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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

EDB — Eurasian Development Bank
EDB CIS — EDB Centre for Integration Studies
EM — Eurasian Monitor
EU — European Union
SES — Single Economic Space of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia
PSS — Post-Soviet space. In this report, the post-Soviet space refers to
12 countries — former USSR republics. The three Baltic states
are classified herein as EU countries and are not included in PSS

CIS — Commonwealth of Independent States
USSR — Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
USA — United States of America
CU — Customs Union of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia



SUMMARY

Summary

In April-May 2012, the Eurasian Monitor International Research Agency, in conjunc-
tion with the Centre for Integration Studies of the Eurasian Development Bank (EDB)
and with its support, studied the integrating orientations of the population in post-Soviet
states. A large-scale study of public opinion on the issues of post-Soviet integration (the
establishment of economic and cooperation relations, social and business contacts, cultural
cooperation) was conducted. As a result, a detailed picture of CIS citizens’ prefer-
ences in terms of various aspects of integration and cooperation in the region is
presented.

It should be underlined that the research of a similar scale was conducted for the first time.
A comprehensive understanding of the population’s attitude to the integration processes
is essential for successful integration. That is why the relevant comprehensive studies
are expected to be carried out within the EDB Integration Barometer project an-
nually, which will make it possible to assess long-term trends in the public opinion of the
citizens of the countries in question.

The aforesaid project included a nationwide survey in 10 CIS countries and in Georgia.
The total number of respondents is over 13,000 people (from 950 to 2,000 in each
country). The sampling population in each country represents the adult population, sam-
pled by sex, age and type of settlement.

The research enables us to establish a number of regularities reflecting public opinion in
post-Soviet states:

1. Generalizing regularities of post-Soviet states attraction to major geopolitical
clusters (Post-Soviet States, EU Countries, Other Countries), identified based on the re-
sults of analysis of responses to the cross-cutting questions (9 questions involving selection
of country out of the list of countries and put forth in each country):

* In political sphere, almost all countries involved in EDB Integration Barometer refer
to the post-Soviet space as the priority direction of integration, except for Georgia (Other
Countries cluster).

 In economics, the orientation towards the European Union, characteristic of the six
countries (Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine), prevails. Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan in the economic sphere are attracted more to the post-Soviet
states, and Other Countries are the priority for Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan.

* The regularities similar to the economic sphere are characteristic of the socio-cultural
sphere. The only difference is the position of Tajikistan, which is in this case attracted
to other countries rather than to post-Soviet space. At the same time, with respect to
the entire list of questions in the questionnaire (including those not used in calculating
the index generalizing), the population of Tajikistan proved to be much stronger than
that of other countries, oriented towards the post-Soviet space (in particular, towards
Russia).

* On the strength of the three factors — economics, politics, and culture — the post-
Soviet space is the priority attraction for most countries participating in the project.
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* Two countries — Azerbaijan and Georgia — are oriented on the strength of the factors
towards other countries.

* Ukraine and Russia are of greatest interest among post-Soviet countries for the popula-
tion of the former USSR. At the same time, in Ukraine and Russia the population is
focused on the European Union rather than on the post-Soviet space.

Grouping of the coun-
tries based on priority Economics

geopolitical vectors
Kazakhstan Armenia Azerbaijan
Kyrgyzstan Belarus Uzbekistan
Tajikistan Georgia

Moldova A
Russia
Ukraine
Armenia
Belarus
Georgia
Azerbaijan Moldova
Tajikistan Russia Kazakhstan

Uzbekistan Ukraine Kyrgyzstan

Politics

Azerbaijan Georgia Culture

Armenia
Belarus
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Moldova Armenia
Belarus

Tajikistan Kazakhstan

Uzbekistan Kyrgyzstan

Moldova

Ukraine

Azerbaijan Russia Tajikistan

Georgia Ukraine Uzbekistan

Post-Soviet States vector All spheres

EU Countries vector
Other Countries vector
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2. Some particular regularities:

* Almost all of the issues revealed low significance of peripheral (i.e., without the partici-
pation of Russia, main attractor) preferences in the post-Soviet space. Both the practical
and educational interests of the post-Soviet population, if focused within this area, were
directed at Russia, as a rule.

» Within the post-Soviet space, Russia and Ukraine hold, as a rule, the leading positions
in the conditional ranking of the objects of cultural, educational or practical interest,
and at the same time are last in the ranking of the subjects of this interest. That is, Russia
and Ukraine have the maximum percentage of respondents who have not named any post-
Soviet state of interest to them. In other words, Russia and Ukraine are of greatest in-
terest to the population of other countries, but at the same time other post-Soviet
countries are of the least interest to the residents of Russia and Ukraine. Russia
and Ukraine are mentioned more often than other post-Soviet countries and simultaneous-
ly provide the largest percentage of answers about the lack of interest in other countries.

* In the questions on economics, the average response percentages attributable to each of
the three major geopolitical clusters — Post-Soviet States, EU States, Other Countries —
are, as a rule, very close. That is, none of the cluster has the average priority, but there are
permanently reproducible deviations in particulars. Thus, the deviation towards the post-
Soviet space is characteristic of Central Asian countries and Moldova; towards the Euro-
pean Union — of Russia, Georgia and Moldova (this country is attracted to both Russia
and Romania); and towards other countries — of Azerbaijan and Tajikistan. For Azerbai-
jan, Turkey is a priority, and for Tajikistan — various countries depending on the question
(China, USA, Turkey). The following diagram represents the typical illustration (percent-
ages are read as follows: “Whether any country out of the group of countries is named”
— for example, 67% of respondents in Tajikistan mentioned at least one post-Soviet state):

21%

27%

Post-Soviet States

51%

30%

36%

EU Countries

38%

42%

48%

Other Countries

40%

26%

48%

37%

75%

48%

40%

43%

58%

35%

46%

59%

37%

54%

42%

49%

Tajikistan

Kyrgyzstan

Moldova

Kazakhstan

Uzbekistan

Armenia

Belarus

Georgia

Ukraine

Azerbaijan

Russia

Average

Which countries would
you prefer to be the
source of capital and
investment inflow? The
companies, entrepre-
neurs and business-
men from which coun-
tries should establish
their businesses in our
countries? [Responses
are classified into three
categories]
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* In political issues, the average response percentages are notably shifted towards
the post-Soviet states (both in the positive sense — for example, in the question about
the friendly countries, and in the negative one — as in the question about the un-
friendly countries). Georgia is the only country whose population is focused on mili-
tary and political support from outside the post-Soviet space. In all of the countries
participating in the project, the Post-Soviet States group of responses turned out to
be most filled, which is clearly demonstrated in the following chart.

In which countries do
you have relatives,
close friends, col-
leagues you keep in
touch with (person-
ally, by mail, by phone,
etc.)? [preferences
within  former Soviet
Union]

Post-Soviet States

EU Countries

Other Countries

13% 15% % . 23%
. 46% 6% 19% L% 42%  38%  28%  28% 8%

33% 15% 32% 35% 25% 31% 14% 67% 18% 27% 49% 32%

Tajikistan
Armenia
Kyrgyzstan
Uzbekistan
Kazakhstan
Belarus
Moldova
Georgia
Ukraine
Russia
Azerbaijan
Average

* The regularities of socio-cultural interest are similar to the regularities of economic co-
operation — Central Asian countries are oriented towards the post-Soviet space and, to a lesser
extent, towards China and Islamic countries; Moldova is oriented both towards Russia and
Romania; Georgia — towards the European Union and the United States; Azerbaijan — towards
Turkey; Russia and Ukraine’s orientation towards the post-Soviet space is below average, and
the level of their attraction to the European Union and other countries corresponds to the av-
erage values over the countries. However, the mutual socio-cultural attraction of CIS countries
is characterized by high rates in real practical interests, for example, in active communication
with family members, relatives and colleagues residing in other countries. On average, in nine
countries where the question about the presence of close correspondents was posed, 57% of
respondents indicated that they have such ties in the post-Soviet states. Thus, in five countries
(Tajikistan, Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Belarus and Moldova) more than half of the adult popula-
tion has such ties. Relevant data are shown in the figure below. Peripheral communications
are also available, although they are less significant. Thus, 22% of Moldovans and 22% of Be-
larussians have regular contacts in Ukraine and 23% of Kyrgyz citizens have such contacts in
Kazakhstan.
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@® Question was posed In which countries do
. you have relatives,
Question was not posed close  friends, col-

leagues you keep in
touch with (person-
ally, by mail, by phone,

Georgia ) etc.)? [preferences
. Ukraine within former  Soviet
Azerbaijan Union]
‘ 22%
27%
Armenia 21% . Belarus
0,
° 73% 8% 7% 29

50% Moldova

Uzbekistan 36%

61% 83%

Tajikistan
Kyrgyzstan °
® 23%

Kazakhstan

(20% - 40%]
(40% - 60%]
(60% - 80%]

(80% - 100%]

* Another significant indicator of socio-cultural proximity between the two countries is
the need for getting education abroad. In this respect, the post-Soviet space does not
have any special competitive advantage over the EU or other most frequently mentioned
world countries, which is reflected in the diagram below.



Which countries would
you select for your
education or  your
children’s  education?
[Countries are classi-
fied into three catego-
ries]

What is your attitude
towards the fact that
the economies of Be-
larus, Kazakhstan and
Russia are united in
the Customs Union
(which made trade be-
tween those countries
free)?
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Post-Soviet States

EU Countries

Other Countries

28% 24%

27%

43%

31%

32%

41%

39%

41%

54%

35%

36%

59% 43%

31%

17%

45%

38%

16%

17%

17%

33%

18%

30%

Tajikistan

Kyrgyzstan

Kazakhstan

Moldova

Azerbaijan

Uzbekistan

Armenia

Belarus

Ukraine

Georgia

Russia

Average

3. The attitude of the post-Soviet population to the establishment of the Customs Union
and Single Economic Space is found to be positive. The participating countries highly
support CU — 80% in Kazakhstan, 72% in Russia and 60% in Belarus.

It is noteworthy that the CU and the SES are supported not only by the participating
countries. The high rate of positive responses is also characteristic of Tajikistan,

Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and Moldova — the countries the populations of which is fo-
cused mostly on economic cooperation with post-Soviet states.

Kazakhstan Participant

Tajikistan
Russia

Uzbekistan

Participant

M Positive
Indifferent
Negative
Cannot say

Kyrgyzstan
Moldova
Armenia
Average

Belarus Participant

Ukraine

Azerbaijan

Georgia

10
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Both unions are also supported by Moldova and Armenia, which do not border with
the CU and the SES and, therefore, cannot experience the benefits of hypothetical accession.
Partially, this level of attraction is related with the history of labor migration from these coun-
tries, the intensity of this flow can be illustrated by the fact that three-quarters of Armenians
and every second resident of Moldova communicate regularly with their relatives and friends
in Russia.

What is your attitude

Kazakhstan 10% Participant | towards the fact that,
L in addition to the Cus-
Tajikistan 20% toms Union, Belarus,

3 o Kazakhstan and Rus-
17% Participant sia have established
13% M Positive the Single Economic
Space (in fact, a sin-

Russia

Uzbekistan
Indifferent

Kyragyzstan 16% 8% . gle market of the three
yroy Negative countries)?

Moldova 20% 8% Cannot say

Belarus 27% Participant

27%
Average 24%
Ukraine 31%

Armenia

Azerbaijan 12%

Georgia

Strong support for the Customs Union was typical for the population of the two coun-
tries — potential CU participants, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.

The fact of the strong support for integration unions in Uzbekistan is of great interest, de-
spite the notable isolationist attitudes of the population, which is evident in the responses
to other questions.

The list contains only two countries (Azerbaijan and Georgia) where the rate of
positive assessments of the SES and the CU does not exceed 50%. Perhaps, the
unresolved territorial conflicts involving these countries took their toll.

4. The vast majority of the population in each country believes that in the next five
years the post-Soviet states will not grow apart, the percentage of responses “Coun-
tries will grow apart” does not rank first in any country. In Tajikistan and Kazakhstan, the
rate of respondents who believe that in the next five years the post-Soviet states will get
closer exceeds 50%.

