of all political forces increased by 5% to make up 64.8%. The issues most important in making a decision on a candidate to vote for still include general life quality (45.5%) and price rise (24.7%) but the latter issue has "grown" by 5%. The overall level of elector awareness has increased: 92.1% know about the events on the Independence Square in Minsk on 19 December whereas the percentage of such persons in 2006 was 69.4%. Only 35.8% trust results of the exit polls conducted by the pro-power Committee of Youth Organizations and ECOOM Centre whereas 37.9% don’t trust them believing that the above-mentioned organizations deliberately presented distorted information for the benefit of those who paid for their studies (in 2006, the ratio was 45.6% vs. 29.9%).

In general, the election 2010 has undoubtedly strengthened the feeling of split in the Belarusian society: whereas 55.9% respondents believed in 2006 that A. Lukashenko’s victory had even more consolidated the Belarusian society and 27.1% stated that the victory had yet more split it, the ratio for the election 2010 is 43.1% vs. 35.3%.

IISEPS analytical materials have more than once mentioned the complicated relations the Belarusians have with public authorities: 30% respondents say now that representatives of authorities have treated them ill during the last three years; only 49.6% agree with the statement made by A. Lukashenko at the IV All-Belarusian People’s Assembly that the country’s political and economic development line has been chosen correctly and that it will not change in the next five years whereas 36.3% disagree. At the same time, people feel that authorities treat different population groups in different ways, that there are "ins and outs". For example, when estimating the degree of social tension in the society, almost a half of respondents believe that the tension exists but less than in Russia and other CIS countries, and only 27.2% are sure there is no such tension (five years ago, the ratio was 39% vs. 35%). One of the most unpleasant and formidable consequences of this division consists of many people’s estrangement not only from authorities but from each other as well: 70% believe that one should be very cautious in relations with people while only 25% say that most people may be trusted. All in all, the number of those believing that the situation in Belarus generally develops in the right direction has decreased from 59.5% to 54.2% over that time while the number of those believing that it goes in the wrong direction has on the contrary grown from 30.7% to 32.5%.

However, the split in the Belarusian society on political grounds that IISEPS has been writing about since the middle 1990s and the president has already started saying about as well not at all pushes objectors "to the opposition’s arms". The question "Do you consider yourself to be in the opposition to the present authorities?" received a positive answer from 18.9% respondents; answering the question "How do you treat participation in public actions to express your opinion?", 11.8% confirm their willingness to take part in rallies, demonstrations and pickets, 8.6% say they are ready to take part in strikes, 4.6% – in hunger-striking, and 3.8% – in armed struggle; when asked about attitude to the Independence Square events, 51.8% said they did not approve such protest actions whereas 17.4% approve (the ratio was 45.9% vs. 20.4% in 2006). These figures are much smaller than the number of those offended and discordant. Moreover, when asked the question "What is more important to you now – maintaining the current situation in the country or changing it?", more people choose maintaining rather than changing: 49.7% vs. 41.2% (five years ago, the ratio was opposite: 37.4% vs. 53.8%). As we can see, although a "premonition of instability" is gradually growing, there is no mass urge towards radical changes so far (while some opposition leaders peremptorily state there is); it is quite likely to cause an inverse effect – expectation of a "hard power" that one "could rely on in time of need".

Talking about the election outcome, we cannot but mention their geopolitical factor. A "quintessence" of Belarusians’ geopolitical orientations consists of the answer to the question still seeming absurd to many devotees of "geopolitical purity": "In your opinion, is it possible for Belarus to integrate simultaneously with both Russia and the European Union?". A positive answer to this question was given by 40.4% while 41% responded negatively. This fundamental feature of the Belarusian electorate revealed by the Institute as far back as ten years ago ("both to the East and the West") became one of the reasons of A. Lukashenko’s victory on the December election: for most electors, the election still was a rivalry of the two poles – president-Russia and opposition-West.

In connection with the election, special attention was paid in the poll to the information problem. Despite dominating oppositional attitudes in the Belarusian internet (and it is used daily, several times a week or month by 48.8% compared to 21.2% in 2006!), the idea, popular there, that "Belarus is against Lukashenko" does not reflect reality. For example, in the opinion of 60.4% respondents, information received from official sources corresponds to their real life while 39.2% disagree. One cannot explain that with the idea that people learned or understood something not to a full extent: the point is not so much objective information shortage as the fact that the "objectivities" themselves are different for the split society. The well-known proverb "what is good to a Russian is death to a German" can quite be applied to Belarusians divided not so much "along Huntington’s line" as "along Lukashenko’s line". This is confirmed by numerous data. For example, 42.8% respondents have found information materials (independent newspapers, leaflets, etc.) of public policy nature during the recent year (20% growth since March 2009); 32.7% familiarized themselves (via mass media, leaflets, communication with other people, etc.) with results of independent public opinion research in Belarus during the recent year (11% growth since 2006); 75.3% discuss public policy problems with their friends, relatives or colleagues continuously or from time to time; 50.7% receive information materials of some presidential candidate or met and talked with his representatives (10% growth since 2006). It is not surprising that TV addresses of presidential candidates (including TV debate) were seen by 67.4% (the greatest impression was made by addresses by V. Neklyaev – 9.7% and V. Rymashevsky – 4.8%), but they "essentially influenced" the candidate choice decision of only 7.2% electors and "influenced to some degree" 21.6% (the same level that in 2006).

In conclusion, we are citing the main finding of our pre-election analytics: "On the whole, the incumbent president’s positions have become weaker than prior to the third election but no corresponding reinforcement of his rivals’ positions can be seen: the aggregate rating of seven opposition candidates is 26.5% (the same as A. Milinkevich and A. Kozulin secured at the previous election), and for all the 14 candidates declaring their presidential ambition it is 28.7%. As can be seen, the overall figure of opposition electorate has actually not changed over the recent decade and still does not exceed 30%, i.e. about two million electors. However, while those percents were "distributed" among three candidates at the second and third elections, now they are likely to be divided among nine persons, which reduces the possible "ceiling" of electoral support. Yet, "the game is worth the candle": the candidate receiving, even not according to the CEC data (information in Belarus is spreading quickly), a million or a million and a half votes will obtain a "mandate of trust" that can become an extremely important condition of a new and, possibly, quite real rather than virtual game after the election in the sweepingly changing geopolitical situation". Unfortunately, this finding proved true: the greatest number of vote received by one of the nine alternative candidates (V. Neklyaev) turned out half as many as A. Milinkevich received in 2006.

As can be seen actually from all the indicators, the main reason of A. Lukashenko’s another victory at the presidential election in December consists of the "two Belaruses" living for many years in this country a larger part of which is represented by the president so far. Reappraisal of actions, whoever undertakes it, must begin with recognition of this reality.

Election outcomes broken down by main socio-demographic groups

As can be seen from data of the post-election national poll (Table 4), among the candidates for which voting at the presidential election 2010 was held, a result exceeds a sampling error only for the first five of them. In connection therewith, further analysis will cover only those politicians. Comparing data of the poll with official data, one should take the availability of the "did not want to answer" option into consideration. Although its percentage is not significant (3.8%), its allocation to other options nevertheless leads to some increase in their values. In particular, if we assume proportional allocation, then the value of each of other items is going to grow by 3.8% (A. Lukashenko will have 53.1%, V. Neklyaev – 8.6%, etc.). At the same time, considering non-transparency of vote counting in the Belarusian election system, we think that results of the post-election poll are more reliable than official data.
	Table 4

	Results of voting at the presidential election 19 December?*


	Variant of answer
	National poll
	Official data

	A. Lukashenko
	51.1
	72.2

	V. Neklyaev
	8.3
	1.6

	A. Sannikov
	6.1
	2.2

	V. Rymashevsky
	3.7
	1.0

	Ya. Romanchuk
	3.2
	1.8

	A. Mikhalevich
	2.7
	0.9

	N. Statkevich
	1.7
	1.0

	G. Kostusev
	1.6
	1.8

	V. Tereshchenko
	0.6
	1.1

	D. Uss
	0.5
	0.3

	None of the above
	5.1
	6.7

	Did not want to answer
	3.8
	–

	Did not take part in the voting
	11.6
	9.4

	* Data hereinafter is presented in percentage of the eligible elector count


The histogram presented in Fig. 1 shows that 59.4% female electors (63.8% in 2006) and 41.1% male ones (51.5% in 2006) voted for A. Lukashenko. Thus, election of A. Lukashenko as the president was secured mainly by female electors. At the same time, his support both from women and men has substantially decreased since the previous election.
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	Fig. 1. Voting results by gender


Other aspirants, except for V. Rymashevsky, on the contrary, obtained more votes from men than from women: V. Neklyaev – 11.1% vs. 6.1%; A. Sannikov – 8.5% vs. 4.1%; Ya. Romanchuk – 4.8% vs. 1.9.%. V. Rymashevsky had 4.1% among women while he only secured 3.2% among men.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, A. Lukashenko achieved victory in all age groups, and by a wide margin from competitors. His advantage looks especially considerable in older age groups. We should point out at the same time that his support from all age groups (except 20-24 years) has somewhat decreased since the previous years. For example, he was supported at the election 2010 by 72.7% electors in the oldest group whereas the figure in 2006 was 79.6%; in 50-59 years, the results are 55.2% and 66.8%, respectively, etc.
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	Fig. 2. Voting results by age


At the same, if we look at the level of support for A. Lukashenko considering a five-year age group shift, we can see that population ageing (and, accordingly, population movement to older age groups) causes no adequate reinforcement of support for him on their part. In other words, as age increases, the existing population maintains their previous attitude to A. Lukashenko to a considerable degree. It follows thence that his support in older age groups will keep going down.

As far as younger ages are concerned, greater support for A. Lukashenko can be noted therein. It is interesting that a higher level of support among youth was seen in the 18-19 group five years ago. Quite probably, a considerable share of exactly those electors increased support for A. Lukashenko in the 20-24 group in five years. Meanwhile, the current youngest group is also the most radical in its negative attitude to A. Lukashenko: although he gathered twice as many votes as his immediate competitor in this group, all his competitors in total secured more votes than he did. Of course, if all the electors had voted the way this group did, then the second round would have been needed to determine a winner (the second round would have been required according to voting results in all age groups below 40).

Among A. Lukashenko’s competitors, in all groups, except for two oldest ones, the greatest number of votes was secured by V. Neklyaev, and he was slightly outstripped in the oldest groups by A. Sannikov.

In terms of educational attainment, the tendency existing for many years mainly continues: the lower the respondents’ educational attainment, the greater the support for A. Lukashenko (Fig. 3). However, the level of this support in most groups (except for a higher-education one) has tangibly decreased during the past five years. In particular, support in the primary-education group was 77.4% in 2006, now being 69.2%; the incomplete-secondary-education group shows 75.9% and 68.6%, respectively, etc. However, the support increased a bit in the group of respondents having higher education – from 40.6% to 45.7%.
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	Fig. 3. Voting results by education


As far as A. Lukashenko’s competitors are concerned, the most appreciable support for them was provided by persons having general secondary and higher-level education. And here, V. Neklyaev takes the lead again.

Elector votes were distributed in a rather demonstrative way depending on their social status (Fig. 4). As can be seen, A. Lukashenko won the election in all groups. He gained an especially great advantage over his rivals in the groups of pensioners and public sector employees. In these groups, his victory was secured already in the first round. As far as three other groups are concerned, his advantage is more than notable there as well, even in the group of learners and students. However, he did not manage to achieve victory among them in the first round.
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	Fig. 4. Voting results by social status


As compared to the previous election, the level of support for A. Lukashenko decreased quite noticeably almost in every status group (except for the private sector employees). For example, the level of support in the group of pensioners dropped from 80.9% to 72.5%, and in the group of learners and students it fell down from 43.1% to 36%, etc. As far as the private sector employees group is concerned, the level of support for A. Lukashenko did not actually change over the five years and remained almost the lowest. It became even lower only in the group of unemployed and housewives, having dropped almost twice during the five years (mainly due to the unemployed).

Concerning A. Lukashenko’s competitors, V. Neklyaev obtained the greatest support among the employed. It was only A. Sannikov who outstripped him in the group of unemployed and housewives.

Data in the histogram in Fig. 5 show that A. Lukashenko achieved clear victory in all regions of the country. He obtained most of all votes in Brest and Grodno regions (63.9% and 62.6%, respectively). Five years ago, Gomel, Mogilev and Minsk oblasts were leaders in this respect (74.9%, 64.3%, 64.2%, respectively). This time, it is these regions showing substantial drop of support for him. As far as Minsk city electors are concerned, support for A. Lukashenko is traditionally the lowest here (39.9% in 2010 and 41.6% in 2006).
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	Fig. 5. Voting results by region of residence


Among his rivals, V. Neklyaev looks most successfully who achieved leadership among A. Lukashenko’s competitors almost in all regions, except for Minsk city and Mogilev oblast where most votes went to A. Sannikov. It can also be pointed out that V. Rymashevsky slightly outstripped A. Sannikov in Minsk oblast.

No less influence is made upon the electoral choice by the type of settlement where electors are living (Fig. 6).
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	Fig. 6. Voting results by settlement type


As can be seen, A. Lukashenko gathered the majority of votes in all settlement types. As always, he achieved the greatest success in rural areas as well as in towns and oblast centres where his victory was secured already in the first round. It should be pointed out, however, that the level of support for A. Lukashenko tangibly decreased as compared to the previous election in all settlement types, especially in cities and rural areas.

As regards his competitors, V. Neklyaev secured the greatest support in rural areas, towns and cities whereas A. Sannikov somewhat outstripped him in oblast centres. In the capital, this kind of the opposition’s "areal", the voting actually identified no leader among competitors to the incumbent president: Ya. Romanchuk obtained a slight advantage over all whereas the lowest support was provided to V. Neklyaev, however strange it might seem. Attention can also be paid to the extremely low level of support for V. Rymashevsky in towns.

Early voting

Early voting is one of the national features of the Belarusian election system. In the opinion of opponents of the authorities, this feature did not emerge from nothing because exercising the control over the early voting process is actually impossible at least due to the fact that ballot throw-in mainly takes place after closing of polling stations. That’s why it is not for nothing that the CEC regularly rejects any request to permit twenty-four hour duty of observers at polling stations.

According to official data, 23.1% electors included on voting lists voted early. The percentage of early voters was substantially higher at the election 2006, 31.3%. Data of the poll conducted by IISEPS in December is appreciably lower than the results announced by the CEC (Table 5). Nevertheless, if confirms massive character of early voting. As can be seen, every fifth elector voted early in 2010 and every fourth did so in 2006. To all appearances, reducing activity of early voting should be explained by a general tendency towards liberalization of the election process.
	Table 5

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "If you took part in the voting, did you vote early (14-18 December) or on Sunday, 19 December?", %



	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	
	
	All
respondents
	Trust

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust

A. Lukashenko

	Voted early (14-18 December)
	25.7
	19.8
	25.1
	12.8

	Voted on Sunday, 19 December
	65.8
	67.8
	68.5
	65.1

	NA
	8.5
	12.4
	6.4
	21.4


The percentage of electors trusting A. Lukashenko and having voted early turned out to be two times higher than the share of those who do not trust him. Such distortion must not surprise. Many opponents of the authorities realize the early voting’s role in the overall mechanism of election result falsification, so they prefer voting on the main day. The high share of respondents who did not answer the question mentioned in Table 5 among those who do not trust A. Lukashenko is related to their lower turnout.

As regards compulsion to early voting, it is not of massive character. In 2006, the fact of compulsion to early voting was mentioned by 4.9% respondents whereas the figure in 2010 was 3.2%. It should be remembered, however, that by no means all Belarusians accept the purposeful activity of authorities (enterprise and institution managers) to ensure early voting as compulsion. It is true, first of all, for electors loyal to authorities.

According to the CEC, overall 90.7% electors took part in the voting, which is about 2% less than in 2006. The IISEPS poll confirms high turnout (see the next-to-last row in Table 6). Attention is drawn by substantial decrease in the share of electors who decided to take part in the election long before the voting (–20.2 points compared to 2006). Accordingly, the share of those who decided to visit a polling station on the eve of the voting and directly on the voting day increased (+12.1 points and +4.6 points, respectively). Such change in vote decision-making terms is especially notable against the background of 2001 and 2006 election results. It cannot be ruled out that abundance of presidential candidates contributed to the anomaly recorded. However, the Soviet habit of doing "one’s civil duty" at one’s last grasp still worked, which affected overall turnout.
	Table 6

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "When did you decide to take part in the voting?", %



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

	Long before the voting
	66.4
	68.3
	48.1

	On the eve of the voting (5 or 6 days)
	14.2
	17.1
	29.4

	On the voting day
	5.1
	5.9
	10.5

	Did not take part in the voting
	13.0
	8.0
	11.9

	NA
	1.3
	0.7
	0.1


	Table 7

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "When did you make your final decision on which one of the candidates you would vote for?", %



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

	Long before the voting
	53.7
	60.3
	40.2

	On the eve of the voting (5 or 6 days)
	24.5
	23.6
	34.3

	On the voting day
	7.4
	8.0
	13.4

	Did not take part in the voting
	13.0
	7.8
	12.0

	NA
	1.4
	0.3
	0.1


Our supposition is confirmed by data provided in Table 7. The percentage of respondents who decided about their candidate long before the voting turned out lower in 2010 compared to 2006 by the same amount (–20.1 points). Thus, the opposition’s many-faced nature, negative influence of which on mobilization of protest electorate many analysts had warned about, had no tangible impact on the Belarusians’ election activity in the long run.

Efforts taken by the authorities to compel electors to vote for a certain candidate are traditionally estimated by Belarusians higher than the efforts to coerce to early voting (Table 8). However, in this case also, the authorities’ liberal impulse was not left unnoticed: the share of those who felt compulsion decreased by 7.5 points.
	Table 8

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Did you feel any pressure exerted upon you to force you vote for a certain candidate?", %



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

	Yes
	8.7
	14.0
	6.5

	No
	79.3
	81.9
	88.1

	DA/NA
	12.0
	4.1
	5.4


Given such a high turnout, one should not talk about a prevailing reason for not taking part in the voting. Respondent answers to the question presented in Table 9 remain stable, especially if we compare columns 1 and 3. In the "fat" year of 2006, turnout was record-breaking high, which led to decrease in the number of answers in all options.
	Table 9

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "If you did not take part in the voting, then for what reason?", % (more than one answer is possible)


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

	I could not get to a polling station because I was busy doing other things
	4.4
	2.7
	4.6

	Whoever becomes the president he will not uphold my interests anyway
	4.4
	2.6
	4.5

	These election was not free and fair
	3.5
	2.9
	4.3

	I do not trust any of the candidates
	4.3
	1.5
	3.6

	Other reason
	3.4
	2.7
	2.6


Increase in the number of candidates who collected the required minimum of signatures did not result in a growing share of Belarusians signed for nomination of the candidates (Table 10). We can assume two explanations for this paradox. First of all, many signature collectors worked on a "multi-skilling" basis collecting signatures for nomination of a few candidates at once. Secondly, we cannot rule out the version once voiced by many independent analysts concerning over-loyalty of the CEC interested in "merry" elections.
	Table 10

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "What was your participation in the presidential election expressed in?", % (more than one answer is possible)


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

	I took part in the voting
	79.4
	87.2
	87.0

	I signed for nomination of a candidate
	14.8
	17.2
	15.6

	I campaigned for or against candidates
	3.6
	2.2
	2.6

	I took part in the work of an election commission
	2.6
	2.3
	2.6

	I collected signatures for nomination of a candidate
	1.7
	2.5
	2.1

	I took part as an observer
	1.3
	1.2
	1.1

	I took no part in this election
	15.0
	9.3
	9.7


Taking part in voting still remains the key form of political activity in the country, which allows defining a Belarusian as a "voting person". Even not recognizing the election as free and fair – and every third person did so in 2010 – a Belarusian goes to a polling station and fills in a ballot. Liberalization of the election process had no effect on a Belarusian’s desire to get actively involved therein (collect signatures, campaign, or take part in observation).

