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Introduction

Snce ganing independence in 1991, Azerbajan is searching for its own place and role in the
dynamicd sysem of the contemporary internationd reations, and is now in the uneasy process of
determining its partners and dlies abroad in an effort to become one of the key “players’ in the South
Caucasus region and on international scene.

The current trangtional period is very crucid and of great importance for Azerbajan's foreign
policy, as right now the process of formaion of its foreign policy consciousness and behavior on
international scene, the system of gpproaches to the decison of complex foreign policy problems are
being shaped.

There is a great need for our newly independent dtate to integrate into changing and complicated
dructure of the internationa relaions, to adapt to the main tendencies in the modern integrative processes
and world order and civilization.

Tasks of paramount importance for the country are to work out a long-term optimum drategy of
Azebajan externd policy, to edsablish mutudly advantageous economic, political, military and culturd
relations with the other members of the world international community, to improve contacts with
contagious countries, to improve its relations with European countries and the other regions, as well as to
take care of its own positive, favorable image abroad.

The contemporary geopolitical Stuation, which has dramaticaly been changed since the collapse of
the USSR, makes it necessary for Azerbajan to work out a baanced foreign politicd line amed a
promoting a durable peace, Sability and security in the South Caucasus region.

In this context it is extremey important for the new date to determine its geo-paliticd priorities in
long-term perspectives. It is obvious that in many respects the future development of the country and its
people will be dependent on the system of foreign-political orientations and preferences to be formed
henceforth.

The balanced and optima modd of foreign policy development chosen by Azerbajan is expected to
have a drong impact on its internationd relations, raise the leve of dability and security on the whole
South Caucasus region and lessen the possibility of new ethno-poalitical conflicts.

It would be appropriate to note that the system and the configuration of the international relations,
dynamics of contacts of our country are rather complex, many-dimensona and ambiguous. There is a s&t
of aternatives and options of foreign policy development for the country.

The newly independent country has been gradudly gaining a certan experience of foreign policy
didogue and interaction, communication and contacts with the other countries and internaiond
organizations. Over the past few years Azerbaijan has launched some important foreign policy initiatives.

Since proclaming independence, the cooperation with the internationa organizations has become a
key dement needed for quick and effective involvement of Azerbajan into internationa politics In this
regard, the entry of the country into such key internationdl structures as UN, OSCE and the Council of
Europe turned out the doubtless progress in this process.

One of the badc directions of Azerbajani foreign policy is progressve integration within European
and Euro-Atlantic politicdl and economic dructures, as wel as security dructures. Azerbajan considers
itsdlf to be an integra part of Europe, adheres to its fundamenta vaues. free market economy, democracy
and rule-of-law, respect for human rights, and secularist society.

Our country intends to intengfy its participation in European integration processes, in particular, in
its security structures. Within this context Azerbaijan seeks to develop the cooperation with European and
Trans-Atlantic patners, firg of dl, within the framework of internationa organizations, integrate into
these Structures.

Ties between Azerbajan and NATO, Trans-Atlantic and European organizations have increasangly
intendfied in recent years. Close rdations with NATO and integration into European, Western inditutions
(CE, EU) are regarded to be the best formulafor Azerbaijan.

Azerbaijan is taking an active part in the “Partnership for Peace’ program, an arrangement designed
to speed up the consultation and military cooperation with NATO, other related activities and programs.
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In May 1994, Azerbajan dgned a frame agreement on joining the Partnership for Peace (PfP) program,
Brussds, Bdgium.

Note that the participation of Azerbajan in the NATO “PfP’ Program, sgning of agreement on
partnership and cooperation with EU, membership in the Council of Europe and activities aimed a the
adaptation of nationd law to European dandards are the firt seps on the path of integration of
Azerbaijan into Europe.

The South Caucasian region, like Centrd Asa and Bakans, is likdy to turn into the zone for the
Alliance' s responshility and reaction. At the same time, there are other gpproaches to the Azerbajan’s
foreign policy drategy.

In this regard, it is rather important for the newly independent date to identify its priority geo-
political orientations in the long-term perspective. Hence, the future internationa development of the
country will primarily be affected by the adready formed foreign-palicy priorities.

The importance of the scientific research into of the proposed issue - foreign policy orientations in
Azerbajan: public and dite opinion - has been accounted for by the factors as follows:

1. The geopalitical importance of the South Caucasus region has appreciably increased due to the
new large-scale projects on exploitation and transportation of tremendous energy resources,

2. The rasng influence of the externd actors in the region, the overlgpping of interests of different
countries and dliances, trying to safeguard here thelr own drategic and economic interests, as well as the
proximity of this region to another vitd srategic regions, like Russa, the Black Sea and the Persan Gullf;

3. The importance of promoting the security and resolution of long-lasting, protracted territorid
disputes and ethno-politica conflicts in this region characterized by extremdy ungable and criss-ridden,
and amultaneoudy having high developmentd potentid;

4. Azerbajan's precarious internationad geopolitical pogtion, its location a the cross-road of
different ideologicd, politica, ethno-culturd and religious influences of various countries, which ae
competing, in fact, for ther influence over Azerbaijan.

Part |. The General Overview of the Study: Main Concepts,
Objectives and M ethodology

1.1 The Role of Public Opinion in Making and I mplementing
Foreign Policy

At the present stage, in Azerbajan's development there take place consderable transformations in
dl the spheres of socid life. Particularly, these changes have affected the area of public consciousness
and psychology. The collgpse of the Communigs sysem led to an ideologicd vacuum in mass
consciousness, which came to be rapidly filled with various ideologica trends, theories and concepts.

Complicated and painful processes of demolishing old Stereotypes and attitudes and socid re-
evaduation of socid vaues are ongoing. People are currently in a stae of difficult search for new socid,
ideologicd, political and foreign-policy identities and loydties.

At present, Azerbajani society is experiencing an extremdy crucid and responsible period in its
socio-palitica, cultura and mora development. In a relaively short period of time it has found itsdf in a
completely new socio-psychologica gStuation. Its didinctive feature is the absence of monopoly of any
ideology and a particular world-outlook or mode of life. Emerging on the scene is a red plurdism of
thoughts, opinions and views. Citizens are in pogtion to make a ddiberate, free choice of different forms
of their socio-politica and socio-cultura existence.

It is evident that directions of socid changes and transformations will, to a large degree, depend on
what ideas and values are accepted or rgected by different groups and categories of the population. The
Azerbajan society's short- and long-term development modd will be accounted for by the system of
vauesto play thefirg fiddle,

This time, Azerbajani society undoubtedly comes across an important historical threshold. This
dtuation offers an opportunity of quite a precise analysis of the complicated nature of opinions, attitudes,
and factors that influence changes, taking place in the sphere of internd and foreign policy.
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* * %

Foreign policy drategy of the country should be determined, first of dl, by its objective geo-
drategic interests, socia-economic and politicd  factors. At the same time, the process of the
edablishment of foreign policy priorities depends, in the main, on public and dite opinion. Public opinion
can play an important role in these processes and thus have an impact on their dynamics.

The public opinion would be able to dgnificantly accderate specific governmental decisons and
foreign policy initigtives, for example, the edablishment of regiond, bilaera and multilatera integrative
links, and, on the other hand, to come out as a powerful hindering factor.

To dal appearances, the implementation of the officid foreign policy course needs a broad public
support by mgority of citizens. Foreign policy initiatives should dso be backed by the mgority of the
population. And on the contrary, the lack in the society of an adequate consensus may prevent the
redization of certain programs and projectsin the field of foreign palicy.

It should be confessed that this influence is not unequivocd, one-dimensiond. The broad range of
issues related to the impact of public opinion on foreign policy-making has intensvely been debated
among politica scientists, researchers and practitioners (See Annex A. Endnote 1).

One of the centrd issues in democrétic theory is the proper role of public opinion in the conduct of
internationa affairs. The cgpacity of the public to make informed judgments about these complex issues
which are often far removed from their experience has been questioned. Not everything is dear in this
regard. There are dterndtive versons, points of view on the role of public opinion in the conduct of
foreign reations. (See H. Morgenthau. “ Palitics among Nations’, N.Y., 1973; Almond G. “ The American
People and Foreign Policy”, N.Y., 1964; Key V.O. “ Public Opinion and American Democracy”, N.Y.,
1961; Small M. “Public Opinion: Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy: Sudies of the Principal
Movements and Ideas’, N.Y., 1978.)

For example, theoretical disputes are taking place among experts on the following crucid issues
the role of public opinion in date politics naure, force and intendty of this influence; how ragpidy and
how permanently does opinion change in response to internationd developments, how does public
opinion affect foreign policy; by what means and with wha impacts, do eites shgpe generd public
opinion; how and when do paliticians ligen to the public; policy responsiveness to the public. They aso
provide for the relaionship between opinion and policy that has changed over time; key politica actors
use of public opinion to formulate domestic and foreign palicy.

Moral-psychologicd amosphere, prevailing public moods in the country determine support or
rgection for some foreign policy initigtives and actions, gpprove foreign policy strategy of the country,
srve as citeria for peforming a certain officid course, for example, officidly proclamed pro-Western
orientation of Azerbaijan.

Therefore, the issue how the population of Azerbajan perceives and understands the current
international  dtuation, what is the set of foreign policy atitudes and orientations dominating in the mass
consciousness is becoming an increasingly important factor.

In condderation of the above-mentioned, a number of issues regarding mechanisms of interplay
between foreign policy and mass consciousness have gained high theoreticd and practica importance for
Azerbajan:

What does the present foreign-policy consciousness phenomenon look like? What are the main
peculiarities, trends and dynamics of its devdopment for the recent period of independence? What is the
current state of the public opinion on our country’s foreign policy and the modern international contacts,
current developments and processes in the sphere? What is the range of foreign-policy atitudes and
orientations dominating in the mass consciousness? What ae the factors determining formation of the
vector foreign-policy attitudes and dispogtions both a the mass, societd and dite consciousness level?
How do citizens view Azerbajan's place and role in the contemporary system of internationd reations,
its relaions with the other countries and internationd organizations? What is the image of the different
countries, blocs and dliancesin the mirror of the Azerbaijani public opinion?

What factors - economic interests, ethnic or rdigious identity, shared cultura vaues security
issues, a common higtoricd background - are prevaling in determining the partners and dlies abroad?
What is the extent of the public opinion’s impact on the foreign policy srategy? What is the role of the
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mass media and communicetion in the formation of the public opinion on the foreign policy? What are
the man sources of information concerning foreign policy that enjoy grester populaity among the
population? What are the channes and mechanisms of the public opinion transmisson to influence the
foreign policy-makers?

Even a prdiminary, supeficid andyss of the dtuation shows that presently in the country there is
no consensus on externd policy priorities. In the Azerbaijani mass consciousness there is a sharp
differentiation of ambivaent, mutualy contredictory orientations, opinions and divergent perceptions of
the current developmentsin the area of internationd relaions.

Different socid and politicd groups ae of different views on the future foreign politica
development of Azerbajan, its place and role in changing international Structure. Some groups of people
think that Azerbajan should dly itsdf with the West and they are mostly oriented on the Western+
democratic, European vadues, another groups suppose that our country should be developed within
Turkish or Idamic world, according to orientd vaues, there is dso a group of Russa-oriented or Iran
oriented people.

It should be noted that the problem of foreign policy orientations within the context of
contemporary geo-political redlities is one of mgor research subjects. Applied researches and surveys of
the phenomena and mechanisms of foreign policy orientations and atitudes have been conducted in
various countries and regions of the world. (See Holsti, Ole R. 1996. Public Opinion and American
Foreign Policy. Ann Arbor : University of Michigan Press, John E. Rielly, ed. 1999. American Public
Opinion and U.S Foreign Policy 1999. Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations; Page, Benjamin
I., and Robert Y. Shapiro. 1992. The Rational Public: Fifty Years of Trends in Americans Policy
Preferences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press; Navigating Public Opinion: Polls, Policy, and the
Future of American Democracy, edited by Jeff Manza, Fay Lomax Cook, and Benjamin |. Page, 2002,
Oxford University Press.)

At the same time, there is a great lack of concrete and rdiable empirical data regarding foreign
policy orientations in the post-Soviet context and, in particular, a rather scanty knowledge of the State of
the public opinion and the aspiraion of people in Azerbajan during independence. The problem of
foreign policy orientations in Azerbaljan has not yet become afocus of the specid research attention.

All thee predetermine a high importance of specid sociologicd measuring of the dae and
character of foreign-policy orientations of Azerbajan's population within the context of contemporary
internal and geo-politicd redlities.

1.2 Aimsand Objectives of Research

The man overdl purpose of the research was to obtain comprehensve sociologicd information
concerning the peculiarities, dynamics and basic trends of the foreign-policy orientations in post-Soviet
Azerbajani society.

The ressarch was desgned to explore the basic sociologicd characteristics, parameters and
spectrum of the mass foreign-policy awareness of Azerbajan’s population, andyze the system of socid,
politicd and psychologicd factors and crcumdtances affecting changes in the foreign-policy
consiousness, as wel as the assessment of the role of public opinion in peforming foreign policy
drategy.

The resear ch objectives wer ethe following:

1. To explore the images of NATO, international organizations and sdlected countries in the mass
CONSCI OUSNESS,

2. To determine the dominating trends in the Azerbajani public opinion on current internaiond
affairs, international cooperation, security and conflict resolution issues;

3. To study the people's views and attitudes towards the modern internationa processes taking place
in the South Caucasus region and the world;



4. To find out the subgroup differences in foreign-policy orientations, to explore the specific
atitudes towards foreign policy among various socid and demographic groups of population;

5. To identify the key types of the foreign-policy consciousness among the populaion to comply
with the present period;

6. To reved the experts assessments of the various aspects of the current internationd affairs and
Azerbajan’sforeign palicy, international cooperation, security and conflict resolution issues,

7. To examine the role of mass media in public opinion formation process, its effect on the foreign-
policy preferences and stereotypes.

These issues are of a big theoreticd and practica importance for our country. The research
conclusons and findings may sarve a sort of bass for understanding, redization of the general socid-
politicd gtuation in modern Azerbdjani society and adequate estimation of the prospects for its long-
term development.

1.3 Methodological Aspectsof Sociological Analysis

Operationalisation of concepts. The concept d "foreign policy orientation” is a key notion for our
research. Using this term we implied a particular sphere of public consciousness, reflecting a specific type
of reaions and inditutions related to externd affairs of the country. Under this term is meant the impact
of internationa relations on the consciousness both on the entire socid and demographic groups of
population, as well as individuds. Regarding gods of the research, it was very important to use this
notion for a goecific empirica-sociologicd andyss.

