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Introduction

The project “EDB Integration Barometer” is jointly implemented by the Centre for Inte-
gration Studies of the Eurasian Development Bank and International Research Agency 
Eurasian Monitor. It has been carried out since 2012.1 The aim of the project  is: mon-
itoring and research of  integration preferences of the population of countries of the 
post-Soviet space (citizens of eleven countries of the CIS and Georgia); evaluation of 
foreign policy; and evaluation of the foreign economic and socio-cultural orientation of 
the population of the region.
In 2012, the nationwide survey  involved 11  countries (10  countries of the CIS and 
Georgia). In 2013, a twelfth country joined the project  — T urkmenistan. M ore than 
14,000 people (from 1000 to 2000 in each country) were surveyed in total in 2013.

Research methodology

“EDB Integration Barometer” is carried out in monitor mode — regular surveys of public 
opinion using comparable methodology. This allows not only to register the state of cur-
rent integration preferences in public opinion, but also to identify the dynamics of these 
preferences.
The concept of “integration preference” of a person is interpreted in “Integration Barom-
eter” through a simpler basic concept of “attraction to the country.” The concept “attrac-
tion” at the individual level includes interest, sympathy, presence of ties (through work, 
family, etc.), willingness to cooperate, and at the level of the whole country’s population 
reflects prevalence of the corresponding vectors of attraction to other countries, that is, 
implicit public support for cooperation and integration, as expressed in the generalized 
mass sentiments. The attraction is measured in three aspects — socio-cultural, economic 
and political. Each of these aspects, in turn, is described through the specific interest of 
the respondent and the relevant question.
The questions of the basic issue-related unit are designed as follows: the respondents are 
asked to select the country from the list (25 countries) given in accordance with certain 
criteria for the country’s belonging to a certain type (friendly/unfriendly, familiar/unfa-
miliar, 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 preferences within the post-Sovi-
et space, on the integration attraction beyond the limits of this space and on the degree 
of country’s public opinion orientation towards its autonomy (to be called “attractive” 
countries based on the negative responses). Integration preferences beyond the limits of 

1	 Full version of the report «EDB Integration Barometer 2013», which is the basis of this analytical brief, as well as annexes and additional 
materials on the results of the study are available on the website of the Eurasian Development Bank http://www.eabr.org/r/research/centre/
projectsCII/
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the post-Soviet space are subdivided in two vectors - attraction to the EU countries and 
attraction to the rest of the world (“other countries”).
A detailed description of the methodology and research methods is contained in the full 
report, available at EDB website.
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Economic attraction

Economic attraction between different countries is largely determined by the perception 
of their level of economic development in comparison with each other. Thus, in countries 
feeling relatively confident  in economic terms, such as Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, 
Belarus and Azerbaijan, the population is more prone to economic attraction towards 
the developed countries of Europe and the United States (only in Kazakhstan is the 
Russian direction comparably significant). This applies both to simple consumer prefer-
ences (goods) and preferences in terms of attracting investment and human resources.
The most attractive source of foreign capital has become a group of “rest of the world” 
countries — that is, countries outside the EU and the former Soviet Union (Figure 
1). The largest contributions to this result of the survey were made by Tajikistan (66%, 
although its interest has decreased in comparison with 2012 by 9%), Georgia (60%), Uz-
bekistan (62%), and Azerbaijan (56%). For Tajikistan, the main “other country” in this 
question was China, for Georgia — the USA, for Uzbekistan — Japan, and for Azerbai-
jan — Turkey.
The category “EU countries” became the most frequent response  in M oldova (58%), 
Ukraine (55%) and Russia (43%). In comparison with the results of 2012, an increase in 
preference to investments from the EU and the “rest of the world” was recorded in 
Ukraine (by 15% and 10%, respectively), Moldova (by 7% and 10%) and Armenia (by 
4% and 8%). In Russia, by contrast, these indicators decreased on average by 3–5%.
Investments from the former Soviet Union were most favoured by respondents from the 
Central Asia region: Kyrgyzstan (71%), Tajikistan (63%), and Uzbekistan (60%). The 
growth of interest in investments from the CIS region is notable in Georgia (+13%) 
and Uzbekistan (+11%), as compared with 2012. However, R ussia  is not  in the first 
place  in terms of attractiveness  in only a single case  — G eorgians gave first place to 
Ukraine among ‘the countries of the region interesting as a source of investment’, men-
tioning it in 16% of cases. Russia, however, has received slightly fewer votes (15%) in 
the responses of Georgians to this question; while the United States, for comparison, re-
ceived 47%. The greatest decrease in interest in investments from neighbouring coun-
tries was recorded in Kazakhstan (-8%).
Much the same picture  is revealed with regard to priority partners  in the field of sci-
ence & technology. In all of the CIS countries, most references as ‘a desirable scientific 
and technical partner’ were received by Japan, the USA and Germany. Japan had 
the highest reference share in Kazakhstan (47%), Russia (45%) and Uzbekistan (45%); 
and Germany had the highest share in Moldova (45%), Russia (41%) and Turkmenistan 
(40%).
In general, the most attractive “collective” partner in the field of science and technol-
ogy, as is the case with ‘attraction of investments’, seems to be the “Other Countries” 
cluster — it generally has higher reference share than “Countries of the former USSR”, 
and slightly higher than “EU countries” (Figure 2). The highest rated countries in the 
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“rest of the world” were given by Tajikistan (70%), Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan (67% 
each) and Azerbaijan (62%), Georgia and Russia (61% each), followed by Kazakhstan 
(59%), Ukraine (57%) and Belarus (56%).
The cluster “EU countries” was pre ferred most by Moldovans (55%), Ukrainians (53%) 
and Georgians (50%). The category “Countries of the former USSR” was the most popu-
lar only in Kyrgyzstan (63%).
The highest growth of interest in ‘scientific and technical cooperation with the countries 
of the rest of the world’ as compared to 2012  were recorded  in Ukraine and Uzbeki-
stan (+9%), Armenia (+8%), and Moldova (+6%). The growth of interest in the Euro-
pean Union on this issue is marked primarily in Kyrgyzstan (+8%), Moldova (+5%), and 
Ukraine (4%). The interest of Russia in the EU fell by 8% and in Belarus by 5%.
As for the CIS region, the interest in scientific and technical cooperation with its member 
states increased in Uzbekistan (11%) and in Ukraine (+7%). A significant decrease of 

