WEBSITE OF THE EXPERT COMMUNITY OF BELARUS NASHE MNENIE (OUR OPINION1
)
AGENCY FOR SOCIAL AND POLITICAL EXPERT APPRAISAL
BELARUSIAN INSTITUTE FOR STRATEGIC STUDIES

BELARUSIAN
Y E A R B O O K

2012
A survey and analysis of developments
in the Republic of Belarus
in 2012

Minsk, 2013

2

BELARUSIAN YEARBOOK 2012

Compiled and edited by:
Anatoly Pankovsky and Valeria Kostyugova
English version translated by Mark Bence, Volha Hapeyeva, Andrey
Kuznetsov, Vladimir Kuznetsov, Taciana Tulu-Aleksandroviè
English version edited by Mark Bence, Max Nuijens, Taciana TuluAleksandroviè
Scientific reviewers and consultants:
Aleksandr Feduta (Associate Professor of the European Humanitarian
university); Oleg Manaev (Independent Institute of Socio-Economic and
Political Studies); Andrei Vardomatski (Laboratory of Axiometrical Research NOVAK); Vladimir Dounaev (Agency for Social and Political Expert Appraisal); Olga Shparaga (European Humanitarian University, website Novaja Europa (New Europe)); Andrei Kazakevich (Institute for Political Studies Palityènaja Sfiera); Pavel Daneiko (Belarusian Economic
Research and Outreach Center  BEROC); Viktor Chernov (independent expert, political scientist); Miroslav Kollar (Institute for Public Affairs, Program Director of the Slovak annual Global Report).
Prepress by Taciana Tulu-Aleksandroviè
The yearbook is published with support
of The German Marshall Fund of the United States

The ideas expressed are solely the opinions of the authors and do not
necessarily represent the opinions of the editorial board.

ISSN 18224091

© Website of the expert community of Belarus Nashe
Mnenie (nmnby.eu); Agency for Social and Political
Appraisal

3

CONTENTS

EDITORIAL FOREWORD

7

STATE AUTHORITY
Nikolai Burov
The Administration of the President:
Between Scylla of the socially oriented economy
and Charybdis of the wild oligarchy

13

Ina Ramasheuskaya
The Government That Has No Fear

20

Alexey Medvetsky
Security Agencies: The rise of new elites

28

Andrei Porotnikov
Armed Forces:
Degradation of the defense potential

35

Andrei Kazakevich
Parliament: Constancy with minimal changes

43

Dzmitry Kukhlei
Local Authorities: Stability and controllability

53

Andrei Yahorau
Parliamentary Elections of 2012:
A show in keeping with the worst traditions

60

4

BELARUSIAN YEARBOOK 2012

FOREIGN POLICY
Kirill Koktysh
RussiaBelarus: Eurasian waltz

73

Dzianis Melyantsou
At a Deadlock: Development of relations
between Belarus and the European Union

80

Andrei Fyodarau
BelarusUSA:
Stepping Off the Freezing Point?

90

Kamil Klysinski
Polish-Belarusian Relations:
Year of stagnation in hostile atmosphere

97

Gennady Maksak
BelarusUkraine: Between
the Customs Union and the European Union

102

Andrei Yeliseyeu
Belarus and Developing Countries:
Faulty single-commodity export orientation

112

SOCIETY
Dzmitry Brukhavetski
Pro-Government NGOs:
Everyone chooses his own service...

125

Irina Dounaeva
Third Sector: Solidarity and competition

133

5
Yury Chavusau
Political Parties:
Between a boycott and parliamentary
election campaigning

143

Arkadz Nesciarenka
Media: Conservative reform/migration

155

Mikhail Doroshevich, Marina Sokolova
Internet Development and Usage

163

Vladimir Dounaev
Contradicting Ideas for Education Policy

177

Andrei Laurukhin
The Swing Principle in Science
and Innovations: Between radical modernisation
and maintaining the status quo

188

Natallia Vasilevich
Churches and the State:
Ten years after the law On religion

196

Andrej Vitushka
Health Care: End of the welfare state

205

Maksim Zhbankou
Post-National Culture:
Life in defiance of concepts

216

Barys Tasman
Sports: Olympic
failure and overall regression

225

6

BELARUSIAN YEARBOOK 2012

Yury Drakakhrust
Public Opinion: Back to what
it used to be, or a bifurcation point?