5. Integration preferences of the population are related with age, and this rela-
tion has two varieties. The first one is characteristic of Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbai-
jan and in a somewhat less pronounced form — of Kazakhstan; in the older age category,
the attraction to the Post-Soviet States cluster is significantly higher than in the entire
sampling, and the attraction to EU Countries and Other Countries cluster is significantly
lower.

1



SUMMARY

Another type of integration preference depending on age is typical for Georgia, Armenia,
Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus and Russia — the younger the age, the more often EU countries
and other world counties are mentioned, while the percentage of references to post-Soviet
states stays virtually unchanged. The key difference between the listed countries and the
Central Asian countries and Azerbaijan is that there older respondents do not differ
greatly in their integration preferences from the representatives of the middle and
younger age category. Therefore, the older generation of the Central Asian countries is
experiencing greater attraction to the post-Soviet states.

At the same time, it should be noted that the attitude toward the integration associations
is likely to be generated based not on the feasibility and effectiveness of the associations,
but rather on the conservatism of certain groups of the population, especially the older age
groups, and based on a positive recollection of the USSR. Consequently, the success of
the integration processes in the post-Soviet space is directly proportional to the
attractiveness of these processes for today’s youth, whose view will dominate in the
public opinion in the change of generations.

12



INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The post-Soviet space is an arena of close economic, technological, political and cul-
tural interaction. The integration between the post-Soviet states is pre-determined
by objective factors (geographical proximity, unity of economic links, infrastruc-
ture, and a common historical past) and economic-based factors. Over the past pe-
riod, the Eurasian integration cooperation has become an essential element in the
formation of economic relations, which contributes to economic and social stability
in the region, and has turned into the effective institute for comprehensive regional
cooperation.

State agencies, inter-governmental and business structures and the community of
experts are in need of reliable and systematic sociological data, reflecting the state
of the integration process and including the analysis of post-Soviet citizens’ relation
to the integration and integration institutions. More intense economic integration
within the Customs Union and Single Economic Space reinforces the need for a sys-
tematic and highly qualified work of this kind.

At the same time, foreign policy within the post-Soviet space is subject to public
opinion, and integration or disintegration efforts cannot but take into account the
mass consciousness and mass attitudes. External likes and dislikes of ordinary citi-
zens are also a significant factor in domestic politics.

Almost all post-Soviet states nowadays have public and private research companies
conducting various research and surveys. However, until recently, the post-Soviet
space had no institutions that conducted regular studies focused on the assessment
of public preferences in foreign policy, foreign economics and other integration pref-
erences. EDB Integration Barometer intends to fill in this gap through the develop-
ment of relevant methodology and annual sociological research on this issue.

The purpose of the research is the monitoring study of the population’s integration
preferences (10 CIS countries and Georgia), in particular:
* The development of a sociological monitoring methodology and assessment by the

population of the current interaction process between the countries in the economic,
political and socio-cultural spheres;

* assessment by the population of Eurasian countries’ integration level;

* identification of integration process dynamics at the level of public consciousness
and behaviour of Eurasian citizens and determination of its fundamental regularities;

« forecast for integration processes development at the level of public consciousness
and behaviour of the Eurasian citizens.

Thus, EDB Integration Barometer is focused on the study of the objective attitude
of CIS citizens to the specific aspects and forms of interstate integration. At the same
time, not only economic and political aspects of integration are considered, but also
their human perspective at the level of social interaction and culture. Data, obtained

13
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from the survey, reveal the actual preferences of the population of the specified re-
gion regarding integration processes occurring therein.

Given the importance of the long-term forecasting regarding public perception of
integration processes in the region in question, it is supposed to conduct annual re-
search within the EDB Integration Barometer project. In the future, the project can
also be supplemented with the study of integration preferences of the business elite.

14
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Brief Review of Previous Works

A large number of analytical studies and publications are devoted to the issues of integra-
tion processes in post-Soviet space. The urgency of the problems of forming a new integra-
tion policy in the post-Soviet space has contributed to the establishment and operation of
many research centres specializing in relevant topics and issues. Thus, the analysts focus
on the political (including military-political) and economic aspects of integration. Per-
haps the issues of economic integration, considered to be the basis for everything else, are
worked at most accurately (see, e.g. Borko, 2003, Vinokurov, 2009, and Spartak, 2011 in
the reference list).

However, it should be noted that, until recently, the social and cultural (human) aspects of
integration, as well as comprehensive sociological studies of ordinary post-Soviet citizens’
attitude towards the integration, were given little attention. This was due to the tradi-
tional underestimation of public attitudes when addressing foreign policy issues, inherent
in virtually all post-Soviet elites. Moreover, in contrast to the relatively advanced systems
of business entities’ economic behaviour accounting, which make it possible to assess the
level and nature of economic relations in different countries, until recently CIS countries
had no permanent institutions for measuring public attitudes.

Eurasian Monitor was launched in 2004, within the framework of the Big Four (Russia,
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus), and since 2007 it has been uniting 14 post-Soviet coun-
tries. It is intended to measure the various indicators of social attitudes and public opinion
of post-Soviet citizens, including their integration orientations and preferences (see Za-
dorin, 2010).

In recent years, more than 16 national surveys have been conducted, the results of which
are open (see www.eurasiamonitor.org) and were presented to the general public and ex-
perts in various forms. First of all, we should highlight the projects reflecting different
aspects of human integration and its crucial factors: “The Russian language in the new inde-
pendent states” (2007 ), “The mutual interests of CIS citizens as the basis for integration: what
brings us together and makes us interesting to each other” (2008), “The attitude of the popula-
tion of the new independent states towards the common history of the Soviet and post-Soviet
period” (2009), “International media environment in post-Soviet space” (2011) and others.

The results of the national Eurasian Monitor surveys, conducted in the paradigm of single
technique comparative social studies became the basis for many scientific publications (see
(Zadorin, 2006) (Zadorin, 2008), (Zadorin, 2010).

These studies have shown that many ideas of post-Soviet integration attitudes, considered
to be obvious, are not supported by empirical research any longer. The change of genera-
tions significantly weakens the factor of historical and cultural affinity, and the attraction
and orientation change their directions.

Overall, these preliminary studies necessitated a kind of audit (inventory) of mutual socio-
cultural and economic interests of CIS citizens in order to identify their content, direc-
tion, priorities and target (most interested in approaching) socio-demographic groups, to
identify the similarities and differences in the integration aspirations of the residents of

15
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different countries based on common human interests. Such an inventory should result in
the new post-Soviet “cartography” based on measuring the proximity of socio-cultural and
economic interests of their populations, as well as cross-country attracting force. However,
two or three questions regularly included in EM surveys by the project participants were
not enough to provide a complete and comprehensive picture.

Eurasian Monitor studies revealed the need for an interdisciplinary study of integration
issues. It became obvious that the survey data were not enough for the correct interpreta-
tion of sociological data, and the data of a different nature (including economic statistics,
demographic and cultural information, information about the media environment and po-
litical situation in the countries in question) had to be involved.

In addition, the studies have shown that in some countries the integration orientations
are very sensitive to changes in foreign policy, and a proper understanding of the changes
requires regular monitoring to enable tracking of the dynamics of integration attitudes.

It should be mentioned that most of the major Eurasian Monitor studies have been fi-
nancially supported by various funds (“Eurasia Heritage”, “National Club”, and the CIS
Interstate Fund for Humanitarian Cooperation). At the same time, integration orienta-
tions were monitored at the initiative and at the expense of consortium participants, which
sometimes resulted in “drop-out” of certain countries during the monitoring and in the loss
of important dynamic data.

Thus, the research experience that the non-profit partnership Eurasian Monitor has ob-
tained over the past years obviously led to a conclusion for the need to measure CIS popu-
lations’ integration attitudes on a regular basis. The major components of the study should
be as follows: complexity of integration preferences measurement (a large number of ques-
tions on various integration aspects), monitoring nature of measurement, provided by sus-
tainable and long-term financial support, inter-disciplinary in nature, related to involving
the specialists in different fields to survey data interpretation.

The relevant opportunities become available upon the implementation of the EDB Inte-
gration Barometer project by the Eurasian Monitor consortium, initiated by the EDB
Centre for Integration Studies.

16
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Research Technique

Measurement Techniques

A mass survey of the population from the eleven post-Soviet states with representa-
tive sampling was used as the data-collection method. The surveys were conducted in
the form of face-to-face formal interviews based on the questionnaire.

The number of processed questionnaires totalled 13,063 units.

Eurasian Monitor submitted the questionnaires in the Russian language to the na-
tional executors. The executor translated the questionnaire into the native language
on its own.

Organizing and Conducting the Surveys

The mass representative surveys of the adult population in the eleven post-Soviet
states, listed in the statement of work, were conducted with the involvement of the
executors experienced in conducting the surveys in these countries and well-proven
during the previous Eurasian Monitor waves. The list of executors having partici-
pated in the Eurasian Monitor (No. 17) is presented in table No. 1.

ANO “Zadorin’s Sociological Workshop” (CIRCON Group, Moscow, Russia) devel-
oped survey tools, performed data analysis and prepared the reporting documents.

A t of Table No.1
Il @ Amount of question- The list of national
Country Regional executor questionnaires / ires / actual surveys executors and
projected INENTER / ElEE sampling scope

Int tional tre f ial

Pl nternational Centre for Socia 1,000 1,001
Research
Armenia MPG 1,050 1,147
Belarus NOVAK laboratory 1,050 1,078
The Institute for Polli Mar-
Bl e Institute or. olling and Mar 1,000 1,000
keting
Kazakhstan Strategy anter of Spmal and 1,050 1,057
Political Studies

EI-Pikir Public Opinion Study

K t 1 1
yrgyzstan Centre ,000 ,000

BS-AXA tre f iological
Moldova CBS : C.en re for Sociol gglca 1,050 1,002

Investigations and Marketing

. ANO “Zadorin’s Sociological Work-
R 1,600 1,607
ussia shop” (CIRCON Group) ’ ‘
Talikiskan Korshinos Center fgr Socio-Politi- 1,000 954
cal Studies

17



Table No.2

Number of questions
included in the national
questionnaires

RESEARCH TECHNIQUE

Amount of
Country Regional executor questionnaires /
projected

Amount of question-

naires / actual

Uzbekistan Ekspert Fikri .Center for Social & 1,050 1,050
Marketing Research

Ukraine Research & Branding Group 2,000 2,077

Note. In Tajikistan, the number of completed questionnaires amounted to 1051, but some of them were not included in common data
to ensure data comparability (in Tajikistan, the national survey is conducted among the population aged over 15).

To ensure the representativeness of the survey conducted among the adult popula-
tion (aged 18 and older), a representative sampling population was formed in each
country, which complied with the results of the last population census. The sampling
population in each country represents the adult population, sampled by sex, age and
type of settlement.

The questionnaire in each country included from 12 to 20 issue-related questions out
of the proposed questionnaire, up to 10 questions of social attitudes monitoring, im-
plemented in the framework of the Eurasian Monitor, as well as socio-demographic
questions.

Table 2 represents the data on the number of questions included in the national ques-
tionnaires.

Country Number of EM monitoring questions ~ Number of issue-related questions

Azerbaijan 0 12
Armenia 10 20
Belarus 7 20
Georgia 10 20
Kazakhstan 10 13
Kyrgyzstan 10 20
Moldova 10 20
Russia 9 16
Tajikistan 10 20
Uzbekistan 9 20
Ukraine 10 16

The following data-collection control requirements were established:
» Absolute visual control over the questionnaires;

* Random survey quality control by telephone (40% of the total number of collected
questionnaires for respondents who have indicated a phone number (mobile, office,
landline) in the route chart). For the respondents who have not provided a telephone
number for whatever reason (no telephone, refusal to provide), 20%-control (of the

18
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total number of collected questionnaires) was performed by means of the personal
re-visit with due regard to the control over each interviewer.

* Absolute array control based on data entry.

All regional executors submitted route charts in electronic form and the control lists
with the inspection report.

The survey data were entered by the national survey operator. Upon completion of
surveys, Eurasian Monitor submitted data arrays in electronic form. Then, the con-
solidated array was formed, which has been examined in terms of data entry quality
and prepared for further processing and analysis.

