European Conscience and Communism The Countries in between

Russia and Europe and the Countries in between: Bia%s Stance towards Ukraine,
Georgia and Belarus

Chairman: Philip Hanson Discussion LeadeiOleg Manaev

Oleg Manaev: First, some considerations about Russiand its role:
1. Do vou think Russiats now .7

Fully open to other countries 23%

Ilostly open 58%

Dron't know 10%

Completely closed 1%
Iflostly closed 9%

Somrce: Levada Center, naticmwaride mrrey, 12-21 Jarmary 2005, N=1400

Q2 Would you prefer Fussiain future to be. .7

Meither more open, no more cloged than now 39%

Ilore open for ather countries 17%

Don't know 9%

Less inclined tolet other countries into its life 36%

Somrce: Levada Center, natiowaride mrvey, 15-21 Jannary 200%, H=1600
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23, How do vou think most developed countries in the world relate to Russia now?

411 replies,

U
A5 afriend f
Ls aparner 34
45 a competitor 33
Ls an enemy ]
They don't pay attention to Fussia 10
Dian't knoer 10

Source: Levada Center, natiomride marvey, 15-21 Jarmary 2005, H=1400

J%a Wane the five countries which you would regard as the closest fiends and allies
of Russia

41l replies,

i
Belarms 50
Kazakhstan 38
China 1%
Gemmany 17
Armenia 15
India 12

(Onlythe top six countries are shown)
Source: Levada Center, natiomaride mpvey,224-26 May 2009, H=15249

25h. Mane the five countries which you would regard as the most unfiendly and
hostile to Russia

A1 replies,

i
Feorzla 52
T34 45
Tkraine 41
Latria 35
Litlm ania 35
Estonia 30

[ Onlythe top six countries are shown)

Source: Levada Center, natiomeride mrvey,22-26 hay 2009, H=1 599

Table 1. PERCEIVED THREATS TO RUSSIAN SECURITY
Q. Do you think that any of the following countriesould be a substantial threat to
the security of Russia?

2000a  2000b 2001 2003 2005 2007
(% perceiving some or big threat)
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USA 49 45 48 48 49 54
National minorities 44 56 44 47 48 30
Immigrants/refugees 37 24
Germany 15 18 11 11 17 14
Islamic countries 38

China 22 31

Iraq 25 18

EU 23 18

Ukraine 10 8

Source: New Russia Barometer VI, 1X, X, XI, XIWXV

Table 2. RUSSIANS LESS INCLINED TO FEEL EUROPEAN
Q. Do you consider yourself European?

2000:¢ 2000k 2001 200¢ 2004
Never 19 15 2C 54 46
Rarely 29 25 27 17 17
Sometimes 35 35 31 1€ 18
Often 18 23 22 12 19

Source: New Russia Barometer VIII, X, XI, XIII.

Trend...

5 Who should form the Government of Fussia?
The President directly 46%

FIM appointed by the President 16% //

Don't knows 14%4

I appojnted by the state T T o
Paﬂlcljes,vﬁgcil Wit gltal}ﬂfitjfﬁlthﬁ nma 5% All parties in the Duma 11%
Somree: Levada Center, natiorearide mrverw, 3-10 October 2007, M=1800
Trend...
613
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7 What land of democracy does Russia need?

A1) replies,

e

LIke that indeveloped countries of Enrope, America 20
Like that in the 3oviet Tnion 13
Fussia needs its cwnunique type of democracy following national traditions 38
Fussia doesn't need democracy 10
Dran't knoer 14

Somree: Levada Center, natioweride survey, 1 1-17 June 2009, M=1,600

Trend...

8. What type of state woul d vou want to see1n Russiam fiuture?

State as in West with
democratic systermn and market  33%
econony

Socialist state like the USSE
17%

11%: Don’t know
State with a unigque system

and own path of 300,
developrnent

Somree: Levada Center, natioweride sarvey, 1 3-21 Jammary 2002, H=1600

(29 When you hear shout a"special Russian path" what comes to your mind ?

A1] replies,

e
Economic development, butwith more concern for people rather than profit 34
Different wahies betw een Eussia and the West 22
Taking into account spirtial, moral sides of relations betwreen state and citizens 18
Taking into account such factors as the hostile environmment and threat of attack g
Dominance of the interests of the anthorities over the interests of the population 7
Preparedness of citizens to sacrifice themselves for Eussian greatness 7
Don'tknow what "special path" means, nothing comes to mind 18
Mever heard about that 11
Don'tthink Eussian development should differ from that of other countres g
Don'tknow 9

Sonree: Levada Center, natiomeride survey, 13-21 Jarmary 2008, M=1400
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210, To what extent do vou think the citizens of developed countries in a) the West and
b Russia can control the activities of state organs?

THE WEST RUSSIA

Somearhat 45% s
y, 7
. ‘Cnmpletely 12%%

Don't knoar 13%

Very little 28%

Don't know 10

Verr little 15%:
Mot at all 8% Hot at all 39%

Somree: Levada Center, natioweride sarvey, 1 3-21 Jammary 2002, H=1600

211, Do you think the democratic system accepted 1n the West 15 suitable for Russia?

Probably yes 28%

Definitely yes 79
Probahly no 36%

Don't knowr 14%5

Definitelyno 15%
Source: Levada Center, natiomwride survey, 13-21 Tarmary 2008, N=1400

). Are you for or against increasing the presidential term from four to six years?