233

Nadezhda Yefimova
The Most Momentous Events
of 2012 through the Prism of Public Opinion

239

ECONOMY
Dzmitry Kruk
Macroeconomic Situation:
Back to the old economic policy

247

Alexander Mukha
Currency Market and Banking System:
Early recovery or short-term break?

258

Kiryl Haiduk
Labor Market and Social Policy:
Peak of political business cycle and modernization

265

Tatsiana Manionak
Energy Sector:
The heyday before the sale

275

Maria Akulova
Foreign Investments: Focusing on loans

284

Konstantin Skuratovich
Agriculture: First growth, then money

293

AUTHORS

299

188

BELARUSIAN YEARBOOK 2012

THE SWING PRINCIPLE IN SCIENCE
AND INNOVATIONS: BETWEEN RADICAL
MODERNISATION AND MAINTAINING
THE STATUS QUO
Andrei Laurukhin

Summary
In spite of the “Lukashenko ultimatum”1 given to Belarusian science at the end
of 2011, the status quo was still maintained and promised reforms were stalled.
Attempts to initiate “internal competition” between academic and university
science ran into obstacles due to the inertia of the former and inactivity of the
latter.
The announced transformation of the funding structure and the increased actual
costs for financing scientific, technical, and innovation activity did not change
the longstanding trend of science being chronically underfunded. The key
problem of linking science with business and industry was still not resolved.
Apart from some minor improvements to the situation regarding postgraduates
in several disciplines, the general trend of downsizing and ageing of scientific
staff continued.
Positive results during the year included: improved research intensity figures
(up from 0.7% in 2011 to 1% in 2012); Belarus’ rising international ratings
(from 52nd to 45th place, according to the Knowledge Index; from 73rd to 59th
place, according to the Knowledge Economic Index; and 6th place worldwide
for the number of patent applications filed); and various successes in the
information technology field.
Trends:
•
•
•
•

1

Drafting of nonstandard laws and legislation on science and innovation
which do not conform to international requirements;
Reduced state expenditure on research and development in the GDP, as well
as reduced internal spending on research and development in the higher
education sector;
Spending on technological innovation is shifting from the state budget to
enterprises’ own funds, credits and loans;
Stalling of structural reforms to the scientific sector, and slowed innovation
development.

http://www.belta.by/ru/all_news/president/Lukashenko-predlagaet-peresmotret-strukturu-organizatsii-nauki-v-Belarusi_i_582374.html
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•
•

Deformation of the qualification and age structure, increasing the risk of
unbalancing the entire mechanism for renewing staff in Belarusian science;
Marginalisation of social and humanitarian sciences.

Drafting of laws and legislation on science
and innovation: one step forward, two steps back
According to data from the State Science and Technology
Committee (SSTC), four new laws, four presidential decrees, six
Council of Ministers resolutions, and eleven SSTC resolutions
were passed in 2012. Among these, we should mention: Belarusian
presidential decree No.357 of August 7, 2012 On the acquisition
and use of funds for innovation; law No.425-3 of July 10, 2012
On state innovation policy and innovation activity in the Republic
of Belarus; Belarusian Council of Ministers resolution No.205 of
March 2, 2012, which approved an intellectual property strategy
for 20122020; and a plan for immediate action to implement
an intellectual property strategy in 20122013.
Apart from legislation aimed to develop innovation
infrastructure, the regulations designed to stimulate scientific,
technical, and innovation activity2 were also fairly positive. At
the same time, a number of key problems remain unresolved.
First and foremost, the law On state innovation policy and
innovation activity in the Republic of Belarus (which came into
force on January 27, 2012) filled in some gaps in the definitions
of innovation and innovation activity, but did not provide
2