Analytical Report Structure

Regional integration is seen as a multilevel process, which, together with economic
cooperation, involves the issues of politics, security and socio-cultural interaction.
Therefore, the EDB Integration Barometer social study represents a system of com-
prehensive monitoring and evaluation of the Eurasians’ integration preferences. In
this respect public opinion on a range of issues relating to various aspects of regional
cooperation is being examined. This approach makes it possible to single out 3 sets of
survey questions: economic, political and socio-cultural. The structure of the report
corresponds with this issue-related division — the first three sections describe the in-
tegration preferences in economic, political and socio-cultural spheres, respectively.
In addition, certain report sections are devoted to the construction of consolidated
indicators (indices) that characterize the integration preferences of the Eurasians,
and to the description of certain demographic regularities in integration preferences.

Instrumentalisation of the Concept “Integration Preferences”

In accordance with the statement of work, the EBD Integration Barometer study
aims at examining the integration preferences of the post-Soviet population (the citi-
zens of 10 CIS countries and Georgia). Below is given the interpretation of “integra-
tion preferences”, which has become the conceptual basis of designing research tools.

It is well known that the integration study faces a terminological problem associ-
ated with the need to distinguish between cooperation (cooperation of the states
aimed at achieving common goals) and integration (the interdependence of econo-
mies, common “rules of the game” for economic agents, single cultural environment).
However, it is impossible to design mass survey tools based on the subtle differences
between these concepts; simple and unambiguous wordings are required in such stud-
ies. Therefore, for the purposes of this studys, it is proposed to put the sign of a condi-
tional identity between the concepts of “integration preferences” and “the attraction
between the two countries, which exists in the views of the nations”. “Attraction”
combines both probable co-operation and integration, and even kind feeling for the
population of certain countries. Such a solution, involving the definition of the sub-
ject area, makes it possible to avoid the need for its artificial limiting by the termi-
nological framework.

Thus, the objective of the study is to evaluate the degree of economic, political and
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humanitarian proximity of the CIS countries (and Georgia), expressed in terms of
the attitude of these countries’ population towards other post-Soviet states (except
for the Baltic States) and some other world countries. Respondents’ attitudes to-
wards other countries is reflected in a number of indicators used in the questionnaire.

The assumption that integration preferences of certain country’s population are de-
scribed based on the following features: integration potential, its vector and sign
— was used during the development of specific indicators of economic and cultural
proximity.

1. Potential. This feature indicates the population’s readiness for the processes of
integration and the presence of an isolationist mood in public attitudes.

2. Vector. This feature characterizes the direction of the attraction (direction of the
probable implementation of integration potential) and consists of the following com-
ponents:

» Country (the country where the attraction exists).

* Sphere (the sphere where the attraction may occur — politics, economics, or cul-
ture).

This part (“vector”) of the subject area study model reproduces the approach used
in the System of EDB Eurasian Integration Indicators — integration processes in the
region are reviewed as aggregate integration processes within dyads (pairs of coun-
tries), and each country in question is assigned a value (index) describing its integra-
tion status in relation to the other country in question.

3. Sign is the characteristic of the subject-object relationship in each dyad. The meas-
urement of this feature makes it possible to answer the question of who is attracted to
whom in each pair of countries. The following responses are possible:

The country attracts (in the population’s view, “we attract”).
The country is attracted (in the population’s view, “we are attracted”).
The countries are partners, and the integration takes place on a parity basis.

The above features adequately describe the proposed model of the concept of “inte-
gration preferences”.

In accordance with the described model, the executor has developed the expanded
list of questions — the indicators of integration preferences.

Each survey question reflects an appropriate indicator of the respondent’s economic,
political and socio-cultural distance to the various countries. At the same time, the
respondent records both his personal disposition with respect to the listed countries
and his country’s disposition desirable for him. The set of questions were formed
largely based on the Bogardus Social Distance Scale.

The questions of the basic issue-related unit are designed as follows: the respondents
are asked to select the country from the list given in accordance with certain criteria
for the country’s belonging to a certain type (friendly/unfriendly, familiar /unfamil-
iar, interesting/uninteresting, etc.), i.e., a dichotomous scale of appropriate indicator
(feature) recording is used. The specified list of answers enables the formation of three
groups of conclusions based on the responses to each question — on the integration
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preferences within the post-Soviet space, on the integration attraction beyond the lim-
its of this space and on the degree of a country’s public opinion orientation towards its
autonomy (to be called “attractive” countries based on the negative responses).

The questionnaire included 17 questions, designed based on the dichotomous princi-
ple, and three additional questions about the attitude towards the SES and the UC,
and about the perception of integration opportunities in the post-Soviet space.
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1. Economic Integration

This section contains two sub-sections. The first describes the distribution of responses
to the questions designed based on the dyadic principle (selection of the country from the
list). The second provides the distribution of responses to the questions about the attitude
of the post-Soviet population to two economic unions established on the territory of the
former Soviet Union.

1.1. Inter-Country Distance Indicators

One of the forms of a population’s economic behavior, which perfectly characterizes the
guidelines and stereotypes existing in this area, is the consumer choice behavior.

On average across the countries, none of the three geopolitical clusters (Post-Soviet Space,
European Union and Other Countries) has priority; each of them is referred to in approxi-
mately 40% of responses (see Figure 1.1). When reviewing partial distributions, one can ob-
serve the orientation of the population of Georgia and Belarus towards EU products, of the
population of Tajikistan — towards goods from the post-Soviet states, and of the population
of Azerbaijan towards goods from other countries (in particular, Turkey). In each of these
cases, the corresponding cluster has a significantly higher share compared to the other two.

Figure No.1.1.
Products from which EU Countries Other Countries
countries do you prefer
to buy? What products
do you trust more?
[Countries are classi-
fied into three catego-
ries] !

20% 26% 26% 24% 43% 55% 43% 36% 53% 47% 46% 38%

65% 65% 55% 60% 18% 42% 32% 23% 35% 44% 64% 46%

Tajikistan
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Uzbekistan
Moldova
Georgia
Ukraine
Armenia
Belarus
Russia
Azerbaijan
Average

3 Here and below, on the charts of this type (grouped into Post-Soviet States, EU Countries and Other Countries categories), the
percentages are calculated as the proportion of the respondents who named at least one country from the appropriate category. For
example, here 74% of the Tajikistan population has mentioned at least one post-Soviet state, 20% - at least one EU country, and 65%
- at least one country from the Other Countries category.
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Within the post-Soviet space, Russia is the most attractive area of the origin of goods (Figure
1.2) — it was mentioned by 20% to 70% of respondents in each country, except for Ukraine
(here, Russia was mentioned by less than 20% of respondents).

The population of the Central Asian region is foremost oriented towards Russian goods —
here, Russia was mentioned more often than in other countries participating in the project
(from 49% to 70%).

The only country, other than Russia, where products are preferred by over 20% of the popu-
lation of any other country participating in the research, is Belarus (it was mentioned by 20%
of respondents in Russia).

Another feature characterizing the distribution of responses is a very low significance of pe-
ripheral (i.e., without the participation of the main attractor — Russia) consumer preferences
in the post-Soviet space. If Russia was mentioned by 37% of respondents of other countries,
the average percentage of the second-most attractive country reference (in various counties
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan ranked second) accounted for only 7%.

Georgia
. Ukraine

Azerbaijan .
[
21% 27% Belarus
Armenia

L 27% 20%
20%
Uzbekistan _. 53% 32% Moldova
¢ °
49% 70%
Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan
(20% - 40%] Py [ J
55%
(40% - 60%]
(60% - 80%] .
(80% - 100%] Kazakhstan

4 Here and below, the charts of this type (“preferences within the former USSR”) contain data about the percentage of responses above a
lower level. This level is indicated in the legend of the chart (in this case it makes up 20%).

The arrow from Country 1 to Country 2 means that n% of respondents in Country 1, when responding to this question, mentioned Country
2: for example, in response to this question, 27% of the respondents in Armenia mentioned Russia. The size of each data point is
proportional to the average percentage of references to the country, calculated with respect to all countries.

Figure No.1.2.
Products from which
countries do you prefer
to buy? What products
do you trust more?
[Preferences within the
former USSR] 2
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About 20% of respondents refused to name any country where products are preferred (Fig-
ure 1.3). The percentage of such refusals may be interpreted as the degree of the popula-
tion’s orientation towards the domestic market (in this case — consumer market). As one
can see, the highest levels of refusals are in Armenia, Ukraine, and Moldova; the lowest —
Tajikistan and other countries of Central Asia.

Figure No.1.3.

From which countries
do you prefer to buy
foodstuffs? Which
products do you trust
more? [Indicators of
autonomy]

None

10%
24%

14%  11% %

I. i

26% 7% 14% 19% 12% 3% 7% 13% 5%

10%
.

2% 2% 10%

8%

Armeinia
Ukraine
Moldova

Russia
Belarus
Georgia

Azarbaijan
Uzbekistan
Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan

Average

Another feature describing the personal dispositions of the post-Soviet population in their
economic behaviour is the intention regarding temporary work. On average, none of the
general vectors dominates: each of the three main temporary employment destinations was
referred to by 24% - 25% of respondents (see Figure 1.4).

Particular deviations from the average rates:

» Towards greater focus on the post-Soviet states — Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova.

» Towards greater focus on the European Union — Belarus, Moldova, Russia.

* Towards greater focus on other countries — Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan.

Within the former Soviet Union, Russia is the most preferred location for temporary work.
It is highly attractive for residents of Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and Moldova (Figure 1.5). No
significant peripheral preference vectors in the estimated rates were observed.

For many people, migration to another country, even temporarily, is far beyond their ordi-
nary behaviour, so the responses to this question naturally contained a high percentage of
refusals, which averaged 42% (Figure 1.6). Residents of Russia, Uzbekistan and Ukraine
turned out to be most focused on the internal labor markets of their countries.
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Figure No.1.4.

Post-Soviet States EU Countries Other Countries I which  countries
would you prefer to

work temporarily if
you had such an op-
portunity?  [Countries
are classified into three
categories]

16% 18% 33% 22% 26% 22% 13% 30% 33% 29% 31% 25%

34% 34% 11% 14% 32% 39% 23% 20% 17% 25% 19% 24%

= s ° € < o = ! < 3 = g
& e = < 3 5 K o > © <
= & & < 3
Figure No.1.5.
Georgia In which  countries
Ukraine would you prefer to
Azerbaijan . work temporarily if you
PY had such an opportuni-
ty? [Preferences within
. 14% 12% Belarus the former USSR]
Armenia
L 25% 20%
Uzbekistan 20% 34% Moldova
() [ )
34% 42%
(10% - 20%] Kyrgyzstan Tajikistan

®
(20% - 40%]

21%

(40% - 60%]

(60% - 80%]

Kazakhstan

(80% - 100%]
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Figure No.1.6.

In  which countries
would you prefer to
work temporarily if you
had such an opportu-
nity? [Indicators of au-
tonomy]
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12%
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13%
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44% 38% 38% 37% 32% 32% 27% 31% 20% 18% 18% 31%

5%
[

Russia
Uzbekistan
Ukraine
Armenia
Georgia
Belarus
Kazakhstan
Azerbaijan
Moldova
Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan
Average

The feature “Desire to move to the permanent place of residence” continues the issue of
the personal dispositions of the post-Soviet population in their economic behavior. On
average, each of the three main hypothetical destinations was referred to by 12% -15% of
respondents (see Figure 1.7).

Particular deviations from the average rates:

* The residents of Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova and Kazakhstan consider the post-
Soviet states to be most attractive for migration.

* The residents of Russia and Ukraine consider the European Union to be a more attrac-
tive place of residence than the post-Soviet space (apart from their own counties) or other
countries. In Moldova, the percentage of reference to the European Union (in particular,
Romania) is above average, but still it is less than the percentage of reference to the post-
Soviet states.

* The Other Countries category is not popular in any survey areas. Two countries
(Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan) actually contributed to the high average rate of said indicator
due to more frequent reference to the USA, Turkey and Islamic countries.