411 replies,

i

Definitely for 21

S omeer hat for 39
Tatal far T 0

Somew hat against 17

Definitely against 9

Total against 26

Dron't knowr 14

Somree: Levada Center, natiomaride mrvey 1417 Hovernber 2008, M=1,599
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J1a. How on the whole do you feel about the Umted States?

&1 replies

¥

Very good 3
Ilostly good 0
Total good 53
Wlostly bad 27
Veryhad 6
Total bad 33
Dion't knovar 14

The Countries in between

Source: Levada Center, natiorwride sarvey, 15-21 Septermber 2009, N=1 600

Trend...

J1h. How on the whole do you feel ahout the Ewropean Union®

&1 replies,
e
Very zood 4
Ilostly good 9
Total good T
Mlostly bad 1&
Veryhad 2
Total bad g
Dion't know 18
Somree: Levada Center, natiomaride mrvey, 13-21 Septerber 2009, M=1,600
Trend...
J1c. How on the whole do you feel about Uloraine?
A1] replies,
U
Very good K]
Mostly good 43
Tatal good 46
Mostly bad 35
Verrbad Q
Totalbad 44
Don'tknow 10

Somree: Levada Center, natiowwride survey, 13-21 September 2009, M=1.400

Trend...
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21d. How on the whole do yvou feel ahout Georgia?

A1] replies,

U

Very good 1
Mostly zood 23

Taotal good 24

Mostly bad 44

Verrbad 21
Totalbad &5

Dion't knowar 11

Somree: Levada Center, natiomaride mrvey, 13-21 Septerber 2009, M=1,600

Trend...

2. &) Do you think Western countries in NATO have good reason to fear Russia?
B} Do vou think Fussiahas good reason to fear Western countries in NATO?

&)West should fear B) REussia should fear

TJul g Julog Mar 09
[ percent)

Dre findte Iy yes 11 23 22
Frobably yes 21 39 40
Tatalyes 31 ) )
Probably no 1] 21 21
Lre findte Iy no 24 g G
Total no G0 a9 26
Don't knowr S o 12

Source: Levada Center, naticwmaride mrvey,lg-zl JL‘I].}.F 200%; 20-23 hlarch 2009; M ~ 1600 each SUrve Y

Trend...

4a How hig athreat would Ukraine's joining MATO represent to the security of
Fussia?

Serious threat 36%

sotne threat 32%

Don't kenoar 1%

Mo threat 8%
A minor threat 12% ?

Somree: Levada Center, natioweride survey, 1 2-15 Septeraber 2005, M=1,597
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4h. How hig athreat would Georgia's joining MATO represent to the security of
Fussia?

merions threat 45%

Don't know 10%

Mo threat 7%
& minor threat 10%
Somree: Levada Center, natioweride survey, 1 2-15 Septeraber 2005, M=1,597

5. Do vou think the national interests of Russia and the US4 by and large comncide, or
do you thinlk they diverge in almost everything?

Coincide, by and large 15%

Diverge inalmost everything 62%

Don't know 20%

Sonree: Levada Center, natiomwsride smaprew, 11-14 Hpril 2008, H=1600

1. What do yvou think 15 the main reason for the conflictin South Cssetia?

A 1] replies,
e
The leadership of the United States 15 trying to spread 49
its influence to countres neighb ouring Bussia
The Georgian leadership follows a discriminatory policy 32
tow ards the Ossetians and Abkhamans
The leadership of South Ossetia and of Abkhama 5
15 trying to retain power by constantly provoking tension
The Fussianleadership is trving to follow a policy 5
of "divide and mle" to maintain its inflience in the Caucasus
Dan't know 10

Source: Levada Center, natiomwride survey,15-18 August 2005, M=1400
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4. With which ofthe following opinions concerning the actions ofthe Russian
leadership in the Georgian-Ossetian conflicf would you most agree?

&1 replies,
¥
The sy did everything possible so as to avoid escalation 70
of the conflict and bloodshed
Thew gave in provocation by the Georgian 1&
side and were dragged into the conflict
The sy deliberate Iy stitred up the Georgian-Ossetian 4

conflict for their own geopolitical interests
Don't know o
Somree: Levada Center, natioweride sarvey, 1 5- 18 August 20028, M=1400

25 Why do you think Western leaders support Georgia in the South Ossetian conflict?

All replies,
Yo
Becausethey are trying to weaken Bussia ili]
and push it out of the Caucasus
Becauze Fussian troops' ining on military targets 1
in Georga led to cdvilian deaths
Becausein sendingits troop = into Georgia, 7
Fussia violated that country's temitorial integnty
Becausze Russia's actions led to the widening of 5
the conflict in particular to Ahltharia
Don't know 14

Source: Levada Center, natiomwride survey, 1 3-18 August 2008, N=1400
& Do vou think the recognition by Bussia of South Ossetia and Abkhazia will be
heneficial or harmfinl to Russia, or do you think it wall be neither?

Beneficial 40%

Harmm il 15%.

Dion't know 18%
Meither 28%.

Souree: Levada Center, natiomwride survey, 1 2-15 Septeraber 2008, N=1,597
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210, Do you think sanctions with which Western countries are threatening Fussiain
connect on with her policy towards Georgia could exert serious influence on Russia?