Multidimensional moded of foreign-policy consciousness. In our study, we regarded a foreign-
policy consciousness as a multidimensond phenomenon. "Multidimensond” modd implies the use of a
baanced system of indicators, which provides comprehensve and vaid information about the state and
conditions of foreign-policy awarenessin the Azerbajani society.

The following sets of empirica indicators were used: 1) Cognitive components, which include such
basc parameters as knowledge in this area, avalability of basic information on these issues person's sdf-
identification, i.e. subjective dfiliation to followers to a certan foreign-policy paradigm; motivation, i.e
a hierarchy of motives for this choice; 2) Affective components, which incdude sentiments reflecting a
complex of peoples emotiond and psychologicd reections regarding ther choicess 3) Behaviord
components, which include the aptitude or the disposition of a certain type of behavior to a certain object,
event, or Situation connected with internationd affairs.

The "public opinion on foreign policy” is a cetan socio-psychologicd date of gpecific people,
socid groups and communities, set of their attitudes and orientations regarding foreign policy issues.
Within the context of our research the public opinion on foreign policy represents a multi-dimensond
and complex phenomenon, which includes public perceptions of Azerbajan’s foreign policy; public
atitudes to NATO; opinion of sdected countries; opinion of internationd organizations, opinion of
international economic cooperation and collaboration; and public attitudes towards security issue.

Survey Research
The methodology of the research was based on the complex sociologica andysis, providing abroad
range of empiricd data regarding the different aspects of the foreign-policy orientations and priorities in
contemporary Azerbaijan.

M ethods. The following methods of sociologica research were used:



I. Public Opinion Survey

Regions. The public opinion survey was conducted in 5 towns of Azerbaijan shown below: 1) Baku
(capital of the country) in September 2001-October 2001 (500 respondents) and in September 2002-
October 2002 (500 respondents); 2) Gandja on 12-18 November 2001 (100 respondents) and on 16-22
November 2002 (100 respondents); 3) Sumgait on 17-23 December 2001 (100 respondents) and on 10-16
December 2002 (100 respondents); 4) Guba on 15-21 January 2002 (100 respondents) and on 16-22
January 2003 (100 respondents); 5) Lenkoran on 10-16 February 2002 (100 respondents) and on 17-23
February 2003 (100 respondents).

Tota number of respondents interviewed - 1600 persons.

Procedure. The survey has been conducted through sructured, formdized face-to-face interviews.
Interviews were conducted in household conditions in the Azeri and Russan languages. Confidentidity
of the interviewees was drictly guaranteed, which led to higher of rdiability and vdidity of the data
collected. The survey was carried out by te trained interviewers under permanent control and supervison
of the Project’ s Author.

Tools. A specid questionnaire has been condructed as a main tool for the public opinion survey.
This questionnaire contained 40 man questions (35 closed-ended and 5 openrended questions) and 8
supplementary questions covering dl topics envisaged in the project to comply with the research ams and
purposes. Thiswas a system of unified questions directed to achieving intended purposes.

Sampling. Devdopment of a rdevant and adequate sampling srategy was one of the most
important tasks of the survey. The probability multi-stage cluster sampling has been used. This method
conssted of a number of logicd stages and procedures of randomly sdecting and identifying respondents.
This procedure guaranteed a high reiability, vaidity and objectivity of the data obtained. The sample was
representative for different socid and demographic groups of the population of the sdected regions of
Azerbajan.

Pretest. The pretest survey was conducted among 50 respondents in Baku in August 2001, in order
to verify the quality of the questionnaire. Necessary corrections were made on the basis of the pretest.

Interviewers. A paticular emphass was made on the training of the interviewers. Among the
interviewers there were 16 persons - loca teachers, librarians, students from state and private universities,
mgoring in sociology, politicad science and internationd relations. Severd theoreticadl and practicd
traning sessons on modern applied socia research methods have been conducted by the Project's
Author. The interviewers were provided with a set of agppropriate training materias and guiddines for
interviewing and adminidering the questionnare. The qudity of interviewers work was under a
permanent control and supervison by the Project’s Author.

Data processing. The public opinion survey daa processing and daidic-corrdative andyss was
caried out through usng the SPSS (Statisticad Package for the Socid Sciences) Data Entry and
Processing program (Version 9.0).

Trend research. A didtinctive feature of our gpproach was the use of the trend research. This meant
that the public opinion survey included two successive stages | sage - from September 2001 till February
2002, 1l stage — from September 2001 till February 2002. An interval between the stages was precisdy
one year. The same survey in the same regions was conducted through usng the same sampling
procedure and strategy to comply with the same methods and tools of data collection and analysis. Then
results of the two stages were compared.

Such an agpproach made it possble to identify the dynamics and leading trends in the foreign-policy
orientations of the Azerbajani people, to assess the stability and $eadiness of the trends explored. At the
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same time, it ensured both the vdidity and reliability of the data gathered. Moreover, repeeting the same
guestions across time provides a unique data base for andyzing trends within country and cross
nationdly.

Social-demographic parameters. The sociologicd survey of foreign policy orientations and
preferences was conducted with due regard for socio-demographic status of our respondents. We
extrgpolated from an assumption that various socio-demogrephic factors (age, gender, education,
occupation) have a certain influence on the attitude of respondents towards foreign policy issues.
Therefore, manifestation of foreign policy orientations in various socid categories of the population has
its own peculiarities. The subgroup differences in the patterns of perception of foreign policy issues may
be preconditioned by the system of people's basic life vaues, interests and needs, ther lifestyle and socid
activity.

I1. Elite Opinion Survey

Indepth persond interviews were conducted by the Project’'s Author among 200 experts. This
expert survey involved a wide range of persons holding quite high podtions and playing a leading role in
the diplomatic, academic, palitica, military, culturd, religious, and public life of Azerbaijan.

Experts interviewed represent the following mgor groups. 1) Diplomats involved in negotiation
process, practitioners who conduct foreign policy; 2) Researchers, andydts, socid and political scientists -
scholars who gudy foreign policy, internationd reations and law, conflict resolution, sociology; 3)
Governmentd officids, top policy- and decison-makers, who ded with issues in the fidd of internationd
relaions, high levd avil servants members of paliament; 4) Military and justice officers, 5) Politica
leaders, dected politicians, representatives of different political parties, socid-politicd movements and
organizations, 6) Journdists, representatives of the locad mass media; 7) Representatives of the
educational establishments, univergty professors, lecturers, sudents mgoring in interngtiona  relations,
8) Activigs of non-governmenta public organizations - human rights and peace-related NGOs, youth and
women's organizations, 9) Rdigious leaders and activists, representatives of vaious rdigious
communities, groups and organizations, 10) Business and labor leaders, 11) Workers of culture; 12)
Representatives of the nationa- cultura associations and organizations.

A specid questionnaire containing 24 operrended questions has been designed for the interviewing
experts. The expert's opinions and assessments were andyzed by using both quditative and quantitative
techniques.

[11. Mass Media Content-Analysisand Monitoring

The monitoring and andyss of the content of Azerbaijani press (most read governmenta, pro-
governmentd, independent and oppogtion newspapers), as wdl as andyds of the content of the most
popular TV channds were conducted in 2001, 2002, and 2003. The specia instruments have been worked
out for content-andysis of the mass media

V. Analysis of the Official Documents, Statistics and Other
Relevant Materials

There has been conducted the andysis of officid documents, datistics to comply with other related
materias on the topic.

Greatly contributing to the anadyss was Author's direct work a the Library of the NATO
Headquartersin Brussals (10 May - 8 June, 2002).



Part 1. Findings of the Public Opinion Survey
2.1 Public Perceptions of Azerbaijan’s Foreign Policy

Interest in the issues of foreign policy and international affairs. Firs of dl, in the course of the
urvey it was important for us to identify an extent and nature of the interest and concern of the country’s
populaion in the problems of foreign policy and internationd affairs. This was an atempt by an empiricd
way to determine what place the issues of foreign policy occupy within the structure of mass
consciousness of the Azerbaijani population, within the set of people€' s socia values and preferences.

It was important for severd reasons. Firdly, there is a certain posshility that in terms of trangtion
and socid-economica hardships the ordinary citizens are not up to these externd problems. They could
react with an absolute indifference to what is going on outdde the country, wha kind of reations
Azerbaijan maintan with other countries in what internationd unions, entities and organizations our
country has been involved, what would be our future development in internationd arena.

Thus, it would be appropriate to suppose that if the socia gpathy and nihilism do exig regarding the
intracsocia and political life and processes, what should one say in this case concerning externa policy
and affairs? On the other hand, different points of view can dso exid. In terms of radicd socid-palitica
transformations and crises, the public attention and concern can be predominantly focused on externd-
politicd problems and events. Therefore, we faced with the necessity to verify these dternative
hypotheses.

According to the survey, in average 14.9% (i.e. 16.0% in September 2001 - February 2002 and
13.8% in September 2002 — February 2003) of respondents are taking the interest on the subject "to a large
extent”, 46.2% (47.6%-44.8%) - "to a certan extent”, 29.5% (28.5%-30.5%) - “to asmdl extent’, while
9.4% (7.9%-11.0%) - "precticdly taking no interest a dl" in the issues of foreign policy and internationa
affars (See Annex A. Endnote 2).

Figure 1. Interest of Respondentsin the Issues of Foreign Policy and
International Affairs

-~ ™
9,4% 14,9%

L |

29,5%

—146,2%
to alarge extent to acertain extent
to asmall extent nointerest at all

N

As is evidet, these figures are mogdly affirmative of the second hypothess. The generd levd of
cognitive interest of our respondents in the issues of foreign policy and internationa affairs is quite high. It
provides interest in the foreign policy phenomenon as it is (its essence, gods, tools), in the latest
developments in the international relaions area and, correspondingly, to the broad diverdty of processes
and eventsin thisrealm.

We think it rather naturd that for an overwheming mgority of the survey paticipants this interest
is of sporadic nature, from event to another event, “if something interesting and attractive does happen”.
However, it is dso quite symptomatic that there ae some people among our respondents who take not only
purdly abdtract interest in the issues of foreign policy and internationa affairs, but aso rather stable and
permanent “theoreticd” interest, such as reading popular and even specid professond literature on the
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topic, involvement in various public discussons, tak-shows, etc. There is dso a group of highly educated
people, intdlectuds, who take an acute and even professond interest in these issues, are deeply and
serioudy interested in the issues of foreign policy. This group is bascdly comprised of sudents of
universities, representatives of science and policy, public figures.

In fact, a varying interest in foreign policy has been identified among different educationd categories
of the population. If people with lower educationa level are more interested in the day-to-day news and
events, intellectuas primarily concentrate on anaytical aspects and specid literature.

Awareness of the events and processes in the international life. An important component of
people’'s foreign-policy consciousness is their awareness in this fidd, knowledge of the main, principd
current events and processes in the area of international
life and affars. Our respondents have been asked to express their subjective opinion on the leve of thar
competence in foreign policy and internationd affairs.

The below-shown are sdf-assessments of foreign-policy awareness. "not informed a dl" - 9.4% of
respondents (7.6%-11.1%); "some idea in this fidd" - 67.0% (65.9%-68.1%) (‘I can mantan a
conversation on the subject, but would like to know morée'); "informed wel enough" - 22.7% (25.4%-
20.0%) (‘familiar quite wel with recent devdopments in this ared’); "professondly ded with these
problems” - 0.9% (1.1%-0.8%) (“I have good enough levd of knowledge', "I have had professond
traning in the fidd"). And, a last, some respondents sad that it was had to evauate ther own
knowledge.

Figure 2. Awareness of the Eventsand Processes in theInternational Life
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As is seen, a rather condderable portion of respondents subjectively consider themselves as quite
wdl-versed and informed in the aea of internationa life foreign policy and interndtiond affars.
Meanwhile, a share of those dressng insufficiency of their knowledge and being interested in gaining
more additiond information is subgantia as wdl. Of empiricd interest is the fact that while men are more
informed in foreign policy and internationd affairs (27.6% vs. 17,8%), more women are trying to get the
additiona information about these issues (16.1% vs. 12.5%).

It is quite naturd that awareness of foreign policy issues is higher with the educated pat of the
population than that with the less educated one. At the same time, they are characterized by a more
redligtic assessment of their knowledge and the desire to learn more about foreign policy.

Sources of knowledge and information about international relations. What are the main sources

of information for citizens of Azerbajan about events and processes teking place in the area of
internationd relaions?
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Table1l. Major Sources of Information about International Life and Relations (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Foreign TV (Russian, Turkish) 72.9 77.3 75.0
2. National TV 67.3 77.3 72.3
3. L ocal newspaper sand magazines 38.3 33.6 35.9
4. Foreign newspaper s and magazines 29.8 24.8 27.3
5. Foreign radio 11.3 9.1 10.2
6. National radio 9.6 8.0 8.8
7. Public discussions 9.0 8.1 8.6
8. Conversations, rumors 74 6.8 7.2
9. I nter net 7.3 4.9 6.1

As follows from the Table, presently there are numerous sources of information about internationa
life and rdations (See Annex A. Endnote 3). It is quite naturd that mass media is the widely spread and
popular sources of information. This firg of dl, involves TV prograns. People gpply quite frequently
(75.0%) to foreign (Russan, Turkish) or our nationa (72.3%) Azerbajani televison programs, take an
active interest in current events, news, reports, interviews deding with the internationd life and reations.
Moreover, officdd (AZTV-1, AZTV-2) and independent channels (ANS, “Space’, “LIDER’) are
approximately equd in terms of thelr popularity among dtizens

Thus, tdevison has been the main source of informatiion on foreign policy and internationd affars
for the respondents residing in Baku (capital of the country) or large cities, such as Gandja and Sumgait.
An exception here have been smdl towns like Guba and Lenkoran, snce most respondents in these regions
receive information mostly from newspapers or occasional sources.

Next in importance for our respondents are loca newspapers and magazines (35.9%), and foreign
newspapers and magazines (27.3%). People prefer to read specid aticles in periodicals on vaious
internationa topics. Specid issues, stientific-popular books and magazines are very popular among the
young generations, in particular, among students.

Congderably less popular with the Azerbajani broad public are foreign radio (10.2%) and nationa
radio (8.8%) programs. Among not very widey spread sources are aso public discussons (8.6%),
conversations and rumors (7.1%), which is, however, quite natura, for ordinary people like to tak about
foreign policy and internationd affairs, to exchange of “confidentid”, “firg-hand’ information in this area
By the way, it has turned out that over one-third of respondents quite often touch upon on the topic. Some
information is obtained by people, bascdly, youngsters, aso from Internet (6.1%). Also mentioned were
such sources of information as lectures, seminars, schools, universities, colleges, workplaces.