Russia is the most preferred destination for migration within the post-Soviet space. Russia
is especially attractive for the residents of Tajikistan, Moldova, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakh-
stan (Figure 1.8). Again, no significant peripheral preference vectors in the estimated rates
were observed — none of the post-Soviet states, except Russia, has received more than 3%
of the references in the national sampling.

The percentage of refusers in responses to this question was the highest among the 17
dyadic questions — an average of 65% (Figure 1.9). Unwillingness to consider even the
hypothetical possibility of migration was observed in Uzbekistan, Georgia and Russia. The
lowest percentage of refusals (though still very large) was in Russia-oriented Tajikistan,
Moldova, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan.
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Figure No.1.7.
EU Countries Other Countries Which coum”e.s would
you prefer to migrate to
if you had such an op-
portunity?  [Countries
are classified into three
categories]

12% 9% 24% 13% 13% 16% 21% 2% 18% 11% 13%

27% 20% 9% 11% 7% 12% 11% 8% 11% 8% 12%
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Figure No.1.9.

Which countries would
you prefer to migrate to
if you had such an op-
portunity? [Indicators
of autonomy]
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74% 68% 62% 63% 53% 48% 49% 41% 40% 29% 53%

Uzbekistan
Georgia
Russia
Armeinia
Belarus
Ukraine
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan
Moldova
Average

Another set of questions was devoted to identifying the preferences of respondents of coun-
tries with regard to the flow of personnel, capital and exchange of scientific and technical
information.

When considering the responses to the question of the desirable sources of labour migra-
tion with a grouping into the three categories, one can observe that in Moldova, Armenia
and Georgia EU Countries became the most popular response (Figure 1.10).

In Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan, the Post-Soviet States category
was the most popular.

Belarus and Uzbekistan are oriented towards other world countries. In Belarus, the USA,
Japan and China were mention more frequently, and Japan in Uzbekistan.

When analysing the relationships within the post-Soviet space, one can observe the repro-
duction of tendencies discussed based on the examples of the previous questions:

* Russia is the most attractive country.

* Russia is highly attractive (in this case, as a hypothetical source of labor) for the resi-
dents of Tajikistan, Moldova, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan.

* No significant (comparable to the centripetal) peripheral preference vectors in the esti-
mated rates were observed.

In Ukraine, Russia and Uzbekistan the population is apparently oriented towards the in-
ternal human resources (Figure No.1.11). The lowest rate of refusal (5%) is in Tajikistan.
With regard to all countries, the amount of these responses averages one third.

The feature “Desirable sources of capital, investment and business inflow” continues the
issue of the dispositions of the countries desirable for respondents in the economic sphere.
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EU Countries Other Countries

Post-Soviet States

21%  23%  19%  47%  26%  33%  41% = 25%  31% = 39%  24%  30%
63%  43%  43%  31%  32% 37%  26%  46%  22%  38% 17%  36%
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None
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26% 28% 7% 21% 10% 13% 16% 9% 15% 5% 3% 14%

Ukraine
Russia
Uzbekistan
Kazakhstan
Georgia
Armenia
Belarus
Kyrgyzstan
Azerbaijan
Moldova
Tajikistan
Average

Figure No.1.10.

From which country
would workers, stu-
dents and specialists
(temporary or perma-
nent) be desirable in
our country? [Coun-
tries are classified into
three categories]

Figure No.1.11.

From which country
would workers, stu-
dents and specialists
(temporary or perma-
nent) be desirable in
our country? [Indica-
tors of autonomy]

On average, the Other Countries category, that is the countries outside the European Un-
ion, became the most attractive source — 49% of references (see Figure 1.12). Tajikistan

(75%), Georgia (59%), Uzbekistan (58%) and Azerbaijan (54%) made the largest contri

bution to this percentage. For Tajikistan, China was the main Other Country in this issue,

for Georgia — the USA, for Uzbekistan — Japan, for Azerbaijan — Turkey.
It is notable that in Tajikistan the responses “Post-Soviet States” and “Other Countries

”

rank first. And this is not a sign of a split in society, as one might expect, - almost 50% of

respondents in the country gave simultaneous answers relating to both categories.
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Moreover, in Tajikistan there are no demographic irregularities (that is, no age, gender,
educational or income groups that would differ significantly in their responses from the
population as a whole) in distribution of responses between the Post-Soviet States and
Other Countries.

EU Countries category became the most frequent group of responses in the three coun-
tries — the residents of Moldova, Ukraine and Russia were oriented towards this direction.
Post-Soviet states were more frequently mentioned by the respondents from the Central
Asian region.

Russia is most frequently mentioned within the post-Soviet space. There are no peripheral
preference vectors, comparable with centripetal, in the estimated rates. In Georgia, Russia
does not rank first in terms of its attractiveness. There Ukraine ranks first among the post-
Soviet states; it was mentioned in 13% of cases (to compare, the USA got 49% of responses
to this question).

The share of refusals in response to the question about the sources of capital averages about
one-fifth (Figure 1.13). Such responses were given mostly by the residents of Ukraine and
Russia.

Figure No.1.12.

Which countries would
you prefer to be the
source of capital and
investment inflow?
Companies, entrepre-
neurs and business-
men from which coun-
tries should establish
their businesses in our
countries? [Countries
are classified into three
categories]
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20%
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None

17% 16%

19%
16%
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15%

Figure No.1.13.

Which countries would
you prefer to be the
source of capital and
investment inflow?
Companies, entrepre-
neurs and business-
men from which coun-
tries should establish
their businesses in our
countries? [Indicators
of autonomy]
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Moldova
Kyrgyzstan
Tajikistan
Average

At the end of the sub-section we will refer to another economics-related question, in which
the respondents were asked to name the countries and cooperation with whom would be
useful for their own countries in the field of science and technology.

On average, the Other Countries category is the most attractive partner in the field of sci-
ence and technology — 56% of responses, Figure 1.14. This is significantly higher than the
percentage of Post-Soviet States and EU Countries responses (41% each). This shift can
be explained by the fact that in all countries Japan was mentioned frequently as a desirable
scientific and technical partner. The greatest percentage of references to Japan is in Russia
(48%), Uzbekistan (42%), Kazakhstan (41%) and Belarus (40%).

The high percentage of “EU countries” response in Russia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
is pre-determined mainly by the frequent reference to Germany, included in this category.
Post-Soviet States response to this question was popular only in the Kyrgyzstan national
sampling.

The analysis of relationships within the post-Soviet space (Figure 1.14) does not suggest
the unexpected conclusions. Russia is the most attractive country, peripheral relationships
are rather undeveloped. The only country where Russia was referred to by less than 20% of
the respondents (i.e. 8%) is Georgia.

The idea that cooperation with any country in the field of science and technology is use-
less is uncharacteristic of the post-Soviet population. On average, only 15% of respondents
were undecided or replied “None”. The highest percentages of such responses are in Azer-
baijan, Ukraine and Armenia.
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Figure No.1.14.
With which countries EU Countries Other Countries
would cooperation be
beneficial for our coun-
try and companies (co-
operation in science
and technology - joint
research, exchange
of research, technol-
ogy, scientific ideas)?
[Countries are classi-
fied into three catego-
ries]

19% 24% 37% 50% 39% 48% 41% 49% 34% 53% 55% 41%

74% 55% 62% 40% 58% 59% 41% 48% 59% 60% 64% 56%

Tajikistan
Kyrgyzstan

Kazakhstan
Moldova
Uzbekistan
Belarus
Armenia
Ukraine
Azerbaijan
Georgia
Russia
Average

Figure No.1.15.

With which countries None
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try and companies (co-
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and technology - joint
research, exchange of
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1.2. Indicators of the Attitude toward the Economic Unions

The research tools included two questions about the attitude of the population of the coun-
tries participating in the project to the establishment of two economic integration associa-
tions — the Customs Union and Single Economic Space — in the territory of the former
USSR. Distribution of responses to these questions is shown in Figure 1.16-1.17.

The general attitude to the establishment of these associations was rather positive — such
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responses were given by more than half of the respondents in all countries. It is noteworthy
that the establishment of integration associations is perceived positively not just in the
countries participating in these associations. The high percentage of positive responses is
also characteristic of Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and Moldova, where populations
are more oriented towards economic cooperation with the post-Soviet states, and above all
with Russia (section 1.1).

It is noteworthy that the high support for the Customs Union was characteristic of two po-
tential participants — Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan.

The level of support for both integration associations is above average in Moldova and Arme-
nia, which do not border the CU and SES territories and, therefore, cannot benefit from the
hypothetical membership. Partially, this attraction level is related to the labour migration
history from these countries, the fact that three-quarters of Armenian residents and every
second resident of Moldova keep in touch regularly with their relatives and friends in Russia
can serve vivid evidence thereof (corresponding data is given in Figure 3.2, p. 48).

Kazakhstan
Tajikistan
Russia
Uzbekistan
Kyrgyzstan
Moldova
Armenia
Average
Belarus
Ukraine
Azerbaijan

Georgia

TR

17%

8%
7%

11%

M Positive
Indifferent
Negative
Cannot say

Participant

Participant

Participant

Figure No.1.16.

What is your attitude
towards the fact that
the economies of Be-
larus, Kazakhstan and
Russia united in the
Customs Union (which
made the trade be-
tween those countries
free)?
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Figure No.1.17.

What is your attitude
towards the fact that,
in addition to the Cus-
toms Union, Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Rus-
sia have established
the Single Economic
Space (in fact, a sin-
gle market of the three
countries)?
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Another interesting fact is the high support for the integration associations in Uzbekistan,
despite the population’s isolationist mood, obvious from the responses to other questions.

Of the three CU and SES members, Belarus is the one that rates low its participation in
the Customs Union and Single Economic Space. Customs Union rate turned out to be
even lower than the average over all counties. Probably, these results are the traces of
the emotional discussions on tariffs and export duties that have accompanied the process
of Belarus entry into the Customs Union. However, the percentage of positive ratings in
Belarus is still over 50%.

The list contains only two countries — Azerbaijan and Georgia — where the rate of posi-
tive responses does not exceed 50%. The nature of Georgians’ integration preferences has,
apparently, changed significantly after the conflict in 2008 (followed by the withdrawal
from the CIS); therefore, the population of this country is not expected to rate highly
integration associations involving Russia. Regarding Azerbaijan, one can say the resulting
vector of the population’s integration preferences is directed outside the post-Soviet space,
namely towards Turkey. Thus, residents of Azerbaijan, when responding to dyadic ques-
tions (selection of countries from the list), ranked Turkey first in eight cases out of nine.

Kazakhstan 10% Participant
Tajikistan 20%

Russia 17% Participant
Uzbekistan 13% W Positive
Kyrgyzstan 16% 8% Indiffe'rent

Negative

Moldova 20% 8% Cannot say

Belarus 27% Participant
Armenia 27%

Average 24%

Ukraine 31%
Azerbaijan 45% 12%

Georgia 39%
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The prospective attitude of the post-Soviet population to the integration associations in
this area can be estimated by analysing the age regularities of this attitude formation. The
idea that in the change of generations the view of the youth will dominate in the public
opinion is the basic assumption for said analysis. Figure 1.18 shows the average rate of at-
titude to the Customs Union with respect to the countries and age groups.

The SES chart is not provided since it illustrates the same tendency — in almost all coun-
tries the average rating increased with the increase of respondents’ age. That is, the at-
titude to the integration associations is likely to be generated based not on the feasibility
and effectiveness of the associations, but rather on the conservatism of certain groups of
the population, especially the older age groups, and based on a positive recollection of the
USSR. Consequently, the success of the integration processes in the former Soviet Union
is directly proportional to the attractiveness of these processes for its youth.

Other demographic regularities in the integration preferences of the post-Soviet popula-
tion are described in section 5, page 5.
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2. Political Integration

The scheme of this section reproduces the scheme of the Economic Integration section:
the section contains two subsections, the first of which describes the distribution of the
responses to dyadic questions (selection of the country from the list), while the second
provides additional data enabling assessment of the prospects of the integration processes.