Free, fair and non-democratic

"Colour revolutions" can be viewed as a reaction of deceived electors to falsification of election results. Under imitational political regimes – and exactly such regimes are established actually in all the states joined under the CIS abbreviation – vote count falsifications are not an exception but a general rule. Imitator presidents cannot avoid massive falsifications because they will not manage to prolong their political immortality endlessly under real political competition. However, they are also unable to give up playing democracy. It is now a different "millennium around" (B. Pasternak), so even one of the last totalitarian states of the present proudly calls itself the "Korean People’s Democratic Republic".

According to a tradition existing in Belarus, authorities organize elections "as usually fairly", and the level of fairness and, hence, democratic character grows from election to election. Here’s just one statement by the Belarusian state head on this subject: "The election will be held according to the most democratic standards. Its legitimacy is more important to us than to anyone else in the world" (2.11.2010).

Data provided in Table 11 allows us to estimate the degree of public opinion criticism concerning democratic character of the two last presidential elections. There’s nothing unexpected in that public opinion has split into Belarus-standard "majority" and "minority", but not in the proportion that A. Lukashenko had to admit at a press conference 20 December under the pressure of massive protest rallies. The share of the "minority" is not 20%, but about 30%, as follows from the voting results. The data in Table 1 should be considered as another confirmation of a split in the Belarusian society. Please note that the "majority-to-minority" ratio almost does not differ from the ratio revealed in determination of voting results.
	Table 11

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "How do you think, was the Belarusian presidential election free and fair?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	
	
	All
respondents
	Trust

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust

A. Lukashenko

	Yes
	61.2
	54.4
	82.8
	11.6

	No
	27.2
	32.3
	8.2
	73.6

	DA/NA
	11.6
	13.3
	7.8
	14.5


Of course, respondents trusting A. Lukashenko and those not trusting him have, mildly speaking, different views on the level of freedom and fairness of the presidential election. By the way, solidity of the former’s opinion is a bit higher, which is reflected in the share of those who found difficulty in answering (7.8% vs. 14.5%).

Skeptical attitude of one-third of Belarusians concerning freedom and fairness of the election is not least of all connected with distrust of the CEC activities. It should be noted that liberalization did not raise the level of trust, which can be seen in the first row of Table 12. In 2001, a "simplified" list of answer options was provided for a similar question. At that time, 55.3% respondents voiced trust in the voting results announced by the Central Election Commission while 30.5% said they did not trust in them.
	Table 12

	Dynamics of answers to the question "How do you think, are the voting results announced by the 
Central Election Commission valid or falsified election results?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	Definitely valid
	38.1
	32.7

	Rather valid
	25.6
	29.9

	Rather falsified
	14.1
	16.2

	Definitely falsified
	14.9
	13.2

	DA/NA
	7.3
	8.0


Most respondents agree that participation of representatives of all political forces in election commissions would increase the level of trust in the election results. Percentage of such respondents is twice higher than the share of those having voted for A. Lukashenko (Table 13), i.e. certain political tolerance is not alien to a considerable part of A. Lukashenko’s supporters. At the same time, nearly every fifth Belarusian adheres to a point of view incompatible with democratic notions even in an imitated version. We believe that such persons make up a core of the state head’s supporters. Expressing their interests, A. Lukashenko just pursues a policy typical not simply for an authoritarian leader but for "Europe’s last dictator".
	Table 13

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Many our compatriots do not trust in the election results because there were no opposition representatives in election commissions. What do you think about that?", %


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

	Trust would be higher if representatives of all political forces were in election commissions
	59.5
	59.6
	64.8

	The commission must include only those persons who uphold interests of the existing authorities
	8.8
	18.6
	18.2

	DA/NA
	31.7
	21.8
	17.0


	Table 14

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "The U.S., the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and other influential international structures did not recognize results of the presidential election in Belarus because it "failed to meet the OSCE standards", and supported the opposition’s demands on holding the second voting round. Some people regard this decision as fair while other do not. What do you think?", %


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

	It’s a fair decision
	28.6
	27.3
	27.6

	It’s an unfair decision
	28.4
	54.2
	46.9

	NA
	43.0
	18.5
	25.5


It’s clear that a split society cannot have a common opinion on the West’s non-recognition of the election outcome (Table 14). The percentage of respondents considering such non-recognition as fair is the same as five years ago but it is 4.7 points lower than the percentage of those who do not regard the elections free and fair (Table 11). Such a gap proves vagueness of pro-European orientations among A. Lukashenko’s opponents. However, the share of those disagreeing with the West’s decision has decreased noticeably (–7.3 points). It’s a direct result of stronger imitational activity of the authorities during the recent year and a half or two years.

Any free and fair election assumes equal conditions for all candidates. At the same time, 40% Belarusians did not notice such equality (Table 15). That’s a bit less than five years ago. This time, it seems that the liberalization factor had some impact.
	Table 15

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, were equal conditions available to all the 
candidates during the election?", %



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

	Yes
	48.0
	48.3
	48.6

	No
	37.7
	43.1
	39.9

	DA/NA
	14.3
	8.6
	11.5


	Table 16

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, were there any breaches of legislation during the election campaign on the whole?", % (more than one answer is possible)


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

	Using state mass media for one candidate’s benefit
	27.6
	31.2
	21.7

	Authorities prevented A. Lukashenko’s opponents from holding agitation campaign
	13.0
	17.3
	10.0

	Activists were persecuted
	5.6
	17.3
	8.6

	Using financial resources over and above those provided for by law
	7.4
	12.9
	6.0

	Using agitation materials with no source data
	6.1
	5.1
	5.7

	Tearing-away of visual propaganda
	9.0
	9.2
	3.1

	DA
	33.9
	46.1
	41.0


Liberalization of the 2010 style shows itself also in the answers to the question given in Table 16. Although 90% air time was still provided to the authority candidate, the share of respondents mentioning use of the state-owned mass media for one candidate’s benefit decreased by 9.5 points. The percentage of those who noticed persecution of activists decreased two times, and the share of those who saw tearing-away of visual propaganda dropped threefold.

A liberal trend did not resulted in change of the main beneficiary of the election campaign (Table 17). In this sense, A. Lukashenko is unrivalled as before although the percentage of respondents who noticed breaches for his benefit decreased by 8.5 points. The loss of "other candidates" turned out to be almost threefold. We cannot but point out substantial increase in the share of those who did not notice any breach (+11.2 points).
	Table 17

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "If you did notice such breaches, then, in your opinion, for the benefit of which candidate were they committed?", %



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

	I noticed no breach
	30.9
	31.7
	42.9

	For A. Lukashenko’s benefit
	32.7
	37.1
	28.6

	For some other candidate’s benefit
	3.4
	11.5
	3.7

	For all the candidates’ benefit
	4.9
	2.4
	2.2

	DA/NA
	13.9
	16.2
	22.6


	Table 18

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Were any observers present at your polling station when you voted?", %



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

	Yes
	56.4
	57.1
	65.4

	No
	14.5
	20.7
	13.1

	DA/NA
	29.1
	22.2
	21.5


Visiting polling stations, Belarusians noticed observers considerably more often this time (Table 18). It’s hard to say how much these ideas represent reality. The percentage of Belarusians having taken part in observation is traditionally not higher than the statistical error. However, authors of this analytical material are aware of some cases when administration representatives instructed to play the observer role on behalf of parties and nongovernmental organizations loyal to authorities.

Liberalization of the election process did not increase Belarusians’ trust in the results obtained through exit polls (Table 19). It’s rather unexpected because elector polls at the exit from polling stations were officially permitted to be done by structures selected by authorities, hence their activities were described solely in a positive key by state mass media. Nevertheless, the percentage of respondents not believing in impartiality of information obtained in such polls exceeded the percentage of those who adhere to an opposite point of view.
	Table 19

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "As reported, BRYU and ECOOM Centre held elector polls at the exit from polling stations (so called exit polls). Results of those polls actually coincided with the official election results. Do you trust in results of those polls?", %*


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	Yes I do, because they gave citizens objective information on the voting process and results
	45.6
	35.8

	No I don’t, because they deliberately presented distorted information for the benefit of those who paid for their studies
	29.9
	37.9

	DA/NA
	24.5
	26.3

	* In 2006, exit polls were held only by ECOOM; in 2010, TNS PLC (Ukraine) held the polls in addition to the above-mentioned Belarusian structures


A key element of legitimacy of any authorities consists of the confidence vested in them by the population. The confidence, in its turn, can be generated both by massive expectations of better well-being due to a socioeconomic policy pursued by the authorities and by legitimacy of election procedures. These factors are complementary, and only a reasonable trade-off between them is able to secure stability. Under the conditions of imitational democracy, such a trade-off is unachievable, hence the Belarusian authorities have to place an emphasis on  vote-buying, not disdaining a force-using component as well.

Trust as a borrowed resource

Before starting our analysis, let’s refer to a thought by Polish sociologist Z. Bauman: "It is not clear who and what can be trusted because there’s no-one seen to control the general course of things – nobody can guarantee that everything will go in an expected direction. Life in insecure conditions is life at risk, and any person making decisions must himself pay for the risks he’s taking". To the Belarusians described by A. Lukashenko as a majority, the question on who should be trusted as well as the question on who controls the course of things is not topical. They know who in the country is responsible for total control, and they believe the controller. At the same time, representatives of the majority lay the responsibility for their individual risks on the same person. And, as far as the controller justifies the majority’s expectations, no loss of trust threatens him.

Only Orthodox Church and army are able to compete with the controller in terms of the level of trust. However, nature of their trust is different. They do not control the course of things, and they do not assume other people’s risks. They perform a solely symbolic function.

Data in Table 20 are ranked in terms of difference between trust ratings. During the period between the third and fourth presidential elections, independent mass media and independent research centers have found themselves among rating increment leaders. It should be noted that the December poll in 2010 was held, so to say, hot on the traces, i.e. literally a few days after the election whereas the poll in 2006 was seven months away from the election. However, that difference did not add any trust to state mass media (–0.9) where as Ms. Yermoshina’s CEC added 3.5 points to its "piggy bank".
	Table 20

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Do you trust the following state and public institutions?", %



	Institution
	Percentage of those 
who trust
	Difference

	
	10'06
	12'10
	

	Independent mass media
	37.7
	46.3
	8.6

	Independent research centres
	37.4
	44.0
	6.6

	Local executive committees
	39.6
	43.5
	3.9

	Entrepreneurs’ associations
	32.4
	36.2
	3.8

	Central Election Commission
	44.0
	47.5
	3.5

	Local councils of deputies
	38.5
	41.2
	2.7

	Militia
	42.8
	45.6
	2.6

	Government
	49.0
	51.6
	2.6

	Orthodox Church
	65.8
	68.3
	2.5

	Protestant Church
	17.2
	18.4
	1.2

	Trade unions members of the Federation of Trade Unions
	36.1
	35.4
	–0.7

	Human rights organizations
	38.4
	38.0
	–0.8

	State mass media
	53.8
	52.9
	–0.9

	Committee for State Security 
	44.1
	43.2
	–0.9

	State research centres
	43.9
	42.9
	–1.0

	Public prosecution offices
	48.3
	47.3
	–1.0

	Members of the Bar
	50.9
	49.9
	–1.0

	Catholic Church
	36.8
	35.4
	–1.4

	Courts
	50.4
	49.0
	–1.4

	Political parties supporting the present authorities
	35.6
	33.8
	–1.8

	Free and independent trade unions
	37.7
	33.3
	–4.4

	Army
	58.6
	53.6
	–5.0

	Opposition political parties
	21.4
	16.3
	–5.1

	President
	60.3
	55.0
	–5.3

	National Assembly
	42.5
	35.7
	–6.8


The National Assembly found itself in the first position from the bottom (–6.8). It’s hard to recall any blunder made by the legislators and able to devaluate their prestige, but it is also difficult to recall any independent legislative move by the Belarusian parliamentarians. Probably, the last line occupied by the National Assembly in Table 20 should be explained by the difficulties of recalling. As to symbolic capital, the historical past left no heritage to the legislators, unlike the Orthodox Church and the army.
However, the second position from the bottom occupied by the president should be regarded as a kind of outcome of the third five-year period. We have already pointed out for many times that the third presidential election in Belarus coincided with a year of the peak Russian subsidies. This is the reason of the maximum rating of the chief specialist for control of the course of things.

As regards the rating of trust in opposition political parties, it falls down after an election. That’s a tradition.

In a report at the IV All-Belarusian Assembly, the question on people’s complaints against judicial authorities was raised, perhaps for the first time ever. However, no decline in the rating of trust in the judicial system was noticed during national polls. For example, 31.6% respondents trusted courts in March 2003. The percentage of citizens offended by authorities has not grown in the country for recent years as well (Table 21).
	Table 21

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Have you been offended by representatives of authorities during the three recent years?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	No
	63.1
	66.7

	Yes, for many times
	8.2
	9.6

	Yes, for several times
	15.5
	12.2

	Yes, one time
	9.6
	8.1

	DA/NA
	3.6
	3.4


Power, like a banking system, is built on trust. Electors are the same as depositors, and if authorities stop inspiring confidence, they begin to withdraw their deposits on the mass scale, and then a collapse happens. There’s nothing surprising in that: resources of authorities, like of a banking system, are mainly borrowed.

Public trust paradoxes

In the recent IISEPS polls (September and December 2010), a standard question from the World Values Survey was asked (Table 22).
	Table 22

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people?", %


	Variant of answer
	09'10
	12'10

	Most people can be trusted
	23.6
	24.9

	You need to be very careful in dealing with people
	72.2
	69.9

	DA/NA
	4.2
	5.2


These Belarusian indicators are almost the same as in Russia where, according to studies conducted by Levada-Centre in 2006-2008, percentage of those saying that most people can be trusted was about a quarter of respondents.

Generally in the world, this indicator varies over rather wide range (Table 23).
	Table 23

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people?", % (World Values Survey, 2005-2008)


	Country
	Can be trusted

	Serbia
	15.3

	Mexico
	15.6

	Poland
	19.5

	Spain
	19.7

	Italy
	29.2

	Germany
	34.1

	Japan
	39.1

	USA
	39.6

	Switzerland
	51.1

	China
	52.3

	Finland
	58.8

	Sweden
	68.0


There is no direct relationship between the level of mutual trust of society members and its prosperity but still, certain correlation between them can be seen. A high level of trust allows building more developed and sophisticated forms of public cooperation and reduces interaction costs, particularly in doing business.

In what way is public trust distributed in Belarus among various socio-demographic groups? An answer to this question is provided by data in Table 24.
	Table 24

	Attitude between public trust and socio-demographic characteristics, %


	Characteristics
	Most people can 
be trusted
	You need to be very careful in 
dealing with people

	Gender:

	Male
	41.0
	46.2

	Female
	59.0
	53.8

	Age:

	18-19
	3.7
	4.1

	20-24
	7.7
	10.2

	25-29
	7.4
	10.3

	30-39
	13.5
	18.7

	40-49
	16.7
	18.2

	50-59
	14.9
	17.5

	60 +
	36.1
	21.0

	Education:

	Primary
	7.4
	6.4

	Incomplete secondary
	21.0
	11.3

	General secondary
	37.5
	38.9

	Special secondary
	21.0
	28.0

	Higher (including incomplete)
	13.0
	15.5


Data in Table 24 confirms the results obtained in September: women, respondents with lower educational attainment, and young people are more inclined to trust people.

Data in Table 25 shows that the people inclined to trust other people trust also all public and state institutions to a greater extent.
	Table 25

	Attitude between public trust and trust in public and state institutions, %


	Institution
	Most people can 
be trusted
	You need to be very careful in 
dealing with people

	Orthodox Church
	79.3
	66.5

	Catholic Church 
	42.8
	33.9

	National Assembly
	55.1
	29.5

	President
	79.8
	48.0

	Human rights organizations
	44.1
	37.3

	Militia
	63.5
	40.7

	Independent trade unions
	40.7
	32.0

	Federation of Trade Unions
	44.0
	33.9

	Opposition parties
	15.7
	16.9


As can be seen, trust in the institutions seems to grow out of trust in people: those who trust people are inclined to trust more both state institutions and most public institutions that often oppose state authorities in contemporary Belarus. This relationship is broken only concerning opposition parties, but even here a difference falls within coverage error.

However, it follows from data in Table 25 that persons trusting people are still more inclined to support the existing authorities. This is also confirmed by data in Table 26.
	Table 26

	Attitude between public trust and voting at the presidential election, %


	Variant of answer
	Most people can 
be trusted
	You need to be very careful in 
dealing with people

	For G. Kostusev
	0.5
	2.0

	For A. Lukashenko
	70.4
	44.5

	For A. Mikhalevich
	2.1
	2.8

	For V. Neklyaev
	6.9
	9.3

	For Ya. Romanchuk
	1.6
	3.4

	For V. Rymashevsky
	3.5
	3.7

	For A. Sannikov
	2.7
	7.9

	For N. Statkevich
	0.8
	2.0

	For V. Tereshchenko
	0
	0.8

	For D. Uss
	0.3
	0.7

	For one of the 9 candidates alternative to A. Lukashenko
	18.4
	32.4

	None of the above
	2.4
	6.1

	Did not want to answer this question
	4.0
	3.6

	Did not take part in the voting
	4.8
	13.4


The number of A. Lukashenko’s supporters among those who believe that people can be trusted is 1.5 times greater than among those who think that one must be very careful in dealing with people. Accordingly, percentage of supporters of an alternative among the "distrustful" is almost twice higher than among the "trustful"; this ratio is almost three to one among those who did not take in the voting.

Hence, a certain paradox is present: a rather high level of public trust is required for sustainable functioning of free market economy and democracy. This is not an iron law, as can be seen from Table 23: democratic Spain and Poland feature a lower level of public trust than Belarus whereas the Communist Party-led China demonstrates an exceptionally high level of trust. Still, such regularity does exist. In Belarus, however, a high level of public trust is typical for the groups whose political views are the most distant from democracy and free economy.

This inversion proves that Belarus will undergo a painful break when it transits to some other society organization. Many those now trusting people can change their attitude to those around in a new world comfortless to them. If at least some part of those who don’t trust people now fail to learn to trust them the overall level of public trust can drop down to a value at which stable functioning of democracy will not be possible.