Starting from January 1, 2012, the Belarusian Tax Code specified new tax
benefits for innovation organisations: income tax benefits, a reduced tax
rate of 10% on profit made by organisations from selling their own hightechnology products, etc. Also designed to stimulate scientific, technical,
and innovation activity were: Belarusian Council of Ministers resolution
No.1691 of December 15, 2011 On amendments to Belarusian Council of
Ministers resolution No.98 of January 26, 2010 (concerning an increased
prize pool for winners of the national innovation projects competition);
Belarusian presidential decree No.231 of June 6, 2011 On several issues for
stimulating the development of high-efficiency industries; the Belarusian
Ministry of Labour and Social Protection and Belarusian State Science and
Technology Committees resolution No.108/22 of November 4, 2011 On
the pay scale for scientific staff of the Belarusian National Technical Universitys scientific research department; etc.
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any precise definitions according to the international criteria set
out in the OECDs Frascati Manual. These imprecise definitions
of key concepts, which do not conform to international standards,
mean they can be interpreted and applied arbitrarily, making it
difficult to monitor them adequately or analyse them statistically,
and thus hindering Belarus integration into the international
innovation market.
The laws and amendments passed in 2012 did not alter the
mechanism specified in decree No.432,3 which defined the
possession and subsequent use of property rights for products
of scientific and technical activity. This mechanism gives priority
to the state (in questions of acquiring rights) and state
organisations (in questions of using those rights). The mechanism
also hampers initiative, complicates ways of introducing
innovation into industry, and prevents patents from being kept
in force on the international innovation market.
The regulations were also unable to reflect the changing
nature of scientific and technical activity following integration
into the Eurasian Economic Community. Finally, a set of regulations4 was intended to bring legislation on science and innovation into line with the Belarusian Education Code, but the
latters extremely conservative standards could have negative
effects on the development of university science, as well as
scientific, technical, and innovation activity in general.
3

4

Belarusian presidential decree No.432 of August 31, 2009 On several issues of acquiring property rights for products of scientific and technical
activity, and using those rights.
The following legislation came into force in 2012: Belarusian presidential
decree No.6 of June 27, 2011 On amending Belarusian presidential decrees
No.7 of March 5, 2002 and No.18 of November 24, 2006, and repealing
Belarusian presidential decree No.15 of July 17, 2008; Belarusian presidential decree No.362 of August 11, 2011 On amending and supplementing
Belarusian presidential decree No.367 of August 11, 2005; and Belarusian
Council of Ministers resolution No.1049 of August 4, 2011 On amending,
supplementing, and repealing several Belarusian government resolutions
on education issues, which had approved regulations on planning, funding, and managing the training of highly-qualified scientific staff using
state budgetary funds (and concerned the repealing of Belarusian Council
of Ministers resolution No.432 of April 28, 2005, and amending of Belarusian Council of Ministers resolutions No.1283 of September 30, 2006 and
No.1411 of October 29, 2007).
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Funding for science and innovation:
shifting from the state budget to credits and loans
According to SSTC data,5 actual state budgetary spending on
scientific, technical, and innovation activity was BYR 1,316.1 bn
in January-December 2012, which was BYR 379,732 million more
than in 20116, but 5.3% lower than what was projected for 2012.
The proportion of budgetary funds spent on scientific, technical,
and innovation activity was 0.26% of GDP, which was 0.01% less
than in 2011. Belarus is still in the shameful position of being
one of the OECD and CIS member-countries with the lowest
state spending on research and development in the GDP (next
to Malta and Macedonia).7
There was a continued trend of reducing the Belarusian higher
education sectors share of internal spending on research and
development, which in 2011 was 9.6% of the total funds for internal
spending on research and development (as opposed to 17% in
2005). Funding for scientific research activity in the higher
education sector still did not reach the 2008 level (0.1%),8 and
corresponded to the lowest level of similar spending in OECD
countries (0.06% of GDP, according to data from 2011).9
As before, the lions share of the funding structure for science
and innovation in higher educational establishments came from
national budgetary funds, and the amount of education
establishments expenses covered by innovation funds fluctuated
within the hundredths of one percent (in 2010, it was 0.04% of
the total expenditure).10 One positive aspect was an increase in
spending on materials and equipment for science, which exceeded
10% of state budgetary spending on science for the first time in
recent years, reaching 11.4% in 2012.
5