2012 2013

2012 2013

2012 2013

Other countries:

Countries of the former Soviet Union:

EU countries:

62% 67%
49% 50%

41% 50% 43%
26% 25% 17% 9%
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46% 44% 43% 42% 40% 39% 31%
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Figure 1 “From 
which countries 
would the follow-
ing be desirable 
for our country: 
the inflow of capital; 
investment; ar-
rival of companies; 
entrepreneurs; and 
business people in-
tending to set up 
their business with 
us?” [Responses 
grouped by three 
categories of coun-
tries]
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the interest was noted in Tajikistan (-12%) and Kazakhstan (-11%) as well as  in Mol-
dova (-6%), which repeats the investment trends.
Another important measure of integration preferences of the population of the CIS coun-
tries in the economic sphere is the attitude to labour migration and foreign workforce.
When considering ‘the  intentions with respect to temporary work abroad’ (Figure 3), 
the preference for the countries of the ‘former Soviet Union’ (mainly to Russia) among 
the population of Tajikistan was (49%), Kyrgyzstan (46%), Moldova (38%), Armenia 
(32%) and Uzbekistan (27%). In comparison with the previous year the growth of this 
preference was notable in Armenia (+7%), Georgia (+5%), and Ukraine and Uzbekistan 
(+4% each). In Belarus this preference fell by 5% and  in Kazakhstan by 2%, which  is 
statistically insignificant.
Stronger focus on the EU is indicated by the citizens of Ukraine (40%), well behind are 
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Figure 2 With 
which countries or 
companies would it 
be useful for our 
country to cooper-
ate in the field of 
science & technol-
ogy — to conduct 
joint research; 
and exchange 
developments, 
technologies and 
scientific ideas? 
[Responses 
grouped by three 
categories of coun-
tries]
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Russia (29%), Georgia (28%), and Belarus (27%). The growth of preference towards the 
EU  is notable  in Kyrgyzstan and A rmenia (+8% each), and Ukraine (+7%). Stronger 
focus on the “rest of the world” is shown by Azerbaijan (38%), Turkmenistan (28%) and 
Kazakhstan (26%).
Residents of Russia, Belarus, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan were the most focused on 
the domestic labour markets of their own countries, and the least focused were the people 
of Kyrgyzstan. For the last year this figure has declined markedly in Kyrgyzstan (-16%), 
as well as Ukraine and Armenia (-10% each) (Figure 4).
The question of the preferred country of residence also revealed  interesting results. 
“The countries of the former Soviet Union” are considered the most attractive for relo-
cation by citizens of Tajikistan (33%), Kyrgyzstan (30%), Moldova (29%), Kazakhstan 
(20%) and Turkmenistan (17%, which had responses for “the rest of the world” of 16%), 
and Uzbekistan (10%). “The European Union” is considered as a more attractive place 
of residence by mainly citizens of Ukraine (26%), Russia (17%), Belarus (17%), Arme-