Two thermometers for one temperature

In the poll held by IISEPS in December 2010, respondents were asked to estimate social tension in the society, a "degree" of social "temperature". That question had been asked earlier, right after the presidential election 2006 (Table 27).
	Table 27

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, which one of these judgments describes the degree of social tension in the Belarusian society most clearly?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	05'07
	12'10

	There is actually no social tension or conflicts in the Belarusian society
	35.9
	34.4
	27.2

	Social tension exists in the Belarusian society but it is less than in Russia and other CIS countries
	39.0
	43.5
	49.3

	Social tension in the Belarusian society is high and tends to keep growing
	17.1
	15.6
	16.8

	DA/NA
	8.0
	6.5
	6.7


As we can see, despite the cruel crackdown of the opposition’s manifestation 19 December and the subsequent wave of political repressions, social tension is regarded as considerable by few people, about the same number that pointed it out also in April 2006, after the dramatic events in the Square. However, the number of those who describe the situation as quite idyllic decreased a bit in December 2010 compared to April 2006, but this decrement went to increase the group of those believing that tension does exist, though not considerable.

What does this feeling of proneness to conflict and tension depends on, what factors stipulate it? An answer to this question is provided by data in Table 28.
	Table 28

	Attitude between social tension estimates and socio-demographic characteristics and political 
preferences, %


	Variant of answer
	There is actually no social tension or conflicts in the Belarusian society
	Social tension exists in the Belarusian society but it is less than in Russia and other CIS countries
	Social tension in the Belarusian society is high and tends to keep growing

	How has your material standing changed in the last three months?

	It has improved
	39.6
	45.7
	9.3

	It has not changed
	27.3
	51.8
	13.6

	It has become worse
	9.1
	48.3
	40.5

	What is more important to you now – maintaining the current situation in the country or changing it?

	Maintaining the current situation
	42.8
	49.3
	2.8

	Changing the current situation
	9.2
	52.3
	35.9

	Do you consider yourself to be in the opposition to the present authorities?

	Yes
	5.6
	31.9
	57.5

	No
	35.1
	52.8
	7.0

	Trust in the president:

	I trust
	38.7
	51.6
	5.0

	I don’t trust
	12.4
	42.1
	37.8

	Trust in state mass media:

	I trust
	38.5
	50.4
	6.5

	I don’t trust
	12.8
	47.9
	32.4

	Trust in non-state mass media:

	I trust
	26.2
	48.5
	23.7

	I don’t trust
	29.9
	50.0
	11.4

	Trust in opposition parties:

	I trust
	11.8
	50.8
	35.0

	I don’t trust
	34.5
	45.8
	13.4

	Have representatives of public authorities offended you in the last three years?

	No, they haven’t
	32.5
	50.5
	10.9

	Yes, for many times
	11.1
	52.1
	34.0

	Yes, for several times
	12.4
	45.4
	35.1

	Yes, for one time
	30.9
	48.0
	20.3

	If the State violated your rights, where will you go for help first of all?

	Law-enforcement bodies (militia, prosecution offices, court)
	40.3
	48
	6.3

	Administration of the president
	35.3
	53.2
	5.8

	Officials (city or oblast executive committee)
	25.0
	59.3
	6.5

	Non-governmental organizations
	16.9
	37.3
	44.1

	A deputy
	34.5
	34.5
	20.7

	State newspapers
	46.4
	53.6
	0

	Independent newspapers
	6.9
	55.2
	34.5

	I defend myself
	19.1
	42.6
	23.0

	No sense to defend myself because the State will win anyway
	17.1
	51.7
	26.3

	How do you think, was the Belarusian presidential election 19 December 2010 free and fair?

	Yes
	38.0
	53.1
	4.9

	No
	12.7
	41.9
	41.3

	Who did you vote for at the presidential election 19 December?

	A. Lukashenko
	37.7
	51.7
	4.5

	One of the 9 alternative candidates
	11.2
	45.6
	39.8

	Attitude to the protest action 19 December:

	I approve it
	9.5
	32.7
	54.8

	I doesn’t matter to me
	24.8
	53.4
	10.7

	I don’t approve it
	34.9
	52.4
	7.2

	A. Lukashenko has become the president of the country again. Did you personally want that?

	Yes
	38.0
	50.3
	4.6

	No
	14.9
	46.1
	34.9

	What is A. Lukashenko’s victory’s result?

	His victory consolidated the Belarusian society even more
	42.0
	48.5
	4.9

	His victory split the Belarusian society even more
	11.8
	49.2
	36.8

	Gender:

	Male
	22.8
	49.6
	20.9

	Female
	30.8
	49.0
	13.4

	Age:

	18-19
	27.6
	44.8
	24.1

	20-24
	17.1
	51.4
	25.3

	25-29
	16.7
	51.4
	27.1

	30-39
	20.6
	54.6
	17.6

	40-49
	23.7
	50.4
	18.9

	50-59
	22.1
	53.1
	15.9

	60 +
	45.8
	41.3
	6.7

	Education:

	Primary
	33.7
	49
	3.8

	Incomplete secondary
	50
	37.6
	8.1

	General secondary
	26.2
	48.2
	18

	Vocational
	19.2
	54.4
	19.7

	Higher (including incomplete)
	19.1
	54.1
	22.7


Data in Table 28 creates the impression that two countries live in one Belarus; different, and not small, social groups estimate the same situation almost in the diametrically opposed way. Among socio-demographic characteristics, age and education appear to be the strongest differentiating factors. Educated people and youth describe the situation as conflict-prone to a considerably higher extent. Besides, a distinct relation with people’s everyday practice can be observed: those who had to suffer offences from the State ascertain a high tension degree to a greater extent. However, the main factor determining estimates of the tension degree consists of political views and attitudes. Those who trust the current authorities voted for them; those who regard maintaining the current situation as more important than changes are much more in clined to believe that there is no tension in the society at all.

That’s a quite interesting and important phenomenon explaining some developments in the Belarusian social life. It is not surprising that people not accepting the present political, economic and social system point out a rather high degree of social tension: they live in steady stress, and their values, views, attitudes and actions are in permanent conflict with officially established ones. Another part is not only not in conflict with these official rules (as a matter of fact, these are their rules) but seems not to notice the frustration in which a considerable share of their compatriots lives. Speaking a priori, that another part could also record a high degree of social tension by blaming its social opponents thereof: they’d say everything is excellent in Belarus but some sorts of people are stirring up trouble. This does not happen, however: supporters of the authorities just do not notice social tension.

Perhaps, it can partly be explained by different social practices of relevant groups: a man living on a pension just does not face problems a businessperson has to cope with. Besides, direct, head-on conflicts between people and social groups with different attitudes are really not typical for the Belarusian society: such conflicts are mediated by the State: demonstrators in the Independence Square of Minsk on 19 December were broken up not by the same demonstrators supporting A. Lukashenko but special police squads and special forces of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Generally speaking, for opponents of authorities in the society, the events of 19 December were their conflict whereas supporters of the authorities regarded them as "putting things in order". One should consider that supporters of the authorities have a non-interlocutory, regulatory nature of attitudes and views. That’s why some of them tend to understate the scale of the conflict subjectively; they think that the several thousand people taking to the streets in protest are not representatives of a considerable part of the society but "a bunch of bullies", and tough reprisal against them is just not a social conflict. By all appearances, this logic provides the basis for actions taken by the authorities that need an absolute, shattering victory: there may not be many people adhering knowingly wrong views in the society.

Our objective in this case is not to analyze the reasons why A. Lukashenko has such a political philosophy but to state that it is shared also by a considerable part of his supporters.

Protest potential

Stability is a sacral concept for any authorities, and the Belarusian authorities are not an exception in this sense. Here’s just one fragment borrowed from A. Lukashenko’s speech at the IV All-Belarusian People’s Assembly: "The Belarusian nation is traditionally conflict-free in its mentality. Our country compares favorably for its stability. There are no contentions in Belarus on the cultural, ethnic or religious grounds".

Public opinion is not so unambiguous in estimation of stability, and that’s no surprising. The answers presented in Table 29 were received immediately after the presidential election. The election 2001 was held in the circumstances when the chaos of the "dashing 1990s" had not yet become history. In that year, the percentage of respondents feeling a growing anxiety was still higher than percentage of optimists (19.3% vs. 15.9%). At the resource provision peak in 2006, the percentage of optimists increased by 20 percent points whereas the share of pessimists did not actually change. A poll held soon after the Independence Square events showed a decreasing rate of optimistic estimates again, and the point is not the number of detainees. Their number was even larger in 2006 but the coup d’etat theme was not exaggerated by the authorities in all TV channels then.
	Table 29

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, which one of these judgments describes the degree of social tension in the Belarusian society most clearly?", %


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

	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust

A. Lukashenko

	There is actually no social tension or conflicts in the Belarusian society
	15.9
	35.9
	27.2
	38.7
	12.4

	Social tension exists in the Belarusian society but it is less than in Russia and other CIS countries
	45.1
	39.0
	49.3
	51.6
	42.1

	Social tension in the Belarusian society is high and tends to keep growing
	19.3
	17.1
	16.8
	5.0
	37.8

	DA/NA
	19.7
	8.0
	6.7
	4.7
	7.4


Whatever the conditions in which elections take place, the percentage of respondents feeling a growing social tension remains permanent. A possible explanation of such kind of stability should be found in the fact that such attitudes are not generated by current events but are given rise to by the authoritarian power annoying the core of the Belarusian society’s democratic part. The core itself is stable enough.

Answers in two last columns of Table 29 are broken down via the prism of trust/distrust in A. Lukashenko, usual to us. The percentage of Belarusians feeling a growing social tension among those how trust the state head is only 5% whereas the figure for those who do not trust him is 37.8%.

Opposition candidates built their victorious strategies with consideration of the Square because they were pushed to do so by success of "colour revolutions" but sociological studies in recent years did not record any growth of protest attitudes in the society. Moreover, decline, though small, in declared protest attitudes was seen as compared to 2006 (the last column in Table 30).
	Table 30

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "What’s your attitude to taking part in public actions to express your opinion", %


	Variant of answer
	Took part
	Ready to take part

	
	08'01
	04'06
	12'10
	08'01
	04'06
	12'10

	Rallies, pickets
	3.8
	5.4
	5.9
	16.7
	15.1
	11.8

	Strikes
	1.1
	1.5
	1.2
	12.9
	12.5
	8.6

	Armed struggle
	0.1
	0.3
	1.1
	2.8
	5.1
	3.8

	Hunger-striking
	–
	0.1
	0.5
	4.0
	5.7
	4.2


	Table 31

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Do you regard yourself in opposition to the present authorities", %


	Variant of answer
	09'05
	04'06
	05'07
	06'08
	10'10
	12'10

	Yes
	17.2
	18.5
	16.5
	18.6
	14.9
	18.9

	No
	70.4
	73.3
	72.5
	68.0
	72.4
	72.4

	DA/NA
	12.4
	8.2
	11.0
	13.4
	12.7
	8.7


There has also been no growth in the share of Belarusians regarding themselves in opposition to the authorities (Table 31). Their number immediately after the election 2010 is the same as in April 2006. As to the 4 point increase in the share of oppositionists during the last two months, it is most likely a consequence of mobilization polarity.

The level of Belarusians’ awareness on the Square events 2010 turned out 22.7 points higher than after the Square 2006. As was already pointed out, this is connected with a different post-election strategy of the authorities. For reasons, not yet completely clear, the movement towards economic liberalization, inconceivable without repairing relations with the West, turned out to be scaled down within "seven minutes" on the night of 19/20 January. And a month after the force operation in the Independence Square, passions concerning a coup d’etat that the opposition was allegedly preparing are still whipped up. It’s the reason of such a high level of awareness on the 19 December events (Table 32).
	Table 32

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Do you know that after the election, multi-thousand protest rallies were held on 19 December (19 March 2006) in the October Square in Minsk against falsification of the presidential election results, and participants of the rallies demanded freedom in the country and the second round of election?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	Yes, I know
	69.4
	92.1

	No, I don’t know
	26.9
	6.1

	DA/NA
	3.7
	1.8


Sovetskaya Belorussia newspaper started publishing "declassified documents on the 19 December events" on 14 January ("Behind the scene of one plot"). Here’s its introductory sentence: "The storm of the House of Government caused indignation in the Belarusian society". Data in Table 33 allows us to estimate the share of people not approving the opposition’s protest action. In quantitative terms, it is equal to the share of those who voted for A. Lukashenko. Every fourth resident of the country remained indifferent to it. A similar question concerning attitude to the opposition’s protest actions was asked five years ago as well, though with somewhat different answer options. Anyway, results turned out similar.
	Table 33

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "What’s your attitude to these protest actions?", %


	Variant of answer
	04'06
	12'10

	I approve them
	20.4
	17.4

	It does not matter to me
	–
	24.1

	I don’t approve them
	45.9
	51.8

	DA/NA
	33.7
	6.7


The Belarusian society can be in two conditions: sleeping and excited. The sleeping condition is principal. For the last time we could see the Belarusian society in an excited condition in the early 1990s when not only ideological opponents of the authoritarian power came out to the Square but also its ideological supporters pushed by fear for disintegration  of the State. By late  1996, the authoritarian regime in Belarus consolidated but on a different basis, and the society went into hibernation again. The situation did not undergo any substantial change by the fourth presidential election either in authorities or in society. 

It’s all about context

The presidential election increased demand for ratings, particularly for those that would suit not only politicians but also politically engaged citizens. Unfortunately, IISEPS turned out unable to satisfy such kind of demand. Ratings of politicians (electoral ratings, trust ratings) are just one of a society’s characteristics. They do not change arbitrarily, in isolation from a socioeconomic context, more exactly – in isolation from its perception by the society.

The polls held during the year recorded a rather stable picture. As the voting date was approaching, public mood indices were growing. Such behavior was quite predictable, if we consider the authorities’ maniacal aspiration for meeting the obligation on doubling the average wage and pension they undertook five years ago.

First columns in Tables 34-36 provide index values measured a month after the third presidential election, which allows us to compare the Belarusian society’s conditions at the moments crucial to it. All the three indices (material standing, expectations and course correctness) were substantially higher in 2006. A record-breaking drop was demonstrated by the most sensitive of them, the index of expectations: April 2006 – 29.4%, December 2010 – 13.4%! Hence, A. Lukashenko’s another reelection did not cause a tenth wave of rosy expectations in the society. And that’s not because electorate got tired of three previous terms of his office. One cannot get tired of stability. It’s all about context, about losing confidence in the future. Belarusians could not but feel the strain with which the authorities were meeting its core social commitment.
	Table 34

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "How has your personal material standing changed in the last there months?", %


	Variant 
of answer
	04'06
	03'09
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust 

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust 

A. Lukashenko

	Improved
	24.7
	1.9
	13.9
	18.7
	24.3
	24.9
	37.5
	8.0

	No change
	61.8
	31.0
	65.1
	56.7
	55.1
	57.7
	55.8
	58.4

	Became worse
	12.4
	63.8
	19.7
	23.6
	19.4
	16.0
	6.6
	32.2

	MSI*
	12.3
	–61.9
	–5.8
	–4.9
	4.9
	8.9
	30.9
	–24.2

	* Material standing index (difference between positive and negative answers)


	Table 35

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "How will the socioeconomic situation in Belarus change in the coming years?", %


	Variant 
of answer
	04'06
	03'09
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust 

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust 

A. Lukashenko

	It will improve
	44.3
	13.7
	24.7
	25.5
	29.5
	30.6
	46.2
	6.6

	It will not change
	34.4
	30.5
	52.9
	43.9
	42.9
	40.7
	36.7
	46.5

	It will become worse
	14.9
	45.9
	13.6
	19.6
	16.7
	17.2
	8.1
	34.0

	IE*
	29.4
	–32.2
	11.1
	5.9
	12.8
	13.4
	36.1
	–27.4

	* Index of expectations


	Table 36

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, is the situation in our country generally 
developing in the right or wrong direction?", %


	Variant 
of answer
	04'06
	03'09
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust 

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust 

A. Lukashenko

	In the right direction
	58.2
	40.0
	49.5
	51.1
	51.7
	54.2
	80.9
	13.2

	In the wrong direction
	26.3
	34.9
	33.6
	31.7
	32.8
	32.5
	9.3
	74.0

	Hard to answer / No answer
	15.5
	25.1
	16.9
	17.2
	15.5
	13.3
	8.8
	12.8

	ICC*
	31.9
	5.1
	15.9
	19.4
	18.9
	21.7
	71.6
	–60.8

	* Index of course correctness


Second columns provide index values recorded at the economic crisis peak. In March 2009, an initial phase of a social crisis was obvious (index values below –60 were only seen in the early 1990s). However, the worst expectations were not to come true. The fears seizing the society had no real ground, and negative moods disappeared rather quickly. 

In two last columns, results of the December poll are broken down into usual components. Perhaps, it is hard to choose a more visual illustration of the Belarusian society’s split. The average social temperature of the Belarusian "hospital" hides a "majority" satisfied with life and a "minority" seized by anxious expectations. Each of these groups has its own Belarus. The people whose material standing is continuously improving live in the first Belarus whereas economic losers reside in the second one.

Data in Tables 34-36 brings back Alexander Blok’s quatrain from the school course:

"Carriages were going in a usual line,

Jumping up and squeaking.

Yellow and blue ones were silent,

People in green ones were crying and singing."
Belarusians seem to be riding in different carriages, and the carriages differ not only in color.

In the years separating the fourth and the third presidential elections, the ratio between the existing course’s supporters and adherents of changes has not principally changed although some alignment of sizes of these group has taken place (Table 37). The reason consists of the above-mentioned economic context. As far as apolitical citizens are concerned, i.e. those who did not decide about their attitude to A. Lukashenko, they were less inclined in December 2010 to maintain the current situation rather than to change it: 35.4% vs. 42.1%.
	Table 37

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "What is more important to you today – maintaining the current situation in the country or changing it?", %



	Variant of answer
	02'06
	12'10

	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust 

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust 

A. Lukashenko

	Maintaining the current situation is more important
	53.4
	49.7
	77.0
	10.1

	Changing the current situation is more important
	37.8
	41.2
	18.3
	78.1

	DA/NA
	8.8
	9.1
	4.4
	11.8


No unexpected thing happened on 19 December from the viewpoint of electoral preferences. The Belarusian society’s condition gave no ground for that. The society was remaining stable enough for the entire year 2010, and only politically engaged people could not notice that.

The IV All-Belarusian

Another, IV All-Belarusian People’s Assembly was held on 6-7 December in Minsk. The level of its "all-Belarusian" character always caused doubts in independent analysis, and the press conference 20 December, at which A. Lukashenko admitted that "20 percent either voiced against or voted for alternative candidates", closed this question on the official level as well. At least, its having been closed follows from formal logic rules. However, imitational democracy dictates different logic. To illustrate, we are going to cite a sentence from the Appeal adopted by participants of the "nationwide forum": "Time has confirmed importance of this truly democratic forum that provides a real mechanism for direct participation of the Belarusian people in the government of the State". What is a tidbit here, as they say now? If the All-Belarusian People’s Assembly is a direct democracy mechanism, it means that its delegates represent only themselves.

However, despite this trifle, the representing-only-themselves delegates adopted, in their final resolution, a list of instructions (not recommendations!) to constitutional state government bodies. Along the way, they approved the country’s course of development for the next five-year period (the Programme of Socioeconomic Development). Data in Table 38 provides the opinion of the Belarusian society – that was a united society just a while ago – concerning the course of development approved by the "nationwide forum".
	Table 38

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In early December (March 2006), Minsk hosted the IV (III) All-Belarusian People’s Assembly at which A. Lukashenko stated that the country’s political and economic development course had been chosen correctly and that it would not change in the next five years. Do you agree with this statement?", %


	Variant of answer
	06'06
	12'10

	
	
	All 
respondents
	Trust 

A. Lukashenko
	Do not trust 

A. Lukashenko

	Yes
	54.2
	49.6
	78.6
	9.1

	No
	36.4
	36.3
	12.7
	75.0

	DA/NA
	9.4
	14.1
	8.4
	15.9


From the viewpoint of the course estimation, division of the Belarusian society into a "majority" and a "minority" is illustrated in Table 38 rather obviously. Such division of estimates became possible because the authorities pursue their course solely for the benefit of the "majority" while not considering interests of the "minority" at all. Such a "policy" lays a mine under the Belarusian stability. It is hard to say what will serve as a detonator.