_ Frohahly yes 24%
Definitely yes 6%

Daon't know 17%

Frobably not 41%

Definitely not 12%
Semree: Levada Center, natioreride mrvey, 12-15 Septermber 2008, H=1,597

All tables from: http://www.russiavotes.org/security/security usa n@.php

And now about Belarus:

According to the Freedom Hous#reedom in the World 2009Annual Report, in
terms of freedom and democracy Belarus was rankedna of “the worst from the
worst” among almost 200 monitored counttieAnother Freedom House’' Annual
Report,” Nations in Transitclarified indicators of this ranking:

! http://www.freedomhouse.org/uploads/fiw09/FIW09 eBxewEssay_Final.pdf

10
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Table 1. Belarus Nations in Transit Ratings and Aveaged Scores, 2008*

NIT Ratings 1998 1999 2001 2002/2003/2004/ 20052006 2007/2008

'Democracy Score N/AN/A [N/A IN/A |N/A [N/A |N/A [N/A |N/A 16.71

'National Democratic
N/A |N/A |N/A [N/A |N/JA |N/A |[N/A [N/A |N/A |7.00

Governance

Electoral Process 6.45.75|6.75|6.75|6.75|6.75|7.00|7.00|7.00|7.00
Civil Society 5.756.00/6.50(6.25|6.50|6.75|6.75|6.75|6.50 |6.50
'Independent Media 6.56.75|6.75|6.75/6.75|6.75(6.75|6.75|6.75|6.75

'Local Democratic
N/A |N/A |N/A [N/A [N/A |N/A IN/A [N/A [N/A |16.75
Governance

Judicial Framework and
N/A [N/A IN/A |N/A [N/A |N/A 16.75|6.75|6.75|6.75
Independence

'Corruption N/A|5.25|5.25|5.25|5.50(5.75|6.006.25|6.25|6.25

* For all 29 countries and administrative areasNm@tions in Transit 2008reedom
House, in consultation with the report authors anpdanel of academic advisers, has
provided numerical ratings in the seven categoliged above. The ratings are based on
a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the higleest 7 the lowest level of democratic
progress.

There are many historical, cultural, political aambnomic explanations of a ‘mysterious
Belarusian soul’. The most important one is theifi@ation's split’ or, according to
Samuel Huntington’s theory, "civilizations' clasind’" between Western European
Catholic/Protestant and Eurasian Orthodox civilms (as an old Russian saying
stressed “What is good for German is death for Ron¥scrossed Belarus, as well as
Ukraine and Moldova, over the centuries.

11
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Figure 1. "Civilization's split" in Belarus.

iLatw‘a

Russia

Poland

Brest
.

Lithuania

P o

Bobruysk

The Countries in between

BgLARUS

Pinsk
insk o

Ukraine

Vitebsk
]

Mogilyov

Gomel

Russia

However, despite all controversies (from ethnidwoall to geo-political) one cannot
say that the modern values system of Belarusianerigletely pre-determined by their

historical heritage. They are changifigpus, their Soviet-Communist heritage, largely, is

not rooted in the Eurasian Orthodox civilizationgdas gradually vanishing:

Table 2. Distribution of answers to the question: Would you like restoration of the

USSR?" %

Option 11'93 11'97 11'99 04'02 06'04 04'06 12'08
Yes 55.1 49.9 38.0 38.8 39.5 26.7| 215
No 22.3 25.5 30.1 42.6 50.8 63.4| 63.3
DA/NA* 22.6 24.6 31.9 18.6 9.7 9.9 15.2

* According to public opinion poll conducted by HBS. Here and after DA/NA

means “Difficult to answer” and “No answer”.

12
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Obviously, the number of the restoration supportdiging fifteen years of
independence decreased by 2.5 times, while the eumibtheir opponents increased
almost tripled, and the number of uncertain respsiadso decreased significantly.

I will conduct a comparative analysis of publicitatles to the most important
economic, political, and geo-political issues, agdimose Belarusians who believe their
country should establish the closest relations VRissia, NIS or EU (which is an
indicator of their pro-Russian, pro-Western, oeintediate geo-political attitudes):

Table 3. Public attitudes of respondents who believBelarus should establish the

closest relations with Russia, NIS or EU, % *

Public attitudes Russia| NIS EU
(58.6) | (35.2) | (44.5)

In general, does situation in our country devetop right or a wrong direction?

In a right direction (57.8) 67.3 61.5 394

In a wrong direction (30.0) 20.8 27.3 47.2

Do you feel opposition should exist in Belarus?

Yes (55.7) 49.2 55.8 72.8

No (29.6) 35.4 28.3 14.4

Do you feel yourself in opposition to the authest?

Yes (16.5) 100 | 123 | 26.8

No (72.5) 80.1 77.8 61.6

Should authorities start negotiations with the EWvigh opposition as well?

Yes, because only through negotiations our societyd 43.9 48.7 56.5
reach public accord (48.6)

No, because opposition represents nobody (21.5) 26.7 26.6 10.8

No, because authorities violate human rights anwd la 15.9 14.6 22.7
(17.9)

Whom did you vote for during the Presidential etats in 2006?