6

7
8

9
10

http://www.gknt.org.by/opencms/opencms/ru/news/2012
2013-/
Science and innovation activity in the Republic of Belarus. Statistical handbook. Minsk, 2012. P. 68.
Ibid., p. 149151.
Science, innovation, and technology in the Republic of Belarus, 2009. Statistical handbook. Minsk: BelISA, 2010. P. 9.
Calculations based on: Science and innovation activity, op. cit., p. 6670.
Innovation performance review of Belarus. UN, New York and Geneva,
2011. P. 121122.
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In 2012, the spending structure for technological innovation
(regarding funding sources) was approximately the same, as was
the trend for changing sources of funds. According to official
data for 2011, out of the total expenditure on technological
innovation (regarding funding sources): 60.5% was industrial
organisations own funds, and 48.5% was service organisations
own funds; credits and loans covered 30.3% and 10.8% respectively;
national budgetary funds accounted for 3% and 3% (of which
funds for innovation were 1.3% and 1.8%); and local budgetary
funds constituted 0.1% and 0.1% (of which funds for innovation
were 0.03% and 0.0% respectively).11 Overall, the funding structure
for technological innovation showed a continued trend for
increased shares of enterprises own funds, and a reduced
proportion of national budgetary funds (down from 8.7% in 2007
to 3% in 2011), as well as a considerable increase in the amount of
credits and loans (up from 9.4% in 2007 to 30.3%(!) in 2011).
Therefore, over 90% of all spending on technological
innovation in industrial organisations, and 80% in service
organisations, originated from two sources: own funds, and credits
and loans. Both sources are indirectly derived from the state
budget and basically rule out any risky projects, which is a
serious obstacle for innovation development.
In the short term, it is difficult to predict any significant
changes for the better in the funding structure due to the low
level of non-state funds for research and development (0.53% of
GDP in 2011), and the insignificant involvement of small and
medium-sized enterprises (SME): only 0.68%12 of the total number
of organisations surveyed were involved in joint innovation
projects. The amount of venture capital in the GDP did not even
figure in the statistical data.13

The Academy of Sciences:
merely an ideologist of modernisation
2012 had been declared a year of structural reforms, yet
demonstrated one of the weakest aspects of the centralised, state11
12
13

Science and innovation activity, op. cit., p. 104105.
Ibid., p. 1516.
Ibid., p. 149.
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centric model for science and technology  its inability to be
reformed from the inside. Attempts to initiate internal
competition between the Academy of Sciences and science in
universities came up against an insurmountable obstacle:
academic and university science are in totally different weight
classes concerning certain key parameters.
Despite the fact that universities are the main hotbed of
professionals in the Belarusian scientific and innovation system,
science in higher education occupies a marginal position. Higher
educational establishments accounted for just 12.6% of the total
number of organisations involved in scientific research and
development (according to data from 2011). Their human
resources constituted 9.8% of the total number of staff engaged
in scientific research and development (2011 data), and they
carried out 12.06% of all scientific work in 2010. The proportion
of innovation enterprises belonging to higher educational
establishments was 6.4% of the total (2011 data); their proportion
of valid patents for inventions was 18% of the total (2009 data);
and funding for research activity in higher educational
establishments was 0.06% of GDP (2012 data).14
On the contrary, the Belarusian National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) is the absolute leader in terms of the quality of its scientific
staff and its contributions to research and development. According
to 2011 data, its staff made up 31.3% of all people engaged in
scientific research and development (including 31.6% of
researchers, 66.4% of Doctors and 58.7% of Candidates of Science),
and they implemented 63.9% of the total number of projects
funded.15 On the one hand, such a high concentration of human
resources fits in perfectly with the current centralised, pyramidmanaged model for science and innovation management.
On the other hand, however, it complicates corporate competition, without which effective, substantial restructuring is impossible.
Such restructuring is obviously needed due to the rather
modest contribution the NAS makes to the national economy.
14
15