A. Lukashenko stated from the assembly rostrum that "we have fulfilled what we had promised to the people at the previous assembly, despite whatever difficulties". Public opinion estimated the level of promises given to people by the authorities in 2006 not so optimistically (Table 39). The first column contains a kind of expert examination of the authorities’ capability of meeting the obligations assumed whereas the second column presents a post factum assessment.
	Table 39

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "In your opinion, have (will) the tasks set by A. Lukashenko at the III All-Belarusian People’s Assembly been (be) fulfilled or not?" %


	Variant of answer
	Fulfilled
	Difference

	
	06'06
	12'10
	

	Construction of agrarian towns will allow improving living conditions of rural residents radically
	63.8
	53.3
	–10.0

	Every person willing to work fruitfully will be provided with the opportunity of earning well
	48.0
	38.2
	–20.0

	Favourable conditions for the development of small and medium-size business will be created
	51.9
	37.8
	–14.1

	Average wage and pension will be doubled in five years
	60.5
	35.7
	–24.8

	The country’s energy security will be ensured due to implementation of Belarusian scientists’ developments
	49.5
	34.3
	–15.2

	Every young family will have the opportunity of buying its own apartment no later than within 3-5 years from the wedding 
	37.1
	33.9
	–3.2

	De-bureaucratization will take place, and our citizens will feel themselves not applicants but full-fledged partners of the authorities
	32.1
	25.9
	–6.2

	Our citizens’ life quality will be increased to the level comparable to that in the Western Europe
	38.2
	25.8
	–12.4


In December 2010, most Belarusians regarded as fulfilled only one concrete obligation (construction of agrarian towns). Success in achieving the European life standards and in transforming Belarusian citizens from applicants into full-fledged partners of authorities was recognized only by every fourth respondent. The word "partners" brings back to memory the once popular MMM advertisement in which Lyonia Golubkov, owner of the financial pyramid’s shares, declared himself a partner of the swindlers who had built that pyramid. That partnership resulted in concentration of shares in the hands of a "majority" and of money in the hands of a "minority".

In June 2006, 60.5% Belarusians believed that the authorities were able to double wages and pensions. The result turned out deplorable. Even the latest (November) wage rise did not become convincing evidence that the sacred figure had been achieved. Clearly, estimates of those who trust and do not trust A. Lukashenko diverged radically: 56.5% vs. 9.9%. Interestingly, however, only 11.5% of politically unengaged citizens (who do not decide about their attitude to A. Lukashenko) agreed that the basic obligation had been met.

There is a range of universal ways to present unachieved goals as achieved. The Belarusian authorities are not a pioneer here, they are just a heir of the traditions once elaborated by Soviet officials. First of all, the final result can be directly falsified, and that’s exactly what happened in the case with wage/pension doubling. Secondly, any goal can be adjusted along the way (i.e. one can declare having approached to the European living standards instead of having achieved them). Thirdly, a declared goal can simply be forgotten, the way it happened to ensuring energy security due to domestic scientists’ developments. However, all these methods turn out efficient only given irremovability of authorities. The All-Belarusian People’s Assembly is far from being a last cog in the adjustment mechanism that secures that irremovability.

Belarusian choice between the East and the West

Peripetia of the election campaign and A. Lukashenko’s unexpected reconciliation with Moscow affected the Belarusian electorate’s geopolitical priorities tangibly. The number of adherents of both integration with the EU and integration with Russia decreased compared with the previous, October IISEPS poll (Tables 40 and 41).
	Table 40

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia was held today how would you vote?", %


	Variant of answer
	08'01
	02'06
	12'07
	12'08
	03'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	For unification
	57.4
	43.3
	43.6
	35.7
	33.1
	32.1
	29.3
	33.1
	32.3
	29.8

	Against unification
	20.9
	33.2
	31.6
	38.8
	43.2
	44.5
	48.6
	45.4
	45.3
	46.9


	Table 41

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "If a referendum was held now in Belarus on whether Belarus should join the European Union, what would be your choice?", %


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	12'08
	03'09
	09'09
	12'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	Yes
	27.7
	30.1
	34.9
	44.1
	40.7
	36.2
	36.4
	42.2
	42.1
	35.3

	No
	42.7
	40.6
	36.3
	32.8
	34.6
	37.2
	39.4
	32.5
	32.5
	40.6


The decrease in the number of those willing to integrate with Russia (just like the increase in the number of obvious opponents) is within the coverage error but these changes support the general trend seen during a rather long period. The share of the "Bela-Russians" was considerably higher before the elections in 2001 and 2006 (2 and 1.5 times, respectively) than after the election 2010.

The percentage of European integration supporters decreased significantly during two months. Perhaps, the result was affected by A. Lukashenko’s electoral campaign organized in the Soviet style, by the opposition candidates’ appeals to the West, and by the first responses of European countries and the US to results of the Belarusian election and events in Minsk’s Independence Square on the evening of 19 December. However, the variations did not exceed the "corridor" of the changes seen in recent years. Even with account of the noticed decrease, the level of pro-European attitudes right after the presidential election 2010 was significantly (by 7 percentage points) higher than prior to the election 2006.

Decrease in pro-European attitudes was also seen in answers to the dichotomous question (Table 42) where respondents were invited to make their choice between two options of the country’s geopolitical orientation (a choice other than these two options was only possible in the form of refusal to answer or when it was hard to answer).
	Table 42

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


	Variant of answer
	02'06
	12'08
	03'09
	06'09
	09'09
	12'09
	03'10
	06'10
	09'10
	10'10
	12'10

	Unification with the RF
	56.3
	46.0
	42.4
	42.1
	38.3
	42.1
	41.4
	37.7
	34.9
	35.4
	38.1

	Accession to the EU
	27.5
	30.1
	35.1
	41.4
	42.7
	42.3
	40.4
	38.9
	41.7
	42.2
	38.0

	DA/NA
	16.2
	23.9
	22.5
	16.5
	19
	15.6
	18.2
	23.4
	23.4
	22.4
	23.9


As we can see, the percentages of adherents of integration with the East and the West coincided in the December 2010 poll. This is a striking difference from the situation of 2006 when the share of the "Bela-Russians" was more than twice higher than that of the "Euro-Belarusians".

Although a balance can be seen between adherents of integration with the East and the West in political sense, there is a clear advantage in the East’s favor in cultural sense (Table 43).
	Table 43

	Dynamics of answers to the question: "Who do you feel yourself closer to – Russians or Europeans?", %


	Variant of answer
	03'10
	12'10

	Russians
	74.5
	69.9

	Europeans
	19.4
	29.6

	NA
	6.1
	0.5


This indicator, as we can see, is subject to considerable variations: the share of those feeling themselves closer to Europeans increased by 10 percentage points in 9 months, perhaps because the domestic election procedure clearly differs from European standards. Nevertheless, the advantage in favor of those feeling themselves closer to Russians remains decisive.

Mutual relationships with Russia were among central topics of the presidential election campaign in 2010. One of the most conceptual stances was that of BPF’s candidate G. Kostusev who urged Belarus to secede from integration unions from Russia such as the Union State, the Collective Security Treaty Organization, and the Customs Union.

Although only about 30% respondents (see Table 40) are ready for unification with Russia given abstract question formulation, only few approve rupture of the currently existing integration ties with the RF (see Table 44).
	Table 44

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Some people believe that Belarus should decrease the degree of integration with Russia and secede from some or all the integration structures. What’s your attitude to these proposals?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than now
	30.9

	Belarus should not secede from the structures of integration with Russia, it needs to maintain the current level of integration
	39.6

	The level of integration with Russia should be reduced
	13.9

	DA/NA
	15.6


The question in Table 42 was dichotomous: "or-or". Meanwhile, a great share of respondents by no means regards integration with the RF and that with the EU mutually exclusive: 12.8% respondents positively answered the questions in both Table 40 and 41, i.e. came out for both unification with Russia and accession to the EU. It’s interesting to note that the percentage of those who positively answered the direct question on whether simultaneous integration both with Russia and the EU is possible for Belarus was 40.4% whereas the percentage of those who answered negatively was 41%.

During the current election campaign, many candidates, substantiating the need to maintain and reinforce integration ties with Russia, motivated that by interests of a considerable part of the Belarusian population whose work is directly linked to the Russian market, and preservation of jobs by those people is connected with Belarus’s good relations with its eastern neighbor.

How many people feel this linkage subjectively (regardless of whether it exists or not objectively)? However, subjective assessment of circumstances directly affecting people’s interests usually features greater thoroughness than an opinion about high politics (Table 45).
	Table 45

	Distribution of answers to the question: "Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	Does not depend
	66.0

	Depends partly
	25.9

	Depends strongly
	5.3

	NA
	2.8


Comparison of data in Tables 45 and 42 allows us to make a conclusion that choice in Russia’s favor is motivated at least by not only pragmatic considerations: the number of adherents of unification with the RF (given a dichotomous question), 38.1%, is higher than the share of those believing that their jobs depend on good relations with Russia (5.3+25.9=31.2%).

Western countries reacted rather sharply to the way the presidential election in Belarus had been held in 2010, and especially sharply to the cruel crackdown of the opposition’s action 19 December and subsequent repressions. However, about a half of respondents regarded that stand of the US and the EU as unfair (Table 46).
	Table 46

	Distribution of answers to the question: "The US, the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and other influential international structures did not recognize results of the presidential election in Belarus because it "failed to meet the OSCE standards" and supported the opposition’s demands on the second voting round. Some people regard this decision as fair whereas other ones do not. What’s your opinion?"


	Variant of answer
	%

	It’s a fair decision
	27.6

	It’s an unfair decision
	46.9

	NA
	25.5


The data described above characterize various aspects of the Belarusians’ geopolitical choice. Below (Tables 47 and 48) we present relationship between this geopolitical choice and the political choice made by the respondents in late last year (data on the candidates having secured over 3% votes is presented).
	Table 47

	Attitude between voting at the presidential election and the geopolitical choice, %


	Variant of answer
	Who did you vote for at the presidential election 2010?

	
	A. Lukashenko (51.1)
	V. Neklyaev (8.3)
	Ya. Romanchuk (3.2)
	V. Rymashevsky 

(3.7)
	A. Sannikov (6.1)
	Alternative 
(28.4)

	If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia was held today how would you vote?

	For
	35.4
	27.0
	24.5
	21.8
	30.9
	25.1

	Against
	42.4
	52.4
	69.4
	63.6
	54.3
	59.5

	If a referendum was held now in Belarus on whether Belarus should join the European Union, what would be your choice?

	For
	20.4
	66.4
	55.1
	63.6
	68.8
	60.0

	Against
	55.1
	19.2
	28.6
	16.4
	16.1
	23.8

	If you had to choose between unification with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?

	RF
	52.0
	18.3
	22.4
	17.9
	18.3
	21.8

	EU
	20.1
	71.4
	67.3
	75.0
	62.4
	65.1

	Who do you feel yourself closer to – Russians or Europeans?

	Russians
	83.8
	51.2
	49.0
	32.7
	44.1
	48.0

	Europeans
	15.9
	48.8
	51.0
	67.3
	54.8
	51.5

	Some people believe that Belarus should decrease the degree of integration with Russia and secede from some or all the integration structures. What’s your attitude to these proposals?

	Integration should be deepened
	38.8
	23.2
	25.0
	17.9
	26.9
	22.3

	Integration should be left as it is
	35.1
	42.4
	56.3
	44.6
	47.3
	46.4

	Integration should be reduced
	8.7
	23.2
	12.5
	35.7
	18.3
	22.1

	Is simultaneous integration both with Russia and the European Union possible to Belarus?

	Yes
	39.9
	55.2
	34.7
	33.9
	41.9
	40.3

	No
	38.3
	34.4
	55.1
	57.1
	46.2
	48.1

	Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?

	Depends strongly
	4.4
	10.4
	8.2
	3.6
	8.6
	7.8

	Depends partly
	24.0
	35.2
	26.5
	25.0
	28.0
	30.6

	Does not depend
	69.0
	53.6
	65.3
	66.1
	62.4
	60.0

	The US, the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and other influential international structures did not recognize results of the presidential election in Belarus because it ‘failed to meet the OSCE standards’ and supported the opposition’s demands on the second voting round. Some people regard this decision as fair whereas other ones do not. What’s your opinion?

	It’s a fair decision
	1.4
	70.6
	65.3
	66.1
	69.9
	65.1

	It’s an unfair decision
	73.5
	11.9
	18.4
	5.4
	15.1
	16.7

	* Here and in Table 48, it is aggregated electorate of all the candidates except A. Lukashenko


	Table 48

	Attitude between the geopolitical choice and thevoting at the presidential election, %


	Variant of answer
	Who did you vote for at the presidential election 2010?

	
	A. Lukashenko (51.1)
	V. Neklyaev (8.3)
	Ya. Romanchuk (3.2)
	V. Rymashevsky 

(3.7)
	A. Sannikov (6.1)
	Alternative 
(28.4)

	If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia was held today how would you vote?

	For
	60.8
	7.5
	2.7
	2.7
	6.4
	23.9

	Against
	46.2
	9.3
	4.8
	4.9
	7.2
	36.1

	If a referendum was held now in Belarus on whether Belarus should join the European Union, what would be your choice?

	For
	29.5
	15.5
	5.0
	6.5
	12.0
	48.2

	Against
	69.5
	3.9
	2.3
	1.5
	2.4
	16.6

	If you had to choose between unification with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?

	RF
	69.8
	4.0
	1.9
	1.7
	3.0
	16.1

	EU
	27.0
	15.7
	5.7
	7.3
	10.1
	48.6

	Who do you feel yourself closer to – Russians or Europeans?

	Russians
	61.3
	6.1
	2.3
	1.7
	3.9
	19.5

	Europeans
	27.4
	13.6
	5.6
	8.2
	11.4
	49.3

	Some people believe that Belarus should decrease the degree of integration with Russia and secede from some or all the integration structures. What’s your attitude to these proposals?

	Integration should be deepened
	64.1
	6.2
	2.6
	2.1
	5.3
	20.5

	Integration should be left as it is
	45.2
	8.8
	4.5
	4.2
	7.3
	33.2

	Integration should be reduced
	32.1
	13.9
	2.9
	9.6
	8.1
	45.0

	Is simultaneous integration both with Russia and the European Union possible to Belarus?

	Yes
	50.4
	11.3
	2.8
	3.1
	6.4
	28.3

	No
	47.7
	6.9
	4.4
	5.2
	6.9
	33.3

	Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?

	Depends strongly
	42.5
	16.3
	5.0
	2.5
	10.0
	42.5

	Depends partly
	47.3
	11.3
	3.3
	3.6
	6.6
	33.4

	Does not depend
	53.5
	6.7
	3.2
	3.7
	5.8
	25.9

	The US, the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and other influential international structures did not recognize results of the presidential election in Belarus because it "failed to meet the OSCE standards" and supported the opposition’s demands on the second voting round. Some people regard this decision as fair whereas other ones do not. What’s your opinion?

	It’s a fair decision
	2.6
	21.4
	7.7
	8.9
	15.6
	67.1

	It’s an unfair decision
	80.1
	2.1
	1.3
	0.4
	2.0
	10.1

	* This table should be read across


It can be seen from Table 47 that A. Lukashenko is still the most pro-Russian candidate. However, percentages of adherents of unification with Russia among supports of V. Neklyaev and A. Sannikov are close to percentage of the "Bela-Russians" among those who voted for A. Lukashenko. A. Lukashenko’s supporters are the least inclined to European integration although such geopolitical choice is made by about every fifth of them.

The dichotomous question on geopolitical choice, especially when comparing A. Lukashenko’s electorate with the aggregate electorate of his opponents, shows that the previous election configuration has remained: the "Bela-Russians" prevail among A. Lukashenko’s supporters whereas the "Euro-Belarusians" dominate among adherents of his opponents.

The same is true for cultural orientation: those who feel closer to Russians make up the overwhelming majority among those who voted for A. Lukashenko. It should be pointed out, however, that representatives of both cultural types were divided almost equally among adherents of the alternative candidates.

However, these differences turn out noticeably less concerning practical policy towards Russia: the number of those who would like Belarus to secede from integration agreements with Russia is greater among adherents of the opposition candidates than among A. Lukashenko’s supporters, but not much greater; and this number is the same as those who would like to advance integration further. At the same time, those willing to deepen integration make up only a relative majority among those who voted for A. Lukashenko.

It is rather unexpected that the percentages of those who regard Belarus’s simultaneous integration with both Russia and the EU as possible are absolutely equal among representatives of the contending camps.

Even more surprising is the fact that, according to A. Lukashenko’s supporters, their jobs depend on Belarus-Russia relations to a lesser degree than for adherents of the alternative candidates. However, it can be explained rather simply: a considerable part of A. Lukashenko’s electorate is made up of pensioners whose wellbeing really depends on Belarus-Russia relations only indirectly. However, impact of a psychological factor cannot be ruled out as well: some part of respondents supporting A. Lukashenko could realize that their jobs depend on Russia but give an opposite answer because of a feeling of pride and of unwillingness to admit that dependence.

Anyway, however, these relationships show that the pro-Russian project of the leading opposition candidates was still grounded not only on ideas but also on some real interests existing in the society.

Table 47 shows how the electorate of various candidates is divided among different geopolitical choices whereas Table 48 demonstrates how adherents of various geopolitical choices are distributed by electorates.

In particular, it follows from Table 48 that A. Lukashenko was also a leader among adherents of European integration (his advantage among adherents of integration with Russia was overwhelming) although alternative candidates secured almost a half of votes among the "Euro-Belarusians" while A. Lukashenko had just slightly over a quarter. Besides, the alternative also collected almost a half of votes of those who feel closer to Europeans rather than Russians and those who come out for Belarus’s secession from integration  agreements  with Russia. The votes of those whose job strongly depends on Russia were divided equally between A. Lukashenko and the entire alternative; one third of those respondents whose job partly depends on relations with Russia gave their votes to the opposition candidates. Finally, a considerable, though not overwhelming, majority of those approving the West’s reaction to the Belarusian election was made up of electors supporting the nine opposition candidates.

Data in Table 49 describes relationships between various geopolitical choice indicators.
	Table 49

	Attitude between answers to the question "Who do you feel yourself closer to – Russians or Europeans?" and answers to other questions on geopolitical choice, %


	Variant of answer
	Who do you feel yourself closer to – Russians or Europeans?

	
	Russians
	Europeans

	If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia was held today how would you vote?

	For 
	36.0
	15.2

	Against
	38.6
	66.7

	If a referendum was held now in Belarus on whether Belarus should join the European Union, what would be your choice?

	For
	25.2
	58.9

	Against
	47.5
	24.8

	If you had to choose between unification with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?

	Unification with Russia
	50.4
	9.8

	Accession to the EU
	20.5
	79.5

	Some people believe that Belarus should decrease the degree of integration with Russia and secede from some or all the integration structures. What’s your attitude to these proposals?