2012 2013

2012 2013

2012 2013

45% 42% 37%
25% 23% 25% 23%
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21%
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Figure 3 In which 
countries would you 
like to work tempo-
rarily, if you had an 
opportunity? [Re-
sponses grouped 
by three categories 
of countries] 
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nia (21%, despite the fact that  its preferences towards the CIS region were 20%) and 
Georgia (9%). The European Union has higher than average proportion of references in 
Moldova (25%), while the main preferences were given to R omania. T he “rest of the 
world” countries were in relative priority among the citizens of Azerbaijan (6%). Shares 
of “don’t‑knows” in the responses to this question were the highest of all the 17 questions 
of dyadic type — from 44% to 87% in different countries, and compared with the data of 
2012 there are no significant changes (Figure 5).
In reviewing the responses to the question about the desirable sources of foreign work-
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Figure 4 In which 
countries would you 
like to work tempo-
rarily, if you had an 
opportunity? The 
share of answers 
“There is no such 
country” and “Don’t 
know” [indicators of 
autonomy] is shown 
below

2012 2013
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Figure 5 Which 
of the following 
countries would 
you like to move 
to as a permanent 
place of residence, 
if you had an 
opportunity? The 
share of answers 
“There is no such 
country” and “Don’t 
know” [indicators of 
autonomy] is shown 
below
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force, grouped into three categories, we can see that the category “Countries of the for-
mer USSR” was the most popular response group in Kyrgyzstan (65%), Turkmenistan 
(54%), Uzbekistan (52%), Belarus (39%), Azerbaijan (48%, while 46% are for “rest of the 
world”), and Kazakhstan (44%). The category “EU countries” has the largest share in 
Moldova (50%), Georgia (42%), Armenia (41%) and Ukraine (36%). Country focused 
mainly on the “rest of the world” was Tajikistan (63%). In this category, Tajik respond-
ents mentioned India and China most often.
The analysis of the relationship within the post-Soviet space (Figure 6) revealed that Rus-
sia remains the most attractive country as a source of labour force. Over the past year, 
its appeal has grown  in this sense for the population of Uzbekistan (+18%), Kyrgyzstan 
(+16%), Belarus (+7%) and decreased for Tajikistan (-18%) and Moldova (-7%). Russian 
labour force is especially attractive for citizens of Kyrgyzstan (54%), Turkmenistan (45%) 
and Uzbekistan (43%). The most pronounced focus on internal human resources is found in 
Ukraine (45%), Russia (47%), and Belarus (40%). The lowest proportion of supporters of 
autonomous development  is  in Kyrgyzstan (12%) and Tajikistan (8%). On country aver-
age, the share of these answers is about one third. In Ukraine, the interest in foreign labour 
force in the past year fell by 15% in Uzbekistan and in Kyrgyzstan by more than 10%.
A special place in the economic section of research belongs to the study of opinions of cit-
izens of the CIS on advisability of accession of their countries to the Customs Union 
(CU) and the Single Economic Space (SES), as well as on perception of these inte-
gration associations by population of their member states. The wording of questions in 
this survey section varied depending on whether the country was the member of these 
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Figure 6 For 
‘temporary and 
permanent work-
ers, students and 
professionals’ — 
from which other 
country would it be 
desirable for them 
to come to work 
or to study in our 
country? [Prefer-
ences within PSS]
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associations or not. Accordingly, in the countries participating in associations the ques-
tion was asked about attitudes towards them, and in other countries — about desirability 
of joining the CU and SES.
The general attitude to the creation of these associations, similar to the results of 2012 sur-
vey, was rather positive — the proportion of positive estimates were not lower than 50% 
in all countries except Azerbaijan (Figure 7 and 8).
The level of approval of CU and SES in member states is at a relatively high level — 
Kazakhstan (73%), Russia (67%) and Belarus (65%) (Figure 7).
Kazakhstan has recorded a 7% decline in the approval of the CU and SES compared with 
2012, when it stood at 80%. This was mainly due to the increase of the number of Kazakh 
citizens feeling indifferently to participation of their country in the CU and SES (from 
10% in 2012 to 15% in 2013). 6% have negative attitude towards the CU and SES.
Decline in support for participation in CU and SES has occurred in Russia as well: 72% 
of the respondents expressed their approval  in 2012, and 67% in 2013. In addition, in 
Russia there was the highest growth of dynamics of indifference towards economic inte-
gration among CU-SES member states, which in the past year grew from 17% to 24% (up 
7%). The negative attitude of Russian citizens to these processes remains at 5%.
In Belarus, the level of public support for the country’s participation in the CU and SES 
has increased over the past year from 60% to 65%, approaching the Russian indices. Al-
though the number of indifferent respondents decreased by 5% (from 28% to 23%), but, 
as in Russia, it remains high. There was also a reduction in Belarus of negative evalua-
tions of integration (from 6% to 3%).
Considering the attitude of the population of countries who are not members of the CU 
and SES to the prospects of accession, we note that the highest support was recorded in 