Science and innovation activity, op. cit., p. 28.
The General Assembly of the Belarusian National Academy of Sciences
sums up its results (2012, June 21) // Viedy, No.26 (2390).
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This is striking if one compares it with newer entities like the
High-Tech Park (HTP). According to the NAS 2011 report, the
work done by 17 800 researchers, technicians, auxiliary and
service staff brought in just over USD 70 million,16 whereas the
total income from sales of software products and software
development services created by 14 500 IT specialists was USD
370.5 million.17
An equally impressive difference in development dynamics
is that in just six years, the HTP has managed to: make USD 1
bn; attract companies from 53 countries (of which around 50%
were joint-stock and foreign enterprises); direct 84% of exports
to high-tech markets in America and the European Union;
increase direct foreign investments by 30% (even though they
had generally dropped by 1.5 times); create 14 500 new jobs;
and make some perfectly realistic plans for the future.18 The
number of NAS staff, on the other hand, is declining annually,
and their scientific development rates leave a lot to be desired.
The Academy of Sciences contribution to developing the
scientific-industrial complex is also underwhelming: out of 501
organisations engaged in scientific research and development,
the majority of economically viable research and development
projects are implemented by scientific research institutes and
design offices which employ 16 800 researchers (53.8% of the
total!). Moreover, the core of the scientific-industrial complex is
67 organisations belonging to the ministry of industry (over 4300
researchers) and 18 organisations belonging to the state militaryindustrial committee (more than 2,000 researchers).
Consequently, despite being in the lead in terms of the quality
of its scientific staff and contributions to research and development, the NAS is still the epitome of fundamental, theoretical
science which bears little relation to the demands of the economy
and, therefore, innovation development. Nevertheless, the NAS,
16
17
18

Ibid.
http://www.park.by/post-594/
According to estimates by International Finance Corporation experts, the
income from the Belarusian IT sector could reach USD 34 bn by 2020, or
45% of the last years GDP. Sources: The High-Tech Park sums up its
work in 2012. Ibid.; Can the Belarusian IT sector become the driving force
behind the economy? Retrieved from http://news.tut.by/it/336052.html.
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like the SSTC, is a key element of Belarus centralised, hierarchical, and pyramid-managed national innovation system. This
contradiction between the status of the NAS and its actual contributions to the research intensity of the economy allows one to
take Prime Minister Mikhail Myasnikovichs statement 19
regarding its role in the modernisation process literally: at best,
the Academy of Sciences could be the main ideologist of
modernisation, but not its initiator and driving force.

Conclusion
Hopes of creating modern laws and legislation on science and
innovation that would conform to international standards and
requirements have not been justified. The legislatures attempts
to combine the principles of a manually managed state-centric
economy with contemporary innovation trends have led to hybrid
standards which hinder the growth of the economys research
intensity, forcing innovators out into the fringes of innovation
development.
Attempts to compensate for the chronic lack of funds for
science and innovation with more credits and loans rules out
risky projects, and preserves an inefficient funding model which
is incompatible with a research-intensive economy. Budget cuts
for science and innovation, a badly thought-out infrastructure
policy, and increased disciplinary control are turning the state
into an overseer that makes mindless, ineffective use of the current
systems financial, intellectual, and institutional resources. At
the same time, the successes of new enterprises and organisations
which do not fit in with the current organisational structure (e.g.
the HTP) are becoming all the more obvious. This puts the issue
of the latent erosion of Belarus centralised, pyramid-managed
national innovation system firmly on the agenda.

19

http://www.government.by/ru/content/4232
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