	Integration should be deepened
	38.4
	13.6

	Integration should be left as it is
	34.4
	52.5

	Integration should be reduced
	9.1
	24.8

	Is simultaneous integration both with Russia and the European Union possible to Belarus?

	Yes
	40.6
	40.0

	No
	37.1
	50.4

	Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?

	Depends strongly
	4.5
	7.1

	Depends partly
	26.2
	25.7

	Does not depend
	65.9
	66.1

	The US, the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, and other influential international structures did not recognize results of the presidential election in Belarus because it "failed to meet the OSCE standards" and supported the opposition’s demands on the second voting round. Some people regard this decision as fair whereas other ones do not. What’s your opinion?

	It’s a fair decision
	18.4
	48.9

	It’s an unfair decision
	53.1
	32.8


A relationship between cultural closeness and geopolitical choice is obvious. It should be noted that the relationship is to a greater extent pronounced "to one side": those feeling closer to Europeans are more inclined to European integration than those feeling closer to Russians are inclined to integration with Russia. However, more than a half of those feeling closer to Europeans would like to maintain the existing level of integration with Russia. It is especially surprising that distribution of estimates of job dependence on relations with Russia is actually identical among representatives of the two cultural types. This proves that pragmatics, people’s practical interests are not the only factor stipulating geopolitical choice.

At the same time, practical interests also influence this choice (see Table 50).
	Table 50

	Attitude between answers to the question "Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?" and answers to other questions on geopolitical choice, %


	Variant of answer
	Does your job depend on how good Belarus-Russia relations are?

	
	depends strongly
	depends partly
	does not depend

	If a referendum on unification of Belarus and Russia was held today how would you vote?

	For
	42.5
	28.9
	29.1

	Against
	40.0
	47.1
	47.7

	If a referendum was held now in Belarus on whether Belarus should join the European Union, what would be your choice?

	For
	40.7
	29.7
	37.3

	Against
	29.6
	45.3
	39.5

	If you had to choose between unification with Russia and accession to the European Union, what would you choose?

	Unification with Russia
	35.0
	40.3
	37.1

	Accession to the EU
	46.3
	36.7
	38.2

	Some people believe that Belarus should decrease the degree of integration with Russia and secede from some or all the integration structures. What’s your attitude to these proposals?

	Integration should be deepened
	48.1
	36.3
	27.3

	Integration should be left as it is
	36.7
	37.1
	40.8

	Integration should be reduced
	7.6
	10.2
	15.9

	Is simultaneous integration both with Russia and the European Union possible to Belarus?

	Yes
	48.8
	45.4
	37.8

	No
	41.3
	37.8
	43.0


Consideration of choices in the light of electors’ geopolitical priorities allows some conclusions to be drawn:

– in the electoral sense, the election was still rivalry between the two poles: A. Lukashenko-Russia and opposition-Europe;

– the research revealed existence of the value of bilateral integration with both Russia and Europe, the value being shared by 40% adherents of both A. Lukashenko and opposition candidates;

– the idea of Belarus’s secession from the existing integration structures with Russia is not too popular among Belarusian electors, including the opposition electorate;

– the dominating type of cultural closeness to Russians is typical to about a half of the opposition electorate as well;

– some candidates’ stake at the interests of those Belarusians whose jobs depend to some extent on Belarus-Russia relations turned out relatively successful.
Results of the opinion poll conducted in December, 2010 (%)

1. "What is more important for you today – preservation of the present state of things in the country or its change?"

Table 1.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Preservation of the present state of things is more important
	49.7
	37.9
	28.0
	29.9
	37.3
	50.0
	54.1
	71.9

	Change of the present state of things is more important
	41.2
	50.0
	61.0
	57.6
	52.9
	40.4
	38.6
	19.8

	DA/NA
	9.1
	12.1
	11.0
	12.5
	9.8
	9.6
	7.3
	7.3


Table 1.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Preservation of the present state of things is more important
	72.1
	66.2
	49.3
	39.2
	42.7

	Change of the present state of things is more important
	16.3
	27.6
	39.7
	51.9
	51.4

	DA/NA
	11.6
	6.2
	11.0
	8.9
	5.9


Table 1.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Preservation of the present state of things is more important
	32.7
	50.6
	29.9
	72.4
	22.9

	Change of the present state of things is more important
	57.1
	40.7
	62.9
	19.5
	62.9

	DA/NA
	10.2
	8.7
	7.2
	8.1
	14.2


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

	Preservation of the present state of things is more important
	39.5
	54.0
	65.3
	62.4
	36.6
	51.4
	43.9

	Change of the present state of things is more important
	52.4
	41.0
	29.2
	35.4
	38.3
	38.4
	48.2

	DA/NA
	8.1
	5.0
	5.5
	2.2
	25.4
	10.2
	7.9


Table 1.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Preservation of the present state of things is more important
	39.5
	36.8
	49.3
	51.0
	65.0

	Change of the present state of things is more important
	52.4
	42.9
	43.7
	39.8
	31.2

	DA/NA
	8.1
	20.3
	7.0
	9.2
	3.8


2. "At the beginning of December the IV All-Belarusian National Assembly took place in Minsk. At the Assembly A. Lukashenko made a statement that the way the country was going to develop politically and economically had been chosen correctly, and it was not going to be changed during the following five years. Do you agree with the statement?"

Table. 2.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	49.6
	32.8
	29.5
	32.4
	43.9
	47.8
	52.5
	70.0

	No
	36.3
	50.0
	50.7
	51.7
	42.7
	38.1
	34.0
	18.2

	DA/NA
	14.1
	17.2
	19.8
	15.9
	13.4
	14.1
	13.5
	11.8


Table 2.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	69.2
	65.5
	48.6
	41.2
	43.3

	No
	15.4
	22.9
	37.5
	42.4
	45.4

	DA/NA
	15.4
	11.6
	13.9
	16.4
	11.3


Table 2.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	32.3
	53.2
	31.8
	69.3
	17.1

	No
	52.8
	34.3
	48.9
	18.4
	55.7

	DA/NA
	14.9
	12.5
	19.3
	12.3
	27.2


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

	Yes
	36.4
	44.1
	76.1
	48.3
	33.5
	50.0
	61.0

	No
	57.0
	49.1
	15.6
	38.8
	31.0
	33.1
	22.8

	DA/NA
	6.6
	6.8
	8.3
	12.9
	35.5
	16.9
	16.2


Table 2.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	36.4
	49.6
	39.7
	61.4
	59.0

	No
	57.0
	25.2
	46.7
	26.3
	27.4

	DA/NA
	6.6
	25.2
	13.6
	12.3
	13.6


3. "Some people think that Belarus should lessen the integration degree with Russia and withdraw from some or from all integration bodies. What is your attitude to this suggestion?"

Table 3.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than it is right now
	30.9
	13.8
	19.2
	22.2
	31.6
	32.8
	37.5
	35.3

	It is not necessary to withdraw from the integration bodies, the present level of integration should be left
	39.6
	53.4
	42.5
	43.8
	40.3
	38.4
	38.2
	36.1

	The level of integration with Russia should be lessened
	13.9
	15.5
	22.6
	16.0
	17.1
	12.2
	12.3
	9.7

	DA/NA
	15.6
	17.3
	15.7
	18.0
	11.0
	16.6
	12.0
	18.9


Table 3.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than it is right now
	21.4
	43.8
	31.3
	27.1
	29.2

	It is not necessary to withdraw from the integration bodies, the present level of integration should be left
	36.9
	32.4
	41.0
	41.3
	41.1

	The level of integration with Russia should be lessened
	8.7
	8.6
	13.9
	15.7
	18.3

	DA/NA
	33.0
	15.2
	13.8
	16.4
	11.0


Table 3.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than it is right now
	29.6
	33.8
	15.9
	31.3
	30.0

	It is not necessary to withdraw from the integration bodies, the present level of integration should be left
	39.9
	39.7
	45.5
	38.9
	35.7

	The level of integration with Russia should be lessened
	16.1
	13.2
	21.6
	10.1
	20.0

	DA/NA
	14.4
	13.3
	17.0
	19.7
	14.3


Table 3.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than it is right now
	46.9
	33.3
	9.1
	24.0
	29.9
	31.0
	31.0

	It is not necessary to withdraw from the integration bodies, the present level of integration should be left
	31.6
	42.8
	51.1
	34.4
	31.5
	50.8
	38.4

	The level of integration with Russia should be lessened
	8.7
	15.3
	25.1
	14.0
	10.5
	14.1
	10.9

	DA/NA
	12.8
	8.6
	14.7
	27.6
	28.1
	5.1
	19.7


Table 3.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Integration with Russia should be made closer than it is right now
	46.9
	27.0
	28.1
	30.8
	24.2

	It is not necessary to withdraw from the integration bodies, the present level of integration should be left
	31.6
	40.4
	35.0
	49.2
	41.8

	The level of integration with Russia should be lessened
	8.7
	8.6
	25.7
	9.6
	15.1

	DA/NA
	12.8
	24.0
	11.2
	10.4
	18.9


4. "Is simultaneous integration of Belarus with Russia and the European Union possible, in your 
opinion?"

Table 4.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	40.4
	48.3
	45.9
	43.0
	43.0
	48.1
	39.1
	30.6

	No
	41.0
	32.8
	45.2
	44.4
	43.7
	38.5
	41.5
	39.4

	DA/NA
	18.6
	18.9
	8.9
	15.3
	13.3
	13.3
	19.0
	30.0


Table 4.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	19.2
	38.6
	39.7
	42.3
	51.4

	No
	33.7
	39.0
	44.3
	39.7
	39.5

	DA/NA
	47.1
	22.4
	15.9
	18.0
	9.1


Table 4.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	46.0
	44.6
	45.5
	28.1
	42.3

	No
	42.7
	40.7
	42.0
	39.7
	43.7

	DA/NA
	11.3
	14.7
	12.5
	32.2
	14.0


Table 4.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes
	48.8
	31.5
	24.4
	61.2
	48.5
	24.7
	43.2

	No
	38.7
	52.7
	54.6
	27.0
	22.0
	52.2
	38.4

	DA/NA
	12.5
	15.8
	21.0
	11.8
	29.5
	23.1
	18.4


Table 4.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	48.8
	47.0
	33.4
	42.5
	34.0

	No
	38.7
	36.5
	50.7
	41.7
	38.0

	DA/NA
	12.5
	16.5
	15.9
	15.8
	28.0


5. "Have you seen appearances of the presidential contenders on TV?"

Table 5.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes, I have. I have seen all contenders’ TV-appearances
	12.2
	10.2
	5.5
	11.8
	10.7
	15.1
	10.5
	15.9

	Yes, I have. I have seen TV-appearances of some contenders
	33.4
	22.0
	24.8
	30.6
	33.2
	31.7
	45.0
	33.1

	Yes, I have. I have seen their televised debates on 4, December
	7.5
	5.1
	6.2
	5.6
	12.6
	4.8
	8.1
	7.0

	Yes, I have. I have seen their appearances and their televised debates on 4, December
	14.3
	5.1
	10.3
	10.4
	12.6
	17.7
	14.7
	16.9

	No, I have not
	32.6
	57.8
	53.2
	41.6
	30.9
	30.7
	21.7
	27.1


Table 5.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes, I have. I have seen all contenders’ TV-appearances
	22.3
	11.0
	10.1
	13.6
	11.4

	Yes, I have. I have seen TV-appearances of some contenders
	34.0
	33.0
	30.7
	32.3
	42.7

	Yes, I have. I have seen their televised debates on 4, December
	5.8
	9.1
	8.4
	7.3
	4.5

	Yes, I have. I have seen their appearances and their televised debates on 4, December
	7.8
	15.8
	13.2
	14.4
	19.1

	No, I have not
	30.1
	31.1
	37.6
	32.4
	22.3


Table 5.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes, I have. I have seen all contenders’ TV-appearances
	10.2
	13.0
	8.0
	15.0
	4.3

	Yes, I have.  I have seen TV-appearances of some contenders
	30.2
	36.8
	26.1
	34.2
	25.7

	Yes, I have. I have seen their televised debates on 4, December
	7.2
	7.7
	3.4
	7.9
	10.0

	Yes, I have. I have seen their appearances and their televised debates on 4, December
	11.1
	15.7
	9.1
	16.5
	12.9

	No, I have not
	41.3
	26.8
	53.4
	26.4
	47.1


Table 5.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Yes, I have. I have seen all contenders’ TV-appearances
	2.4
	12.6
	7.8
	15.6
	15.0
	13.5
	22.9

	Yes, I have.  I have seen TV-appearances of some contenders
	42.5
	29.1
	25.2
	27.9
	38.0
	28.7
	37.9

	Yes, I have. I have seen their televised debates on 4, December
	2.4
	9.9
	7.8
	8.4
	5.0
	10.7
	10.1

	Yes, I have. I have seen their appearances and their televised debates on 4, December
	14.6
	6.3
	28.4
	15.1
	3.5
	23.6
	9.3

	No, I have not
	38.1
	42.1
	30.8
	33.0
	38.5
	23.5
	19.8


Table 5.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes, I have. I have seen all contenders’ TV-appearances
	2.4
	9.4
	17.6
	13.6
	16.1

	Yes, I have.  I have seen TV-appearances of some contenders
	42.5
	27.1
	26.9
	29.8
	38.3

	Yes, I have. I have seen their televised debates on 4, December
	2.4
	13.2
	7.0
	5.4
	9.1

	Yes, I have. I have seen their appearances and their televised debates on 4, December
	14.6
	18.0
	17.6
	13.6
	9.3

	No, I have not
	38.1
	32.3
	30.9
	37.6
	27.2


6. "Was your decision whom to vote for at the elections influenced by the appearances?"

Table 6.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	It was influenced considerably
	7.2
	10.5
	7.5
	9.0
	7.6
	7.0
	7.4
	5.4

	It was influenced to some extent
	21.6
	8.8
	16.4
	22.2
	24.7
	27.7
	24.0
	16.7

	It was not at all influenced
	36.5
	15.8
	22.6
	26.4
	34.2
	33.2
	42.2
	49.3

	DA/NA
	34.7
	64.9
	53.5
	42.4
	33.5
	32.1
	26.4
	28.6


Table 6.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	It was influenced considerably
	4.9
	3.8
	7.9
	8.3
	7.8

	It was influenced to some extent
	12.6
	19.9
	20.1
	25.0
	25.1

	It was not at all influenced
	52.4
	42.7
	32.4
	31.3
	42.9

	DA/NA
	30.1
	33.6
	39.6
	35.4
	24.2


Table 6.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	It was influenced considerably
	6.4
	8.7
	9.0
	5.2
	7.1

	It was influenced to some extent
	24.1
	25.9
	18.0
	15.3
	14.3

	It was not at all influenced
	26.3
	36.8
	19.1
	51.0
	24.3

	DA/NA
	43.2
	28.6
	53.9
	28.5
	54.3


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

	It was influenced considerably
	3.8
	8.6
	3.7
	15.3
	6.0
	5.1
	9.6

	It was influenced to some extent
	30.6
	22.2
	9.1
	18.6
	19.1
	26.0
	22.4

	It was not at all influenced
	27.1
	27.1
	46.1
	33.9
	37.2
	43.5
	44.3

	DA/NA
	38.5
	42.1
	41.1
	32.2
	37.7
	25.4
	23.7


Table 6.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	It was influenced considerably
	3.8
	10.2
	8.6
	4.6
	8.3

	It was influenced to some extent
	30.6
	21.4
	19.5
	21.2
	16.8

	It was not at all influenced
	27.1
	32.7
	38.1
	32.7
	47.0

	DA/NA
	38.5
	35.7
	33.8
	41.5
	27.9


7. "Do you think the presidential elections in Belarus on 19, December 2010 were free and just?"

Table 7.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	54.4
	37.9
	39.3
	30.6
	45.8
	56.1
	57.0
	75.3

	No
	32.3
	46.6
	43.4
	50.7
	38.9
	34.7
	29.8
	13.7

	DA/NA
	13.3
	15.5
	17.3
	18.7
	15.3
	9.2
	13.2
	11.0


Table 7.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	69.9
	67.0
	53.8
	47.8
	48.6

	No
	16.5
	20.6
	29.9
	41.0
	41.4

	DA/NA
	13.6
	12.4
	16.3
	11.2
	10.0


Table 7.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	39.3
	55.6
	42.0
	73.6
	25.7

	No
	46.3
	31.8
	45.5
	15.3
	45.7

	DA/NA
	14.4
	12.6
	12.5
	11.1
	28.6


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
	43.2
	59.9
	75.7
	68.2
	36.0
	46.1
	54.6

	No
	46.3
	33.8
	17.9
	27.9
	32.0
	34.8
	28.4

	DA/NA
	10.5
	6.4
	6.5
	3.9
	32.0
	19.1
	17.0


Table 7.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	43.2
	51.9
	46.7
	64.1
	63.6

	No
	46.3
	22.9
	42.1
	22.4
	27.1

	DA/NA
	10.5
	25.2
	11.2
	13.5
	9.3


8. "Were all candidates on an equal footing in the course of the elections, in your opinion?"

Table 8.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	48.6
	32.8
	39.0
	30.5
	38.9
	47.2
	49.4
	68.9

	No
	39.9
	51.7
	48.6
	53.5
	48.1
	43.2
	38.7
	22.3

	DA/NA
	11.5
	15.5
	12.4
	16.0
	13.0
	9.6
	11.9
	10.8


Table 8.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	64.4
	63.8
	48.5
	40.4
	41.8

	No
	22.1
	27.6
	38.6
	47.7
	48.6

	DA/NA
	13.5
	8.6
	13.9
	11.9
	9.6


Table 8.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	36.2
	47.3
	34.1
	67.7
	32.4

	No
	51.1
	41.6
	54.5
	23.2
	45.1

	DA/NA
	12.7
	11.1
	11.4
	9.1
	22.5


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
	41.5
	54.5
	67.6
	69.1
	36.5
	37.9
	36.8

	No
	47.0
	36.0
	25.1
	25.3
	39.0
	49.7
	53.5

	DA/NA
	11.5
	9.5
	7.3
	5.6
	24.5
	12.4
	9.7


Table 8.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	41.5
	40.2
	46.7
	54.1
	57.2

	No
	47.0
	35.0
	43.3
	37.8
	36.5

	DA/NA
	11.5
	24.8
	10.0
	8.1
	6.3


9. "Did you happen to receive information materials of a presidential contender, or meet his 
representatives and talk to them?"

Table 9.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	50.7
	43.1
	46.6
	51.4
	51.1
	54.6
	55.4
	47.2

	No
	49.2
	56.9
	53.4
	48.6
	48.5
	45.4
	44.6
	52.8

	NA
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0.4
	0
	0
	0


Table 9.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	34.6
	41.9
	50.7
	52.7
	52.9

	No
	65.4
	58.1
	49.3
	47.3
	46.8

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.3


Table 9.3. Depending on status 

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	54.8
	54.9
	47.7
	44.7
	32.4

	No
	44.9
	45.1
	52.3
	55.3
	67.6

	NA
	0.3
	0
	0
	0
	0


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
	68.5
	43.5
	62.4
	57.3
	33.5
	41.8
	41.2

	No
	31.5
	56.5
	37.6
	42.1
	66.5
	58.2
	58.8

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0.6
	0
	0
	0


Table 9.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	68.5
	49.6
	55.8
	52.5
	33.7

	No
	31.5
	50.4
	43.9
	47.5
	66.3

	NA
	0
	0
	0.3
	0
	0


10. "When did you decide to participate in voting?"