2.1. Inter-Country Distance Indicators

The first indicator of political proximity is the idea of friendly countries. Distribution of the
responses to the relevant question with the grouping into three categories of countries is
shown in Figure 2.1. As one can see, the ratio of responses is significantly different from the
ratios for questions on Economic Integration. On average over the countries, none of the
three economic integration vectors (Post-Soviet States — EU Countries — Other Countries)
has priority; the percentage rates have comparable values. When it comes to friendly coun-
tries, we can observe a significant shift in the direction of the Post-Soviet States vector — av-
erage 80% of references over the countries. In all of the countries participating in the project,
Post-Soviet States response turned out to be most complete.

The most significant upward deviations from the average rate for the other two general inte-
gration vectors:

» EU Countries were mentioned more often by respondents in Armenia, Moldova and Geor-
gia, herewith, in Armenia France is deemed to be a friendly EU country, in Moldova — Ro-
mania, and in Georgia — France and Germany, in equal proportions.

¢ Other Countries were mentioned more often by respondents in Azerbaijan and Georgia.
For the residents of Azerbaijan, Turkey is the key country out of Other Countries, and for
the residents of Georgia — the USA.

Within the post-Soviet space, Russia is mentioned more frequently as the friendly country
- 66% (Figure 2.2). The highest rates of those who consider Russia a friendly country are re-
corded in Armenia, Moldova and the Central Asian countries. The lowest rate is recorded in
Georgia, where the percentage of references to Russia as a friend is, for obvious reasons, very
low and amounts to 5%.

Another difference between the results obtained and the distribution of answers to econom-
ics-related questions is the presence of peripheral correlations, comparable in their signifi-
cance to the centripetal. For example, in Georgia, Azerbaijan and Ukraine were mentioned
more often, while in Ukraine — Belarus.

Russia and Ukraine are the most autonomous countries; that is, they are least reliant upon
the friendliness of any country whatsoever (Figure 2.3). The aggregate share of the responses
“None” and “Cannot say” in these countries constitutes a quarter of all responses, while on
average over 11 countries this rate is twice lower (13%).
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Figure No.2.1.
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Figure No.2.3.
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Another question, opposite to the previous one, was raised in seven of the eleven countries.
And the distribution of responses on the sources of threat was shifted in the same direction as
the distribution of the responses on the friends, that is, towards the Post-Soviet States group
(2.4). Each of the seven countries, except for Belarus, has a threat agent (some of them — two
threat agents) of different hazard levels within the former Soviet Union.

The “nominal” list of threat agents is provided in Figure 2.5. The relative significance of each
conflict that took place over the last 20-25 years in the post-Soviet space can be easily de-
termined based on interconnection lines. The most heated conflicts were between Nagorno-
Karabakh and Armenia, and South Ossetia and Georgia; a less acute set of mutual claims
took place in Central Asia; and, finally, quite noticeable, but not dominant in the public opin-
ion of Moldova, are the echoes of the Trans-Dnistr conflict and, perhaps, the actions of the
Russian Rospotrebnadzor (the Russian consumer rights watchdog)

Only Belarus does not have any enemy within the post-Soviet space, here, the rate of refer-
ences to the post-Soviet states is in the range of 0% to 4%.

Some countries, asked the above question, indicate the presence of hostile forces among other
countries:

 For Armenia, such a hostile force is represented by Turkey (71% of answers).

¢ For Kyrgyzstan — by the USA (15%) and China (11%).

* For Belarus — by the USA (36%) and major EU countries: UK, Germany and France were
referred to in 10%-13% of responses as threat agents.

Moldova is the least involved in conflicts, here, more than half of respondents reported a lack
of enemies (Figure 2.6). The most uncompromising country is Armenia. Here, the aggregate
share of responses “None” and “Cannot say” makes up only 1%.
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Figure No.2.4.
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Figure No.2.6.
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Another important component of political proximity between the two countries is the
possibility of military support. The study examined two aspects of military cooperation —
“Who can we help?” and “From whom can we accept help?”

In the issues of military support the post-Soviet states are oriented almost exclusively to-
wards the former Soviet Union (Figure 2.7). EU countries are hardly mentioned as the ob-
jects of military support, countries outside the former Soviet Union and European Union
countries were referred to only in Azerbaijan (Turkey, 40%), Georgia (the USA, 16%) and
Tajikistan (China, 10%; USA, 12%).

Georgia is the only country where the percentage of Post-Soviet States responses is rather
different from the first ranking. In this country (as well as in Moldova and Kyrgyzstan)
the percentage of responses “None” and “Cannot say” turned out to be rather high (Figure
2.9). Apparently, the respondents in these countries have rated low not the desirability of
military assistance to anyone else, but the possibility of such assistance.

Most often, Russia was mentioned as the object of military support within the former So-
viet Union (Figure 2.8). One cannot but notice on the same chart a large amount of signifi-
cant peripheral interconnections. If such issues were settled by public opinion, then such
countries as Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan would not remain without military
support — each of these countries has more than one incoming line of hypothetical support.
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Figure No.2.7.
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Figure No.2.9.
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To the question “From whom can we accept military and political assistance?” the popula-
tion of the countries participating in the project turned out to be even more oriented inside
the former Soviet Union — on average, 69% of responses belong to the Post-Soviet States
category (Figure 2.10). However, the direct comparison of average data regarding the ques-
tions “Who to help” and “Who will help” is not quite correct, since the questions were asked
in a different number of countries.

Georgia is the only country where the population is focused on military and political support
from outside the post-Soviet space. Almost two-thirds of the respondents in this country,
when asked about the desired subject of the military support, mentioned the United States.

Within the post-Soviet states, Russia was often referred to as the subject of military support
(Figure 2.11). Also, this chart reflects a large number of peripheral interconnections, but
their significance is much lower than that of the centripetal ones. Interestingly, the structure
of these interconnections corresponds to the current composition of the Collective Security
Treaty Organization (Moldova to be added), and the ratio of the influence of Russia and
other countries coincides with this ratio in the CSTO (for example, in the issues of labour
force structure maintenance, where Russia’s contribution amounts to 50%).

Apart from Russia (the average reference rate is 63%), Ukraine (average 9%) and Kazakh-
stan (average 9%) were most frequently mentioned as desirable subjects of military and po-
litical support. For comparison, the average reference rate of the USA amounted to 16%.

The aggregate share of responses “None” and “Cannot say” was highest in Uzbekistan and
Georgia (Figure 2.12). In these countries, the autonomy rate is 30% or more, whereas the
average rate in other countries is about 20%.
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Figure No.2.10.
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2.2. The Future of the Integration Processes

Only in two countries — Tajikistan and Kazakhstan — does the percentage of respondents who be-
lieve that in the next five years the post-Soviet states will approach each other exceed 50% (Figure
2.13). However, the percentage of responses “Countries will drift apart” does not rank first in any
country, and only in Azerbaijan does it exceed the percentage of responses on approach.
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Figure 2.14 shows the average rates of the possibilities of approaching and drifting apart ac-
cording to the countries and age groups. Virtually in all countries the average rates increase
with the increase in the age of the respondents. That is, even the optimism inherent in the
youth cannot significantly influence its idea of the future integration. Figure 2.14 shows the
average rates of the possibilities of approaching and drifting apart according to the countries
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and age groups. Virtually in all countries the average rates increase with the increase in the age
of the respondents. That is, even the optimism inherent in the youth cannot significantly influ-
ence its idea of the future integration processes. This means that the approaching processes are
not considered by the youth to be positive events. For comparison, the percentage of responses
“Better” to the question of how their family will live in a year in the category “18-24 years old”
in each of the countries is 1.5-3 times higher than the percentage of similar responses among the
population over 60. That is, in the questions regarding the assessment of the future prospects
the reasonable assessment of one’s own prospects is replaced by pure optimism in most cases.
However, such substitution is not observed during the assessment of integration prospects.

Figure No.2.14.
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3. Socio-Cultural Integration

This section, like the previous ones, contains two subsections: the first one describes the indicators
of socio-cultural distance between the countries, calculated based on the respondents’ answers to
dyadic questions, and the second one provides additional data to assess the dynamics and prospects
of integration processes.

3.1. Inter-Country Distance Indicators

Socio-cultural attraction between the countries consists, first of all, of the population’s
cognitive interests in other countries (i.e., in the fields of culture, the arts, etc.) and, sec-
ondly, of the real practical interest in other countries — for example, the desire to visit
these countries or interest in receiving an education abroad. The indicators of practical
interest should include actual communication with their families, relatives and colleagues
residing in other countries. On average, over nine countries where the question about close
correspondents was posed, 57% of respondents indicated that they have such relations in
the post-Soviet states (Figure 3.1). In five countries — Tajikistan, Armenia, Kyrgyzstan,
Belarus and Moldova — over half of the adult population has such relations.

The share of “EU countries” answer considerably exceeds the average values in the three
countries — Armenia, Moldova and Georgia:

* the residents of Armenia keep in touch with France (15%);
* the residents of Moldova — with Romania (17%) and Italy (21%);
* the residents of Georgia — with Italy and Greece (6% each).

Only Armenia has a large diaspora outside the post-Soviet space and Europe — almost one
fourth of the residents of this country over 18 years old keeps in touch with correspondents
in the USA.

Tajikistan (83% of respondents keep in touch with family or colleagues in Russia), Arme-
nia (73%) and Kyrgyzstan (61%) have the biggest diasporas in Russia (as related to the
country’s population). The corresponding data are shown in Figure 3.2.

Peripheral communications are also available, although they are less significant. Thus, 22%
of Moldovans and 22% of Belarusians have regular contacts in Ukraine, and 23% of the
adult residents of Kyrgyzstan — in Kazakhstan.

Russia, Uzbekistan, Ukraine and Georgia are the most autonomous countries, that is, they
are the least involved in communication with residents of other countries (Figure 3.3).
Tajikistan is opposite of these countries, since there, only every tenth adult has no regular
contacts outside the country.
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Figure No.3.3.
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The following two indicators of socio-cultural proximity of the countries are the rates of
the actual and cross-border mobility of the post-Soviet population, which characterize the
current humanitarian interests of the population and the extent of their implementation.

On average over the countries, 30% of the population has visited at least one post-Soviet
state over the past five years (Figure 3.4). This rate is the highest in Moldova, Belarus and
Kyrgyzstan; in these countries, almost every second person has recently visited another
post-Soviet state. The lowest cross-border mobility in the direction of the CIS is recorded
in Georgia, only 8%.

In Moldova, almost every fourth resident over 18 has attended at least one EU country (in
15% of cases out of 23% this was Romania) over the past five years. This rate is consider-
ably higher than in other countries participating in the project.

On average over the countries, only 7% of respondents have managed to visit other coun-
tries over the past five years. In Russia (13%) and Georgia (12%) the percentage is rela-
tively higher, and in both cases the most visited country is Turkey.

Within the former Soviet Union, the main targets of cross-border mobility are Russia and
Ukraine. Temporary migration flows from all countries except Georgia are directed to-
wards Russia; from Russia, Belarus and Moldova — towards Ukraine (see Figure 3.5).

In response to the question of actual mobility, a high percentage of the responses “None”
and “Cannot say” is quite natural — average 63% over the countries (Figure 3.6). The most
autonomous nations are Uzbekistan and Georgia, where about 80% of the population have
no recent experience of traveling abroad.
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Figure No.3.6.
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The structure of the desirable tourism destinations significantly differs from that of actual
migration (Figure 3.7). The average percentage of references to the European Union or
other world countries is considerably higher than the average percentage of references to
the post-Soviet states. The population of Georgia, Armenia and Moldova were expressing
their wish to travel to any EU country more frequently than others. In the first two cases,
the most attractive country was France, and for Moldavians, Romania was the main object
of attraction in the European Union.

The desire to visit other world countries is most characteristic of the residents of Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan. In both cases it is mainly Turkey.

Post-Soviet countries failed to become the most attractive tourism destination for a hypo-
thetical trip in any national sampling. And one can hardly assume that the low attractive-
ness of this area is due to the fact that the interest in it has already been satisfied (and now
people want to see distant countries). In contrast, the percentage of those desiring to visit
the post-Soviet states is the highest in Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova and Belarus, that
is in the countries where the percentage of those already having the experience of visiting
the post-Soviet space is the highest.