80%

73%

72%

67%

60%

65%

10%

15%

17%

24%

28%

23%

4%

6%

5%

5%

6%

3%

2012

2013

2012

2013

2012

2013

Absolutely positively/Rather positively
Indifferent
Rather negatively/Absolutely negatively
Don’t know

Kazakhstan

 Belarus

 Russia

In 2012 survey two questions were used (separately for the CU and SES). The diagram presents data calculated for the question on the 
attitude to the SES. This assumption, made for illustrative purposes, is possible because the difference in distributions of responses to the 
questions about the attitude to the CU and SES in the survey in 2012 did not exceed two percentage points.

Figure 7 Belarus, 
Kazakhstan and 
Russia joined the 
Customs Union, 
which freed up 
trade between the 
three countries 
from duties and 
created the Single 
Economic Space 
(in fact — the single 
market of the three 
countries). How do 
you feel about this 
decision?



Economic attraction
﻿

13

Uzbekistan (77%), Tajikistan (75%), Kyrgyzstan (72%) and Armenia (67%) see Fig-
ure 8. As can be seen, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan support of the CU and SES exceeds 
the indicators of all three member states of the associations — in Kyrgyzstan and Arme-
nia it is similar. Of the four countries being leaders in terms of public support for inte-
gration into the CU and SES, the largest number of negative opinions is recorded in 
Kyrgyzstan: 14% of respondents noted their reluctance towards their country’s acces-
sion to the SES.
Interesting is the significant support for joining the CU-SES by the citizens of Geor-
gia (59%): the approval level has doubled over the year. In the past year, for the ques-
tion on ‘attitude’ to the CU, Georgia had the lowest share (30%) of positive responses 
among the respondent states of the region; indifferent attitude was at 39%, and negative 
was around 6%. This year, for a question about joining the CU there were 9% of indiffer-
ent responses and 16% negative responses. In general, the level of public support for the 
CU indicates the feasibility of promotion of integration cooperation between Georgia 
and the countries of the CU.
Moldova and Ukraine are potential members of the Eurasian economic integration, and 
their public support of the CU was 54% and 50%, respectively. The important point is 
that in these countries the level of negative attitude to the CU is quite high: Moldova 
(24%), Ukraine (28%), while  indifference  indicators are Moldova (11%) and Ukraine 
(12%). Interestingly, in the last year for the question on the ‘attitude’ to the creation of 
the CU the responses in Ukraine were positive (57%), negative (5%) and indifferent at-
titude (31%).
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Figure 8 Belarus, 
Kazakhstan and 
Russia joined as 
the Customs Union, 
which freed up 
trade between the 
three countries 
from duties and 
created a Single 
Economic Space 
(in fact — the single 
market of the three 
countries). Do you 
think that it is desir-
able for our country 
to join the union?
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In Moldova, the figures were 65%, 7% and 20%, respectively. Thus, among the popula-
tion of Ukraine and Moldova, the number of undecided is significant, and their support 
on the issue of joining the CU-SES is relatively low, though it does not fall below 50%.
Turkmenistan, which joined the project in 2013, is different from other Central Asian coun-
tries in the nature of the attitude of the population to the CU and the SES. The responses 
of Turkmen citizens had the highest proportion of “don’t know” responses. Probably the 
citizens of Turkmenistan are poorly  informed about the economic union within the PSS, 
which allows to consider 50% of positive responses in this country all the more representa-
tive — respondents were very positive about the prospect of integration.
The lowest support (37%) for joining the CU-SES was  in Azerbaijan. T he population of 
Azerbaijan demonstrated record levels of negative attitude to both the CU and SES. In 2012 for 
the question on the attitude to the CU negative responses were 11%, with 46% of indifferent; in 
2013, for the question of joining the CU, the negative responses were 53%, with 6% indifferent.