Regarding these matters, respondents noted in ther comments as folows “I am vey much
interested in events taking place in the world, especidly, in the Middle and Near Eas, Irag, antiterrorist
campaign’, “lI watch very often any news on internationa contacts of Azerbajan”, "l like a specid

program about these issues'’, “it draws me closer to the world, | fed my rdation to this world, snce I'm
aware of what is hagppening”, “I want to know, what occurs in the modern world, because it may have its
affect on events in our country, as well as on ordinary persons too”, “for example, world developments
may affect dropping dollar exchange rate in our country”. The oppodte opinions were as follows “The
events that occur in the world are very far from us, we have our own problems and difficulties, therefore,
everything that occurs in contemporary world is not interesting for me”.

Some respondents believe it is necessary to increase the number of specia programs on televison
and radio devoted to internationd affairs ("it is very important”), while another group is prore to think that
"there is dready enough of them", "it is not so important”.

Important and pressing problems for Azerbaijan. Respondents were offered to name what they
believe to be the most serious and relevant problems for Azerbaijan today. The spectrum of important
problems facing the country, listed by the respondents, was quite extensve. All of them can be grouped
into the following key categories (in order of priority for respondents):
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Table2. Important and Relevant Problemsfor Azerbaijan (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average

1. | Settlement of Nagorno Karabakh conflict 68.6 77.3 72.9
2. | Restoration of territorial integrity of the country 55.6 65.4 60.5
3. | Economicreforms 55.8 48.8 52.3
4. | Struggleagainst corruption and criminality 49.1 39.4 44.3
5. | Decrease of the unemployment 39.9 44,1 42.0
6. | Social security of thecitizens 43.8 39.1 41.4
7. | Return of refugees tother lands 30.9 42.3 36.6
8. | istablishment of stability and order in society 25.9 38.0 31.9
9. | Establishingtheruleof law 35.0 28.4 317
10. [ Democratization of publiclife 36.4 26.8 31.6
11. Deyelopmgnt of good,.friendly relationswith 26.4 248 256

neighbouring countries
12. | Development of international relations 24.0 22.5 23.3
13. | Attraction of foreign investments 21.9 16.8 19.3
14. Creation of favourableinternational “image’ of the 228 148 188

country

As has been expected, the overwheming mgority of respondents voiced problems related to
unresolved conflict Stuation in our country. In the opinion of our respondents, the most important, “hot”
and exigent for Azerbajan are the problems of “settlement of Nagorno Karabakh conflict” (72.9%) and
“restoration of territorid integrity of the country” (60.5%). Moreover, during one year passed since the
fird stage of the survey, this percentage has essentidly increased - by 10 percent in both cases. Also,
during the interview our respondents repestedly referred to the problem of refugees and interndly
displaced persons as a consequence of this conflict, 36.6% of them beieve tha today the problem of
primary concern is “return of refugeesto their lands’.

It has to be kept in mind that the problems of Armenian aggresson againgt our country and ethnic
separatism undoubtedly are of primary concern for citizens of Azerbajan irrespective of ther nationdity.
Representatives of dl ethnic groups who took part in the survey practicaly were unanimous in stressng
the extremey negative role of Armenia on this track. It was repeatedly mentioned by many respondents
that Armenian armed forces ill occupy afifth part of Azerbajan’sterritory.

Further, it is seen that many externd problems are viewed by Azerbajani people in the light of the
unresolved conflict over Nagorno Karabakh. Even people's attitudes to either country depend on latter’'s
officia position and action regarding the conflict.

Another large group (52.3%) of respondents answers dedt with the issues of “economic reforms’,
socid and economic problems, such as poverty, socid polarization and indudria decline. Respondents
have dso atached a particular atention to such mutudly related problems as “sruggle againgt corruption
and caimindity” (44.3%), “decrease of the unemployment” (42.0%) and “socid security of the dtizens’
(41.4%). Another category of answers (one-third in average) touched upon such important issues as
democracy-building in Azerbajan: “democraizing public life’ (31.6%), “edablishing the rule of law”
(31.7%) and closdy related “mantaining the stability and order in society” (31.9%). As is evident, quite a
great number of respondents consder the problem of building of the democratic, civil and legd society to
be one of the most important and chalenging for Azerbajan at the present sage.

And, a lagt, worthy of note are such issues, as “devdoping good, friendly redaions with
neighbouring countries’  (25.6%), “developing internationa relations’ (23.3%), “attracting the foreign
invesments (19.3%) and “credting favourable internationd “image’ of the country” (18.8%) occupy close
positions on the lidt.

It should be noted that Azerbajani people mostly tend toward internal socia, economic and politica
problems, but it does not mean that they ignore externa problems. Despite of their location in the lower
pat of the lig, the issues of internationd relations are taken quite serioudy, interestedly and attentively by
our generd public. In fact, fourthv/fifth part of interviewed people indicated these problems.

In other words, these problems occupy in the mass consciousness and public life a smaler portion,
"dengty” only in comparison with internd problems of the country. Of interest is the fact that nearly the
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fifth pat of the surveyed people is anxious for internationd "image' of the country. This is largdy
indicative of a certan maturity and developed nature of mass foreign-policy consciousness of Azerbajan’s
citizens. Ordinary people, apparently, start to redize importance and necessity of the given issue for the
international development of the country, its progress and the status on internationa scene.

Attitude towards current Azerbaijan’s foreign policy. How have respondents assessed the current
Azerbajan’ s foreign policy and the foreign politica line of our country?

Table 3. Attitude Towards Azerbaijan’s Foreign Palicy (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Completely approve 10.1 12.8 114
2. Basically approve 57.6 45.9 51.8
3. Basically disapprove 235 26.8 25.1
4. Totally disapprove 6.3 8.5 74
5. It isdifficult to answer 25 6.1 4.3

It has been ascertaned that the consderable mgority (63.2%) thinks that the current Azerbajan's
foreign policy may be approved. Among them 11.4% (10.1%-12.8%) of respondents “completely approve’
("reforms in this area are progressing fast enough”, “we have achieved a lot of impressve, remarkable
diplomatic victories thanks to our politica leaders and diplomats efforts’) and 51.8% (57.6%-45.9%) of
respondents “badicaly approve’ the externd politicd course of the Azerbajani government. For example,
respondents stressed some achievements of our foreign policy over the last few years, such as a
membership in the Council of Europe and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, improvement of relaions
with the West and Russia, diplomeatic successes at the PACE and OSCE Summitsin Lisbon and Istanbul.

There are no paticular differences between men and women in ther gpproving attitudes towards
foreign policy matters. Also, al educationd and occupational groups were represented in gpproximeately
equd proportions.

Meanwhile, 32.5% of respondents have expressed their dissatisfaction with the Azerbaijan's foreign
policy and, respectively, international development of our country. They were saying that postive changes
and reforms in this area "are not as rgpid as they should be', "extremdy dow and ineffective’ and even
that "reforms are not carried out a dl". And findly just 4.3% (2.5%-6.1%) of respondents faled to answer
the question.

Public’s influence on decison-making in the area of foreign policy. What is the role of civil
society in the foreign policy pursued by the country? Is the generd public of our country capable of
affecting the decision-making in the area of foreign policy?

Table4. Public'sInfluence on Foreign Palicy (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. | Doesnot influenceat all 43.6 51.9 47.8
2. | Influencesto a certain, somewhat degree 46.1 31.4 38.8
3. [ Influencesquitestrongly 7.9 11.0 9.4
4. | Itisdifficult to answer 24 5.8 4.1

The survey has shown that approximatdy a haf of respondents - 47.8% (43.6%-51.9%) are sure that
generd public does not influence foreign policy a dl ("it could influence properly if we had democrdtic
society”, “no one is interested in our opinion”). Moreover, this category rose by 8 percent during a year.
Another group of respondents - 38.8% (46.1%-31.4%) express an opinion that such kind of civil society’s
influence on the foreign policy takes place to a certain degree. On the contrary, this proportion reduced
since the firg stage of the research. Approximately one out of ten of respondents - 9.4% (7.9%-11.0%) is
rather optimistic on this issue, suggedting that ordinary citizen are cagpable to influence foreign policy quite
grongly ("this has led to the improvement of our foreign policy activity", "there are some dgnificant
positive changesin this ared’).
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As viewed by some respondents, the lack or absence of public control over foreign policy may lead
to undesrable consequences, inadequate decisons on this track, "the influence of common people on
foreign policy is modly postive as there is a lack of trust towards politica leaders and diplomats,
bureaucrats’. On the other hand, some respondents regard the growth in impact of public opinion on
foreign policy as a negatlve phenomenon only, substantiating thelir podtion by the fact that "so far every
political force or movement is making use of foreign policy for its own benefit’, "unfortunately, foreign
policy is being politicized", “it is not 0 easy, maybe impossble, to find decison tha sidfies everybody”,
"I am categoricdly agangt dl kinds of ordinary people€'s involvements and activities because they ae
completely incompetent in this aredl’.

2.2 Public Attitudesto NATO

As is known, military-politica contacts of Azerbajan with the NATO block have intensfied over
the past few years. Azerbajan is activdy involved in diffeeent NATO programs, in paticular, the
"Patnership for Peace’ program. Vaious news of the Alliance got widdy digtributed in the country and
became accessible for ordinary people.

Therefore, one of the mgor gods of our empiricd study was to analyze the public perception of the
Alliance, socid edimation of its role and place in the modern world as a whole and in the South Caucasus
region, in particular, as wel as opinions about its influence on geopolitical Stuation in the given region. A
specia emphasiswas laid on the problems of devel opment relations between Azerbaijan and NATO.

Awareness of N???’s activity. Mgor dement of public perception of particular internaiond
organization is a certan amount of knowledge about it. Any attitudes and adherence to internaiond
subject account for, d least, an dementary levd of familiarizetion with this entity. Therefore, during the
survey, respondents were asked about the extent of thelr awareness and knowledge of NATO, its primary,
dominant activity and misson.

Table5. Awarenessof N??7? s Activity (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Not awareat all 17.8 24.3 21.0
2. Have someinfor mation of it 59.0 61.0 60.0
3. Informed rather well 23.3 14.8 19.0

It has turned out that 60.0% (59.0%-61.0%) of survey paticipants have some information of it
("have heard about it"), 19.0% (23.3%-14.8%) are familiar and informed rather well, while 21.0% (17.8%-
24.3%) are absolutely unaware of N??7? and its activity. We think that the reveded, quite reasonable leve
of peoplés generd familiarity with N??? activity became possble due to the openness of Azerbajani
society that was achieved in recent years. But it isjust one side of the coin.

In the survey context the respondents were dso asked about their understanding and comprehension
of some key principles, dominant activity and misson of the Alliance. In this regard, the picture was
completely different. It has turned out that just a few understand quite well and know the nature of al these
issues, for example, for what purposes the Alliance had been created (“to protect each other againgt the
Soviet block,” as most frequently mentioned explanation). The interview found out that vast mgority of
respondents had never heard about the program caled “Partnership for Peace’. Even just a few (around 3
percent) of our respondents do know the meaning and abbreviaion of term as “NATO’. Only one in
twelve of the respondents identified term “NATQO” correctly following the September 2002 — February
2003 survey. As compared to the September 2001 — February 2002 survey, where 7% of those surveyed
sad that they know what the NATO is, it was an indgnificant increase of people who were informed in
these matters. Nevertheess, one can conclude that the term “North Atlantic Treaty Organization” is dill
very poorely understood by ordinary people in Azerbaijan.

Magor differences were identified between various educationd and occupational groups. Based on
profession, the percentage of the population who know the term “NATO” is highest amongst those
engaged in education, mess media, public entities, science, law; and lowest amongst those employed in
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public catering, agriculture, trangport, communication, trade and commerce. Industry, busness, public
hedth services, dae adminidration, government, culture and at showed an average leve of familiarity
with theterm “NATO".

At the same time, we condder as remarkable the fact that some respondents expressed interest in
ganing the more detalled and precise information about the Alliance. Those interested in receiving more
information on NATO were dso asked in what areas they would like to receive more information. The
area which respondents were more interested in was the prospective NATO enlargement and Azerbajan's
chance of becoming NATO member. The score of NATO enlargement, around 8 out of 10, is very
indicative of the great interest the respondents show in such a process. The interest of the respondents to
learn more on NATO enlargement found its pardld in al socid caegories. In each of them, NATO
enlargement and Azerbaijan’'s chance of becoming NATO member received the highest score, despite
vaidions in the levd of interet in other areas. This once more confirms the importance that the
respondents attach to Azerbaijan’'s NATO membership. Also our respondents would like to have a clearer
view of this organization, to become closdly familiar with itskey principles.

As for professona categories, there were high levels of interest in greater awareness of NATO.
There were, however, differences from one category to the other, some more interested to recelve more
information on NATO, others - less. Thus, the mogt interested categories were the mass media, which
could have been expected. Yet even in this case, some 10% of the journdists showed no interest in
recelving more information on NATO. State adminidration, government was the next category with
highest percentage of respondents, 86.7 %, interested to receive more information on NATO. Business and
locd NGO respondents were least interested in this respect, dthough in both groups there is limited
information on NATO.

Attitude towards NATO. What is, as a whole, peopl€ s attitude towards the NATO block? What is
the “image’ of NATO in the mirror of the Azerbdjani public opinion? The following spectrum of
perception and attitudes towards the block has been discovered during the survey:

Figure 3. Respondents' attitude towards NATO
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As is seen, quite an extensive range of atitudes and opinions regarding NATO has been ascertained.
Firg of dl, it is necessary to specify rather interested attitude of our generd public to the Alliance - 45.9%
(46.8%-45.1%). Predominating are dso podtive, tolerant attitudes of "respect” - 21.6% (22.5%-20.6%),
"friendliness and amiability" - 16.0% (16.9%-15.1%), “favorability, sympathy” - 11.7% (13.5%-9.9%),
“trugt, confidence’ - 7.8% (7.0%-8.5%). This makes atotal of approximately 60 percent.

By contrast, unfavorable, negative and non-tolerant attitudes to NATO (“suspicion” - 12.9% (11.6%-
14.3%), "didike, hodility, contempt, criticisam” - 7.3% (6.1%-8.5%)) were encountered only in a quite
gmdl portion (in totd of 20 percent) of respondents. It is adso quite symptomatic that one in five
respondents expressed towards the block NATO “indifference and neutrdity” - 21.9% (20.3%-23.6%).
This proportion is totaly in line with the number of respondents (roughly 21.0%) who were absolutely
unaware of N??? activity. In pardld with these assessments, some portion d respondents (around 5 6%)
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was characterized having other emotiona responses and fedings regarding this organization, for example,
“hope’, “great expectation”, “underdanding” and even “sense of inferiority” ("sometimes | fed that we
need very long way to achieve their advantages’).