Within this space, attraction lines are located traditionally, that is, above all towards Rus-
sia (Figure 3.8). The residents of Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and Armenia have the greatest
interest in Russia. Judging from the above-listed countries, we can assume that the point
is not only and perhaps not so much in the interests of tourism, but in the idea of labour
migration.

On average across the countries, about 20% of the population did not wish to travel any-
where even for tourist purposes (Figure 3.9). The highest percentage of refusals is in Rus-
sia and Ukraine (about one-third of the adult population). This is partially due to the
relatively high conservatism of the older generation — in the “over 60” category 54% of
Russians and 65% of Ukrainians did not want to go anywhere, whereas in other countries
this rate averages only 38%.
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Figure No.3.9.
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In the question about the attractiveness of the inflow of tourists none of the geopoliti-
cal clusters (Post-Soviet States — EU Countries — Other Countries) has priority; each
received about 50% of references (Figure 3.10). When considering the particular distribu-
tions, the following deviations from the average rate may be observed:

 In Moldova, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan the average orientation towards the inflow of
tourists from outside the post-Soviet space is slightly above average.

* In Moldova, as well as in Georgia and Armenia the willingness to accept tourists from
the EU countries is above average. Moldova is focused primarily on Romania (35% of
references), the residents of Georgia and Armenia do not have an interest in any particu-
lar country.

* The residents of Georgia and Tajikistan are oriented towards the inflow of tourists
from the countries outside the post-Soviet space and the European Union. For Georgia,
the absolute priority is the USA (49% of references) and for Tajikistan — the USA and
China (24%).

In the post-Soviet space, the most popular tourists are the Russians (Figure 3.11) and, to
a lesser extent, the residents of Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Belarus. Tajikistan and Moldova
frequently mentioned Russia as a desirable source of tourists.

Interestingly, the percentage of respondents who have mentioned Russia and Georgia
was relatively high (29%). This is not only significantly higher than the percentage of the
Georgians, who themselves would like to visit Russia (6%), but in general the highest per-
centage of reference to Russia by the respondents from Georgia from the set of 17 ques-
tions, except, of course, the question of hostility (78% of respondents consider Russia to be
athreat agent). That is, after the relations became cooler, the residents of Georgia have not
rejected the possibility of cooperation with Russia, but desire to cooperate in areas that are
economically beneficial to Georgia.
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Figure No.3.10.
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4 In order to avoid misinterpretation, we remind you that the arrows show the direction of a population’s sympathies and preferences —
that is, an arrow from Country 1 to Country 2 means that n% of respondents in Country 1 when responding to this question mentioned
Country 2: for example, in response to this question, 37% of the respondents in Armenia mentioned Russia.
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The residents of Uzbekistan demonstrated the greatest closeness — 36% of respondents
did not mention any country attractive as a source of tourist flow (Figure 3.12). Over the
countries, the share of refusals averages 20%.

Figure No.3.12.
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According to the degree of cognitive interest over the countries, the three general geopo-
litical clusters are virtually indistinguishable — each of them received a third of references
(see Figure 3.13). However, there are some significant fluctuations within the average val-
ues. Thus, Moldova and Georgia significantly differ from the others in terms of the level of
interest in the EU Countries cluster. For Moldova, Romania is the main representative of
this cluster (15% of references), and for Georgia — France (32% of references).

Residents of Central Asian countries, as well as of Moldova and Belarus, traditionally ex-
press the greatest interest in Russia. Other Countries were more frequently mentioned by
the respondents from Tajikistan, Azerbaijan and Georgia.

Within the post-Soviet space, Russia and Ukraine are the most attractive countries. Pe-
ripheral (without the participation of Russia and Ukraine) connections, formed by the
cultural interests of the population, were not very intense — almost all other countries do
not have the “incoming” lines of interest of at least 10%. Uzbekistan is the only exception;
it was referred to by 10% of respondents in Tajikistan.

Russia and Ukraine, ranking first among the objects of cultural interest, rank last among
the subjects of such interest: 53% and 49% of respondents in Ukraine and Russia said they
were interested in the history, culture and geography of none of the countries from the
questionnaire (Figure 3.15). In other words, Russia and Ukraine are most interesting for
the population of other countries, but are the least interested in those countries.
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Figure No.3.13.
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Figure No.3.15.
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The interest of post-Soviet residents in the supply of creative goods and services was pri-
marily directed inside the post-Soviet space — the share of reference to the Post-Soviet
States category averaged 56% over the countries (Figure 3.16). Such a vector of interest is
typical mostly for the residents of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, and to a lesser extent — for
the residents of Georgia.

The populations of Moldova, Georgia and Armenia are more interested than others in the
import of creative goods and services from the European Union. The residents of Moldova
mentioned Romania most often (37% of responses), while the respondents from Georgia
and Armenia mentioned France (36% of references in each of the two countries).

The residents of Tajikistan and Uzbekistan are focused on the culture and art from other
world countries more than others. In Tajikistan, 36% of respondents referred to Turkey;
in Uzbekistan, India became the most referred to country in the Other Countries category
(31%).

In the post-Soviet space, Russia and Ukraine look more attractive as the potential suppli-
ers of artists, writers, actors and works of art (Figure 3.17). The culture of the latter at-
tracts the respondents in Georgia, Belarus and Moldova. Also the Central Asian cluster of
mutual interest lines is indicated in the chart.

The cultural needs of the respondents from Kyrgyzstan and Moldova turned out to be
most diverse — each country has three important lines of outgoing cultural interest. The
residents of Kyrgyzstan are interested in the supply of culture from Russia and from their
closest neighbours, Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan. The population of Moldova is culturally
oriented towards the Slavic group of countries — Russia, Ukraine and Belarus.

Armenia became the country with the highest share of “None” and “Cannot say” replies.
(34%, Figure 3.18).
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Figure No.3.16.
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that is, an arrow from Country 1 to Country 2 means that n% of respondents in Country 1 when responding to this question mentioned
Country 2: for example, in response to this question 40% of the respondents in Armenia mentioned Russia.
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Figure No.3.18.
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The last indicator of socio-cultural proximity between the countries, used in the current study, is
the desire to study abroad or to send children to study abroad. Here, the post-Soviet space does
not have any special competitive advantage to the European Union or most frequently-mentioned
world countries (Figure 3.19). Only in one country (Kazakhstan) does the share of Post-Soviet
States responses exceed the share of responses in the other two categories, but this is not statistically
significant.

European Union countries — on average the most mentioned category of responses — were most
often mentioned by the respondents from Moldova (43% of response; 17% of them are in Romania)
and Georgia (54% of responses; the most popular response in the category is Great Britain, 31%).

The desirable educational trajectory of the respondents from Tajikistan, Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan goes outside the post-Soviet space and the European Union. The residents of Azerbaijan
prefer Turkey, three other countries — the United States. In Tajikistan, the USA is referred to in 44%
of responses, and this is the highest rate in the respondents’ answers to the question of education
across all countries. The second most frequent response is also recorded in Tajikistan, the residents
of which mentioned Russia (36%). That is, Tajikistan has two opposite “educational groups”. The
frequency of references to the USA is higher in the extreme age categories of population (“18-24”
and “over 60”), the frequency of references to Russia is higher in the middle age categories (“35-44").
In general, the post-Soviet space turned out to be not very attractive as a place for receiving educa-
tion. In fact, Russia was the only country mentioned in this context (Figure 3.20); the share of refer-
ence to any other country did not exceed 5%.

On average across the countries, about one-third of the population does not consider any option for
getting education abroad (Figure 3.21). The highest percentage of refusals is in Russia and Ukraine
(about every other).
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Figure No.3.19.
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3.2. Self-ldentification in the Post-Soviet Space
The structure of the post-Soviet population’s self-identity is one of the indirect signs of
the readiness for integration. The higher the percentage of respondents who realize they
belong to the supranational entities, compared to the percentage of the citizens belonging
to their country, city, village, the greater is the integration potential of the country.
The data in Figure 3.22 show that the vast majority of the population of the countries par-
ticipating in the project is “closed” within their own countries.
The index, the values of which are distributed in Figure 3.23, is calculated as follows: the numerator
is represented by the sum of the shares of the responses about external self-identification (“Citi-
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zen of the CIS, former Soviet Union” + “The European, citizen of Europe” + “Asian, citizen
of Asia” + “Citizen of the World, a resident of the planet Earth”); the denominator contains
the sum of the shares of the responses about the internal self-identification (“A resident of
the city, village, town, district” + “A resident of the region (region, area, republic)” + “A
resident, a citizen of your country”). That is, the higher the index value in any group of
respondents, the more this group is oriented towards the supranational entities (and the
greater integration potential is possesses).

On average over the countries, the index increases with the increase of the respondents’
age. Practically, this means that the Soviet identity and the memory about the USSR is the
basic socio-cultural integration factor in the post-Soviet space. However, this general rule
has some exceptions. In Belarus and Armenia, the index has a minimum value in the middle
age group and increases in the extreme points: in the older age groups due to the increased
share of “the post-Soviet citizens”, and in the younger age groups — due to the increased
share of “Europeans” and “citizens of the world”. In Moldova, the opposite regularity is
observed — the index is reduced in the extreme points of the age scale. Both young people
and older people in Moldova have a strong national self- identification.

Figure No.3.23.
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4. Generalization of Integration Indicators

INDICATORS

In order to present summarized data, several groups of indices, characterizing integration
potential, were calculated.

4.1. Index Construction Scheme

Upon index construction, only the questions, designed based on the dichotomous principle
(suggesting the selection of a country or a group of countries from the list) were taken into
account, namely only those that were posed in all countries. Table 4.1 provides a list of

such questions with their classification according to the spheres.

Sequence number
Number in question-

5 T10

Question

Which countries are, to your mind, friendly for our
country (can be relied upon in time of need)?

When it comes to political and military assistance

(weapons, military forces, political support at the

international level, etc.), to which countries would
our country provide such assistance?

Which countries are you interested in (in terms of
their history, culture, geography, nature)?

TO BE ANSWERED BY RESPONDENTS UN-
DER 35. Which countries would you personally
travel to for education? TO BE ANSWERED BY
THE RESPONDENTS AGED 35 AND OVER.
Which countries would you like to send you chil-
dren for education?

Which countries would you like to travel to for
work should you have such an opportunity?

Politics

Economics

Socio-cultural

Table No.4.1.

List of the questions,
used in index calcula-
tion
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Question

Sequence number
Number in question-
Politics
Economics
Socio-cultural

From which countries would workers, students
T14 and specialists (temporary or permanent) be \/
desirable in our country?

()]

Which countries would you prefer to be the
source of capital and investment inflow? From
7 T15 which countries should companies, entrepre- \/
neurs and businessmen establish their busi-

nesses in our countries?

With which countries would cooperation be ben-
eficial for our country and companies (coopera-

8 T16 tion in science and technology - joint research, \/
exchange of research, technology, and scientific
ideas)?
9 T17 Products from which countries do you prefer to \/

buy? What products do you trust more?

Based on the above questions, two types of indices were calculated:

* Indices of attraction to the group of countries (to the geopolitical cluster) — to the post-
Soviet states, the European Union or other countries. Calculated as the average (over all
question) ratio of the percentage of reference to at least one country from the cluster to the
total percentage of the remaining responses (including the response “None”). The index
can range from 0 to 1 (in theory), the actual range of values was [0.3, 0.69].

* Mutual attraction indices are the rates of mutual attraction of each country dyad. Cal-
culated as the average percentage of mutual choice. For example, if in their responses to
the question the Ukrainians referred to Belarus in 12% of the responses, and the residents
of Belarus mentioned Ukraine in 34% of the responses, then mutual choice makes up 12%.
Thus, this indicator is cleared from the inevitable asymmetry in terms of attraction of non-
equilibrium countries.