Comparison of the results of EDB Integration 
Barometer and Eurobarometer

Interesting results can be obtained by comparing the data of EDB Integration Barometer and 
Eurobarometer (Figure 9). Among the current members of the Customs Union and Single 
Economic Space the spread of responses is quite small, and their overall level is very high — 
65% of positive ratings in Belarus, 67% in Russia, 73% in Kazakhstan. The population of active 
member states of the European Union on average estimates positively benefits their counties 
from participation  in the European common market, but the proportion of such responses 
on average among the countries is only slightly above 50%. And in some EU countries the 
proportion of negative responses  is comparable to the share of positive ones and even 
larger (Great Britain, Hungary, Italy, Austria, Latvia, Greece, Cyprus). That  is, the  internal 
perception of economic integration organizations in the post-Soviet space is generally 
more positive than in the EU. However, there is a clear difference between the questions 
of the two “barometers”: Europeans were asked about what the EU had already given them. 
Citizens of the CU countries were asked about the general attitude to the creation of the 
Customs Union.

A similar conclusion can be drawn from the comparison of estimates in countries not included in 
the integration associations. In November 2012, of the six candidate countries for accession 
to the EU only in two of them, Macedonia and Montenegro, the share of positive ratings of 
participation in the European common market exceeds 50%. The situation is different in the 
post-Soviet space, where in only one country is there a negative response to accession to 
the CU and SES — in Azerbaijan 53% disagree with accession, and only 37% welcome the 
accession. In the rest of the countries there were more supporters of economic integration, 
and in some countries their share is three-quarters of the population and more (Kyrgyzstan 
(72%), Tajikistan (75%), Uzbekistan (77%)
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Important practical information is provided by answers to the question on preferred goods. 
From the results of this comparison the following conclusions can be made. Over the year 
the focus on goods from countries of the former USSR  decreased among the citizens of 
Tajikistan, in other countries no serious shifts in this direction were recorded. Primary ori-
entation on the goods from the European Union has changed only in Belarus, Russia and 
Armenia. In the first two countries a decrease in the share of this cluster is observed, and 
Armenia, on the contrary, indicates growth. In relation to the orientation to the products 
from the “rest of the world”, surveys indicated significant changes in five countries: in Geor-
gia and Kazakhstan — towards reduction; and in Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, and Moldova — to-
wards growth of the indicators.
Within the post-Soviet space, the most attractive region of origin is Russia — it was 
mentioned by 22% to 63% of the respondents in each country (Figure 10). Residents of 
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan are focused on Rus-
sian goods to the greatest extent, just as in the last year. In these countries the share of 
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According to Eurobarometer on the Internet portal of the European Commission. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/cf/
index.cfm?lang=en. In the EU member states the question was asked in May 2011, in candidate countries — in November 2012

Figure 9 Taking all 
factors into account, 
would you say that 
your country has 
mostly benefitted or 
did not benefit with 
membership in the 
European Com-
munity (Common 
Market)?
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Russia in responses to this question is much higher than in the other countries participat-
ing in the project, and ranges from 55% to 63%.
The only country in the post-Soviet space, other than Russia, whose products are pre-
ferred by 20% or more of the population of another country in the study, was Belarus: it 
was mentioned by 20% of respondents in Russia and Ukraine.
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Figure 10 Goods 
from which coun-
tries you prefer to 
buy, which ones 
you trust more? 
[Responses 
grouped by three 
categories of coun-
tries]
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Political attraction