Some differences regarding this issue have been discovered between residentid aress. Judging by the
obtained information, particularly favorable and amicable Stuaion is in Baku (21%), Guba (19%) and
Sumgait (18%), unlike Gandja and Lenkoran, where, for ingtance, the share of those who have pointed out
the "unfavorable’ and "unfriendly” naiure of NATO perception is the biggest (9.4% and 8.9%). For
comparison, in Baku this indicator conditutes 5.6%. Probably, such a tendency is explaned by the
exigence of a grest number of various well-educated, intellectual, westernized groups of people in the
capitd of the country. Provincid respondents have displayed much more negative sentiments in ther
views of NATO. Neverthdess, in generd it would be quite justifiable to talk of norma, cam perceptions
of this organization in the surveyed regions, towns of our country.

Changing attitude towards NATO in comparison with the Soviet period. It was important to
follow up on the dynamics of the changing dtitude of the Azerbajan's population towards NATO as
compared to the Soviet period. Judging by the obtained information, a rather complicated picture of
dynamics of NATO public perception is observed.

Figure 4. Dynamics of attitudestowardsNATO
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As is seen, a greater portion of respondents (54.3%) have changed their views on NATO towards
growth of pogdtive perception of the organizaion, while 28.4% of them have indicated that their atitudes
“dightly improved" and 25.9% have pointed out that ther attitudes towards NATO “consderably
improved” snce gaining independence. And at last, a very smal portion was made of respondents, whose
atitudes have "consderably worsened” (5.4%) or "dightly worsened' (4.4%) in comparison with the
Soviet times. NATO perception of every fourth (28.6%) respondents has practicdly remained on the
previous leve ("just like before, in the socidist time”).

It is, of course, quite naturd that the negative facts of the representation of NATO for genera public
our respondents mainly associate with the Soviet times. Those are just few comments of our respondents -
“in those days, NATO looked extremdy badly”, “we were afraid to tdl something good about this block,
while we are not now», “it was forbidden at that time, especidly if you were a member of Communist
paty”, “there were a lot of obstacles on the way of getting objective and true information about the
Alliance’.

It is indicative that many representatives of older and middle generations could not forget fear,
redricion and prohibitions in the Soviet times reated to the “aggressve’, according to officid
propaganda, nature of the Alliance They recdl such examples of “paliticad branwashing’: “even now,
when | hear by TV about NATO, | fed a sense of fear”, “even now it is unpleasant to me to speek on this
theme’, “this propagation was consequence of cold war”, “then we lived as if in the besieged fortress, we
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had a beseged mentdity”, “an idea of tight opposition between the two camps congtantly took roots into
our mind and consciousness’, “now it is not so easy to accept something good about the block”.

Meanwhile, young generdtions are not able to compare these two periods. In their comments, they
indicated and appreciated the present freedom, absence of fear in this area. Opinion of youth on the NATO
is of the big interest, because they have no negative Soviet experience and are open to such kind of
didogue. According to the survey, young people in Azerbaijan mainly tend towards the West, Europe and
America, are more susceptible to the Western democratic values, capable to apprehend the common
universal concepts and values. It could be explaned by the fact that now there is immeasuradly more
information on the outsde world, there is no previous divison into ideologicd camps and poles caused by
“cold war”. Young respondents marked present openness of our society as a very important factor in
Azerbaijan’s road towards European community, dmost as important as the reforms in economy and
politics.

Azerbaijan’s relationship with NATO. An essentid pat of the survey explored opinions on the
levd and character of reaionship between Azerbajan and NATO, exising problems, contradictions and
difficulties in this area. These reationships could be consdered as a complicated phenomenon of various
patterns of interactions exiging in this area.

Table 6. Azerbaijan’s Relationship with NATO (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average

1. Relations of partner ship 27.3 30.5 28.9
2. Friendly, amicable 26.1 30.3 28.2
3. Neutral 33.5 22.4 27.9
4. Mutual distrust, dislike 74 8.3 7.8
5. Competitive, rival - - -

6. Conflict - - -

7. It isdifficult to answer 5.8 8.6 7.2

As is seen, present reationship between Azerbaijan and NATO is as follows. In the mgority d cases
(57.1%) these reations were evaduated as “patnership” - 28.9% (27.3%-30.5%) and "friendliness,
amiability, mutua respect” - 28.2% (26.1%-30.3%), i.e. a favorable and benevolent estimation prevails.
Further, these rdations were perceived as "neutrd" by 27.9% (33.5%-22.4%) of interviewed. Only 7.8%
(7.4%-8.3%) of respondents think that these relations are based on "mutud mistrust and didike'. Also,
7.2% (5.8%-8.6%) of respondents had difficulties in giving their assessment. It is noticegble that no one
from Azerbajani generd public indicated the "conflicting and tense' or “competitive, rivd” character of
these relations (“how can a reationship of competition between our entities be possble, snce we ae
incomparable ones’).

The answers to the given quedion, as a whole, illudrate manly podtive edimation of bilaterd
relations between Azerbadjan and NATO; these edtimations are essentidly shifted to the podtive edge of
the rating scae. Our respondents practicaly have not specified any serious, unsolvable problems in sphere
of our mutud relations.

Changein Azerbaijan-NATO relations for the last several years. Our intention was to determine
respondents  perception regarding how relations between Azerbaijan and NATO have changed for the last
3-4 years, how people subjectively evaduate recent developments, transformations in this area It was
important in terms of monitoring of public opinion dynamics.
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Figure 5. Change in Relations between Azerbaijan and NATO for the Last
Several Years(in %)
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The survey has illusrated that the absolute maority of respondents (around 80 percent) thinks that
the reationship between Azerbajan and NATO has improved in recent severa years. Among them more
than a half (51.3%) (47.5%-55.1%) think that these reations have dightly improved, while every fourth
respondent (27.9%) (27.5%-28.4%) believes tha these rdaions have improved consgderably (“the
relations are becoming broader, friendly and condructive’, “the Stuation in this respect has cleared up and
ameliorated”). Only about 16 percent (19.5%-12.3%) suppose that relationship between Azerbajan and
NATO has remaned precticdly on the previous leve, unchanged. At the same time, none of the
respondents has indicated that these relations have deteriorated.

Thus, Azerbajani respondents have subjectively observed a congderable shift for the better in the
area of AzerbajanrNATO rdations. In fact, this category was made up of representatives of different
socid, demographic and ethnic groups that have participated in our survey. This is an obvious indicator of
the fact that such a pogtive response for the genera date of AzerbaijanrNATO rdations is not
characterigtic of any particular socid group, but is rather connected with the red tangible generd changes
in this sphere over the last severd years. Ordinary citizens just adequately perceive and follow these
radical geopalitical transformations and dynamics.

Role NATO plays in the modern world. The respondents have been offered to define ther
opinions concerning the role NATO currently plays in the modern world and how its impact on
international processes has changed over the past few years.

Table 7. Respondents Views on the Role of NATO in the Modern
World and itsImpact on International Processes

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Positive 15.4 17.0 16.2
2. Rather positive, than negative 52.9 49.3 51.2
3. Rather negative, than postive 15.4 184 16.9
4. Negative 4.1 5.0 4.6
5. Other 8.0 4.8 6.4
6. It isdifficult to answer 4.3 5.6 4.9

The survey has demonstrated that the considerable magority (about 68 percent) regards this role as
postive as excdudvely postive - 16.2% (15.4%-17.0%) and as rather pogtive, than negative - 51.2%
(52.9%-49.3%). In so doing, the respondents most frequently used the following comments and arguments:
"this Alliance gave the impetus to the system of internationd development”, "without NATO's pressure on
former Warsaw Pact countries, Soviet block, we would not have become an independents state’, "we owe
NATO countries for our independence, as the Soviet Union has broken up, being in no postion to stand
the arms races'. It is a little bit more than 20 percent of respondents who perceive this role as negative: as
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exdusvey negative - 4.6% (4.1%-5.0%) and as rather negative, than podtive - 16.9% (15.4%-18.4%).
Another part of respondents — only 6.4% (8.0%-4.8%) presume that the role of NATO in the modern world
has been dud: in some sense as positive and some sense as negative.

No datidicdly evident differences between respondents, representing various socid and
demographic sub-groups, have been discovered. It is worth indicating that some respondents as bearers of
indifferent, even unfavorable attitudes towards NATO have dressed an important role of this organization
in the modern world, its substantia impact on internationa developments.

Role NATO plays in the South Caucasus region. The respondents have been offered to define
their opinions concerning the role of NATO in the South Caucasus and its impact on regiond
devdopment. As is evident, this region is an extremey, vitadly important for Azerbajan nation's internd
and externd devdopment and security conditions. Any changes in the bdance of forces essentidly
influence security conditions of our country that we could observe repestedly for the last severa years.
With that end in view, respondents were adso asked to express their opinion concerning the growing or
decreasing role of the organization in our region.

Table 8. Attitude of RespondentstowardstheRole of NATO in the
South Caucasusand Its Impact on Regional Processes

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Postive 11.1 12.1 11.6
2. Rather positive, than negative 46.1 36.3 41.2
3. Rather negative, than positive 19.8 20.8 20.3
4, Negative 4.6 5.8 5.2
5. Noroleat all 4.9 9.3 7.1
6. Other 6.1 4.3 5.2
7. It isdifficult to answer 7.4 11.6 9.5

Thus, more than a haf of respondents (52.8%) think that the role of NATO in our region has been
advancing in the pogtive direction. This role is perceved as exclusvely pogtive ly 11.6% (11.1%-12.1%)
and as rather postive, than negaive by 41.2% (46.1%-36.3%) of respondents. In so doing, some survey
participants indicate that the role of NATO is on the increase of late, that this organization has Sarted
playing a more decisve and noticegble role in this region. Some respondents noted that this role is
growing, but only for the time being, while Russa has consderably weekened for last years. It is
indicative that the opinions concerning the podtive role of NATO have been expressed equdly by
representatives of various socid and demographic sub-groups.

A twice smdler is a share of respondents (25.5%) who guess that the role of NATO in the South
Caucasus and its impact on regiona processes is negative. Among this group of respondents are those who
percave this influence as exdusvely negdive - 5.2% (4.6%-5.8%) and as rather negative, than postive -
20.3% (19.8%-20.8%). Respondents primarily explain their negative vison by reason that the presence of
this organization in our region brings split and isolation to the regiond countries. Just an inggnificant part
of respondents (around 7 percent) said that the role of the organization is “equd to the zero”, “very minor”.
Those are more frequently mentioned comments. “influence of NATO in our region a the present time is
wegkening", "severd years ago the role of this organization was higher than now".

Approximatdly every third respondent declared that the influence of NATO in our region is on the
increase of late, and generdly welcomed the growth of this role. A tenth part of al respondents sad they
attach a tremendous importance to the role of NATO in our region. Every fourth respondent thinks that this
organization occupies an important place in the region. This role is aso regarded as moderate and
inggnificant for a smal group of respondents, while one in ten has indicated that NATO does not play any
rolein thisregion.

It may be supposed from the obtained data that respondents allocate to NATO quite a noticeable part
and sometimes an outstanding influence in the South Caucasus region. At the same time, they singled out
some negative and darming aspects of the NATO activity in this region and foresaw a number of potentid
problems in this regard. Some, for instance, have paid attention to the fact that "over the last severd years
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the role of NATO has increased, but one should not forget that we live in the region, which higoricaly

controlled by such great regiond powers, as Russa and Iran”, “we are very wesk dtate and can not pursue
independent policy yet".

Confidence in NATO'’s ability to promote peace, stability and security in the South Caucasus.
Is NATO, in respondents opinion, cagpable of deding respongbly with problems and promoting peace,
Sability and security in our region?

Figure 6. Confidencein NATO’s Ability to Promote Peace and
Stability in the South Caucasus (in %)
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As was the case (49.3%) a year ago during the firs stage of survey, a smdl mgority (52.4%) of
respondents voiced during the second stage their confidence in NATO's ability to promote peace, stability
and security in this region. At the same time, each third respondent - 34.8% (36.3%-33.4%) has stated
misrust regarding ability of this organization to ded respongbly with regond problems and to establish
here sable and safe Stuation. There were dso other reactions - 10.1% (12.1%-8.1%), like “doubt” and
“skepticiam”. And, at lagt, just 4.3% (2.4%-6.1%) of respondents failed to answer this question.

It is intereting that these obtained data generdly coincide and corrdate with a previous postive
esimation by our respondents the role NATO plays in the South Caucasus region. As this case is
concerned, this role is specified in the dabilization of the Stuation in our region. This dso reaffirms an
overestimated level of expectations from this organization. One of the basic expectations is its assgtance in
the creation of dtable and safe politicd amosphere here. Owing possbly to the latest developments in the
South Caucasus, certain frudrations and disgppointments could arise among some groups of population
concerning proper and improper actions.

Approval or disapproval actions that Alliance has taken in recent years. Of interest was to find
out if Azerbajani people approve or disapprove various actions and operations taken by this Alliance in
recent years.

Table9. Approval Actions That Alliance Has Taken In Recent Years (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. | Approve 51.1 56.6 53.9
2. | Disapprove 30.3 27.0 28.6
3. | Other 114 55 8.4
4. | Itisdifficult to answer 7.3 10.9 9.1

From these data we can see that dthough Azerbajani people are wel-disposed in generd toward
NATO and desire closer ties with the Alliance, they do not necessarily gpprove dl types of its actions.
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Almogt one-third of respondents - 28.6% (30.3%-27.0%) disapprove actions that Alliance has taken
in recent years. For example, such actions as NATO Allied Force Operation in Former Yugodavia have
particularly been disgpproved. They said that NATO was wrong in taking military actions againgt Serbia

At the same time, it is interesting that more than hdf - 53.9% (51.1%-56.6%) of the Azerbaijani
generd public react pogtively to the actions and operations taken NATO of late. Among mostly approved
actions there were NATO peace-making operations in Former Yugodavia, Afghanisan, misson in
Kosovo. Almost onein ten - 9.1% (7.3%-10.9%) offered no opinion on thisissue.

Accession of Azerbaijan to NATO: "for" and "against”". What is citizens dtitude towards the
idea of the accesson of Azerbaijan to NATO? Is this idea supported or rgected by the mgority of the
population of our country? This is a crucid question of our survey. We guess that the generd attitude to
this organization, findly, should be redized in the aspiration to enter it, to become its full-fledged member.
Respondents were asked a question: “What is your attitude towards the idea of the accesson of Azerbaijan
to NATO?