Table 10.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age

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

	Long before voting
	48.1
	36.8
	39.0
	35.0
	42.4
	45.4
	46.5
	65.9

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	29.4
	26.3
	31.5
	30.8
	31.3
	32.1
	33.7
	22.6

	On the voting day
	10.5
	7.0
	11.6
	12.6
	13.4
	12.2
	11.2
	5.9

	Did not participate in voting
	11.9
	29.9
	17.8
	21.6
	12.6
	10.3
	8.5
	5.6

	NA
	0.1
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.3
	0
	0.1
	0


Table 10.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Long before voting
	60.6
	54.8
	43.1
	46.7
	51.1

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	13.5
	29.0
	31.6
	31.3
	28.1

	On the voting day
	7.7
	6.7
	9.9
	11.6
	15.4

	Did not participate in voting
	18.2
	9.5
	15.4
	10.4
	5.0

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.4


Table 10.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Long before voting
	34.5
	46.9
	46.1
	66.0
	27.1

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	32.9
	34.1
	25.8
	21.9
	20.0

	On the voting day
	13.3
	10.9
	12.4
	6.4
	14.3

	Did not participate in voting
	19.1
	8.0
	15.7
	5.7
	38.6

	NA
	0.2
	0.1
	0
	0
	0


Table 10.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Long before voting
	22.3
	41.9
	60.0
	55.6
	55.2
	63.8
	50.9

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	39.0
	42.3
	30.9
	18.5
	22.9
	18.6
	25.6

	On the voting day
	17.1
	3.2
	5.5
	12.9
	10.0
	4.0
	17.5

	Did not participate in voting
	21.6
	12.6
	3.6
	12.4
	11.9
	13.6
	5.7

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0.6
	0
	0
	0.3


Table 10.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Long before voting
	22.3
	51.5
	52.0
	49.6
	60.3

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	39.0
	27.1
	20.9
	35.8
	26.6

	On the voting day
	17.1
	12.0
	9.6
	8.5
	6.8

	Did not participate in voting
	21.6
	9.4
	17.2
	6.1
	6.3

	NA
	0
	0
	0.3
	0
	0


11. "When did you make the final decision which of the candidates you were going to vote for?"

Table 11.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Long before voting
	40.2
	29.3
	28.8
	24.3
	32.3
	36.3
	38.0
	62.5

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	34.3
	20.7
	35.6
	34.7
	37.3
	41.1
	36.8
	26.8

	On the voting day
	13.4
	19.0
	17.1
	20.1
	16.7
	12.2
	16.3
	4.8

	Did not participate in voting
	12.0
	31.0
	18.5
	20.9
	13.3
	10.4
	8.5
	5.9

	NA
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0.4
	0
	0.4
	0


Table 11.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Long before voting
	57.8
	51.4
	37.5
	35.2
	36.8

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	19.2
	32.9
	32.4
	40.0
	37.3

	On the voting day
	3.8
	5.7
	14.9
	13.4
	20.9

	Did not participate in voting
	18.2
	10.0
	15.2
	11.1
	4.5

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0.3
	0.5


Table 11.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Long before voting
	26.6
	37.1
	31.8
	61.3
	25.4

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	33.8
	40.9
	36.4
	27.6
	18.3

	On the voting day
	19.4
	14.2
	15.9
	5.7
	15.5

	Did not participate in voting
	19.7
	7.8
	15.9
	5.4
	40.8

	NA
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 11.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Long before voting
	16.7
	32.3
	41.6
	54.2
	47.0
	48.3
	52.9

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	38.7
	48.4
	40.2
	23.5
	29.0
	28.7
	26.0

	On the voting day
	22.6
	6.7
	14.2
	7.8
	12.5
	9.0
	16.3

	Did not participate in voting
	22.0
	12.6
	4.1
	14.0
	11.5
	14.0
	4.4

	NA
	0
	0
	0
	0.6
	0
	0
	0.4


Table 11.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Long before voting
	16.7
	44.7
	42.4
	36.9
	54.9

	On the eve of voting (5-6 days)
	38.7
	32.0
	30.5
	40.4
	31.2

	On the voting day
	22.6
	12.8
	9.6
	16.9
	7.3

	Did not participate in voting
	22.0
	10.2
	17.5
	5.8
	6.3

	NA
	0
	0.3
	0
	0
	0.3


12. "Whom did you vote for at the presidential elections on 19, December?"

Table 12.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	For G. Kostusev
	1.6
	0
	1.4
	0.7
	0.8
	0.7
	2.7
	2.7

	For A. Lukashenko
	51.1
	24.1
	36.1
	29.7
	42.0
	51.5
	55.2
	72.7

	For A. Mikhalevich
	2.7
	0
	1.4
	5.5
	2.7
	1.8
	2.3
	3.5

	For V. Neklyaev
	8.3
	12.1
	7.6
	9.7
	13.0
	12.5
	5.8
	2.9

	For Y. Romanchuk
	3.2
	5.2
	4.2
	4.1
	4.2
	2.6
	3.9
	1.3

	For V. Rymashevsky
	3.7
	3.4
	4.2
	6.2
	4.6
	4.8
	3.5
	1.6

	For A. Sannikov
	6.1
	8.6
	6.3
	7.6
	9.2
	4.8
	6.9
	3.2

	For N. Statkevich
	1.7
	0
	2.1
	5.5
	1.1
	2.9
	1.2
	0.3

	For V. Tereshchenko
	0.6
	0
	0.7
	0.7
	0.4
	1.5
	0
	0.5

	For D. Uss
	0.5
	1.7
	0
	0
	1.5
	0
	0.4
	0.5

	Against everybody
	5.1
	10.3
	9.7
	6.2
	5.0
	4.8
	5.0
	2.1

	Did not want to answer 
	3.8
	3.4
	7.6
	4.1
	4.2
	2.6
	4.6
	2.4

	Did not participate in voting
	11.6
	31.0
	18.8
	20.0
	11.5
	9.6
	8.5
	6.1


Table 12.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	For G. Kostusev
	0
	2.9
	1.7
	1.5
	0.5

	For A. Lukashenko
	69.2
	68.6
	47.8
	45.1
	45.7

	For A. Mikhalevich
	4.8
	2.4
	1.5
	2.0
	5.9

	For V. Neklyaev
	0
	1.0
	9.5
	11.1
	11.0

	For Y. Romanchuk
	0
	2.4
	2.7
	4.3
	5.0

	For V. Rymashevsky
	4.8
	2.9
	2.7
	4.3
	5.0

	For A. Sannikov
	2.9
	3.3
	6.2
	8.4
	6.4

	For N. Statkevich
	0
	0.5
	2.1
	2.0
	1.8

	For V. Tereshenko
	0
	0.5
	0.3
	0.5
	1.8

	For D. Uss
	0
	1.0
	0.2
	0.5
	1.8

	Against everybody
	0
	2.9
	5.7
	6.3
	5.9

	Did not want to answer 
	2.9
	2.4
	3.8
	3.8
	6.4

	Did not participate in voting
	15.4
	9.5
	15.1
	10.6
	4.1


Table 12.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	For G. Kostusev
	1.1
	1.2
	1.1
	2.5
	2.8

	For A. Lukashenko
	31.8
	53.2
	36.0
	72.5
	26.8

	For A. Mikhalevich
	3.9
	2.1
	1.1
	3.4
	0

	For V. Neklyaev
	10.8
	10.3
	11.2
	3.2
	4.2

	For Y. Romanchuk
	5.2
	2.7
	5.6
	1.7
	4.2

	For V. Rymashevsky
	3.6
	5.6
	3.4
	1.2
	2.8

	For A. Sannikov
	8.8
	6.2
	6.7
	3.2
	9.9

	For N. Statkevich
	3.6
	1.4
	2.2
	0.2
	1.4

	For V. Tereshenko
	0.8
	0.7
	0
	0.5
	0

	For D. Uss
	0.3
	0.7
	1.1
	0.5
	0

	Against everybody
	6.6
	5.0
	9.0
	2.9
	5.6

	Did not want to answer 
	5.0
	3.9
	6.7
	2.2
	2.8

	Did not participate in voting
	18.5
	7.2
	15.7
	5.9
	39.4


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

	For G. Kostusev
	2.4
	0.9
	1.4
	1.1
	0.5
	1.1
	2.6

	For A. Lukashenko
	39.9
	43.4
	63.9
	62.6
	49.5
	51.7
	52.4

	For A. Mikhalevich
	3.1
	5.0
	4.6
	1.1
	0
	0
	3.5

	For V. Neklyaev
	4.9
	11.3
	7.3
	8.9
	14.4
	5.1
	7.0

	For Y. Romanchuk
	6.3
	2.7
	1.8
	2.8
	4.5
	1.7
	1.8

	For V. Rymashevsky
	5.9
	6.3
	1.4
	1.1
	3.5
	4.5
	2.2

	For A. Sannikov
	5.9
	5.9
	3.2
	5.6
	8.9
	7.3
	7.0

	For N. Statkevich
	3.8
	1.8
	0.9
	1.1
	0
	1.1
	1.8

	For V. Tereshenko
	0.3
	1.4
	0
	1.1
	0.5
	0.6
	0.4

	For D. Uss
	0.3
	0
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	1.7
	1.3

	Against everybody
	3.8
	2.7
	7.8
	1.7
	5.0
	8.4
	6.2

	Did not want to answer
	1.4
	5.9
	2.7
	1.1
	1.0
	2.8
	11.9

	Did not participate in voting
	21.7
	12.7
	4.6
	11.7
	11.9
	14.0
	1.8


Table 12.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	For G. Kostusev
	2.4
	2.3
	1.0
	2.3
	0.5

	For A. Lukashenko
	39.9
	50.8
	45.4
	53.3
	62.3

	For A. Mikhalevich
	3.1
	3.8
	1.3
	2.7
	2.5

	For V. Neklyaev
	4.9
	6.0
	8.6
	13.9
	8.5

	For Y. Romanchuk
	6.3
	3.0
	2.6
	3.1
	1.8

	For V. Rymashevsky
	5.9
	3.8
	4.3
	0.8
	3.3

	For A. Sannikov
	5.9
	6.4
	7.3
	6.2
	5.0

	For N. Statkevich
	3.8
	0
	3.3
	0.8
	0.5

	For V. Tereshenko
	0.3
	0.8
	0.7
	0
	1.0

	For D. Uss
	0.3
	1.1
	1.0
	0.4
	0.3

	Against everybody
	3.8
	7.9
	1.7
	5.0
	6.5

	Did not want to answer
	1.4
	6.4
	5.3
	5.4
	1.8

	Did not participate in voting
	21.7
	7.9
	17.5
	6.2
	6.0


13. "If you participated in voting, then did you vote early (14-18, December) or on Sunday 19, 
December?"

Table 13.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Voted on Sunday 19, December 
	67.8
	12.1
	20.7
	11.8
	16.8
	20.3
	21.7
	24.4

	Voted early (14-18, December)
	19.8
	55.2
	61.4
	66.7
	71.0
	69.4
	69.8
	67.8

	NA
	12.4
	32.7
	17.9
	21.5
	12.2
	10.3
	8.5
	7.8


Table 13.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Voted on Sunday  19, December 
	17.5
	23.3
	20.8
	15.4
	22.8

	Voted early (14-18, December)
	65.0
	65.2
	64.1
	73.0
	72.1

	NA
	17.5
	11.5
	15.1
	11.6
	5.1


Table 13.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Voted on Sunday  19, December 
	12.7
	22.4
	21.6
	23.1
	15.5

	Voted early (14-18, December)
	68.5
	69.9
	62.5
	69.8
	40.8

	NA
	18.8
	7.7
	15.9
	7.1
	43.7


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

	Voted on Sunday  19, December 
	17.4
	19.3
	15.5
	29.8
	18.5
	18.6
	21.6

	Voted early (14-18, December)
	59.6
	66.8
	79.9
	56.7
	69.5
	66.1
	75.9

	NA
	23.0
	13.9
	4.6
	13.5
	12.0
	15.3
	2.5


Table 13.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Voted on Sunday  19, December 
	17.4
	17.6
	17.2
	29.0
	19.1

	Voted early (14-18, December)
	59.6
	74.9
	63.2
	64.9
	74.3

	NA
	23.0
	7.5
	19.6
	6.1
	6.6


14. "If there were a second round of the presidential elections and two candidates, A. Lukashenko and V. Neklyaev went forward to it, whom would you vote for?"

Table 14.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Definitely for A. Lukashenko
	33.6
	10.3
	18.5
	16.7
	21.5
	35.2
	31.8
	58.6

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	23.5
	19.0
	21.9
	17.4
	28.4
	22.6
	28.7
	21.5

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	13.3
	19.0
	15.8
	22.9
	16.5
	13.3
	9.7
	8.1

	Definitely for V. Neklyaev
	10.6
	13.8
	15.1
	13.9
	15.3
	13.0
	10.1
	2.2

	Did not decide
	5.3
	6.9
	8.2
	6.9
	3.4
	4.1
	7.8
	3.5

	Would not vote at all
	9.7
	19.0
	15.1
	16.7
	10.0
	9.3
	8.5
	4.6

	DA/NA
	4.0
	12.0
	5.4
	5.6
	4.9
	2.5
	5.4
	1.7


Table 14.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Definitely for A. Lukashenko
	56.2
	52.2
	31.0
	25.1
	27.3

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	20.0
	22.5
	22.8
	26.6
	22.7

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	4.8
	7.7
	16.0
	15.4
	12.3

	Definitely for V. Neklyaev
	2.9
	1.4
	10.8
	13.7
	16.8

	Did not decide
	5.7
	4.3
	5.3
	5.8
	5.0

	Would not vote at all
	6.7
	9.6
	10.6
	10.4
	7.7

	DA/NA
	3.8
	2.4
	3.4
	3.0
	8.2


Table 14.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Definitely for A. Lukashenko
	18.3
	32.3
	13.3
	56.5
	16.9

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	18.6
	27.3
	27.3
	23.5
	12.7

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	18.8
	12.1
	14.8
	8.4
	21.1

	Definitely for V. Neklyaev
	15.8
	13.0
	13.6
	2.7
	5.6

	Did not decide
	7.8
	4.9
	4.5
	2.5
	12.7

	Would not vote at all
	14.6
	7.2
	17.0
	4.7
	25.4

	DA/NA
	6.0
	3.2
	9.5
	1.7
	5.6


Table 14.4. Depending on residence

	Variant of answer
	Region

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

	Definitely for A. Lukashenko
	33.2
	28.5
	24.7
	48.3
	32.8
	35.0
	35.8

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	9.4
	26.2
	45.7
	16.9
	17.9
	27.1
	24.9

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	18.9
	10.0
	16.4
	10.1
	15.9
	6.2
	12.2

	Definitely for V. Neklyaev
	17.1
	15.8
	4.1
	6.2
	10.4
	10.2
	7.4

	Did not decide
	4.5
	3.2
	2.7
	2.8
	5.5
	6.2
	11.4

	Would not vote at all
	12.2
	9.0
	4.6
	12.9
	11.4
	13.6
	5.1

	DA/NA
	4.7
	8.3
	1.8
	0.1
	6.1
	1.7
	3.0


Table 14.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Definitely for A. Lukashenko
	33.2
	32.2
	32.6
	29.7
	38.3

	Rather for A. Lukashenko
	9.4
	25.1
	16.3
	31.3
	33.2

	Rather for V. Neklyaev
	18.9
	14.6
	12.6
	15.4
	7.6

	Definitely for V. Neklyaev
	17.1
	10.1
	14.3
	6.6
	6.0

	Did not decide
	4.5
	3.4
	7.6
	6.9
	4.0

	Would not vote at all
	12.2
	10.1
	12.3
	6.6
	7.6

	DA/NA
	4.7
	4.5
	4.3
	3.5
	3.3


15. "Was the president, in your opinion, elected in the first round or should a second round have been held?"

Table 15.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	President was elected in the first round
	57.5
	50.0
	45.9
	36.1
	47.7
	59.8
	60.5
	74.7

	A second round should have been held
	23.3
	27.6
	32.1
	37.5
	31.3
	24.0
	19.4
	10.5

	DA/NA
	19.2
	22.4
	22.0
	26.4
	21.0
	16.2
	20.1
	14.8


Table 15.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	President was elected in the first round
	69.2
	71.9
	56.9
	48.6
	55.9

	A second round should have been held
	9.6
	10.0
	24.4
	28.6
	30.5

	DA/NA
	21.2
	18.1
	18.7
	22.8
	13.6


Table 15.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	President was elected in the first round
	39.1
	60.9
	48.9
	73.9
	40.0

	A second round should have been held
	34.3
	22.7
	37.5
	10.6
	28.6

	DA/NA
	26.6
	16.4
	13.6
	15.5
	31.4


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

	President was elected in the first round
	49.8
	60.4
	68.3
	70.2
	45.5
	63.3
	50.4

	A second round should have been held
	31.0
	33.3
	13.8
	24.4
	17.0
	16.9
	22.8

	DA/NA
	19.2
	6.3
	17.9
	5.4
	37.5
	19.8
	26.8


Table 15.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	President was elected in the first round
	49.8
	57.1
	53.6
	57.5
	66.3

	A second round should have been held
	31.0
	21.4
	33.5
	18.9
	14.3

	DA/NA
	19.2
	21.5
	12.9
	24.6
	19.4


16. "Are the elections results announced by the Central Election Committee real or rigged, in your opinion?"

Table 16.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Definitely real
	32.7
	19.0
	17.1
	14.7
	22.9
	32.5
	33.3
	54.2

	More likely real
	29.9
	25.9
	30.1
	32.9
	33.3
	30.6
	34.2
	32.6

	More likely rigged
	16.2
	31.1
	19.9
	22.4
	17.2
	17.3
	14.3
	9.9

	Definitely rigged
	13.2
	12.1
	22.6
	23.8
	18.7
	13.3
	10.5
	3.8

	DA/NA
	8.0
	11.9
	10.3
	6.2
	8.9
	6.3
	7.7
	7.5


Table 16.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Definitely real
	59.2
	49.0
	29.2
	27.4
	23.7

	More likely real
	18.4
	25.2
	32.4
	29.4
	34.2

	More likely rigged
	11.7
	12.4
	15.6
	19.5
	17.4

	Definitely rigged
	1.9
	4.8
	13.7
	15.0
	21.9

	DA/NA
	8.8
	8.6
	9.1
	8.7
	2.8


Table 16.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Definitely real
	16.6
	34.0
	14.9
	53.0
	12.7

	More likely real
	30.2
	32.3
	31.0
	26.8
	25.4

	More likely rigged
	22.4
	15.2
	21.8
	8.4
	29.6

	Definitely rigged
	23.3
	11.9
	16.1
	4.4
	19.7

	DA/NA
	7.5
	6.6
	16.2
	7.4
	12.6


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

	Definitely real
	32.5
	32.3
	36.2
	53.4
	29.9
	29.2
	18.4

	More likely real
	18.9
	35.4
	42.7
	21.3
	15.4
	34.3
	42.5

	More likely rigged
	17.8
	15.7
	15.6
	14.0
	20.4
	12.9
	15.8

	Definitely rigged
	26.6
	15.7
	3.7
	8.4
	10.0
	12.9
	10.5

	DA/NA
	4.2
	0.9
	1.8
	2.9
	24.3
	10.9
	12.8


Table 16.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Definitely real
	32.5
	25.8
	34.2
	36.3
	34.0

	More likely real
	18.9
	37.1
	20.6
	37.1
	35.5

	More likely rigged
	17.8
	14.2
	22.9
	10.8
	14.6

	Definitely rigged
	26.6
	8.2
	19.3
	5.0
	7.8

	DA/NA
	4.2
	14.7
	3.0
	10.8
	8.1


17. "What is your attitude to the protest actions?"