Political integration, as a rule, is the crown of the integration process, when countries 
create common political institutions (parliament, court), and work closely together in 
the military-political sphere.
If  in social, cultural and economic spheres significant differences are evident  in views 
and attitudes with regard to the preferred vectors of attraction a comparative consen-
sus is observed. This is the case in the political field (especially military-political). In 
almost all post-Soviet countries, most of the population is oriented to other CIS coun-
tries  in matters of political friendship and mutual military assistance. T he exceptions 
are Georgia and Azerbaijan. Georgia is significantly oriented towards the United States 
and Europe, and Azerbaijan towards Turkey. A clear reflection in the public opinion of 
conflict relations should be noted  in the pairs of Armenia-Azerbaijan, Russia-Georgia, 
Uzbekistan-Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan-Tajikistan.
In the question about friendly countries (Figure 11) a significant shift towards “ex-USSR” 
is obvious — minimum 60% of references in different states, including in Turkmenistan.
When considering deviations from the general trend, it should be noted that “EU coun-
tries” were mentioned much more often than the average by respondents  in M oldova 
(56% — an increase of 14% compared to 2012), Georgia (49% — increase of 11%) and 
Armenia (38%), and in Armenia the figure fell by 8% over the year.
“Other countries” were often mentioned by respondents  in A zerbaijan (51%), G eorgia 
(65%) and Uzbekistan (63%, which is an increase of 28%). For residents of Azerbaijan, 
as a year ago, the key friendly “another country” is Turkey (47%), and for residents of 
Georgia it is the United States (56%). Preferences of the respondents from Uzbekistan 
are not so clear, the responses are distributed across a number of countries.
In the post-Soviet space the highest “friendliness” belongs to Russia — it was put in 
the first place as a “friendly country” by respondents from nine countries (Figure 12) — 
Kyrgyzstan (93%), A rmenia (91%), Uzbekistan (90%), Kazakhstan (83%), Belarus 
(80%), Tajikistan (78% — in this country the indicator declined by 8% over the year), 
Moldova (72%) and Turkmenistan (70%). Russia did not take first place in responses in 
only two countries — Azerbaijan (Russia (25%) was slightly behind Georgia (29%), just 
as a year ago). In G eorgia Ukraine came  in first place (54%), followed by A zerbaijan 
(46%). Residents of Georgia called Russia a “friendly country” only in 9% of cases. This is 
significantly higher than in 2012 (when it was 5%).
Military-political alliance affects ordinary citizens to a significantly lesser extent, so the 
attitude is based largely not on the personal experiences of the individual, but on the in-
direct perception, which  is greatly  influenced by media. O n the one hand, such “pro-
jected” public opinion  is an  important base of support for the  integration process. On 
the other hand, it is sensitive to the position of dominant political forces in the country, 
which carries certain risks and creates additional difficulties in measuring and interpret-
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ing mass sentiments. We can say that the integration policy preferences of citizens of the 
CIS countries today need substantial support in humanitarian and economic spheres.
An important indicator of the relationship to the political integration of the countries is 
the general attitude towards the prospects of integration processes (Figure 13).
In three countries — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan — the share of respond-
ents who believe that in the next five years the countries of the former Soviet Union 
will converge amounts to 50% (in 2012 there were only two such countries — Kazakhstan 
and Tajikistan). In Uzbekistan, the highest (69%) indicators and dynamics of a positive 
perception of convergence prospects were recorded  in comparison with last year’s sur-
vey. As in the results of the 2012 survey, only in Azerbaijan is the share of responses 

“Countries will be moving away from each other” higher than the share of responses 
on convergence (29% versus 25%). The largest number of respondents who found it dif-
ficult to answer about the prospects of convergence is in Turkmenistan and Georgia.
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Figure 11 Which 
of the following 
countries, in your 
opinion, are friendly 
to our country (on 
whose support we 
can count in hard 
times)? [Responses 
grouped by three 
categories of coun-
tries]
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es within the former 
USSR, 2013]
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The dependence of integration preferences of the population from ‘social well-being’ and 
‘sense of self-sufficiency’ of the country is particularly well seen in the analysis of pro-
pensity to autonomy (Figure 14). The  increased desire for autonomous development, 
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In 2013, in Russia and Belarus, this question was not asked, because in the process of interviewing the question was technically classified 
as «optional», which is supposed to be fixed in subsequent surveys «EDB Integration Barometer»

Figure 13 Do you 
think that in the 
next five years, the 
countries of the CIS 
(former Soviet Un-
ion) will converge 
or move away from 
each other?
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Figure 14 The level 
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wards autonomy in 
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the countries par-
ticipating in the pro-
ject [average values 
of cumulative 
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know” for ques-
tions asked in each 
country]
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recorded in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Turkmenistan correlates well with a relatively 
higher level of satisfaction with life in these countries. On the contrary, in Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, the prevalence of  integration sentiments (irrespective of the specific grav-
ity vector) is associated generally with lower levels of financial position and social opti-
mism, i. e. social well-being of the population.
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Socio-cultural (humanitarian) attraction