Table10. Attitudetowardsthe ldea of the Accession of Azerbaijan to NATO (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average

1. | Totally support thisidea 17.6 22.8 20.2
2 Bas_|cally |t_ isa good idea, but now we do not meet 378 40.4 39.1

their reguirementsand standards

Itispossiblein principle, only if it will not lead to
3. c?nflictswith another countries 210 19.9 20.4
4. | Neutral, indifferent 12.6 11.6 12.1
5. This problem should not have something to do with 74 26 50

our country
6. | Absolutely against thisidea 3.6 2.8 3.2

As is seen from the Table, rather gable, even increasing trend is in the mass opinion on supporting
idea of accesson of Azerbaijan to NATO. If in September 2001 — February 2002 17.6% of respondents
totaly supported this idea, in September 2002 — February 2003 a proportion of respondents, who fully
support the idea of Azerbaijan accesson to NATO, reached 22.8%. In fact, a percentage of respondents
having of neutrd, indifferent attidude towards this issue remained dmost the same - 12.1% (12.6%-
11.6%).

Moreover, about 60 percent of our respondents generdly accept the idea of future membership of
Azerbajan in NATO dructure. Meanwhile, they dipulate this support by a number of conditions and
circumstances. For example, 39.1% (37.8%-40.4%) of respondents think that basicdly it is a good idea,
but now we do not meet ther requirements and sandards “especidly in the area of democracy and fair
eections’, “we have a lot of bribe in government and army”, “there is no elementary order and respect for
lawsin our country”, “presently our armed forces are at avery wesk and low levd”.

There were dso 20.4% (21.0%-19.9%) of those respondents, who expressed their concern in this
regard. Thinking that this integration with NATO is possble in principle, they worry that this act will leed
to conflict and clashes with other countries. The most frequently mentioned countries in this context were
Russaand Iran (“if we enter NATO, their reaction might be very tough and unpredictable’).

The survey has dso illudrated that there is a part (around 8 percent) of respondents, who are drictly
oppose the process of entry of Azerbaijan into NATO sysem. Among them 5.0% (7.4%-2.6%) of the
interviewed, who judtify this opinion by the Statement that this problem should not have something to do
with their country. In this case the following motivations were used mos frequently: “we have now more
important, vitd problems and should solve them firg of dl”, “it will have very bad, dedructive
consequences for our nation”. But, it 5 dso worthy to note that a share of respondents, who are absolutely
agang the idea of Azerbajan’'s drive for the NATO membership even decreased on the second stage of
our survey (2.8% versus 3.6%).

Thus, as it can be seen in the data above, the trend in the years 2001-2003 was rather steady — the
results indicate that the support for NATO accession is expressed by over four-fifths of the Azerbajani
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population surveyed. The same empiricd fact that vast mgority of Azerbajani people have explicitly
dated ther dedre to join NATO means, firdly, that they do not percelve it as hogile dliance and,
secondly, they consider Azerbajan's NATO membership as a very important factor in our path to the
Wegt, as a mgor chance for having safe and prosperous life. Rather high level of support for Azerbajan's
NATO membership was dso reflected in the fact that respondents in dl categories thought that
strengthening relations with NATO should be priority for the Azerbaijani government.

The surprising fact came to light during the interview - a consderable number of respondents seem
to think that NATO should admit Azerbajan even if the later is not reedy to become a full-fledged
member of this dliance. The answers among the professond and occupational categories varied
consderably. In some of them, housewives, pensoners, unemployed, refugees, IDPs, the mgority of
respondents, answered that NATO can admit Azerbaijan even before the country is prepared to become its
member. The fact that most respondents thought that NATO should admit Azerbajan even despite its low
dandards reflects a mgor misconception on this process. Sometimes, integration with the Alliance seems
to be perceived as a decison to be taken in Brussds rather than an ongoing effort on the Azerbaijani Sde
to raise its economic, political, socia and military standards.

During the survey, we checked up a hypothesis that the attitude to the integration into NATO is
srongly corrdlated with socia-demographic status of the interviewed, especidly, with age and educationa
categories. This hypothess badicdly has proved to be true. The strongest pro-NATO tendencies are
connected with the age and the level of education. Note that age and education differences are sriking,
epecidly regarding the idea of the accesson of Azerbajan to NATO: the younger the person is and the
higher his education, the stronger is the will to join NATO. Rise in educationd level dso increased the
degree of acceptance this idear from 15.3% when declaring that the level of education is “the lowest” to
24.8% when it is “the highest”. It is obvious tha as the educationd level notably surges a share of
"supporters’. A great percentage of "supporters’ is made up of people with dementary, incomplete
secondary and incomplete higher education, while mogt of dl "pessmids, nihiliss' are among people with
secondary education. Ironicaly, support for this acceson was wesaker among the younger age group 18-25
years old than among the older age groups. Our country’s joining NATO was dso of much less importance
to women than it was to men. Among ethnic Azeri people the support rate is around 26 percent, which
is higher than the average both among non-Azeris.

When will membership of Azerbaijan in NATO be possble? What are our respondents
prognogtications regarding the possble prospective of NATO membership timeframe for Azerbaijan? The
following digtribution of answers from respondents was obtained:

Figure 7. When Will Membership of Azerbaijan in NATO Be Possible (in %)
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Despite the empiricd fact that the closer ties with NATO generdly are favored and welcomed by
Azerbajani people, the mgority (approximately 66 percent) of respondents is not very much optimistic on
the issue of membership in this organization. As is seen, the biggest group - 47.8% (44.5%-51.0%) is
comprised of those predicting that this event can become possble, but not earlier, than in 5-10 years.
Another group - 18.0% (19.9%-16.1%) of respondents predicts the red and full-fledged membership of
Azerbdjan in NATO only in a very long-term, distant future. It should be underscored that the percentage
of convinced pessmids within a year has remained unchangeable: 5.8% (6.1%-5.4%) of the interviewed
ae sure that joining of Azerbajan to NATO is impossble in principle. The percentage of “cautious
optimigts’, who suppose that it can become possible in short-term perspective, in 23 years is nat very high
- 16.4%. Over the year it varies just from 16.9% to 16.0%. Moreover, dmost one in ten respondents was at
a loss to give any reasonable forecast in this matter. As one of them has noticed, “even our government
does not know anything about it”.

Therefore, it is possble to conclude that the NATO membership term is not very clear and obvious
for Azerbajani broad public. People bascdly are inclined to see terms of the entering of our country into
this organization only in avery digtant future.

Reaed to the narrow undersanding of NATO integration were dso some serious misconceptions
regarding the timeframe of the integration process. The firs mgor misperception concerned the pace of the
integration process. Most respondents thought Azerbaijan would join NATO somewhere between 5 to 10
years, while a the same time the mgority of respondents thought it was moving dowly. Business and date
adminigration were the two most optimistic categories. They had the largest percentages of respondents
who thought that Azerbaijan will join NATO in 2 or 3 years, and the lowest percentages that marked 5 or
more as the time needed for Azerbajan’'s joining NATO. The three categories, less optimigtic in this
regard, were mass media, science and loca public entities, NGOs. Of the three, mass media had the largest
percentage of those who thought Azerbajan would join NATO in 15 or more, i.e it was the least
optimidtic.

It is difficult to find the source of such a high levd of naive optimism regarding Azerbajan's NATO
integration process, besdes, a lack of correct unbiased information and/or persuasive political propaganda
on the process. No matter what the source of respondents optimism is, it is important to note tha there
was a corrdation between such optimism and the way in which respondents perceived NATO and
Azerbajan’s benefits from this membership. The more optimistic they were on the pace of the integration
process, the more pogtively they perceved NATO and Azerbaijan’s benefits from this membership. Since
the membership timetable for Azerbajan becomes clear, it is very probable that perceptions on NATO
might deteriorate and expectations of membership benefits drop.

Importance and necessity for Azerbaijan to expand co-operation with NATO. The survey data
uggest the following paette of attitudes in the public opinion regarding importance and necessty for
Azerbajan expanding cooperation with NATO:

Table 11. Importance and Necessity for Azerbaijan Expanding Cooper ation with NATO (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1 It should bepqmeastrategic, priority direction of our 16.8 223 195
external politics
The social -economical and democratic progress of our
2. | country will considerably, in many respectsdepend on a 9.0 104 9.7
solution of this pr oblem
3. | Support in principle such cooperation, but only if it will be 42.6 39.9 41.3
on mutually beneficial conditions
4 Suc_h cooper ation must be only on voluntary and good will 196 223 20.9
basis, but not under Western pressure
5. Now we have another, moreimportant problems, whileit 218 236 297
isnot so urgent now
6. | This problem hasno importance and value for our country 5.0 5.6 5.3
7. | Other 4.9 2.1 35
8. | Itisdifficult to answer 35 33 34
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Almogt one in three (29.2%) of respondents believe that Azerbaijan should work more closely with
NATO unconditionally. Among them 19.5% (16.8%-22.3%) of respondents, who think that it should
become a drategic, priority direction of our externd politics, while 9.7% (9.0%-10.4%) of respondents
suppose that the socid-economica and democratic progress of our country will congderably, in many
respects depend on the solution of this task. “I fully support the efforts of our government to develop and
maintan friendly reation with this prestigious organization” - this is a letmatif of numerous respondents
comments. It was emphasized that Azerbaijan “should continue to work with NATO asit does now”.

At the same time, 62.2% of the surveyed in principle, badcdly being supporters the idea of
expanding Azerbaijan-NATO cooperation, Smultaneoudy dipulate it with mutudly beneficid conditions -
41.3% (42.6%-39.9%). Another proportion of people gtipulate this support by the voluntary and good will
basis, not under the Western pressure - 20.9% (19.6%-22.3%). Around 29 percent of respondents do not
congder this problem as important for Azerbaijan a present. Among them only 5.3% (5.0%-5.6%) think
that this problem has no importance and vaue for their country and do not regard this problem as
important for the country a dl, while 22.7% (21.8%-23.6%) suppose that “we have another, more reevant
and important problems, it is not so urgent now and, therefore, our country should work less closdy with
this Alliance’.

Apparently, the generd level of public support of AzerbajatNATO cooperation is very high. These
circumstances creste a good favorable socid-psychological ground for the expanson of the cooperation,
for the redization in practice a broad range of various specific programs and actions. It is very important in
terms of maintenance of public support for the foreign policy actions directed a the development of
bilateral contacts with this Alliance.

Positive or negative aspects of cooperation with NATO. Do our respondents regard the growing
Azerbaijan’s cooperation with NATO as a positive or negative phenomenon?

Figure 8. Positive or Negative Aspects of Cooperation with NATO (in %)

s ~
50,00% O 9/2001-2/R002
45,00% 9/2002-2/R003
40,00% O Average

35,00%
30,00%-+
25,00%-+
20,00%
15,00%-+
10,00%-+

5,00%-

0,00%-

Only More Both More Only Other Itis

positive positive aspects negative negative difficult
aspects aspects, are  aspects, aspects to
than equal than answer
\ negative positive 4

The subjective perception of the growing Azerbaijan’'s cooperation with NATO has turned out to be
quite different.

For the mgority of respondents (ranging between 55-60 percent), this kind of cooperation was
associated with pogtive aspects. For every tenth respondent - 9.2% (8.0%-10.4%), collaborative relations
between Azerbaijan and NATO are, beyond any doubts, a postive phenomenon only. According to their
opinion, these contacts have podtive impact on various spheres of mutua reations - "improves Studion in
our region”, "helps overcome difficulties of our internationd Satus’, "promotes security and consolidation
of the nation”, "strengthens and revives our army™.
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A quarter - 26.0% (27.6%-24.3%) of surveyed persons see both positive and negative sides that are
present to the equa extent in the area of AzerbajarNATO cooperation. And, a last, just around 14
percent think that the cooperation with NATO is largey negative for Azerbajan. Within this share of
respondents either those, who notice more negative sides, than positive aspects of these rdations - 11.8%
(12.5%-11.1%) or those, who mark only negative sdes - 2.2% (1.5%-2.9%). Thus, a portion of those
seeing negative consequences of NATO's impact on our country was extremely inggnificant (no more
than 3 percent).

As is evident, dominding in the Azerbajani society is the public sentiment of support and gpprovd
of the expanding sphere of Azerbajan-NATO cooperation and NATO impact. At the same time, a certain
gpprehension is observed concerning the rapid changes taking place in this area of our socid-politica life,
in particular, among ordinary people who are not directly or dightly interested in this fied of internationd
relaions, being not properly politicized.

Positive aspects of collaboration with NATO. What are, in respondents opinion, the postive
aspects of AzerbaijanrNATO collaboration?

Table 12. Respondents Views on Positive Impact of Azerbaijan-NATO Collaboration (in %)
9/2001-2/2002 | 9/2002-2/2003 Average

1. | Strengthen international statusand position of our country 42.3 46.1 442
2. | Helptoattract western investments 44.0 33.6 38.8
3. | Help toresolvetheexisting regional conflicts 37.6 38.8 38.2
4. | Expand accesstotheworld, global market 40.0 24.4 32.2
5. Give usadditional guarantees of our security 30.0 34.4 32.2
6. | Strengthen security and stability intheregion 28.4 35.5 31.9
7. | Promote democratic development in our country 26.9 31.0 28.9
8. Remqve, take out ground for interference, intrusion of 283 246 26.4
exterior forces
9 Strengt_hen the state sover eignty and independence of 254 223 238
Azerbaijan
10. | Helptorestoreterritorial integrity of our country 20.4 17.3 18.8
11. | Other 24 2.1 2.3
12. | Itisdifficult to answer 2.5 35 4.3

Expanding collaboration of Azerbajan with NATO, in respondents opinion, promotes the formation
of many pogtive implications and dements. Paticularly frequently mentioned were such postive affects,
as drengthening international status and pogtion of our country - 44.2% (42.3%-46.1%), helping to attract
western investments - 38.8% (44.0%-33.6%), hdping to resolve the existing regiond conflicts - 38.2%
(37.6%-38.8%), expanding access to the world, globd market - 32.2% (40.0%-24.4%), giving Uus
additional guarantees of our security - 32.2% (30.0%-34.4%).

Also refered to were such podtive consequences of  AzerbajarNATO collaboration as
drengthening secwrity and dability in the region - 31.9% (28.4%-35.5%), promoting democrétic
development in our country - 28.9% (26.9%-31.0%), removing grounds for interference of externa forces
- 26.4% (28.3%-24.6%), drengthening the date sovereignty and independence of Azerbajan - 23.8%
(25.4%-22.3%), hdping restore territorid integrity of our country - 18.8% (20.4%-17.3%).