Table 17.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	I approve of them 
	17.4
	29.3
	27.4
	31.3
	22.5
	15.9
	11.6
	7.2

	It makes no difference to me
	24.1
	34.5
	30.8
	25.0
	28.6
	23.6
	22.8
	17.7

	I disapprove of them
	51.8
	29.3
	34.2
	33.3
	43.9
	53.1
	59.1
	68.9

	DA/NA
	6.7
	6.9
	7.6
	10.4
	5.0
	7.4
	6.5
	6.2


Table 17.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	I approve of them 
	8.7
	9.0
	17.8
	20.3
	22.7

	It makes no difference to me
	26.9
	19.9
	27.9
	24.3
	17.3

	I disapprove of them
	62.5
	62.2
	48.5
	48.9
	50.9

	DA/NA
	1.9
	8.9
	5.8
	6.5
	9.1


Table 17.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	I approve of them 
	25.8
	16.4
	29.5
	7.9
	21.4

	It makes no difference to me
	31.0
	22.2
	29.5
	17.4
	35.7

	I disapprove of them
	36.0
	54.2
	35.2
	69.5
	32.9

	DA/NA
	7.2
	7.2
	5.8
	5.2
	10.0


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

	I approve of them 
	29.0
	21.2
	5.5
	12.8
	16.5
	17.5
	14.5

	It makes no difference to me
	30.1
	23.4
	27.4
	17.9
	23.0
	23.7
	20.2

	I disapprove of them
	32.5
	50.0
	64.8
	67.6
	44.0
	54.8
	57.5

	DA/NA
	8.4
	5.4
	2.3
	1.7
	16.5
	4.0
	7.8


Table 17.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	I approve of them 
	29.0
	13.5
	20.2
	10.0
	14.1

	It makes no difference to me
	30.1
	31.6
	25.2
	20.1
	16.6

	I disapprove of them
	32.5
	51.1
	49.7
	60.2
	62.5

	DA/NA
	8.4
	3.8
	4.9
	9.7
	6.8


18. "A. Lukashenko has become president of the country once again. Did you personally want it?"

Table 18.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	53.3
	29.8
	33.1
	29.4
	43.3
	51.9
	57.9
	79.1

	No
	40.0
	59.6
	53.1
	59.4
	51.0
	41.5
	34.4
	19.6

	DA/NA
	6.7
	10.6
	13.8
	11.2
	5.7
	6.6
	7.7
	1.3


Table 18.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	77.9
	73.8
	50.4
	44.3
	45.7

	No
	14.4
	23.8
	43.1
	46.1
	48.9

	DA/NA
	7.7
	2.4
	6.5
	9.6
	5.5


Table 18.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	33.0
	53.9
	34.1
	78.8
	29.6

	No
	56.8
	39.4
	53.4
	20.0
	57.7

	DA/NA
	10.2
	6.7
	12.5
	1.2
	12.7


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

	Yes
	40.2
	42.8
	65.8
	66.9
	50.5
	56.7
	57.5

	No
	57.0
	51.8
	32.0
	29.8
	38.0
	32.0
	31.1

	DA/NA
	2.7
	5.4
	2.2
	3.3
	11.5
	11.3
	11.4


Table 18.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	40.2
	53.0
	49.0
	55.2
	65.2

	No
	57.0
	35.3
	42.4
	38.2
	30.5

	DA/NA
	2.8
	11.7
	8.6
	6.6
	4.3


19. "Has the candidate you voted for become president?"

Table 19.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	Yes
	49.6
	20.7
	31.7
	29.2
	40.8
	50.0
	53.9
	71.8

	No
	32.8
	41.4
	37.9
	45.8
	42.7
	36.7
	30.2
	16.6

	NA
	17.6
	37.9
	30.4
	25.0
	16.5
	13.3
	15.9
	11.6


Table 19.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	Yes
	65.4
	68.6
	46.2
	43.0
	45.0

	No
	12.5
	18.1
	32.3
	40.3
	44.1

	NA
	22.1
	13.3
	21.5
	16.7
	10.9


Table 19.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	Yes
	30.3
	51.7
	30.7
	71.7
	27.1

	No
	44.7
	35.5
	40.9
	17.2
	30.0

	NA
	25.0
	12.8
	28.4
	11.1
	42.9


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

	Yes
	38.7
	41.3
	63.8
	62.4
	47.5
	51.7
	48.5

	No
	36.9
	38.1
	28.0
	24.2
	37.0
	30.9
	31.7

	NA
	24.4
	20.6
	8.2
	13.4
	15.5
	17.4
	19.8


Table 19.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	Yes
	38.7
	48.7
	45.0
	50.8
	60.7

	No
	36.9
	33.7
	31.5
	34.2
	29.5

	NA
	24.4
	17.6
	23.5
	15.0
	9.8


20. "The USA, the European Union, the European Parliament, the Council of Europe and other influential international organizations did not recognize the results of the presidential elections in Belarus as they “did not correspond to the OSCE standards” and supported the demand of the opposition for a second round of voting. Some people consider the decision a fair verdict, others do not. What is your opinion?"

Table 20.1. Depending on age

	Variant of answer
	All 
respondents
	Age, years old

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

	It is a fair verdict
	27.6
	44.8
	37.7
	50.0
	34.1
	24.4
	24.1
	12.3

	It is an unfair verdict
	46.9
	25.9
	34.2
	31.9
	39.2
	47.0
	47.5
	65.7

	NA/DA
	25.5
	29.3
	28.1
	18.1
	26.7
	28.6
	28.4
	22.0


Table 20.2. Depending on education

	Variant of answer
	Education

	
	Primary
	Incomplete secondary
	Secondary
	Vocational
	Higher (incomplete higher)

	It is a fair verdict
	9.7
	13.4
	29.4
	32.4
	36.5

	It is an unfair verdict
	52.4
	63.6
	45.9
	42.0
	39.7

	NA/DA
	37.9
	23.0
	24.7
	25.6
	23.8


Table 20.3. Depending on status

	Variant of answer
	Status

	
	Private sector employees
	Public sector employees
	Students
	Pensioners
	The unemployed, housewives

	It is a fair verdict
	43.5
	25.8
	36.0
	11.3
	44.3

	It is an unfair verdict
	31.0
	50.2
	32.6
	62.8
	27.1

	NA/DA
	25.5
	24.0
	31.4
	25.9
	28.6


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

	It is a fair verdict
	46.5
	37.2
	19.3
	20.8
	19.5
	18.5
	21.9

	It is an unfair verdict
	43.4
	47.1
	62.4
	64.4
	21.0
	52.8
	40.8

	NA/DA
	10.1
	15.7
	18.3
	14.8
	59.5
	28.7
	37.3


Table 20.5. Depending on the type of settlement

	Variant of answer
	Type of settlement

	
	Capital
	Region centers
	Cities
	Towns
	Villages

	It is a fair verdict
	46.5
	17.2
	38.2
	19.3
	18.4

	It is an unfair verdict
	43.4
	44.6
	40.2
	49.8
	54.2

	NA/DA
	10.1
	38.2
	21.6
	30.9
	27.4


OPEN FORUM / BOOKSHELF
Reflecting on Belarus problems in connection with perusal of Valery Karbalevich’s book "Alexander Lukashenko: a political portrait" (Moscow, "Partisan", 2010, 720 pр)
Prof. Grigory Ioffe, Radford University (USA)
Alexander Lukashenko shielded Belarus with himself. It looks like there are no other politicians in this country. He has been governing Belarus for 16 years already, and the outcome of his governing is contradictory. Interest to his personality and to his political portrait is a lasting phenomenon. That is why the book by V. Karbalevich is already the fourth one about A. Lukashenko (including “Invasion”, “President by Accident” and “A Political Biography of Lukashenko”) which I have read. In my opinion, from what has been read before only the book by A. Feduta is going to survive the test of time.

It is unnecessary to mention, that my notes are subjective. Besides, I am a detached observer. Although I visited Belarus not less than 20 times during my almost 60 years, I have never lived there for more than three weeks. There are supporters, as well as opponents of A. Lukashenko among the citizens of Belarus I communicate with, and there are more of the latter among them. It may well be so that my opinion about the fitness of things in the country could have been different from the one weighing upon me now had I lived in Belarus (the assumption is not at all out of the ordinary, taking into account the fact that my late mother and all the ancestors on the maternal side had apparently lived in Belarus for several centuries). However, distance, both temporal and spatial, softens emotions and therefore may contribute to a more balanced perception. 

Agreeing to review the book by V. Karbalevich, I thought the most important thing was to get through 720 pages of the text and that value judgments would appear involuntarily.  However, it was not easy to read the book. The difficulty proved to be of the unforeseen and partly paradoxical nature. Contrary to the peculiarities of the genre, V. Karbalevich is more analytic and less politicized as a journalist than as an author of a thick book about A. Lukashenko. On the “Freedom Radio” he criticizes not only the authorities, but also the opposition; and as for the social model associated with the name of the president of Belarus, he speaks in the vein that its usefulness for the majority of the population has not yet outlived itself. As far as the book is concerned, V. Karbalevich comes out in it as a consistent exposer. This style peculiarity of the book – not the critical statements as such (it would be surprising if there were none of them) – turned out to be unexpected for me. Against this background the book by A. Feduta about the same hero looks as if it were a novel in verse. Extra difficulty has been added by the specific character of the moment. Today is January of 2011. After December, 19 when even liberation from the KGB pre-trial prison after giving a written cognizance not to leave the place is interpreted by many opposition-inclined Belarusians as betrayal on the part of the released one; when even an allusion to the fact that A. Lukashenko could have come in at the elections without any ballot rigging already in the first round having won 51-60% of votes (V. Matskevich made such an assumption on the site of “Freedom”) is perceived by the readers of the site as blasphemy, the style of the book under review is “just what the doctor has ordered”. There is no better reading for keeping up the indignation heat. So what shall I do, if I do not agree with anything in the book, and if my position seems to be compromise? Shall I take my own life at once, or shall I wait for the righteous anger of the readers? 

In the Preface the author mentions the polarity of assessments of A. Lukashenko’s personality: “either an unrestrained laudation or a complete denunciation” (p.5). Although, as it would seem, such an observation leads to choosing the golden mean, the lack of which is exactly felt, V. Karbalevich is steeped in denunciation. No one has so far either brought together, or systematized so many claims to the Belarusian leader presented, as it can be supposed, on behalf of the Russian-speaking, pro-European and democracy-oriented public of Belarus.

“Being a product of democracy, Lukashenko… also became its grave digger” (p. 3). He virtually cannot speak Belarusian. His family life was not a success. He is quarrelsome at work, unsociable and could not stay anywhere for more than two years. In the course of the first for A. Lukashenko election campaign – in the Supreme Soviet of the USSR (1989) – dishonorable methods are employed against him and he, director of a sovkhoz, yields 5.3% to his eminent rival, chairman of the Council of Ministers V. Kebich. Already in 1990 A. Lukashenko wins the elections in the Supreme Soviet of the BSSR as “a huge talent of a public political figure woke up in him” (p. 38). In the Belarusian parliament they treat A. Lukashenko with irony. However, his popularity is growing, and the fact that he often changes his position, does not undermine his public authority. By that time (1991) he “had completely refused to determine his platform concerning any question without taking into account what the population was thinking about it!” (p.52). The population (from 50 to 80%) regrets the collapse of the USSR, dreams about a reunion with Russia and complains of the corrupt officials. Thus, A. Lukashenko becomes the most pro-Russian and the most anti-corruption deputy and in this capacity wins the presidential elections of 1994 in spite of V. Kebich’s administrative resource and the party resource of Z. Poznyak. As the president, A. Lukashenko announces unacceptability for Belarus of the experience of other countries’ market reforms implemented according to the recipes of the IMF – by the way, the very recipes which have been more and more criticized since the middle of the 90s even in the western countries themselves. A. Lukashenko then displays the absence of “conceptual approaches to the state policy” (p. 114), acts “spontaneously, blindly, by the trial-and-error method” (p. 116) and mediocrity prevails in his team. The market for him “is not a fundamental principle of a society existence” (p. 118), it is only one of possible ways of economic development.

Western mass media “create a negative image of Lukashenko as a supporter of return to the Russian regime” (p.128) already during the time of the election campaign. In 1995 he organizes a referendum on national symbols replacement and on introduction of the Russian language as the second official one and also uses violence against 19 parliamentarians who have gone on a hunger-strike in the debating chamber of the Supreme Soviet. After the referendum teaching in Belarusian is being reduced, and the idea of (Eastern)-Slavic unity is being strenuously promoted. In 1996 A. Lukashenko organizes a new – constitutional – referendum aimed at strengthening and actual extension of the presidential powers. To deal with the rebellious parliament he contrives the All-Belarusian People Assembly, a body of direct communication between the president and the people not specified in the Constitution, something like the popular assembly in ancient Russia. The deputies’ resistance is broken down with the help of Russian go-betweens. However, it is significant that independent opinion polls show that during the confrontation between the president and the Supreme Soviet the majority of the population supports the president (pp 187 and 192). 

Let me mention here that chapters from 1 to 7 painting a vivid picture of A. Lukashenko’s ascent to the heights of power and its consolidation in his hands seemed somewhat boring to me, whereas the following chapters (8-14) organized already not in the chronological (as chapters 1-7), but in the subject manner, were read  with interest. Chapter 8 devoted to the political and psychological portrait of the hero is read better than any other. According to V. Karbalevich, A. Lukashenko came to power not for the sake of financial enrichment as his “all-absorbing thirst for power” (p. 199) was quite self-sufficient. He is intoxicated with power, and the fear to lose it is gnawing at him; parting with power seems the end of the world to him. A. Lukashenko is notable for the hypertrophied aspiration for displaying of power, for the habit of humiliating his subordinates in public, for the delusion of grandeur, as well as for the Messiah complex. Any public actions of A. Lukashenko are a small performance for the electorate. He is evidently not a conceptualist, but rather a born populist. He aspires to be “the mouthpiece of his electors’ inner voice, to divine the underlying archetypes of the national spirit” (p. 220) and he succeeds in it, that is why many “foreign politicians and experts…understand it with difficulty how A. Lukashenko has managed to gain support of approximately half of the Belarusians during so many years taking into account his odious reputation” (p. 220). A. Lukashenko exploits the dark sides of mass consciousness, plays with phobias, e.g. with anti-Semitic attitudes (p. 224). “The paternalistic image of a patriarchal family’s omnipotent father, strict but just, did very well” for him (p. 258). With every new presidential campaign he needs more and more electoral support; he has become “the slave to his own legitimacy” (p. 259). And his legitimacy is not the fruit of an idle imagination. For instance, V. Karbalevich attributes only 20-25% to the “reformatory part of the population” (p.270); in another place (p.402) he writes that less than 25-30% of the population of Belarus rejects the current policy and supports the opposition. Nevertheless, A. Lukashenko is so afraid to lose the power that “sometimes he acts as if he were his own enemy” (p. 272). Other sides of A. Lukashenko’s personality revealed by the author are ardor, narrow-mindedness, “the world-view limited by the framework of the everyday consciousness” (p. 281) and passionate love for sport. He is quick to take offence, rancorous and has “problems with the sense of humor” (p. 296). At the same time, he is lonely, as “loneliness is the life lot of all dictators” (p. 313). Exactly due to the fact, having begun with peremptory separation of family from policy, he returned his elder children into governing the state (p. 320).

According to V. Karbalevich, the main reason for establishment of dictatorship in Belarus (Chapter 9) is not in the level of the Belarusians’ political culture and mass consciousness, but in the personal peculiarities of A. Lukashenko (p. 323). Just on the strength of those very peculiarities he appeals to the Soviet legacy and is in sympathy with other dictators. A. Lukashenko is sure that any problem in the society can be solved with the help of coercive and punitive actions. Hence constant struggle for discipline and order, the overblown role of controlling bodies and the economic model based on the prevalence of state-owned property, of manual control of economy and election committees follow, as well as threat of criminal prosecution and the contractual system. V. Karbalevich considers that they add not less than 20% of votes to A. Lukashenko at the elections. In 2006 the gap between the official results and the results of independent opinion polls was indeed that large. “Had it been announced following the elections results that the head of state had won the elections having received, e.g. 55%, a considerable number of Belarusian citizens, as well as the foreign community would have believed it” (p. 381). However, such results would have destroyed the ideological foundation of the regime, as it would have turned out that its opponents were not just a handful of renegades. A lexical analysis of A. Lukashenko’s speeches in which he mentions the opposition leads V. Karbalevich to the five levels of causticity and estrangement as far as description of inner enemies is concerned: “inhuman monsters”, “defective people”, “the abnormal”, “morally depraved persons” and finally “mercenary people who used to sit at the manger”. In spite of the unacceptance level of one’s opponents embodied in these lexemes, the scope of political persecution is relatively not large. The author cites the estimates of the human rights advocate A. Belyatsky, according to which as of the year of 2008 50 people had been subjected to confinement on political grounds during the whole time of A. Lukashenko’s governing (p. 419). However, according to V. Karbalevich, the authorities have lost the ability to talk to the people, and shock absorbers of social protest disappeared as a consequence of assaults against mass media and independent trade unions. 

The following reasoning of the author’s concerning the economic model (Chapter 10) has credibility: forming of bureaucratic capitalism in Belarus where serious business develops only under the protection of the state, as well as the fact that among the CIS countries Belarus has the largest pensions and the highest pension-salary ratio, whereas the income difference between the richest and the poorest is, vice versa, the lowest. A. Lukashenko has brought into play mobilization instruments constantly keeping the administrative machine on tenterhooks. However, some steps on deregulation of economy have been taken lately: a flat-rate income tax schedule has been introduced, the “golden share” has been revoked, and the declarative principle of a business registration has been brought in; privatization of a whole number of major enterprises is being expected.