For A. Lukashenko (50.0) 61.5 52.1 30.3
For A. Kozulin (6.4) 3.8 5.3 10.4
For A. Milinkevich (17.0) 12.5 17.5| 29.1

13
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Public attitudes Russia| NIS EU
(58.6) | (35.2) | (44.5)

What is your opinion on the imprisonment of forrreesidential candidate A. Kozulin?

He was sentenced fairly and should be punished 324 26.3 12.3

A

He was sentenced unfairly and should be released 75 2 36.2 53.0

Should Belarus initiate a process of integratiothvidaU?

Yes (45.8) 35.3 44.9 83.7
No (39.1) 485 | 404 8.7
Should Belarus become a member of EU?

Yes (33.5) 23.1 234 61.1
No (49.3) 58.2 57.6 23.7

If you have to make a choice between integratiah Ruussia or the EU, which would

you prefer?

Integration with Russia (46.9) 66.2 47.9 22.0

Integration with EU (34.4) 17.0 31.20 63.8

What variant of Belarus-Russia integration would yoefer?

Relations between Belarus and Russia should bsatine 26.6 49.8 58.7

as with other countries (41.6)

Belarus and Russia should create a Union of ind#gen | 57.5 42.6 33.2

states with close political and economic relatiGt5)

Belarus and Russia should integrate into one §3a®¢ 12.2 4.4 3.9

In case of prices rise for Russian gas and oibasly affect your family, would you

accept Belarus incorporation into Russia?

Yes (31.7) 44.9 27.2 22.1
No (56.9) 42.5 61.7 70.9
What definition of Europe associates with?

Democracy (40.1) 35.6 45.3 52.7
Degradation (10.6) 12.8 11.3 4.4

On May 1, 2004 Poland, Lithuania and Latvia joilgdl In your opinion, how has the

life of their citizens changed since then?

14



European Conscience and Communism The Countries in between

Public attitudes Russia| NIS EU
(58.6) | (35.2) | (44.5)
Improved (27.4) 18.9 25.5 44.1
Remains the same (33.3) 35.9 311 31{1
Deteriorated (18.0) 21.4 18.1 7.2

Do you support the OCSE democratization deman&karusian authorities (all four
demands, June 1999)?

Yes (46.9) 39.0 | 445 ] 673

No (53.1) 61.0 55.5 32.7

Do you support the EU democratization demands tarBsian authorities (all twelve

demands, November 2006)?

Yes (30.3) 214 | 296 | 499

No (69.7) 786 | 704 | 501

* According to public opinion poll conducted by BBS on May 5-15, 2007. Read by
columns. DA/NA is eliminated for easy percepti®ercentage of all respondents is in

brackets.

Obviously, those respondents who believe Belarasildhestablish the closest relations
with the EU have much more pro-democratic valuesn thhose who choose NIS
(Ukraine), and the latter have more pro-democnatlaes than those who choose Russia.
It is also evident that so called ‘average attitide fact mask very different or even
opposite ones. It confirms again that in the cakéciwilization clash’ geo-political
attitudes mean different systems of life valuegsldb demonstrates the very controversial
character of Belarus neighborhood influence.

As | stressed at the beginning, despite nationa geo-political identification, for
millions of Belarusians is still incomplete and towersial, their system of values is
gradually changing. Due to the global and regiqmatesses of the last decade — such as
‘widening Europe Eastwards’ (including enlargemehtboth the EU and NATO) and
Russia’s attempts to restore its role as a worlgesypower — the role of a second
fundamental factor of this shift, i.e. various udghces from the outside, is growing
significantly. Over fifteen years the major factiresistance to influence from the West
and reluctance to influence from Russia, was théhaaiiarian regime of President
Lukasheko based mostly on the Eurasian/Orthodoikizeition heritage rather than the
European Catholic/Protestant one. That's why ‘@ation clash’ in Belarus was resolved
mostly in favour of the first than the second (ppased to Ukraine and Moldova located
on ‘the Huntington line’ as well, but where leadepsand ruling elites were balancing

15
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between them or even proclaimed a pro-Western gétiepl choice). That is why the
pro-European choice of Belarusian society during pleriod did not expand:

Table 4. Distribution of answers to the question: If you have to choose between
integration with Russia or EU, what would you prefe?" %

Option 0903 | 06’04 | 03’05 | 04'06 | 12'07 | 06'08 | 03'09 X

Integration 47.6 47.7 51.9 56.1 47.5 50.3 42.4 49,0

with Russia

Integration 36.1 37.6 31.6 31.9 33.3 324 35.1 34/0
with EU

DA/NA 16.3 14.7 16.5 12.0 19.2 17.3 22.5 17,0

* According to public opinion poll conducted by HBS.