It follows from the above-dated that Azerbajani people focus on five important issues arisng from
AzerbajanrNATO collaboration: & security and dability arangements (roughly 90 percent); b)
investments and access to globd market (roughly 71 percent); ¢) country’s internationd satus (roughly 68
percent); d) regiona conflicts resolution and peace process (roughly 57 percent); €) democratic
development and consolidation (roughly 30 percent). But it is aso necessary to emphasize that peopl€'s
expectations of cooperation and membership benefits have been dropped over a year by some items,
including the attraction of Western investments, access to globa market, intruson of externd forces, state
sovereignty and independence, restoration of territoria integrity.

Our loca people are extremely concerned with the regiond conflicts resolution. According to the
survey, as viewed by gpproximately 40 percent of our respondents, there dominates an idea of Azerbajan
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NATO collaboration as the drongest device of the resolution of exiging regiond conflicts. In dl
appearances, this idea is highly idedized by our loca generd public or imposed on them by paliticians and
mass media. It is interegting, that hopes on the resolution of the conflict on the part of this Alliance prevall
among such categories, as refugees, students, public service and trade servants.

In condderation of the answers to the question, NATO is undoubtedly perceived by Azerbajani
public as an entity cgpable of effectively protecting not only ther own members, but partner countries as
well. This seems obvious, since the percentage of people who believe that there is some externa menace to
our country condderably arouses expectations. Moreover, the fedings of safety were suggested not on
“today”, but mogt likdy on "tomorrow”, in the perspective of the next severd years In the mass
consciousness of Azerbajani citizens NATO's protective “umbrela’ is viewed as the matter that is not so
much about the “here and now”, as about the prospect for the future.

Negative aspects of collaboration with NATO. What are, in respondents opinion, the negeive
aspects of such collaboration?

Table 13. Respondents Viewson Negative I mpact of Azerbaijan-NATO Callaboration (in %)
9/2001-2/2002 | 9/2002-2/2003 | Average

1. Be perceived negatively by some countries 54.8 52.1 534
2. Boost intrusion of external forcesinto our domestic affairs 35.0 233 29.1
3. Not help restoreterritorial integrity of our country 25.1 28.6 26.9
4. Only lead to “ freezing” regional conflicts 22.3 23.6 22.9
5. Befavorablefor NATO only, not for us 23.6 19.3 21.4
6. ._ead tolimitation or Ioss__of the state sover eignty and 136 108 122
independence of Azerbaijan
7. Not comply with our key national interests 11.6 114 115
8. Not be ableto guarantee our security 11.6 9.8 10.7
9. Other 35 3.0 3.3
10. It isdifficult to answer 3.8 24 3.1

Judging by results of our investigation, respondents adso pointed ou some negative aspects of
collaboration with NATO. The basic concern was as follows collaboration with NATO will be perceved
negatively by some countries - 53.4% (54.8%-52.1%). In this regard, such countries as Russa and Iran
were referred to more frequently.

Respondents dso stated the following rather sgnificant (ranging between 20-30 percent) reasons and
concarns.  collaboration with NATO will boost intruson of externd forces into our domedic affars -
29.1% (35.0%-23.3%), not help restore territorid integrity of our country - 26.9% (25.1%-28.6%), only
lead to “freezing” regiond conflicts - 22.9% (22.3%-23.6%), will be favorable for NATO only, not for us -
21.4% (23.6%-19.3%). Least of al, (around 10-12 percent) negative influence of AzerbajarNATO
collaboration manifested itsdf in the spheres of limitation or loss of the date sovereignty and
independence of Azerbajan - 12.2% (13.6%-10.8%), not complying with our key nationd interests -
11.5% (11.6%-11.4%) and that it will not guarantee our security - 10.7% (11.6%-9.8%).

It may be noticed that there is a certain inconsistency where over 10-15% group that votes for NATO
is convinced that in a senseit may lead to the loss of our sovereignty and independence.

All identified tendencies are quite stable, particularly, regarding the concern over possble negative
reaction by third countries (54.8% versus 52.1%). However, some fluctuations between al these postions
in terms of time perspectives should be taken into account. For example, one can notice that the fear of
intruson of externa forces into our domestic affairs over the last year has diminished from 35.0% to
23.3% and the concern that this collaboration will be profitable only for NATO, not for us has decreased
from 23.6% to 19.3%, while skepticiam regarding the imposshbility of retoration of territorid integrity of
our country has adightly risen from 25.1% to 28.6%.

To conclude, mgor reasons of concern for Azerbajani people are brought from the outsde. These
and other facts, as is evident from answers, have raised concerns of a consderable number of people and
ae regaded by them as disgpprova and condemnation of collaboration with NATO regardless of
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disrespect for these relations. This is dso accompanied by some doubts - “do they redly want to see us
there?’

Obstacles on the way of cooperation between Azerbaijan and NATO. During survey respondents
have been asked to assess the generd Stuation regarding some obstacles in the AzerbajanrNATO
relations. Respondents were asked: “What do you think, there are any obstacles on the way of cooperation
between Azerbaijanand NATO?

Figure 9. Obstaclesfor Cooperation between Azerbaijan and NATO (in %)
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As is seen, the overwhdming mgority - 75.9% (81.3%-71.4%) stated that they can observe a number
of obgacles in this area, while one in five respondents - 20.6% (13.8%-26.6%) do not mention any
obstacles (“there is no problem with this nowadays’, “Azerbajan has never encountered such difficult
Stuations’). It is worthy to note that a portion of those seeing no obstacles, rose from 13.8% to 26.6%
within ayear snce the first stage of survey.

What prevents collaborative relations between Azerbaijan and NATO. What, to respondents
mind, prevents establishing effective rdaions between Azerbaijanand NATO?

Table 14. What Prevents Collabor ative Relations Between Azerbaijan and NATO (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 | 9/2002-2/2003 | Average
1. [ Differencesin thelevel of democracy, p?litical systems 48.0 58.6 53.3
2. | Wearenot ready for this, unpreparedness of our country 30.9 26.5 28.7
3. | Unsolved conflictsin theregion 23.6 32.3 27.9
4. | Social-economical discrepancies 28.1 24.1 26.1
5. | Destructive activity of some countries 19.8 14.8 17.3
6. | Existenceof old Soviet stereotypes 17.3 14.0 15.6
7. | Lack of mutual confidence, distrust 115 8.4 9.9
8. | Lack of palitical will of our government, leaders 45 135 9.0
0. R_eluctance, unwillingness of the ordinary peopleto such 55 49 52
dialogue
10. | Negative historical experience, heritage of Soviet times 4.5 4.0 4.3
11. | Propagandain the mass media of negativeimage of NATO 24 1.9 21
12. | Other 3.0 2.4 2.7
13. | Itisdifficult to answer 6.4 10.3 8.3
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Our respondents mentioned a plenty of hindrances on the path to fruitful collaboration between
Azerbaijan and NATO. The mgor one, according to the surveyed, is differences in the level of democracy
and politicd sysems - 53.3%. Moreover, this indicator has sharply risen within a year from 48.0% to
58.6%. Next to priority group of respondents (around 26-28 percent each) is comprised of the following
judgments. we are not ready for this, unpreparedness of our country - 28.7% (30.9%-26.5%), unsolved
conflictsin theregion - 27.9% (23.6%-32.3%), socia and economica differences - 26.1% (28.1%-24.1%).

The survey paticipants dso emphaszed such (ranging between 16-17 percent) hindrances, as
destructive activity of some countries - 17.3% (19.8%-14.8%) and existence of outdated Soviet stereotypes
- 15.6% (17.3%-14.0%). The kss importance is attached by respondents to such aspects as lack of mutua
confidence, distrust - 9.9% (11.5%-8.4%), lack of politicd will of our government, leaders - 9.0% (4.5%-
13.5%), reluctance, unwillingness of the ordinary people to such didogue, rdations - 5.2% (5.5%-4.9%),
negative higtorical experience, heritage of Soviet times - 4.3% (4.5%-4.0%), propagetion in the mass
media of negative image of NATO - 2.1% (2.4%-1.9%).

Our respondents are able to digtinguish very well between developed countries and our country in
terms of differences in the levd of democracy, socid-economica and political systems. More likely, these
examples were taken from peopl€'s present-day socid-political and economic practice.

Specific pheres of prospective cooperation between Azerbaijan and NATO. In what spheres, in
the opinion of Azerbajani people, should the cooperation and ties between Azerbaijan and countries of
NATO be developed and promoted? The following distribution of answers from respondents was obtained:

1. Struggle againg internationd terrorism - 58.6%
2. Defense and security - 54.7%
3. Protection of ail pipelines - 30.7%
4. Peace-building and peace-keeping - 30.1%
5. Diplomatic contacts and relations - 29.4%
6. Science and education - 17.1%
7. Ecological projects - 14.8%
8. Coordination of foreign policy - 89%
9. Energy projects - 8.0%
10. All of them - 17%
11. It isdifficult to answer - 3.6%

As is seen, the prospective cooperation between Azerbajjan and NATO is supposed to be
predominantly developed, in respondents views, in such specific areass, as druggle agang internationa
terrorism (58.6%), defense and security (54.7%), protection of oil pipdines (30.7%), peace-building and
peace-keeping (30.1%) and diplomatic contacts and reations (29.4%). Of less importance, according to
our respondents, are the following areas. science and education (17.1%), ecologicad projects (14.8%),
coordination of foreign policy (8.9%) and energy projects (8.0%).

How would it be possble to interpret these answers? The data obtained should be interpreted in
terms of today’s complicated events and world processes, as well as those taking place in our region and
country proper. They, in one or another way, reflect redities of modern internationd life and relaions. At
the same time, these are apparent indicators of our nationa public expectations and sentiments.

For example, after tragic events of September 11, the problems of anti-terrorist druggle are given
much more specid atention in different countries The internationa codition againg terrorism has been
formed. Ordinary people redize tha without active involvement of such poweful and influentid
organization as NATO, this struggle can not be efficient and productive. These problems are extremdy
sgnificant and vauable for our country which is dso a victim of the Armenian terrorism and aggresson.
The Azerbajani people, therefore, assgn particular hopes on NATO, redizing that for the West this
gruggleis both of strategic and tactica priority.

The security problems are dso closdy interlinked to these above-mentioned points. Our people fed
ther vulnerability to the multiple externd thrests and hazards. Therefore they long for the warranties of
security for themselves and their country as a whole. The problems of nationd defense dso concern our
respondents very much. An essentid role is atached by the respondents to peace-building and peace-
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keeping problems. For our country, that for many years has been living in a Stuation of the frozen conflict
(“neither war, nor peace’), this problem isadso of vital importance.

A particular importance is dso atached to the politicd and diplomatic aspects of ties between
Azerbaijan and NATO. For the severd past months, the problem of oil pipelines protection has been dso
essentidly actudized, included in the agenda owing to the dart of the congtruction of the new ail pipeline
Baku-Thilig-Ceyhan. The fact that this item takes one of the leading places, confirms our previous
deliberations.

The answers to this question redffirm that the concept of "NATQO", “reations with NATO” at the
level of Azerbajani mass consciousness are predominantly consdered in collaboretive, partnership terms.
Rdaions with NATO are primarily regarded by the common people as a mgor and effective regulator of
externd, internationd life and status of our country.

Badcdly, this organization is regarded, in fact, as the most powerful externa factor of economic and
palitica life of our society, as an additional impetus for further development, as an supporting organization
to rely on in the course of various types of exchange and cooperation.

2.3 Public Opinion toward Selected Countries

Ranking Azerbaijan’s relations with selected countries. Attitude towards various countries is a
magor indicator of the geopoliticd orientation, world-outlook and awareness of a person. Any country, no
metter, neighboring or remote, can be perceived in various dimensons. Our respondents have mentioned
wide range of the countries, which they treat either with a specid respect and esteem, or, vice versa, with
disrespect, disgpprova, neglect and even contempt. So, how do our respondents rank Azerbaijan's
relaions with the fdlowing countries? How does Azerbajani public opinion perceive the mgor
determinants of Azerbaijan’s relationships with other countries?

Table 15. Ranking Azerbaijan’s Relations with Selected Countries (in %)

N ?ountries Friendly Strateglc_ Key ally Neutral R ! Confhc;tual,
partnership aompeeive hostile

1. | Georgia 721 20.5 5.9 5.1 31 18
2. | Armenia - - - - 11.6 96.6
3. | Russia 29.9 25.6 8.8 14.4 21.0 1.6
4. | Iran 8.4 3.1 - 31.6 57.6 10.6
5. | Turkey 49.8 30.1 61.8 - - -
6. | USA 35.7 33.9 5.3 28.4 - 15
7. | UK 25.8 19.1 2.6 49.6 - -
8. | France 26.6 18.3 1.9 50.3
9. | Germany 28.8 15.0 0.3 42.6 - -
10. | Turkmenistan 12.4 - - 18.5 56.4 10.3
11. | Pakistan 40.8 7.3 3.1 49.8 2.5 -
12. | Uzbekistan 35.1 21 13 51.6 5.8

Among friendly for Azerbajan countries most frequently were mentioned Georgia - 72.1% (75.9%-
68.3%), Turkey - 49.8% (49.0%-50.6%), Pakistan - 40.8% (40.5%-41.1%),
USA - 35.7% (33.8%-37.6%), Uzbekistan - 35.1% (43.4%-26.8%) and Russa - 29.9% (29.8%-30.1%).
USA - 33.9% (34.8%-33.1%), Turkey - 30.1% (26.4%-33.9%), Russa - 25.6% (31.1%-20.1%), Georgia -
20.5% (17.8%-23.3%) and UK - 19.1% (20.8%-17.5%) are consdered as Strategic partners for Azerbaijan.

Azerbaijan’s relations with Iran - 57.6% (55.4%-59.8%), Turkmenigan - 56.4% (54.1%-58.6%) and
Russa - 21.0% (23.9%-18.1%) are of compstitive and rival nature, respondents hold. Such an dtitude is
quite understandable if we take into account constant, never-ending disputes between our countries over
the status of the Caspian Sea and oil deposits.

In fact, Turkey is a country, which exclusvely is regarded as a key dly for Azerbajan - 61.8%
(63.3%-60.4%). In comparison with this country, dl other countries recelved much more lower raing in
this respect, for example, Russa's rating is 8.8% (7.8%-9.9%), Georgia - 5.9% (5.4%-6.5%) and USA -
5.3% (5.4%-5.1%) respectively.
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It is interesting that our respondents draw a clear digtinction between such concepts as “friendship”
and “draegic patnership”. The firg of them is mostly associated with emotiona reaction to a particular
country. It is clearly traced back in the attitude to Uzbekistan: only 2.1% of respondents view it in the
capacity of “drategic partner”, while 35.1% of respondents experience friendly fedings to this country.
Meanwhile, these aspects practicdly coincide with regard to such country as UK — 25.8% and 19.1%
respectively. The percentages are dso identical in regard to Russia- 29.9% and 25.6% respectively.