Speaking about the long-suffering story of Belarusian-Russian integration (Chapter 11), V. Karbalevich repeats the well-known thesis that until the end of the 90s A. Lukashenko aspired to participate in the elections of the head of the union state intending to pay for it with Belarus sovereignty. However, V. Putin’s rise to power put an end to those hopes. Mutual estrangement abounding in trade wars has begun since 2000. The wars, according to V. Karbalevich, are provoked by the desire of the Russian leadership “to go over to market relations with Belarus” (p. 561), “to cast off the integration burden equal to the amount of several billion dollars” (p. 556).  Non-recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia became one of A. Lukashenko’s answers “which have dramatically increased the value of his political stock in the West” (p. 564). As a result “Lukashenko turned out to be the main opponent of Moscow in its claims to leadership in the post-Soviet region” (p. 567). At the very end of Chapter 11, i.e. much closer to the end of the book, than to its beginning, the author betrays the revealing trend for the first time, falling for an instant into relativity. “One may speak about falseness, about the failure of the pro-Russian foreign-policy course – he writes – or one may admire how finely for so many years he has managed to confuse the political elite of such a large country as Russia with promises to unite into one state, selling the same commodity (Belarus sovereignty), taking quite real money for it, and not selling it in the long run” (p. 572). One gets an involuntary feeling that a similar approach can also be applied to other aspects of A. Lukashenko’s policy. The feeling is growing stronger by the end of the next (12th) chapter, where it becomes particularly clear that “the former bitterest enemies of the official Minsk now have unexpectedly become rescuers of the Belarusian social model from the economic collapse” (p. 648) and that “Lukashenko quite successfully does the splits between the West and Russia” (p. 649). As a whole the foreign-policy (12th) chapter cites the theses that foreign policy derives from the social model of the state and that A. Lukashenko is lacking political culture and basic ethics, therefore he is treated with disdain even by the leaders of the CIS countries. An interesting thesis is being suggested that it might have been possible to avoid the entry ban to the countries of the EU for A. Lukashenko and a number of other Belarusian officials, had not he been forcing his way to the Prague summit of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership in 2002 so persistently. For fairness’ sake let me remind the reader that such consistent “democrats” as H. Aliyev, I. Karimov and even S. Niyazov participated in that memorable summit. This reminder is important for one of the aspects of V. Karbalevich’s ideas criticism, which is given below.

In the chapter devoted to the personnel policies (Chapter 13) the author draws a parallel between Belarus and eastern tyrannies in which state officials and the people are to a various extent in serf dependence on the autocrat. The officials are discharged on the slightest suspicion of disloyalty. Discrediting evidence concerning functionaries of all levels is collected on a regular basis. Persons who have been born and have grown up outside Belarus are appointed to executive positions in defense and law enforcement agencies. In the opinion of V. Karbalevich, A. Lukashenko has a delicate perception of the limits which he should not overstep, as far as repressions against officials (e.g., against the ones stealing more than their rank allows them) are concerned. The officials from the president’s inner circle who moved to Russia after their resignation “as they are not able to get a job in Belarus” are enumerated (p.655). Let me mention that all the listed exiles live not simply in Russia, they live in Moscow, and some of them hold advanced positions in major Russian corporations. It does not put in doubt the obstacles on the way of their job placement in Belarus; however it is quite strange to see in them the reasons for the present-day status of the Belarusian exiles. The matter rather concerns one of the numerous illustrations of the fact that connections between Russia and Belarus are closer and more varied than between any other countries in the modern world.

The last (14th) chapter is devoted to the disappeared Belarusian politicians. In the context of the book’s thematic scope the idea of placing exactly this chapter at the end is justified. If other topics allow of alternative opinions (some of them are given below), then disappearance and possible assassination of Y. Zakharenko, V. Gonchar, A. Krasovsky and D. Zavadsky (with regard to whom the fact of murdering has been established) are “non-alternative” in terms of moral assessment, especially taking into account suspicion with regard to certain people, as well as termination of a criminal case in relation to one of them.

I have four reasons for criticizing V. Karbalevich as an author of a book about A. Lukashenko.

First of all, it is reduction of the main conflict of modern Belarus to the model “predator–victim” in which the Belarusian society acts as a victim not following the high road of progress by virtue of the predator’s ill-intentioned position. 

It seems to me that the author partly lapses into the heresy he charges his hero with when saying that his world-view does not fall beyond the scope of ordinary consciousness. “Communication between the authorities and the society – avers V. Karbalevich – is being realized only in one direction – top-down” (p. 430).

At the same time, numerous although not systematized observations of the society contained in the book let us put to doubt the assertion. “Belarus proved to be pushed out into independent sailing against the wishes … of the majority of the population” (p. 74). “The population would perceive with difficulty a head of state in the image of an intellectual” (p. 79). “Lukashenko adequately reflects the prevailing attitudes of the masses” (p.83). “A considerable part of the population was characterized by the leveling, anti-market…consciousness” (p.85). “The president turned out to be the closest and the most understandable for the people with all his look, culture, language and enunciation” (p.90). “The society did not mature for reforms; the Soviet system in Belarus did not reach the end of its service life”, and “democratization and reforming did not begin here naturally, inherently…they were introduced from without, from Moscow” (p.103). Mass consciousness of the Belarusians remained patriarchal, and “2/3 of the Belarusian cities’ citizens are first or second generation city dwellers” (p.106). “The results of the referendum of 1995 quite adequately reflected the mood in the Belarusian society when, for instance, 83% had declared for the introduction of the Russian language, as the second official one; and there are few people in Belarus who have doubts about the figure. A considerable part of the population understood [democracy] as a possibility to choose “a father” (a dictator) with unlimited powers” (p.196). “There is a value, mental and cultural kinship of the Belarusian leader with his electors” (p. 221). “His renunciation of democratic reforms was caused by the attitude of the majority of the electorate” (ibid.). “A. Lukashenko’s spiritual world is somewhat akin to the spiritual look of an average Belarusian” (p.289). “Lukashenko efficiently uses the dominating type of political culture” (p. 360).

Someone may ask a question: what does the reviewer reproach the author for, if all these features of the Belarusian society are given in the book? My complaint consists in the following: the features being given in the book do not change the chaste world-view of the author. From the first to the last page A. Lukashenko appears in the likeness of “the universal evil”, whereas the Belarusian society–in the role of a victim. Thus a personality cult of A. Lukashenko is being developed. The fact that the cult possesses a minus sign does not change the crux of the matter – quite the contrary.  Whether he is a Messiah or a villain, does the matter actually concern his personality? Should “the looking-glass be blamed if one’s own face is plain”? It is still a question though, whether the face is really plain. It might simply differ from others’.

Secondly, it is the absence of reflection on the problem of the feebly marked Belarusian identity.

This complaint is akin to the previous one. V. Karbalevich does know that Belarusian identity (or as it used to be called before – self-consciousness) has not come into being. “Russia-centrism is a complex of national… inferiority” (p.491). “The majority of the Belarusians possess a stable complex of diffidence in their ability to survive on their own” (p. 540). “If in other countries deep social and political contradictions are counterbalanced by the unity as far as questions of national and state self-identification, protection of state’s independence are concerned, than … in Belarus the split also spreads to the questions of the nation’s self-determination and state’s sovereignty” (p. 269). 

How did V. Karbalevich estimate the influence of this state of things on A. Lukashenko’s role in the history of Belarus? It seemed to me, he did not do it at all. However, if there is a growing requirements law, than there must also exist a step-by-step hierarchy of human consolidation symbols. It is possible to assume, e.g. that nationalism, the call of the blood, is a lower, more basic type of unity, whereas unity round a political leader is a less basic and a more selective type. It is peculiar to people to herd together in times of trouble in order to wait till the foul weather is over and to inflict condemnation on vicious strangers. In other Eastern European and post-Soviet countries destruction of the habitual game rules at the turn of the 80s and 90s plunged the people into confusion to a not lesser extent than the Belarusians. Basic consolidation round national symbols, or, to put it in simpler words, nationalism with the anti-Russian tint became a response to the fright. What should the Belarusians do if they did not know who they were; and those who thought they knew did not manage to foster their knowledge in fellow citizens (partly due to political infantilism of those who knew, or perhaps owing to the fact that their national project had not become a quality PR-product)? That is why the Belarusians “skipped” up the stairs of consolidation, having united not round something, but round somebody, as that somebody gave them back exactly the PR-product their soul was craving for. Under such conditions not the Russians, but speaking conventionally “our own” members of the opposition became strangers. Under such a naturalistic, if you will, approach, who should be stigmatized, is already a question of taste and political correctness, not at all of search after truth. Allegedly, “our father turned out to be not a father, but son of a bitch”. We will throw him off and “national happiness will come”.

Thirdly, it is market romanticism.

V. Karbalevich’s economic views are akin to the ones of romantics and advocates of market economy of the Brezhnev epoch, such as G. Lisichkin and V. Selunin, though quite advanced for their time. For them either the pure plan, or the pure, i.e. free, market was the pivot of an economic system. Combining the plan and market was not considered seriously, as it was impossible “to be a little pregnant”, and as it was necessary to shake the faith in the plan–a rather progressive idea for the time and place. Something similar we meet in V. Karbalevich’s book in 2010; although by this time the same romantic constructions “have been complicated” by interesting references to the connection of market and democracy. “Market, once you join it (italics added by the author), inevitably impels the society to democratic transformations” (p. 435), writes V. Karbalevich. It is not quite clear, how long ago the author visited fraternal Russia and fraternal Ukraine, where transformation of the leveling and redistributive system (command economy) had taken place according to neo-liberal recipes of the IMF and in the socio-cultural context  as close to the Belarusian one as possible.

In more abstract, but not abstruse categories, market – once you join it – leads to social stratification and it disturbs the confidence of citizens and social groups in each other and in the center of power. Confidence is the main base which democracy is founded on. In this case one may allude either to the classics, such as Robert Putman and Charles Tilly, or to the common sense. What happens to the citizens when there is lack of mutual confidence? They begin to be drawn to an authoritarian leader – not because they so much trust him, but because they trust each other still less. The leader becomes a defender against … the arbitrary rule of the fellow citizens. Putman modeled the authoritarian impulses cultivated in the 70s in some communities in the south of Italy exactly this way. It has become a classic.  

On the biggest part of the West, though, such a product (it can also be called the engine) of mutual confidence as constitutional liberalism was formed several centuries earlier than mature, as well as electoral, democracy and earlier than the large-scale capitalist form of appropriation. Dispersion of these landmarks in time (not the “market-once-you-join-it”) facilitated the social peace and prosperity; however it did not manage either to save the American society from the arbitrary rule of robber barons, those unsophisticated predecessors of Russian oligarchs. But that is America with its cult of individual success and strong and stable tradition of charity. However, if the object of the experiment is an egalitarian society with the settled ethos of dependence on the state, then to set hopes upon market as a tool of democracy development is as good as to treat tophus with herring.

The reproach that in Belarus “as in any socialist state”, social protection “is being realized at the expense of redistribution from the rich to the poor” (p. 480), cast by V. Karbalevich is intricate and fanciful. First of all, there are no or very few rich people in a socialist state; therefore the social protection is meager. Secondly, and it is most important, there simply does not exist a non-redistributive method of social protection in the world! It is apparently the case, when there is a revealing bias, but there is nothing to apply it to. 

Denial by A. Lukashenko’s regime of the so called objective factors and development trends in order to please the subjective will of the country’s master is one of the keynotes of the book. However, a quite objective, i.e. independent of A. Lukashenko and of other Belarusians’ will, factor really operated in Belarus at the beginning of the 90s: large-scale (with more than 500 employees) enterprises, 100 percent dependent on Russian raw materials and components suppliers, predominated in the occupational pattern of this country more, than anywhere else. When connections with the suppliers suddenly stopped – as a result of an abrupt change of owners – the Belarusian higher-ups faced an alternative: either to re-establish the connections by the piece manually, or to obtain a social rebellion in comparison with which the events of 19, December 2010 would look as playing with dolls. Thus, mobilization became the original sin in which the economy of independent Belarus was conceived. It (mobilization) became a response to the challenge of the objective factor. And further we acted on the basis of the every-day life.

As far as economy is concerned V. Karbalevich again seems to lapse into the heresy he charges his main hero with – he thinks that all the problems can be solved with the help of administration. “The world is as simple as a Belarusian sovkhoz” – this is one of the headings in Chapter 12. And what can be simpler than a sovkhoz? However, exactly the opinions concerning the agricultural topic proved to be the funniest ones (in the whole book). According to the author, A. Lukashenko has chosen the road of two objective trends of agriculture development: its transfer to the market rails and its cleansing of collective farms.  Besides, investments into the agricultural sector seem excessive to V. Karbalevich. However, agriculture functions in accordance with the laws of free market neither in Western Europe, nor in America. In developed countries low world prices for food either at all do not let the farmers make a profit, or do not ensure the profit rate comparable with the one in other sectors. As a result, subsidies for agriculture in the USA and Western European countries two times exceed the budget support of agriculture per unit of arable land, as well as, and especially, per employee in Belarus. A half of the whole European Union budget is spent on agricultural subsidies! According to the Farm Bill passed by the United States Congress in 2002, American agriculture subsidies total 20 billion dollars yearly during 10 years. Critics of the law regard it as “massive and in essence socialist interference in the agricultural market”
 (1). It is interesting phraseology, isn’t it? However, non-market (and in essence anti-market) stimulation of the developed countries’ agriculture consists not only in the artificial increase of farmers’ profit rate. The latter acts as a tool of agricultural policy. Forming of strategic reserves of food greatly exceeding the current demands; control over the territory and prevention of socio-demographic degradation of the group, which –especially in Western Europe – preservation of the national character and national traditions are connected with, figure as the objectives of such policy. 

In the USA agricultural subsidies also bought (for the Republicans, under whom the above mentioned law had been passed) political loyalty of the farmers, a tiny group (1.9% of the employed) controlling the vast and sparsely populated states of the Middle West. Thus, stimulation of the western countries’ agriculture does not differ much from what the Belarusian authorities are doing in the sense that the decision about the size of investment in the agricultural sector is dictated there by politics to a greater extent, than either by the economic feasibility or by efficiency.

The countries of the West have not, of course, lived under the collective farms for several decades, but there is nothing to be done, if Belarus possesses such legacy! Should one resort to social engineering, or distribute the land in joint ownership? Theoretically it is possible in the areas of selective ploughing up somewhere in Vitebsk and Mogilev regions. However, the neighbors’ bitter experience – of the Russian non-Black Earth Belt – proves that very few people among those who live now in villages can and, most important, want to become farmers. This is no place for explaining, why. As for the collective farms in reclaimed areas, especially in Western Belarus, they are modern, highly mechanized and highly productive enterprises, and apportioning them among shareholders would be akin to self-mutilation. The fact that Belarus today sells food to Russia for an overall amount of 2 billion dollars; that Belarus – in contrast to Russia – would have nothing to buy food with hadn’t it invested the excessive, according to V. Karbalevich, money in the agricultural sector; finally, the fact that the Belarusian society is standing on its natural base, whereas in neighboring Russia the rural world has been completely destroyed – is perhaps the biggest achievement of Belarus political regime. And the author should not think that there is a certain conflict between the generous state support of agriculture and, let’s say, creation of the Hi-Tech park which already today is full of orders from the leading American firms.  As they say, “You are free to execute your laws and your citizens, as you see fit”…

Fourthly, it is the absence of reflection as far as geopolitics is concerned. 

In V. Karbalevich’s theoretical scheme geopolitics comes into existence only as a token coin in relations with the West. He is correct writing that “at that moment”, i.e. from the middle of the 90s and up to 2008 “Minsk had not had the commodity of such value on account of which the EU would have been ready to turn a blind eye to the human rights problem” (p. 643). “Renunciation of uniting with Russia, Belarus withdrawal from the RF geopolitical field” was to have become the commodity (ibid.). After the Russian-Georgian war, though, moving away from Russia “became the commodity which value had grown” (p. 644), and “democratic measuring of the internal political life stopped being the most important factor in the relations between Belarus and the EU” (ibid.). Everything is correct. However, when was “the measuring” an important factor? Somehow I do not recollect it. Had it been so important, we would have had American Democracy Acts not only in Belarus, but also in Azerbaijan, Armenia and Kazakhstan, and in other countries of the kind, and Kazakhstan would have never presided over the OSCE. I understand that there is a strong temptation to see the omnipresent effect of an eccentric national leader in the fact that exactly Belarus has been chosen for the show birching. Such is the logic of a personality cult. Blessed is the one who believes. Then what is about the above mentioned geopolitical commodity? It is enough to look at the map of the half-forgotten alliance GUAM, and this whole system will come to light; however, there is a missing link in it… One may, of course, call Belarus the last dictatorship of Europe (it is necessary, by the way, to give credit for this felicitous PR-find, something which is called a sound bite in America: no one knows where Belarus is located, but almost everyone knows where Europe is). However, even if one repeats this apt propaganda cliché a hundred thousand times, the world will not change because of it. The authoritarian political regime of Belarus will not become its most important distinguishing mark as the same regimes exist on the whole post-Soviet territory, and in some countries of the former Soviet Union they are even more staggering. Not dictatorship, but the greatest degree of closeness to Russia, the closeness which is unprecedented as far as relations between peoples and countries are concerned, was and is Belarus distinguishing mark. This very closeness is at gunpoint, just as it used to be before; and it is indeed a geopolitical commodity. 

One may either approve or disapprove of the West foreign policy toward Belarus. I, for example, do not approve of it, and I speak
 and write
 openly about it. However, whatever the outcome, this policy cannot be called irrational. The national and group interest of western countries, understood in a certain way, lies in the root of it. The policy of Russia is another matter, as that country could have swallowed Belarus approximately up to 2001 to the thunderous and prolonged applause of the majority of the being swallowed. Instead of it, Russia having been hurt by the Belarusian leader, decided to launch “market relations” with Belarus. In the context of the current economic calculation there is a point in that. In this case, however, the former Prime Minister S. Sidorsky, who has called Russian Minister of Finance a storekeeper, is absolutely right, as from the point of view of Russia’s national interests “transition to market relations” with one’s own junior partner seems the acme of absurdity. Can you imagine, that the USA decided “to switch over to market relations” with, let’s say, Israel or Egypt? It is impossible to imagine it even with Mexico, otherwise no one would put up with obviously unilateral advantages which Mexico derived from the North American Free Trade Agreement. Why won’t Washington cancel the agreement, in spite of the numerous howls of the nationally preoccupied right-wing radicals and trade union figures? Why has Washington loosened its purse strings so much, saving the Mexican financial system? It has done it, because foreign policy decisions are being made in the USA by politicians at the very least, and not by special messengers of oil and gas corporations. However, the darkest hour is near the dawn. But for those special messengers, Belarus might have lost its sovereignty, which I would not wish it even in a bad dream.

Summing up everything mentioned above I come to the point that V. Karbalevich’s book is an outstanding document of the epoch, as far as its information value is concerned. It does not only expose the Belarusian political regime, but gives an adequate idea about the exposers’ opinions. It seems to me they will score political success only when A. Lukashenko’s figure stops standing in the light of their intellectual look, and the aggregate of the core values shared by the Belarusians of various political orientations reaches the critical mass. It is clear that complete agreement is not at issue. However, it is necessary to stop demonizing each other. An interesting utterance on the topic is contained in the New Year’s greetings of A. Lukashenko. Although, these are only words so far. The ball is obviously on the authorities’ side right now, and it is up to them to show mercy and not to lose their face at that. Every additional day spent in the pre-trial prison of the KGB on the contrary raises the moral authority of the prisoners. One may remember the words of A. Akhmatova about young I. Brodsky: “What a biography they are making for our red-haired!” Devil take the biography, when their health is on the line. One can hardly believe in A. Feduta, the plotter, but one can easily believe in A. Feduta, the writer and the expert in literature, as this is what he is. Besides, he is an author of A. Lukashenko’s biography, and the fact provokes the temptation to think about settling personal scores with him.

Whatever happens, it is important to understand that Belarus is badly in need of national unity, not political one, but exactly in national, as it is its Achilles heel. Although the events of December, 19 do not bring nearer this bright outlook, it is as dangerous to lose sight of it today, as it was a month ago or maybe it is even more dangerous. As the leader of the world proletariat used to say, in order to unite, we need to resolutely distance ourselves from each other. It seems that everything is exactly vice versa in modern Belarus.
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