The relative prevalence in the different countries of various vectors of attraction almost 
never dominates (common among the vast majority of the population). Almost every-
where there is a marked differentiation of views and public sentiment.
The essential point determining a particular integration attitude is the already existing 
respondent’s practice of cooperation with other countries in socio-cultural terms, in-
cluding existence of links with relatives, colleagues and friends in these countries (Fig-
ure 15).
In the post-Soviet space the main directions of cross-border mobility are R ussia and 
Ukraine. The most significant stream of temporary migration from nearly all countries is 
oriented towards Russia. The highest share of mentions of Russia is in Kyrgyzstan (35%), 
Moldova (33%), and Tajikistan (30%). Ukraine is most often referred to in Belarus (25%) 
and Moldova (24%). We can mark also the flow of temporary migration from Kyrgyzstan 
to Kazakhstan (22%) and Uzbekistan (in comparison with 2012 the share increased from 
6% to 15%), as well as from Azerbaijan and Armenia to Georgia (13% and 14%, respec-
tively).
Trips abroad are very rare for an ordinary citizen. Therefore, in response to the question 
about actual mobility the combined share of positions “No such country” and “Don’t 
know” was naturally high. T he most “autonomous” countries  in this matter were Uz-
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Figure 15 Which of 
the following coun-
tries you visited in 
the last 5 years, for 
personal, official or 
tourist purposes? 
[Preferences within 
the former USSR, 
2013]
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bekistan (79% of the population do not have recent experience of travelling abroad) and 
Georgia (77%).
The practice of cooperation with other countries associated with ‘educational and  in-
formative and tourist interest’ is an equally important aspect (Fig. 16). Here, the post-
Soviet space has no special competitive advantages to the European Union or to the 
most frequently mentioned countries of the rest of the world.
In 2012, only in Kazakhstan, the proportion of responses “Countries of the former USSR” 
(32%) was higher than the response share attributable to each of the other two catego-
ries (27% in “the EU” and 31% in “the rest of the world”), but this excess was not statis-
tically significant. In 2013, a similar situation is observed in Tajikistan (the share of an-
swers “Countries of the former USSR” significantly increased — from 41% to 52%). The 
only country where the percentage of responses for the cluster “Countries of the former 
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Figure 16 Please 
tell us, which of the 
following countries 
do you person-
ally want to visit for 
learning and educa-
tional purposes (or 
send your children 
to gen an educa-
tion)? [Responses 
are grouped into 
three categories of 
countries]
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USSR” is much higher than that of the other two groups in 2013 is Turkmenistan (44% 
versus 19% for the EU and 28% for other countries). There is a pretty high demand in 
this country for education in Russia (28%), Ukraine (10%) and Belarus (11%).
The “EU countries” were most often mentioned by respondents from G eorgia (58%), 
Armenia (47%) and Ukraine (45%). The most popular answer in this category in each of 
the three countries is “UK”. In 2013, as compared with last year, references to the Eu-
ropean Union in Kyrgyzstan increased (from 24% to 31%). Focus on these countries in 
Tajikistan decreased (from 28% to 18%).
Vectors of cognitive interest of the respondents were recorded in response to the ques-
tion “About which of the following countries, you may say that you are interested in their 
history, culture, geography (nature)?” see Figure 17. It shall be noted that the country-
average degree of such interest virtually does not vary between the three general geo-
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may say that you 
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are grouped into 
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countries]
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political clusters. However, within the general trend, there are some fairly significant 
fluctuations.
Thus, Georgia and Moldova are markedly different from the rest  in their  increased 
level of interest to the cluster “EU” (56% and 44%, respectively). Interest in the coun-
tries of the European Union increased in Kyrgyzstan (from 24% to 39%) and Uzbekistan 
(from 19% to 27%). In Tajikistan, the figure, on the contrary, decreased (from 20% to 
14%).
The greatest interest in the countries of the former USSR is shown by the residents 
of the countries of Central Asia — Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan as well as Moldova and Belarus. The share of those interested in post-Soviet 
countries  in Uzbekistan has  increased as compared with last year (from 26% to 46%), 
and  in Kazakhstan, by contrast, declined  — from 48% to 40%. “Rest of World” was 
most often mentioned in the past year by respondents in Tajikistan (46% in 2012, 52% 
in 2013), Azerbaijan (respectively, 44% and 43%) and Georgia (42% and 38%). In 2013, 
this group was joined by residents of Kyrgyzstan (where the share of mentions of other 
countries  increased from 36% to 49%), T urkmenistan (39% in 2013) and Uzbekistan 
(an increase from 40% to 47%).
In 2013 there is a growing interest in the CIS region in Russia (22%, an increase of 
4% per year) and Ukraine (34% and 9% growth per year). However, in absolute terms, 
the interest remains low.
Thus, the potential for  integration  in the post-Soviet space  in the socio-cultural 
sphere  is provided mainly by the continued  interest of the population of Central 
Asia in Russia. In Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, in addition there is a marked 
prevalence of  interest in the countries of the Arab, Persian and Turkic ethnic cultural 
clusters (for Azerbaijan this  is the general dominant trend). In Moldova and Georgia 
considerable humanitarian area of interest is represented by the European Union coun-
tries. In this regard, the success of the Eurasian  integration will largely depend on 
the efforts aimed at improving the global socio-cultural competitiveness and attrac-
tiveness in research and educational, cultural and general humanitarian aspects, and not 
only in the economic, military and political aspects.
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Common attraction indicators