However, in the recent years the geo-politicalaitin began to change dramatically.
Growing Russia’s ambitions (mostly based on oil gad wealth) manifested in ‘energy
pressure’ on Europe (including local ‘gas and adrst with Belarus and Ukraine), and
war with Georgia in August 2008 (resulting in a¢talanexation of almost one third of its
territory) led to serious growing concerns in thest/ In 2009, this concern transformed
into a new EU initiative, the Eastern Partnershignded to strengthen ties with six CIS
countries: Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia, Anma¢ and Azerbaijan (prevailing
concerns about authoritarian regimes and politicsainoil in some of them). Despite
formal Brussels’ statements that “it is not oriehtegainst any country”, everyone
understood its real intention — to reduce Russiluence and to strengthen Western
influence in the region. Thus, just days beforet&asPartnership summit in Prague on
May 7, 2009 the deputy Prime-Minister of the Cz&dpublic, Alexander Vondra, on
behalf of the EU Presidency, stated that the Bafartnership should fill ‘the vacuum’
between the EU and Russia” while Sergey Lebedew,Ekecutive Secretary of CIS
(former Director of the Russian External Intellige)y commenting on Eastern
Partnership, stressed that “former USSR counttiesild make a serious choice between
the CIS and EU, i.e. participation in this initisf. Vladimir Putin, Russian Prime-
Minister, unequivocally disclosed the consequentms members of the Eastern
Partnership: “For 15 years Russia came towardpaitmers — former USSR Republics,
and was selling them energy at prices some timasrlohan the world ones. Thus, we
subsidized economies of these countries by billafrdollars. We believe that this period
is over. We should move to market relations”.

President Lukashenko could not ignore these dewsdofs because Russia’s hard line
potentially threatened his regime and his perspoaler, and so he accepted membership
in the new EU initiative. In his interview with Rews on the eve of the Prague summit,
he stated, “If Belarus is located between the Bastthe West, on the cross-roads, we
have to conduct a multi-vectorial foreign policyoMover, if this is balancing, it is not

16
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too bad. Without this balance there will be no &sscin economics, politics, or public
policy”. On the other hand, to avoid irritating tKeemlin, he did not come to Prague in
person. The Belarusian delegation was led by thst Bbeputy Prime-Minister, and
demonstratively received the Russian Ambassador‘bad a warm discussion about
Belarus-Russia relations” on the day of the summit.

Despite various complications and uncertaintiesrehs no doubt that this geo-political
shift gives new perspectives for a future ‘civitiba clash’ in this region. If the ground
for pro-European choice existed in Belarus for gees, (today it is supported by one
third of the population) it will be combined witlifective outside influence — this ‘clash’
could be finally resolved in favour of Europe. Ore tother hand, the grounds for pro-
Russian choice in Belarus is still stronger (supgmbrtoday by almost half of the
population), and the ‘clash’ could be finally resad in Russia’s favour. How long
Belarus (as well as other countries on the Hunbimdine) will succeed in balancing
between two major geo-political and civilizatiorapérs, nobody knows or can predict.
However, bearing in mind global and regional depsients of the last decade (end of
the Cold War, the EU and NATO enlargement, Iraq Afghanistan wars, the current
financial crisis) we could — at least expect if poedict — that ‘civilization clashes’ or
conflicts will be resolved most probably by ‘sofdither than ‘*hard’ power. Effectively
organized information influence based on commuitoatheory and new technology
achievements, as well as local peculiarities caaldtribute to use of this power rather
than such traditional tools as diplomacy, tradeestments, culture, education, or public

policy.

Philip Hanson: Thank you very much, Oleg! We have spent a lotraéttalking about
economic institutions and policies, but Oleg hasonfuced the theme, the new approach,
particularly the role of popular attitudes and whnatkes those attitudes change over time,
and controversial notion of civilization and coaoflcivilizations. There is plenty to talk
about there.

Silvana Malle: | will make a few points. Certainly, Russia haseexted its influence in
Belarus, and you also said that there is a consdiesiuthat in the country - not a minor
point. At the same time, | have the impression thekashenko is very skilfully playing
Russia and the European Union, and somehow thesE&lso playing. So there are
different forces, and it does not seem certain éthat in this sort of interplay Russia
would have an easy time integrating these countiibe other point to make, coming
back to economics: you mentioned the decision nbgdRussia, on 9 June this year, to
form a close union with Belarus and Kazakhstan, taedefore defer their entry into the
WTO. That was a major event and happened after @lfead visited Moscow where he
talked to Medvedev and Putin, and said he wouldiddest to make it easier for Belarus
to enter the WTO. As soon as Obama said that, Ratth no, we do not care about the
WTO; we want to form our Union. Interestingly, Mexlev was not party to this
decision. So on'®June Putin the Prime Minister said something wemyortant, and the
President was not even informed. The question feter Russia has the capacity to
integrate these countries — forget what the petipi, here we are talking economics
and business?

17
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Oleg Manaev: Thank you for your question. Let me start with gexond one, about
economics and Russian economic influence on thghheuring countries. According to
Belarusian economists, Russia directly or indiseaibsidized Belarus with up to 5
billion dollars annually — 50 billion dollars ovére last decade. In terms of preferences,
mostly cheap prices for gas and oil exports, atel aéfining them Lukashenko then sold
them to the EU at world prices. The point is thas8ta can, and really tries to, establish
these dependencies and common interests. Thist isntyp through formal treaties and
agreements, like that declared by Russia in Juoe: the three of them will enter the
WTO. There are various agreements treaties: saahomic, partly economic, partly
political unions for tax policy between Russia @elarus and some other countries in
the post-Soviet zone. Sometimes these treaties mvere important, sometimes less, but
the fact is that Russia directly or indirectly swdlixes these economies, and of course
they expect some political loyalty in return. liosid be emphasized that if you cross this
invisible line you will be punished somehow — b@e&lled from university, lose your job,
be arrested. If you take this path, you will reeeprivileges, good university credits,
privileges when seeking work later and more. Thagwk that. Finally, through these
authoritarian policies in Russia, Belarus, in Kdmtn and many other regimes, these
rulers succeed in cultivating the new generatiore ¥all it ‘pozhyliye malchiki i
devochki'- ‘retired boys and girls’, ‘elderly boys and girlThe definition’s meaning is
that the existing system absorbed them much fdkter they could fight againshe
system. It changed them faster than they couldg#@nl am not talking about the entire
new generation, but the majority of the young wiyad follow these rules. The problem,
again, is how to change these institutions. Thengta of Russia is even more indicative
than that of Belarus, with various youth groupshsasNashi This new generation is
fluent in foreign languages and very skilful whesaling with high-tech technology, but
they try to use all this knowledge and their algifitto strengthen the system.