Since the base for calculating indices contains at least two questions from each sphere (eco-
nomics, politics, socio-cultural connections), it makes it possible to calculate not only the
general indices for the entire data array, but also particular indices, which demonstrate
the degree of countries’ attraction in the sphere of economics, politics and culture. Both
particular indices of attraction to the group of countries and dyadic indices of mutual at-
traction are calculated according to the spheres.
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4.2. Indices of Attraction to the Group of Countries

The numerical values of the indices of attraction to the geopolitical clusters are given in
Table 4.2. For clarity, these values are illustrated by the charts in Figure 4.1; the charts
clearly show the priorities of every country. For example, the Politics chart demonstrates
that the Post-Soviet States cluster is a priority for all countries except for Georgia — the
population of this country has chosen the Other Countries cluster as their priority (the
yellow graph at Georgia point is located above the green graph). Another illustration of
index values is shown in Figure 4.2 — here, the countries are divided into different groups
depending on the priority of a particular cluster.

Thus, attraction index values are presented in three different forms: a table of values
(Table 4.2), charts (see Figure 4.1), and classifications (Figure 4.2).

In the political sphere, the post-Soviet space is a priority for nearly all countries. Georgia
is the only exception, since it is oriented towards the United States (Other Countries
cluster). The orientation toward the European Union, which is characteristic of the six
countries — Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine — dominates in the
economic sphere.

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are attracted in the economic sphere to the post-
Soviet space, and the Other Countries cluster is a priority for the population of Azerbai-
jan and Uzbekistan. For Azerbaijan, Turkey is the key orientation (it was referred to by
28% of the respondents in Azerbaijan who answered economic questions), and Uzbeki-
stan is oriented towards Japan (21% of references in the economic questions).

The socio-cultural sphere has almost the same regularities as the economic sphere:

* Orientation towards the European Union prevails in 6 countries, a list of which coin-
cides with that given above for the economic indices.

» Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are attracted to the post-Soviet space.

* The Other Countries cluster is a priority for the population of Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan
and Tajikistan.

Thus, the only difference is the position of Tajikistan, which has shifted from the fraction
of attraction to the post-Soviet space to the fraction of the priority attraction to other
world countries (without special priority in this cluster — 17% of references to the USA,
13% of references to India and Turkey, and 11% of references to China). However, it
should be noted that Russia was mentioned in 42% of responses of the Tajikistan popula-
tion to the question of socio-cultural unit, which exceeds the share of references to other
countries. Socio-cultural attraction to the Other Countries cluster, revealed with respect
to Tajikistan based on the calculation of indices, can account for the high percentage of
references to these other countries in response to the question about education abroad
(it is worth recalling that socio-cultural indices were calculated based on the data of the
questions about education and the degree of cognitive interest in the country, see the
wording of questions T7 and T9 in Table 4.1).
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Table No.4.2.
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Figure No.4.1.
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The classification of countries in terms of priority geopolitical vectors, made on the basis
of indice calculation results, is represented in the chart in Figure 4.2. As one can see, on
the strength of all factors (economics, politics, culture), the post-Soviet space is a prior-
ity attraction vector for a relative majority of countries, and politics is a key factor in this
classification. Armenia, Belarus, Moldova and Uzbekistan found themselves in this group
only because they gave absolute priority to the post-Soviet states in response to the two
questions from the sphere of politics (of the friendly countries and likely military allies). In
the cultural and economic sphere, these countries have other priorities.

The populations of the two key countries (Russia and Ukraine), which are of greater inter-
est to the residents of other post-Soviet countries, were focused on the European Union
rather than the post-Soviet space.
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Azerbaijan Georgia Culture

Armenia

Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Moldova Armenia

USSE]
Kazakhstan

Tajikistan

Uzbekistan Kyrgyzstan

Ukraine

Azerbaijan Russia ENLSEN

Georgia Ukraine Uzbekistan

Post-Soviet States vector
EU Countries vector
Other Countries vector

All spheres

4.3. Mutual Attraction Indices

Figure 4.3-4.6 contains charts demonstrating the distribution of mutual interest indices in
post-Soviet states. The countries in each pair are arranged alphabetically (a country, lo-
cated above in the alphabetical list, is indicated on the left), neither country has a priority.
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As one can see, mutual attraction in politically-related questions is much greater than in
economics- and culture-related questions. On the strength of the three factors, the popula-
tion of the three Slavic countries (Russia, Belarus and Ukraine) has the greatest mutual
interest in each other. If the cut-off threshold of the upper part of the list is lowered, one
can say the greatest mutual attraction is observed between the SES counties and Ukraine.

Figure No.4.3.

Belarus ~— Russia 9.3% Average mutual attrac-
Belarus «— Ukraine 7.9% tion shares in the post-
Russia < Ukraine 5.4% Soviet space [econom-
Belarus ~— Kazakhstan 3.8% ics]
Kazakhstan «— Russia 3.1%
Azerbaijan «— Belarus 2.4%
Belarus <— Moldova 2.4%
Kazakhstan <=  Kyrgyzstan 2.4%
Armenia < Belarus 2.4%
Belarus ~— Kyrgyzstan 2.3%
Belarus «<— Tajikistan 2.2%
Azerbaijan < Georgia 2.2%
Moldova <« Russia 2.1%
Kazakhstan <« Ukraine 2.1%
Kazakhstan «— Uzbekistan 2.0%
Kyrgyzstan «— Tajikistan 1.9%
Russia «— Uzbekistan 1.9%
Azerbaijan <— Moldova 1.7%
Armenia <— Moldova 1.7%
Moldova <— Ukraine 1.7%
Georgia < Ukraine 1.6%
Armenia <— Russia 1.6%
Russia <— Tajikistan 1.6%
Kazakhstan «— Moldova 1.5%
Kyrgyzstan <« Moldova 1.5%
Azerbaijan ~— Kyrgyzstan 1.4%
Azerbaijan <— Russia 1.3%
Armenia < Georgia 1.3%
Kyrgyzstan <« Russia 1.2%
Armenia <= Kyrgyzstan 1.2%
Azerbaijan <— Ukraine 1.1%
Tajikistan «— Ukraine 1.1%
Belarus «— Uzbekistan 1.1%
Armenia «— Ukraine 1.1%
Moldova < Uzbekistan 1.0%
Georgia ~— Russia 1.0%
Kazakhstan +— Tajikistan 1.0%
Uzbekistan «— Ukraine 0.9%
Kyrgyzstan <— Uzbekistan 0.9%
Kyrgyzstan ~—= Ukraine 0.9%
Tajikistan < Uzbekistan 0.8%
Azerbaijan < Kazakhstan 0.8%
Georgia <« Kazakhstan 0.8%
Armenia <«— Kazakhstan 0.8%
Belarus <— Georgia 0.7%
Azerbaijan < Uzbekistan 0.7%
Moldova < Tajikistan 0.7%
Armenia <> Uzbekistan 0.7%
Georgia <— Moldova 0.6%
Azerbaijan <« Tajikistan 0.6%
Armenia «— Tajikistan 0.5%
Georgia < Tajikistan 0.3%
Georgia <+ Kyrgyzstan 0.3%
Georgia <« Uzbekistan 0.2%
Azerbaijan < Armenia 0.0%
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Figure No.4.4.

AVerage mutual attrac- Belarus <— Russia 42.2%

tion shares in the post-
Soviet space [pO'ItICS] Kazakhstan <— Russia 29.4%
Russia <— Ukraine 28.2%
Azerbaijan «<— Georgia 25.1%
Belarus «— Kazakhstan 25.0%
Belarus «— Ukraine 24.9%
Armenia <— Russia 18.6%
Kazakhstan <— Kyrgyzstan 17.4%
Kazakhstan <— Uzbekistan 17.2%
Armenia < Georgia 15.4%
Moldova <— Russia 15.1%
Azerbaijan <— Russia 14.1%
Kazakhstan <— Ukraine 13.9%
Georgia <— Ukraine 13.4%
Russia <— Uzbekistan 12.8%
Kyrgyzstan «— Russia 12.2%
Moldova <— Ukraine 12.1%
Russia <—= Tajikistan 11.1%
Kazakhstan <— Tajikistan 10.8%
Azerbaijan <— Kazakhstan 9.1%
Azerbaijan «— Belarus 8.7%
Azerbaijan <— Uzbekistan 8.3%
Armenia <— Belarus 7.9%
Belarus «— Moldova 7.5%
Kyrgyzstan <— Uzbekistan 7.3%
Azerbaijan <— Tajikistan 7.2%
Azerbaijan < Ukraine 7.2%
Armenia <— Ukraine 6.7%
Belarus «— Tajikistan 6.6%
Belarus <— Uzbekistan 6.4%
Uzbekistan <—  Ukraine 6.4%
Armenia <«— Kazakhstan 5.0%
Tajikistan <—  Ukraine 4.5%
Armenia <« Tajikistan 3.6%
Tajikistan <— Uzbekistan 3.6%
Armenia «— Uzbekistan 3.5%
Georgia <— Kazakhstan 3.4%
Belarus <— Georgia 3.1%
Georgia <— Russia 3.0%
Kazakhstan <— Moldova 3.0%
Kyrgyzstan <— Tajikistan 2.8%
Belarus <— Kyrgyzstan 2.6%
Georgia <— Kyrgyzstan 2.3%
Georgia <«— Moldova 2.2%
Georgia <— Uzbekistan 2.1%
Azerbaijan <— Moldova 2.0%
Armenia <= Moldova 2.0%
Kyrgyzstan <— Ukraine 1.8%
Moldova <— Tajikistan 1.6%
Georgia <— Tajikistan 1.6%
Azerbaijan <— Kyrgyzstan 1.5%
Kyrgyzstan <— Moldova 1.2%
Armenia <— Kyrgyzstan 1.0%
Moldova < Uzbekistan 0.8%
Azerbaijan <— Armenia 0.0%
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Figure No.4.5.
Average mutual attrac-
tion shares in the post-
Soviet space [culture]
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Figure No.4.6.

Avergge mutua.l at- Belarus «— Russia 15.5%
traction ?hares n th.e Belarus <—  Ukraine 11.9%
post-Soviet space [in Russia < Ukraine 10.5%
all Spheres] Kazakhstan <— Russia 8.7%
Belarus <«— Kazakhstan 8.1%
Kazakhstan < Kyrgyzstan 7.4%
Azerbaijan <«  Georgia 7.1%
Armenia <— Russia 5.4%
Kazakhstan «—  Uzbekistan 5.3%
Moldova <— Russia 4.9%
Armenia < Georgia 4.5%
Kazakhstan <—  Ukraine 4.5%
Georgia «— Ukraine 4.2%
Russia «— Uzbekistan 4.2%
Azerbaijan <— Russia 4.1%
Moldova «—  Ukraine 3.8%
Kyrgyzstan <— Russia 3.6%
Russia <— Tajikistan 3.6%
Azerbaijan <— Belarus 3.5%
Kyrgyzstan <— Uzbekistan 3.4%
Belarus «— Moldova 3.4%
Armenia <— Belarus 3.3%
Kazakhstan <— Tajikistan 3.2%
Belarus «— Tajikistan 2.9%
Tajikistan <— Uzbekistan 2.7%
Azerbaijan < Kazakhstan 2.7%
Georgia «— Russia 2.6%
Belarus «— Kyrgyzstan 2.6%
Azerbaijan «— Uzbekistan 2.4%
Azerbaijan «— Ukraine 2.3%
Armenia «— Ukraine 2.3%
Belarus «— Uzbekistan 2.2%
Azerbaijan <«— Tajikistan 2.1%
Armenia < Kazakhstan 21%
Uzbekistan <«<—  Ukraine 2.0%
Kyrgyzstan «— Tajikistan 2.0%
Tajikistan <«— Ukraine 1.9%
Kazakhstan «— Moldova 1.9%
Armenia <«— Moldova 1.8%
Armenia <«— Uzbekistan 1.7%
Azerbaijan < Moldova 1.7%
Kyrgyzstan <— Ukraine 1.6%
Armenia <— Tajikistan 1.5%
Azerbaijan «— Kyrgyzstan 1.3%
Kyrgyzstan <— Moldova 1.3%
Georgia < Kazakhstan 1.2%
Belarus < Georgia 1.2%
Moldova < Uzbekistan 1.1%
Moldova <— Tajikistan 1.1%
Armenia <— Kyrgyzstan 1.0%
Georgia < Moldova 0.9%
Georgia <— Kyrgyzstan 0.7%
Georgia <« Uzbekistan 0.7%
Georgia <— Tajikistan 0.6%
Azerbaijan < Armenia 0.0%

Note. The chart contains the reference data about the composition of some supranational unions in the post-Soviet space.
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5. Socio-Demographic Differentiation
of Integration Preferences

The questionnaire in every country included the unit of socio-demographic questions — sex,
age, education, income level, and type of settlement. In addition, some questions were posed
in order to identify respondents’ adaptation level (life satisfaction) and optimism (future ex-
pectations). These data make it possible to analyse some regularities of integration preferences
defined by the respondent’s belonging to any particular category.