Overall, the study confirmed the basic dominant vectors of integration preferences (at-
traction) of the citizens of these countries, as well as the arrangement of the former re-
publics of the Soviet Union within the space of these vectors. Thus, in the countries of 
Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan), as well 
as in Armenia and Belarus, integration orientations towards the post-Soviet space (pri-
marily towards Russia) are represented to a greater degree.
In R ussia  itself, as well as  in G eorgia, M oldova and Ukraine, integration preferences 
to the European Union are more common (in Georgia orientations towards the United 
States are comparably frequent, as orientations to Russia by Moldova). Finally, in Azer-
baijan sentiment in favour of the “rest of the world” dominates (especially Turkey). In 
Russia, Ukraine, and in some cases also in Armenia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uz-
bekistan autonomist sentiments are also rather high (“no attraction to any country”).
Barometer 2013 confirmed our judgment of Azerbaijan as a country which almost fell 
out from the post-Soviet space. At the same time, with respect to Georgia a positive 
trend of preferences towards the CIS region  in many areas was revealed, particu-
larly in relation to the CU and SES.
Moldova, Ukraine, and partially Uzbekistan demonstrate numerous vectors of integra-
tion sentiments of their population. Russia, being the centre of attraction for many 
countries of the former Soviet Union, shows little or no inclination to integration it-
self (in terms of orientation of the Russian population), but instead shows the preva-
lence of autonomist sentiments. This is one of the major problems of humanitarian sup-
port for integration processes in the post-Soviet space.
More specifically, summary priority indicators of the main geopolitical clusters for each 
country as a whole and for each of the areas are as follows.
In politics, we can see that for all countries the cluster “Countries of the former USSR” 
remains a priority. In 2012, Georgia was the only exception, where the cluster “Other 
Countries” was a priority. But on the basis of the 2013 survey, the balance has shifted in 
favour of the cluster “Countries of the former USSR” in this country as well.
In economics, there is no general dominance in preferences, as is the case with politics. 
Countries can be divided into the following groups:

•	 Orientation primarily to the outside world — Azerbaijan;
•	 Orientation outside the post-Soviet space (values of “EU Countries” and the “Oth-

er Countries” indices are close and significantly higher than the value of “Coun-
tries of the former USSR”) — Georgia, Russia;

•	 Focus on PSS and the outside world — (values of “Countries of the former USSR” 
and “Other Countries” are close and significantly higher than the  value of “EU 
countries” index)  — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, T ajikistan, Uzbekistan and T urk-
menistan;
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•	 Focus on PSS and the European Union  — (values of “Countries of the former 
USSR” and “EU countries’ are close and significantly higher than the  value of 
“Other Countries “) — Moldova;

•	 Orientation mainly to the European Union  — Ukraine; this orientation  in prac-
tice is combined with a fairly positive attitude to the prospect of joining the CU;

•	 No priority, values of the three  indices (“Countries of the former USSR”, “EU 
countries”, “Other Countries”) are close — Armenia, Belarus.

There are no significant dynamic changes in attraction indices with respect to economic 
priorities.
Social and cultural relations sphere is characterized by the following patterns:

•	 Focus on the “European Union” is prevalent  in 6 countries — Armenia, Belarus, 
Georgia, Moldova, Russia, Ukraine;

•	 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan are attracted to both the “post-Soviet space” 
and “the outside world”;

•	 Cluster “Other Countries” is a priority for the people of Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan;
•	 Turkmenistan’s population is focused mainly on the “post-Soviet space” in the cul-

tural sphere.
There were no significant changes in the last year; in 2012 the same pattern was observed 
for socio-cultural sphere.
For the combination of three factors — economics, politics, and culture — the prior-
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The grouping was made following the results of calculation of attraction indices to a group of countries for every responding country. The 
priority vector of a country is considered to be the vector with the highest attraction index. Index calculation procedure is described in the 
analytical brief (subsection 4.1, Index development procedure)

Figure 18 — 
Grouping of 
countries by priority 
geopolitical vectors
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ity vector of attraction for the relative majority of countries is the “post-Soviet space”, 
and a key factor of such a grouping is political. In 2013, the population of 7 countries (Ar-
menia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) was 
mainly oriented towards the “post-Soviet space”. The same was in 2012, but it is worth 
noting that Moldova, based on the 2013 survey, moved into the zone of attraction of the 
European Union, and its place in the PSS attraction zone was taken by Turkmenistan, 
which had joined the project.
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