Philip Hanson: In one of theNashibig camp festival events at least there was agtaall
stall for assisting you in getting into a foreigniversity, which seemed completely
perverse from that point of view. It was a privieg

Matej Kovac: It is the issue of smart dictators and also tbeue of granting the
privilege of studying in the West. Professor Wilkiementioned that these elites, when
they are stealing, do not want to be patronize@igybrother. Although they are Russian,
it triggered an association with the Tito regimeYingoslavia, where it was much the
same. It was based on stark control of indoctramagiuch as the education and media. It
was based on strategic importance, which enablech tio get some cash inflows from
the West. It enabled privileged people to have sxte Western standards by studying
abroad. In the former Yugoslavia, people were adidwo leave the Communist Party for
a while so they could study in the United Statdse mMmodes of control are very much the
same, and perhaps the same sources of instalfilttyisoregime. The first is that when
they start tempering with their elites, it is vedifficult for them to draw a boundary
between who is in and who is out; to control freadadf movement and information. This
particularly threatens those countries close toenu®veloped countries, threatens this
monolithic control over people’s life because o thenchmark — living standards and
professional standards across the border. | hdeelmg that perhaps for countries like
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Belarus and Ukraine, Poland and Hungary will becavhat Austria and Italy were for
us thirty years ago. This in a way, weakens thength of the regime. The second source
of instability is a succession issue and each aitéinan regime has one. Of course, some
countries are less lucky and they never had ditasmme countries are less lucky and
the dictators are older, so this may be the sourbe.third source of instability is the
complete loss of strategic importance. Once thet\Was forgotten you as an important
ruler who had something to offer Western interestst loans or even privileges as
studying abroad are ended, and then you havedhigmpt among the elites.

Oleg Manaev: Thank you. | agree with all points. Despite thesgative developments,
gradually, perhaps not as fast as we would likenesmmew people introduce new
approaches and new structures regardless of thkfical affiliations. So the process is
underway, but, as Jan mentioned, it takes muchelotigan we would like it to. Anyway,
we should not think that generation change is tlagomfactor in changes. As for the
succession issue, it is very interesting, very isigasand in the case of Belarus and some
other authoritarian regimes, it is just fun. Lukasko has two sons. One is a 35-year-old
colonel, responsible for the security, police aos; the other son is around 30. But he
also has a third child, an illegitimate son Nicoldso is now 5. He lives with his father
and, sadly, his mother is not allowed to see himkashenko takes him to official
ceremonies; for example, when Lukashenko visitedRbpe in April, he took the little
boy with him, and also visited the Armenian prestidénis spring. This 5-year-old boy
was even taken to some military exercises and,imgar special uniform, received the
Minister of Defence’s military report together withis father. When domestic and
international journalists asked Lukashenko aboeatsiiccession, he said that he was still
young (he is 55) and he was not going to die s@arfor the future, he was not going to
transfer office to the older son but rather tolitike one. It is funny, but there are similar
cases in other countries too — for instance in Baian, to a lesser extent. There are
other countries, like Kazakhstan, which are rulgdvery narrow family circles. So |
would not exclude that this new practice, usedhicient empires will be restored again.

Philip Hanson: There are still two interventions from Andrzepgalan Winiecki.

Andrzej Brzeski: | have found Oleg’s talk most fascinating and siheen a pessimist |
was not surprised that things are even worse thhaught. Since we have been talking
about long hard future prospects, | wonder whatdfiect might be of an inevitable
demographic change and the influx of non-Russiats Russia. It would have to be
significant in order for the Russian economy totouare even, let alone, expand. What
happens if you get all those immigrants?

Jan Winiecki: | have one short comment and one question. Thé sborment is on the
use of privilege. For me it looks like buying pesplvhich does not augur well for
loyalty. My question is about this kind of shorter migratimwork in the West and
Belarusians who travel to the West to trade andnsdédow do these affect their views?

Oleg Manaev: As for the potential role of immigrants, as farlasnow, most of the
immigrants in Russia are either from Russia’s otlegions such as the Caucasus or the
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Middle Asia Republics and China. So, why do | "résat? They are just not some other
people; they are people from different cultureshte Russians, because Russians are
Slavs, Orthodox and so on. This leads, as Andiaiidhov mentioned yesterday, to a
very particular collision that motivates, stimuktand strengthens the rise of Russian
neo-conservatism, neo-fascism. Many right wing tmains in Russia try to use the
dissatisfaction of Chinese, Georgians or whoevdrp \Wwave started their business or
pretend doing so to obtain some subsidies fronhoited authorities. So, this means that if
more immigrants come to Russia — keep in mind Ehagsia is not the US- it can lead to
the worsening of the political situation and strideging of the right wing. This is my
brief response to Andrzej’s question.