There are no gender differences in integration preferences, the responses of men and women do
not have statistically significant differences in all countries. Tajikistan is the only exception.
Here, the responses of men and women to the question of labour migration differ significantly
(Figure 5.1).

51%
33% Wy

Russia

USA

Turkey

Germany

China

1%
1%

8% &L N\
27%

Other countries

None

4%

Cannot say 5% Men Women

There are two types of integration preferences’ age-dependence. The first one is characteris-
tic of Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan and, in a somewhat less pronounced form, of Ka-
zakhstan; the percentage of Post-Soviet States responses in the older age group was signifi-
cantly higher than in the entire sampling and significantly lower than the percentage of EU
Countries and Other Countries responses. This regularity is demonstrated on Figure 5.2,
which shows the distribution of responses to one of the questions posed to the residents of
Uzbekistan. The responses are classified into three geopolitical clusters, at least one reference
to the relevant group of countries serves as grounds for inclusion in the cluster (for example,
in the Over 60 category, 58% of respondents mentioned at least one post-Soviet country).

Figure No.5.1.

Which countries would
you like to travel to
for work should you
have such an opportu-
nity? [data of survey in
Tajikistan]
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Figure No.5.2.

With which countries
would cooperation be
beneficial for our coun-
try and companies (co-
operation in science
and technology - joint
research, exchange of
research, technology
and scientific ideas)?
[data of survey in Uz-
bekistan]

Figure No.5.3.

Which countries are
you interested in (in
terms of their history,
culture, geography, na-
ture)? [data of survey
in Russia]

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENTIATION OF
INTEGRATION PREFERENCES

Post-Soviet States EU Countries Other Countries

37% 39% 43% 41% 31%
61% 63% 63% 52% 46%
18 - 24 years old 25 - 34 years old 35 - 44 years old 45 - 59 years old Over 60

Another type of integration preferences’ age-dependence is typical for Georgia, Armenia,
Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus and Russia — with a decrease in age the percentage of referenc-
es to the EU countries and other countries significantly increases, while the percentage of
references to the post-Soviet states remains unchanged. This thesis is illustrated in Figure
5.3 (distribution of responses to one of the Russian survey questions).

Post-Soviet States EU Countries Other Countries

37% 34% 27% 24% 17%
37% 33% 25% 24% 20%
18 - 24 years old 25 - 34 years old 35 - 44 years old 45 - 59 years old Over 60
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That is, the key difference between these countries and the Central Asian countries
and Azerbaijan lies in the fact that the older generation is not attracted to the post-
Soviet states.

The level of education does not have any interdependence with the nature of integration
preferences, which would be reproduced in each country. The most popular tendency em-
braces four countries — Armenia, Russia, Belarus and Moldova; the higher is the education
level, the higher is the percentage of references to the EU countries and other countries,
and the lower is the percentage of references to the post-Soviet states. One of the most
characteristic examples is the answers to the question of a possible labour migration, ob-
tained in Moldova (see Figure 5.4).
Figure No.5.4.

EU Countries Other Countries Which countries would

you like to travel to for
work should you have
such an opportunity?
[data of survey in Mol-
dova]

23% 30% 37%
I T 1 1
8% 9% 19%
I T T 1
Primary/secondary Post-secondary education Incomplete hagher gducat'\on/
education (college) higher education

The general regularity of integration preferences related to the income of populations has
not been identified. For example, in Russia, the percentage of references to other world
countries increases with an increase of the respondent’s income (in the answers to different
questions); in Kazakhstan, the percentage of references to the post-Soviet states decreases
with an increase of respondent’s income; in Uzbekistan, there is no statistically significant
interdependence between the indicators.

The higher is the level of settlement urbanization (“Rural settlement” — “Regional centre,
town, urban village” — “Oblast centre” — “Capital”), the stronger is the attraction of the
population to other countries. This rule is true in all countries and in respect of all direc-
tions of attraction. The data illustrating this interdependence are shown in Table 5.1. As
one can see, the residents of more urbanized areas show a greater diversity of ideas of other
countries and give a greater number of responses (this is evident from the values in Total
line).
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Table No.5.1.

Which countries are, in
your opinion, friendly
for our country (can be
relied upon in time of Rural settlement
need)? [data of survey Capital Oblast center Area center, town ) ’
in Azerbaijan] village

Number of respondents 277 64 181 479
Azerbaijan 0% 0% 0% 0%
Armenia 0% 0% 0% 0%
Belarus 25% 14% 20% 9%
Georgia 57% 35% 21% 19%
Kazakhstan 38% 19% 19% 9%
Kyrgyzstan 18% 11% 10% 3%
Moldova 10% 19% 18% 10%
Russia 51% 29% 21% 15%
Tajikistan 14% 10% 13% 3%
Turkmenistan 30% 19% 17% 4%
Uzbekistan 32% 22% 16% 6%
Ukraine 48% 34% 23% 14%
Great Britain 3% 5% 0% 0%
Germany 6% 8% 1% 1%
France 4% 4% 0% 0%
Other EU countries 3% 2% 6% 4%
India 5% 0% 3% 0%
China 8% 0% 0% 0%
USA 10% 0% 0% 0%
Turkey 90% 35% 26% 20%
Japan 5% 0% 0% 0%
Islamic countries (Mid-
dle East and North 35% 10% 11% 11%
Africa)
Other countries 1% 2% 2% 0%
None 1% 7% 8% 17%
Cannot say 0% 7% 8% 8%
Total 495% 293% 245% 154%
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One of the hypotheses put forward upon conducting the demographic analysis was the as-
sumption that the people who failed to adapt to a new life after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, are not satisfied with this life and in fact oriented towards the past are attracted
mostly to the post-Soviet states. This hypothesis was not confirmed. There are only a few
statistically significant differences between the integration preferences of the adapted and
not adapted citizens, and general regularities and rules cannot be formed based on the facts
of such differences (for example, in Moldova the citizens who are satisfied with life are
more attracted to the EU countries, and in Tajikistan those who are not satisfied mention
the Other Countries cluster less frequently).

Another feature is the level of optimism. The respondents in each country are divided into
three groups depending on the answers to the question “In your opinion, will you (your
family) have a better or poorer life in a year?” The most characteristic interdependence
between the answers to this question and integration preferences lies in a relatively higher
degree of isolationism, inherent to the pessimists. This interdependence is illustrated by
the charts in Figure 5.5 — as one can see, in each of the three questions the responses of the
pessimists are significantly shifted towards “None” and “Cannot say” responses.

Figure No.5.5.
Cannot say Indicators of autonomy
based on three ques-
: : tions [data of survey in
Where would you like to ! Which countries are ! Which countries would you Russia]
travel for vacation? : friendly for our country? : prefer to be the source of
: capital and investment inflow?
0,
4% 25%

6% - 1o% 20%
- i

17%

11%
3 | .
9% 24% 32% |\ 11% 13% 20% | 8% 13% 16%
+ = - + = - + = -

«+» - Optimists (responses “Much better” and “Better”);
«=» - Responses “Nothing will change”;
«-» - Pessimists (responses “Worse” and “Much worse").
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EDB Centre for Integration Studies

The regional economic integration processes, boosted by the establishment of the Customs Union
(CU) and the Common Economic Space (CES) of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia, are in need of
robust analytical support. The EDB Centre for Integration Studies was founded in 2011 with this
very purpose in mind. The Centre has been assigned with organising research, preparing reports, and
formulating recommendations for the governments of the EDB member states on the subject of re-

gional economic integration.

Priority research areas include:

 economic integration, including assessment of the economic effects of the CU and CES as
well as issues related to the harmonisation of applicable legislation and corporate integration;

* measures aiming at the establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union;

» monetary and financial integration, including stock market integration and banking expan-
sion as well as common and settlement currencies;

* conceptualisation of Eurasian integration based on theories of regional integration; promo-
tion of the idea of Eurasian integration, publishing a series of analytical publications (a series
of EDB Reports and policy papers, ‘Journal of Eurasian Economic Integration’, ‘EDB Eurasian
Integration Yearbook’, etc.)

EDB Centre for Integration Studies:
7 Paradnaya Street, St. Petersburg, 191014, Russia
Tel.: +7 (812) 320 44 41
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EDB Centre for Integration Studies Publications 2012

Comprehensive assessment of the macroeconomic effect of
different forms of intensive economic cooperation by
Ukraine with the member states of the Customs Union and
the Common Economic Space within the framework of the
Eurasian Economic Community (EEC)

(O Espaswitckui Bank PassuTh o
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The authors of the report indicate that on-going develop-
ment of the largest economies within the post-Soviet area
(Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan) is associated
with structural change, whereas the potential for significant
economic growth based on raw exports and outdated manu-
facturing industries is nearing exhaustion. For the first time
in the last 20 years, the study formulates an inter-industry set
of analytical-forecasting models for the region’s four leading
countries. The notable merit of the work lies in the fact that
it applies a single methodology to its inter-industry analysis.
Taking such an approach has allowed the authors to model
common economic dynamics and structural changes, as well as to obtain sound assessments of
possible integration scenarios throughout the post-Soviet area.

Available in Russian and English.

www.eabr.org/r/research/analytics/centre/projects/ukraine/

Studies of Regional Integration in the CIS and in Central
Asia: A Literature Survey

This work by Alexander Libman represents a high qual-
et o oo e ity and detailed critical review of the research literature on
Meanderlibman = anon post-soviet integration that has been published in the last 20

ATERRURESUREY years. Being affiliated with research institutions in Frankfurt
am Maine, Moscow and Shanghai, the author of the review
is a reputed and active researcher of post-Soviet integration.
He tries to look at the subject from both the outside and the
inside, which is especially important in the context of the
work. The author analysed the major trends of research of the
regional integration processes in the post-Soviet region and
Central Asia that have been carried out by both the Russian
and international academic communities.

PA3BUTVE PETMOHANBHOA MHTEPALIMY

Available in Russian and English.

www.eabr.org/r/research/analytics/centre/projects/CIS_CentralAsia/



Assessment of the economic, institutional and legal impact
of labour migration agreements within the framework of
the Common Economic Space

#ekwi Bank PassuTua

e e oot The report presents an analysis of two agreements that

e . entered into force on January 1, 2012 within the framework

TPY/I0BO/ MUTPALIMI

of the CES shared by Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan:
“Agreements on the Legal Status of Migrant Workers
and Their Family Members” and the “Agreements on
Cooperation to Counteract Illegal Labour Migration from
Third Countries.” These documents are evaluated from
the standpoint of legal novations, impact on the existing
contractual and legal framework surrounding the issue of
labour migration, and the furtherance of effective protection
for the rights and social guarantees of migrant workers.
The report contains an analysis of the economic effect of
the adopted agreements and their impact on the intensity of labour-migration processes, on
the labour market and labour productivity, on economic development in the region, and on the
strengthening of regional economic ties. The report focuses particular attention on an assessment
of the effects of agreement adoption on migratory flows from Central Asia

www.eabr.org/r/research/analytics/centre/projects/labour_migration

O Eurasian Continental Integration (in Russian)

EBpa3sunckun bank Pa3sutua

, —

OH T

Ka — “Vinokurov and Libman have pulled together a tremendous
el_ range of information and insight about Eurasian economic

‘TI/ integration. Their eminently readable book tackles an
important and timely topic, which lies at the heart of global
Il /1A

economic and political transformation in the 21st century.”

Evgeny Vinokurov and Alexander Libman

Johannes Linn, Brookings Institute
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