Our respondents voice the greatest neutrdity concerning the Mudim countries of Aga like
Uzbekistan - 51.6% (48.5%-54.6%) and Pakistan - 49.8% (50.6%-48.9 %), as wdll as the countries of the
Wegtern Europe, including UK - 49.6% (48.5%-50.6%), France - 50.3% (49.1%-51.5%) and Germany -
42.6% (45.0%-40.1%).

The atractive image of such countries, as Turkey, Georgia and USA is the mogt dable,
unchangeable. The postive perception of these three countries has not latedy changed over the past few
years. On the contrary, an attitude to Armenia, Iran and Turkmenistan remains stably negative and adverse.
Moreover, reations with Armenia, as viewed by our respondents, go from year to year from bad to wordt.
Public moods concerning Georga have somewhat increased in terms of rivary and compditiveness Meanwhile
the negative aspects of recognition in reaion to Russa have dightly fallen.

An extremedy favorable, postive dtitude of Azerbajani people to Turkey is accounted for by scores
of factors. This country is depicted in podtive spectrum only. A favorable and attractive image of Turkey
is, of course, a naturd phenomenon because of higoricd past, common ethnic, traditionad values,
congenidity of languages, and the most important thing for Azerbajani people - unconditional support of
Azerbaijan in Nagorni Karabakh conflict issue, its firm and fair position in this regard.

The Azerbajani public resolutdy and persgently supports a line on the strengthening of the foreign
policy toward the cooperation with Turkey. The population counts this country not only as the most
relidble and consecutive politicd dly, but dso smply fraternd nation. For Azerbajan, the military
cooperation with Turkey has to be deepened, strengthened and expanded — mantans an overwhdming
maority (88.1%) of respondents, participants of virtuad weekly Internet-poll, attended by 219 persons
(newspaper "Echo"”, on September 1, 2001, N 147).

Suffice it to refer to some typicd views and statements of he large number of the surveyed regarding
Turkey: this country is our practicaly unique, Sngle aly and friend; it will never betray us they are our
brothers by hirth; the trading, political, military, economic relations between our both countries congtantly
develop, become gronger; the foreign policy of this country is a good example for us how to behave on
internationd scene; during Soviet times, no posshbility to communicate with our Turkish brothers was
available for us, but now we are free in communicating. At the same, there were some negative stereotypes
- “they are artful and sfish”.

It should be underscored that Russas image is very contradictory and is comprised of mutualy
excusve dements. Russia is mogily blamed for supporting Armenia. Such an dtitude is not astonishing in
the view of the latest developments in our region. Some respondents have expressed fears that Russa will
introduce the visa regime, as with Georgia At the same time, Azerbajani respondents expressed respect
for the Russan language, culture, mass media and ordinary people. Symptomatic is the fact that high
enough is the percentage of people who believe that the reason of Russds objection (as to Azerbajan's
rapprochement or accesson to NATO) is its desire to retore its former sphere of influence in our country.
Such a gand is taken by people with universty education, as well as those who declare much interest in
foreign palitics.

The perception of Iran is enough complex, dud and inconsstent. On the one hand, people redize
that it is our nearest, “next door” neighbor. It is dso indicative, that goproximatdy 10 percent specify
friendly character of our bilatera relaions. On the other hand, about 70 percent of respondents concentrate
on disputable, tense and hodtile aspects of our mutud relations. Many people have stated displeasure and
discontent with a politica line of Iran in reation to our country. Iran is primarily accused with rendering
congtant mora-psychologica and, even military, pressure, as wdl for taking the pro-Armenian postion.
People are perplexed why they do support Armenians. “It iswrong, in fact, we are the Mudim nation too”.

As for the dynamics of public moods in Azerbaijan, it is possible to ascertain some decrease of initid
euphoria toward the West in the first years of independence, and step-by-step increase of the leve of
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postive perception of Russa An eoquent testimony is the attitude of the Azerbajani respondents to
America. Carried out in September 2001 - February 202 and in September 2002 — February 2003, our
invedigation has fixed high enough rating of this country in the mass constiousness Azerbajani
respondents increesingly view the US as our country’s man dly and even as counterbaance to Russa
But, it isindicative, that over the past few yearsthis rating has decreased alittle.

For example, in 1997 | carried out a survey titled “America and Americans in the eyes of resdents of
capitd of Azerbajan” among 400 persons. It demondrated that the dignificant mgority of interviewed
(63%) edtimated bilaterd relations of our two countries as friendly and favorable. About the fourth (24%)
edimated them as neutra, while, practicaly, none of respondents believed that relations between our two
countries were tense. Thus, prevaling were sentiments of interest (54%), friendliness and sympathy
(45%), respect (31%) unlike mistrust and suspiciousness (only 3%). However, a picture at present is a little
bit different. Mog likdly, it is connected with unfulfilled hopes and expectations concerning the US and
the Wed's assdance in the settlement of the Nagorno Karabakh conflict, some disgppointment at the
Western palitica linein our region.

Attitude, perception and feelings of selected countries. What are respondents’ attitude, perception
and fedings of various countries?

Table 16. Attitude, Perception and Feelings of Selected Countries (in %)

N ?ountries Fag;%ﬁ);e’ Trust Respect Indifferent Distrust Ur:g:trisgle
1. | Georgia 60.1 7.4 17.0 21.6 5.0 1.6
2. | Armenia - - - 11.4 40.1 73.8
3. | Russia 334 12.8 39.7 6.4 30.3 6.1
4. | Iran 2.6 2.0 7.2 324 59.9 12.1
5. | Turkey 60.8 33.9 29.1 10.8 6.8 -
6. | USA 30.1 15.8 44.4 13.9 5.9 2.6
7. | UK 31.3 12.1 49.3 19.4 3.8 14
8. | France 28.3 7.4 48.9 23.8 2.6 -
9. [ Germany 254 11.2 49.8 18.3 4.4 2.7
10. | Turkmenistan 12.8 - 5.7 49.7 29.6 13.2
11. | Pakistan 26.6 10.8 17.9 49.3 10.5 -
12. | Uzbekistan 25.3 6.3 16.1 58.6 6.6

As may be expected, nost Azerbajani respondents express favorable, friendly opinions of Turkey -
60.8% (51.0%-70.5%) and Georgia 60.1% 67.5%-62.6%). Presently, relaions with these both countries
are rather popular and widely welcomed in Azerbaijan.

Such countries, as Russa - 33.4% (29.1%-37.7%), UK - 31.3% (26.5%-36.1%), USA - 30.1%
(25.6%-34.5%), France - 28.3% (24.5%-32.1%), Pakistan - 26.6% (24.1%-29.0%), Uzbekistan - 25.3%
(23.8%-26.9%), Germany - 25.4% (24.5%-26.3%) are viewed in a podtive manner. Opinions of Armenia
and Iran are mainly extremely unfavorable.

It is indicetive, that the countries, which have received the best rating, are, in the main, members of
the North Atlantic aliance.

The most trusted countries are Turkey - 33.9% (30.1%-37.6%), USA - 17.5% (14.0%-15.8%) and
Russa - 12.8% (12.3%-13.3%). Moreover, the level of trust to Turkey and USA has increased since
September 2001 - February 2002. The most distrusted countries are Iran - 59.9% (55.6%-64.1%), Russa -
30.3% (37.0%-23.6%) and Turkmenistan - 29.6% (24.4%-34.9%).

It is interegting that Russa is samultaneoudy among both categories. This fact reaffirms the dud and
uncertain image of Russain Azerbaijani mass consciousness.

As in the prior stage of survey, our respondents hold overwhemingly unfavorable opinions of
Armenia - 73.8% (72.5%-75.1%). This country is aso the most distrusted - 40.1% (29.1%-51.0%). Of
course, people’s assessment of Armenia is a particular case due to military conflict with this country. In
this respect, atitudes to Armenia should be assessed specifically due to our protracted, deeply-rooted
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conflict. It is aso worthy to sress that Azerbaijanis are not optimistic about prospects of the settlement of
the conflict. For example, when asked about the meetings between leaders of the two countries over the
past few years, the prevailing mgority sad that the talks have not improved chances for the settlement,
and jugt afew of them think thet they have.

The unsettled conflict plays mgor role in forming atitudes towards Russa and Iran as well because
of drategic postions of these countries concerning the current Stuation. There is a number of indications
of the widespread mistrust of, and oppostion to, Russa in Azerbaijan society. In particular, Russias role
in the Nagorno Karabakh conflict has substantidly contributed to the mistrust of this country. Many people
in Azerbajan believe that the separatists could not have seized control of this region and occupied 20
percent of Azerbajan territory without covert support from the Russan military.

The popularity of Russa is condderably less high, as wel as of Iran. Opinion of Iran is much more
unfavorable than favorable, as people guess that from this country Azerbaijan should keep the greatest
digance. However, dightly more voice unfavorable than favorable opinions of Iran, the country which is
often criticized for how it treats its large Azeri population and for exhibiting excessve religious zed,
supporting Armenia, confrontation in Caspian Sea. Our respondents faced with severd cases of
disrespectful dtitude from the Iranian government towards fedings of our people. This may reflect the
mistrust that some Azerbaijanis harbor for Iran.

Most important countries for Azerbaijan. Rdationships with a number of countries could have a
certain impact on our country. Therefore, it was interesting to see how Azerbajani people consder impact,
positive or negative, of some countries on our country. What countries are considered as the most
important for Azerbaijan?

Table 17. CountriesMost Important for Azerbaijan (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. Russia 57.8 63.8 60.8
2. | Turkey 51.0 55.8 53.4
3. | USA 54.5 51.5 53.2
4. | Georgia 8.0 6.1 7.1
5. | KK 7.6 6.0 6.8
6. Germany 7.5 4.3 5.9
7. | European Union (EV) 35 6.8 5.1
8. France 6.0 3.3 4.6
9. | Pakistan 4.6 4.1 4.4
10. | Iran 1.8 2.6 2.2
11. India, pzbekistan, none, all mighty 18 24 21
countries of theworld
12. | Donot know 2.6 24 25

When asked which country is the most important for Azerbajan future, Azerbajani people most
often name Russa, up from 57.8% in September 2001 — February 2002 to 63.8% in September 2002 —
February 2003. About two-thirds (60.8%) of our respondents consder Russa as the most important
country for Azerbaijan, that is a bit unexpected result. Russa is seen as “number one’ and received the
highet score. People mostly undersand the term “importance’ in terms of ability of this country to
influence on the inter-political Stuation in our country, bearing in mind some negative experience from the
past.

And dightly more than haf of respondents regard Turkey (53.4%) and USA (53.2%) as the most
important countries for Azerbajan. A more than hdf (55.8% in September 2002 — February 2003), up
from 51.0% (in September 2001 — February 2002) suppose tha Turkey is the most important country for
Azerbajan's future, as “this country is of a vita interest to our futuré’, “we without this country nobody
and nothing”, while 53.2% (54.5%-51.5%) presume that USA is mos important (“counterbaance of
Russd’). Behind this shift is, probably, a growing awareness of the mgor role that the US and Turkey
have taken in working with and strengthening the Azerbajani government, in the process of increasing the
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role of our country in regiond affars. Regarding these both countries respondents mentioned that they
congder their impact has been positive to alarge extent.

Redaionships with other countries are of little importance to Azerbajan. Just few cite Georgia -
7.1% (8.0%-6.1%), England - 6.8% (7.6%-6.0%), Germany - 5.9% (7.5%-4.3%) or countries of the
European Union - 5.1% (3.5%-6.8%). Far fewer mention France - 4.6% (6.0%-3.3%), Pakistan — 4.4%
(4.6%-4.1%), Iran - 2.2% (1.8%-2.6%) and any other countries.

Sgnificantly, young people under 25 years of age are mog likely to view the US as the most
important country for Azerbajan and to say that Azerbajan should dly itsdf with the West. The West is
valued primarily for its economic development, strengthening the rule of law, democratization and well
being in generd. Also our population is impressed with its military power and mighty. In the case of the
US, it is driking that more Azerbajani people condder the US “most important”, but that fewer have a
favorable opinion of it. The fird judgment may be influenced more by geopoliticd and economic
consderations; the second, by news reporting and maybe by some culturd, traditional trends.

Countries are capable to deal responsbly with problems in our region. Wha countries, in

respondents  opinion, are capable to ded respongbly with problems and conduct accountable policies in
our region?

Table 18. Degree of Confidencein Countries Ability to Deal Responsibly with Problems
in the South Caucasus (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. [ USA 45.0 52.4 48.7
2. | Russia 38.8 55.1 47.0
3. | Turkey 36.3 44.8 40.6
4. | European Union (EV) 12.8 10.8 11.8
5. [ K 3.8 7.4 5.6
6. | Other (Germany, France) 1.9 2.4 2.1
7. | Noone 6.1 8.1 7.1
8. | Donat know 8.6 5.8 7.2

Indisputable leaders in the given question are three countries — USA, Russa and Turkey. A dim
maority - 48.7% (45.0%-52.4%) express & least a fair amount of confidence in US's ability to promote
peece, Sability and security in this region. As they did a year ago, two in five - 40.6% 36.3%-44.8%)
Azerbajani respondents express a least a far amount of confidence in Turkey's ability to ded responsbly
with problems and conduct accountable policy in our region.

Almog hdf - 47.0% (38.8%-55.1%) bdieve that Russa will ded responsbly with regiond
problems, but no more than one in ten — 11.8% (12.8%-10.8%) says the same of European Union (EU). A
proportion of respondents, who voiced a favorable of Russas new politics in this region, has
consgderably, essentidly increased over a year, despite its tough policy in this region. Just 2.1% (1.9%-
2.4%) of respondents voiced confidence in Germany and France in this cgpacity. As in prior stage of

survey, dmos dl lack confidence in Armeniads and Iran's ability to ded respongbly with regiond
problems.

2.4 Public Opinion of International Organizations

Preferable and important for Azerbaijan international organizations and entities. Participation
and involvement, entering in wha internationa organizations, blocks and aliances our respondents
consider asthe most preferable and important for Azerbaijan?