As for those who have already had experience afgoabroad for trade or education (we
conducted such a poll), of course you are righhat most of the people who experience
living abroad, return with new ideas and valuesweleer, we cannot rely on their return.

This is not a great issue for Belarus, but it isWraine. There are three or four million

Ukrainians seeking jobs in Spain, Poland and sdrothe case of Moldova it is nearly

one third of the population, whereas in BelarusRussia emigration is not such a
massive phenomenon. If we take all Belarussian§, d€r cent of those who travel

abroad, go to Russia, because Russia is more laleail@ahey do not have language
problems, and the standard of life in big cities mauch higher. For example, if they earn
300 dollars per month in Belarus, they can easlyn et least 1000 or 1500 dollars in
Moscow. So the situation with immigrants in Belaisia very particular one.

Philip Hanson: We have just one very last question.

Andrzej Brzeski: | came to the States 50 years ago. It is now ardifit country and, as |
see it, one of the reasons of why it is so differemimmigration.

Philip Hanson: People like you are going.
Andrzej Brzeski: It was another kind of immigration because it wassive.

Oleg Manaev:1 know and that is why | stress that we cannot na@aparisons between
problems of immigration in United States and Russia

Philip Hanson: Oleg, thank you very much. | would like to thanleexone for the
fascinating discussion.
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Appendix
Lisbon's constitutional revolution by stealth
by ANTHONY COUGHLAN (Dublin)

With the coming into force of the Lisbon Treaty bumesday 1 December, members of the
European Parliament, who up to now have been "septatives of the peoples of the
States brought together in the Community"(Art.189C), become "representatives of
the Union's citizens" (Art.14 TEU).

This change in the status of MEPs is but one iiéigtn of the constitutional revolution
being brought about by the Lisbon Treaty.

For Lisbon, like the EU Constitution before it, adishes for the first time a European

Union which is constitutionally separate from angbexior to its Member States, just as

the USA is separate from and superior to its 5Gttuent states or as Federal Germany
is in relation to its Lander.

The 27 EU members thereby lose their character rag tsovereign States.
Constitutionally, they become more like regionatass in a multinational Federation,
although they still retain some of the trappings ftbieir former sovereignty.
Simultaneously, 500 million Europeans becomesaigi@ens of the constitutionally new
post-Lisbon European Union, with real citizenshtggand duties with regard to this EU,
as compared with the merely notional or symboltedl citizenship they are assumed to
have possessed up to now.

Most Europeans are unaware of these astonishinggelafor two reasons. One is that,
with the exception of the Irish, they have beenie®many chance of learning about and
debating them in national referendums. The othehas the terms "European Union",
"EU citizen" and "EU citizenship" remain the samefdse and after Lisbon, although
Lisbon changes their constitutional content fundatiadéy.

The Lisbon Treaty therefore is a constitutionalbtation by stealth.
A constitutionally new European Union

The EU Constitution, which the peoples of Franceé Holland rejected in 2005, sought
to establish a new European Union in the consbitati form of a Federation directly. Its
first article stated: "This Constitution establishthe European Union". That would
clearly have been a European Union with a diffecemistitutional basis from the EU that
had been set up by the Maastricht Treaty 13 ye=ftad

Lisbon brings a constitutionally new Union into tgiindirectly rather than directly, by
amending the two existing European Treaties instdagplacing them entirely, as the
earlier Constitutional Treaty had sought to do. §hisbon states: "The Union shall be
founded on the present Treaty" - viz. the TreatyEonopean Union (TEU) -"and on the
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Treaty on the Functioning of the Union." These fWeaties together then become the
Constitution of the post-Lisbon European Union. AwnUnion is in effect being
"constituted", although the word "Constitutionhist used.

What we called the "European Union" pre-Lisbonhis tlescriptive term for the totality
of legal relations between its 27 Member Statesthant peoples. This encompassed the
European Community, which had legal personalitydenaupranational European laws
and had various State-like features, as well adbmber States cooperating together on
the basis of retained sovereignty in foreign pobey defence and in crime and justice
matters.

Lisbon changes this situation fundamentally by rgvithe post-Lisbon Union the
constitutional form of a true supranational Fedemgtin other words a State. The EU
would still lack some powers of a fully developegtEration, the most obvious one being
the power to force its Member States to go to wgairest their will. It would possess
most of the powers of a State however, althougjast nothing like the tax and spending
levels of its constituent Member States.

Three steps to a federal-style Constitution
Lisbon's constitutional revolution takes placehree interconnected steps:

Firstly, the Treaty establishes a European Unioth vegal personality and a fully
independent corporate existence in all Union afeahe first time (Arts.1 and 47 TEU).
This enables the post-Lisbon Union to function asState vis-a-vis other States
externally, and in relation to its own citizenseirtally

Secondly, Lisbon abolishes the European Communitichvgoes back to the Treaty of
Rome and which makes European laws at presentramsfers the Community's powers
and institutions to the new Union, so that it is gost-Lisbon Union, not the Community,
which will make supranational European laws hentefdArt.1 TEU). Lisbon also
transfers to the EU the "intergovernmental" powsrsr crime, justice and home affairs,
as well as foreign policy and security, which agant are not covered by European law-
making, leaving only aspects of the Common Forefgacurity and Defence Policy
outside the scope of its supranational powers. Theaty thereby give a unified
constitutional structure to the post-Lisbon Union.

Thirdly, Lisbon then makes 500 million European®ireal citizens of the new Federal-
style Union which the Treaty establishes (Arts.9UT&nd 20 TFEU). Instead of EU
citizenship "complementing" national citizenshipas under the present Maastricht
Treaty-based EU (Art.17 TEC), which makes suclzeiiship essentially symbolical,
Lisbon provides that EU citizenship shall be "addial to" national citizenship.

This is a real dual citizenship - not of two ditet States, but of two different levels of

one State. One can only be a citizen of a StateatinBtates must have citizens. Dual
citizenship like that provided for in Lisbon is nmal in classical Federations which have
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been established from the bottom up by constitaties surrendering their sovereignty
to a superior federal entity, in contrast to fetleres that have come into being "top-
down", as it were, as a result of unitary statespidg federal form. Examples of the

former are the USA, 19th Century Germany, Switzet)]aCanada, Australia. Lisbon

would confer a threefold citizenship on citizend=efleral Germany's Lander.

Being a citizen means that one must obey the |lavgare loyalty to the authority of the
State one is a citizen of - in the case of clat$iederations, of the two state levels, the
federal and the regional or provincial. In the gasbon EU the rights and duties
attaching to citizenship of the Union will be supetto those attaching to one's national
citizenship in any case of conflict between the,ttvecause of the superiority of Union
law over national law and Constitutions (Declanatido 17 concerning Primacy).

The EU will be constitutionally superior even thbupe powers of the new Union come
from its Member States in accordance with the 'pple of conferral” (Art.5 TEU).
Where else after all could it get its powers frorihis is so even though the Member
States retain their national Constitutions and rthetizens keep their national
citizenships. The local states of the USA retaieirtidifferent state Constitutions and
citizenships, even though both are subordinaterterca’'s Federal Constitution in any
case of conflict between the two. The tenth amemdroethe US Constitution alludes to
the principle of conferral when it lays down thatwers not delegated to the US
Federation"are reserved to the states respectioety, the people”.

Likewise, it is not unusual for the Constitutiooisclassical Federations to provide for a
right of withdrawal for their constituent stateast as the Lisbon Treaty does (Art.50
TEU). The existence of these features in the Cutistn of the post-Lisbon European
Union does not take away from its federal character

An alternative source of democratic legitimacyfhe Nation State

Under Lisbon population size will in turn become tirimary basis for EU law-making,
as in any State with a common citizenry. This \wdlppen after 2014, when the Treaty
provision comes into force that EU laws will be raally 55% of Member States as long
as they represent 65% of the total population efuhion.

Lisbon provides an alternative source of democrkggitimacy which challenges the
right of national governments to be the represemsiof their electorates in the EU. The
amended Treaty provides: "The functioning of theiddnshall be founded on

representative democracy. Citizens are directlyresgmted at Union level in the
European Parliament. Member States are represéntib@ European Council by their
Heads of State or Government and in the Councthbir governments..." (Art.10 TEU).

Contrast this with what is stated to be the fouldabf the present Mastricht Treaty-
based EU (Art.6 TEU): "The Union is founded on titenciples of liberty, democracy,

respect for human rights and fundamental freedamd the rule of law, principles which

are common to the Member States."”
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The constitutional structure of the post-Lisbon Eldompleted by the provision which
turns the European Council of Prime Ministers anesients into an "institution" of the
new Union (Art.13 TEU), so that its acts or itdifeg to act would, like those of the other
Union institutions, be subject to legal review hg EU Court of Justice.

Constitutionally speaking, the summit meetingsthef European Council will henceforth
no longer be "intergovernmental” gatherings outsdpranational European structures,
as they have been up to now. The European Cowikilin effect be the Cabinet
Government of the post-Lisbon Union. Its individumémbers will be constitutionally
obliged to represent the Union to their Member &tats well as their Member States to
the Union, with the former function imposing prinyaof obligation in any case of
conflict or tension between the two.

One doubts if all the Heads of State or Governnadrd make up the European Council
themselves appreciate this!

As regards the State authority of the post-Lisbanob, this will be embodied in the
Union's own executive, legislative and judicial tingions: the European Council,
Council of Ministers, Commission, Parliament andi@@f Justice. It will be embodied
also in the Member States and their authoritietheg implement and apply EU law and
interpret and apply national law in conformity withhion law. Member States will be
constitutionally required to do this under the lagblreaty. Thus EU "State authorities"
as represented for example by EU soldiers and gxokn patrolling our streets in EU
uniforms, will not be needed as such.

Although the Lisbon Treaty has given the EU a Faldgtyle Constitution without most
people noticing, they are bound to find out in tiaxe react against what is being done.
There is no European people or demos which cowd democratic legitimacy to the
institutions the Lisbon Treaty establishes and m@ad@ple identify with these as they do
with the institutions of their home countries. Thss the core problem of the EU
integration project. Lisbon in effect has madeHtEs democratic deficit much worse.

It is hard to imagine that this EU Constituton kbgadth will not make struggles to
reestablish national independence and democracyoarepatriate supranational powers
back to the Member States the central issue of Bliligs in the years and decades
ahead.

Wednesday 2 December 2009
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