Table 19. Preferable and Important for Azerbaijan International Organizations and Entities (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. | United Nations 45.6 59.0 52.3
2. European Union (EV) 55.4 39.4 474
3. | NATO 42.1 39.9 41.0
4. | Council of Europe 42.4 394 40.9
5. [ OSCE 23.6 31.0 27.3
6. | Commonwealth of Independent States (C1S) 27.3 235 25.4
7. | Azerbaijan-Turkish Union 275 23.0 25.3
8. | Union of Turkic-language countries 23.8 26.8 25.3
9. | ?rganization of Iamic Conference 26.8 21.6 24.2
GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan,
10. Azerbaijan, Mdldova) 14.3 18.6 16.4
11. “ Caupasian Four” (Azerbaijan, Georgia, Armenia, 98 86 92
Russia)
12. I ntegrative union of three countries of the South 6.8 48 58
Caucasus
13. | Russia-Bydorussian Union 2.0 0.9 14
14. | Other unions, blocks and alliances 35 2.0 2.8

As is seen from the Table, as the best option for Azerbaijan our respondents consider its integration
into various Western, European inditutions, i.e. European Union (EU) - 52.3% (45.6%-59.0%), Coundcil
of Europe - 40.9% (42.4%-39.4%) and OSCE - 27.3% (23.6%-31.0%). The other best choice for
Azerbajani respondents is integration with NATO - 41.0% (42.1%-39.9%). Opinion on this issue has
changed little since September 2001 — February 2002.

Azerbajanis dedre for close ties with the West is indicated in other ways as well. When asked
during face-to-face interview about preferable Azerbaijan's place in the world, they say that our country
should be more closdly linked with Western indtitutions and organizations than with, let say, the CIS or
GUUAM. Our respondents dso quite highly support the continuation of Azerbajan’s paticipation in the
United Nations structure - 52.3% (45.6%-9.0%).

The other preferable and enough desirable (around 50 percent) formula for Azerbajan’s internationa
development is dso its close reations with the Turkish world: Azerbaijart Turkish Union - 25.3% (27.5%-
23.0%) and Union of Turkic-language countries - 25.3% (23.8%-26.8%). Almogt the same is the
proportion of those adhering to the Idamic world, for closer and more versdatile reations with the
Organization of Idamic Conference - 24.2% (26.8%-21.6%).

The raing of such new regiond organization as GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraing, Uzbekistan,
Azerbaijan, and Moldova) is growing - 16.4% (14.3%-18.6%). Depite this, this rdatively low rating was a
little bit unexpected if we take into account the strong every-day propageation of it in our loca mass media
It is accounted for by the fact that people have not yet seen any red advantage and benefit from
paticipation in this newly-established entity. Even the very notion of “GUUAM” remains to be an abstract
and non-understandable term for most of them.

Identified rather strong pro-Western and pro-Turkish orientation of our respondents does not mean
that people do not orientate, at least poorly, to contacts and links within the South Caucasus region.
Around 15 percent presume that Azerbaijan should develop closer contacts within either countries of
“Caucasan Four” (Azerbajan, Georgia, Armenia, Russa) - 9.2% (9.8%-8.6%) or integraive union of
three countries of the South Caucasus - 5.8% (6.8%-4.8%). But, a the same time, Azerbajani people on
no account want to see Azerbaijan within the RussanByedorussan Union, believing it is not an acceptable
ideato jointhisUnion - 1.4% (2.0%-0.9%).

For one quarter - 25.4% (27.3%-23.5%) of respondents, the participation in the Commonwedth of
Independent States (CIS) is quite acceptable and preferable line of externd politics, as “we should not
introduce the visa regime with Russa and other CIS countries’. There was dso a smal group - 2.8%
(3.5%-2.0%) of respondents who mentioned other organizations, unions, blocks and dliances, like
Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), Eurasan Economic Community (EEC), World Trade
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Organization (WTO), OPEC, ec. Also mentioned was “something like former USSR’ by some eder
people. In conddering tha this category of respondents remembers Soviet past rather well, it was not
unexpected and surprising that some of them fed sorry that “the Soviet Union broke up”.

Today, like a year ago, many more respondents are convinced that Azerbaijan should develop doser
relations with the US and other Western countries rather than with Russia and the CIS (40 percent versus
25 percent). About fifth declare that our country should seek a balance between the two “centers of

powers’.

Role various international organizations play in our region. How do respondents estimate the
role various internationd organizations play in our region? Of interest is how respondents evduate the
extent of their influence on the solution of various socidly important problems of our society.

Table20. Role VariousInternational Organizations Play In Our Region (in %)

N Eurqpean Uni_ted OSCE Council of
Union Nations Europe
1. | am not informed about their activity at all 35.1 174 21.9 13.8
2. Promote democr atic development 23.6 20.3 14.1 29.9
3. Help to solve economic problems 10.9 17.0 15.1 9.6
4. Z;rgr?te peace, stability and development in our 116 235 218 77
5. They act just for only their own interests 14.5 15.5 21.7 21.9
6. Ther activity isnot constructive 15.4 26.6 26.4 13.7

Prevaling opinion is that organizations working in the country have had manly a benefica impact
on Azerbajan. For example, the biggest group of respondents - 29.9% (31.8%-28.0%) thinks tha the
Council of Europe promotes democratic development in our country. Rather consderable importance is
attached to European Union for the solution of such socid and national task, as promotion of democratic
development - 23.6% (24.8%-22.4%) and to United Nations for “promotion of peace, dsability and
devdopment in our region” - 23.5% (27.9%-19.1%). The peace-making potentid of United Nations was
a0 emphasized though this proportion has declined over the past year.

Modtly criticized for their not condructive activity were United Nations - 26.6% (23.0%-30.1%) and
OSCE 26.4% (23.6%-29.1%), as wdl as for acting, operating just for only ther own interess were
Council of Europe - 21.9% (21.3%-22.4%) and OSCE - 21.7% (18.0%-25.3%). Least of dl, influence of
international  organizations manifested itsdf in the peace, dability and development in our region by the
Council of Europe - 7.7% (8.4%-6.9%) and assdance in the solution of economic problems - 9.6%
(11.19%-8.0%). However, some fluctuations between dl these pogtions in terms of time perspectives
should be taken into account.

Just fewer have lack confidence in the OSCE, which has played a key role in effort to negotiate a
settlement of the conflict over Nagorno Karabakh. The fact that confidence in this entity has declined over
the past yer may reflect drong disgppointment about their inability to solve the intractable Nagorno
Karabakh problem. Subsequent OSCE efforts to facilitate negotiations between the Azerbajani and
Armenian governments have not led to the settlement, to the restoration of the sovereignty and territoria
integrity of our country and the return to Nagorno Karabakh and adjacent regions of about one million
refugees and displaced persons. It is necessary to mention about public opinion in the country concerning
activity of internationd mediaiors, which too is far from being podtive. The number doubting in
productivity of "intermediay three' (Russa, USA and France are co-charmen of the Minsk group of
OSCE) congantly grows. Our investigation became one more corfirmation of opinion dominaing in the
Azerbaijani society on ussessness, inefficiency of activity of mediators of the Minsk group.

But what is driking about public opinion on the role of internationd organizations is the extent of
ignorance of ther activities; mgorities offer no opinion, sated that they were not informed about their
activity at dl or think about them as just aid donors.
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Countries and organizations preferable for economic collaboration. What countries and
organizations are most dedrable, preferable for economic collaboration and turning for assstance in
solving socid-economic problems of Azerbaijan?

Figure 10. Countries and Organizations Preferable for Economic Collaboration (in %)
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As is seen, an absolute priority - 67.0% (72.9%-61.1%) here is held by countries and organizations
of the West (Western Europe and USA). Probably, this perception is affected by socia-economicd,
charitable and humanitarian activities of Western organizations, internationd oil companies in Azerbajan.
When asked whether certain Western organizations have had a podtive or negative effect on Azerbajan in
recent years, a mgority say that they have had a postive impact. Namey because of these reasons mainly
al countries and organizations of the West are viewed pogitively.

At the same time, a joint rating (gpproximately around 46 percent) of al other countries and
organizations, which have been taken together, does not exceed the raing of Western countries and
organizetions. Among them countries and organizations of the former Soviet Union were mentioned by
18.1% (19.5%-16.8%) of respondents, countries and organizations of Turkish world - 16.0% (17.8%-
14.3%), countries and organizations of Idamic world - 12.1% (13.5%-12.1%).

2.5 Public Opinion of International Economic Cooper ation and
Callaboration

Importance and necessity of attraction of foreign investments and capital in Azerbaijan.
Foreign investments have increased lately, much of it spent for the trangportation of Azerbajan’'s energy
resources and congruction of the ail pipeline running from Baku across Georgia to Ceyhan, a Turkish port
on the Mediterranean Sea. Severd agreements on this project were sgned by the governments of these
three countries. This project is aready at the stage of redlization.

Table 21. Importance and Necessity of Attraction of Foreign Investmentsand
Capital in Azerbaijan (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average

1 It should be encour aged, as promotes economic 46.0 393 426
development of our country

2 It helpsillmplem.en.t Iargeuscalemternatlonal projectswith 279 385 33.2
Azerbaijan participation

3 Themoreforeign businesses and businessmen will bein 99 186 143
our country, the better
It should be discour aged, becauseisimplemented at the

4. 95 10.9
expense of natural resour ces of our country 12.3
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5. Hardly,_ it will lead to increasing living standar ds of our 183 205 19.4
population
| fear that we become dependent on theforeign companies,

6. | that they might gain too much influence over situation and 10.4 12.0 11.2
affairsin Azerbaijan

7. | Other 3.9 2.9 34

There are various opinions about importance and necessity of dtraction of foreign invesments and
capitd in Azerbaijan.

The huge mgority (around 90 percent) totally support the process of attraction of foreign
investments and capitd in Azerbaijan. Among them two-fifths - 42.6% (46.0%-39.3%) of respondents say
that foregn invesments should be encouraged because it will promote economic development of our
country. The third pat - 33.2% (27.9%-385%) suppose that it hdps implementing large-scae
internationa projects with Azerbajan participation, while the judgment “the more foreign businesses and
busnessmen will be in our country, the better” has been dated by 14.3% (9.9%-18.6%) of survey
participants.

The proportion of those supporting foreign investments owing to its contribution to the
implementation of large-scde internationa projects with Azerbajan participation has risen from a quarter
(27.9%) b two-fifths (38.5%) between September 2001 — February 2002 and September 2002 — February
2003. Young people and the better-educated people are generdly more supportive of foreign businesses
than are older, less-educated Azerbaijani people.

Roughly one-fifth - 19.4% (18.3%-20.5%) has expressed doubt that attraction of foreign investments
and capitd in our country will leed to increasing living standards of our population. This tendency is a
quite stable. It is worthy of note that the same motives are characteristic of women and men (20.1% and
18.7% respectively). Yet, as many - 10.9% (12.3%-9.5%) say that it should be discouraged, because is
implemented a the expense of naturd resources of our country. Likewise, amost the same proportion -
11.2% (10.4%-12.0%) fear tha we become dependent from the foreign companies, that they might gain
too much influence over Stuation and domestic affars in Azerbajan. In so doing, women indicate twice as
often (14.9% vs. 7.5%) than men.

Sufficiency of economic aid rendered to our country by the West. Do respondents consider as
suffident economic aid rendered to our country by the West?

Figure 11. Sufficiency of Economic Aid Rendered To Our Country by the West (in %)
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In this case, views are distributed over foreign economic assstance. The largest part of interviewed -
42.0% (40.5%-43.5%) unstisfied with the level, amount and volume of this help. One in five respondents
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- 20.1% (21.4%-18.8%) has answered in the dffirmaive way to the given question. And dso 27.2%
(24.8%-29.6%) of respondents say they do not know anything about such help.

Known large-scale international projects with Azerbaijan participation. What large-scae
internationd projects with Azerbaijan participation respondents can mention, are known for them?

The BakuThilis-Ceyhan Export Oil Fipdine (BTC) was named in the overwhdming maority of
cases - 62.1% (51.3%-72.9%). Also mentioned were severad modern projects, as Great Silk Road - 26.8%
(22.5%-31.0%), TRACECA - 13.6% (8.8%-18.3%) and Baku-Thilis-Erzrum Gas Pipdine - 5.0% (2.6%-
7.4%).

Digposition towards the construction of the new oil pipdine
Baku-Thilis-Ceyhan. What is respondents dispostion towards new internationd energy projects, for
example, to the congruction of the new oil pipeline Baku-Thilis-Ceyhan?

Table 22. Disposition Towardsthe Construction of the New Oil Pipeline Baku-Tbilis-Geyhan (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. | P?sitive 60.5 64.8 62.6
2. It ishard to say something 29.5 221 25.8
particular, in concreteterms
3. | Negative 5.4 7.3 6.3
4 Other 4.7 5.9 5.2

As is known, there has been quite an extensve congtruction and recondruction of oil pipelines in the
country of late. These issues are congdantly in the focus of public attention, are become a subject of
intendve discussonsin loca mass mediaand politica midg.

The attitude of respondents to the matter differed. Much more than haf of respondents (62.6%)
(60.5%-64.8%) have the podtive attitude to this condruction. The leading motives for supporting this kind
of project were the following: this is very important a present for improving economic dStuaion; as an
indicator of respect and confidence for our country; restoration of historica justice, because now we can
independently dispose of our naturd resources. Approximately a fourth (25.8%) (29.5%-22.1%) could say
nothing specific with this regard, as“it is hard to say something particular, in concrete terns’.

Every fifteenth respondent (6.3%) (5.4%-7.3%) opposed these new international energy projects, for
example, condruction of the new oil pipdine Baku Thilis-Ceyhan, as saying that it is better to spend
money on other socia needs, increase dlowances and pensions, income generation, medicine, assistance to
the degtitute, handicapped and orphans. In s0 doing, some think there has to be the restoration of oil
pipdines only and no new ones should be built, so the condruction of new oil pipeines should be limited
or prohibited. And just 5.2% (4.7%-5.9%) of our respondents expressed their indifference to the question.

Benefits from oil contracts and agreements. What is respondents attitude to expected benefits
from the oil contracts and agreements, signed by our country? It remains to be important how much the ail
contracts and agreements will contribute to the Azerbajani economy or how widdy and fairly the benefits
will be digtributed.

Table 23. Expectations of Benefits From Oil Contracts and Agreements (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. I look on it with optimism 63.0 70.6 66.8
2. I look on it with skepticism 18.9 5.0 11.9
3. It does not matter for me 11.8 16.6 14.2
4. | Other 6.4 7.8 7.1

The survey has shown a quite high levd of optimism regarding benefits from the oil contracts and
agreements, signed by our country: 66.8% (63.0%-70.6%) of respondents look on it with optimism. Within
a year, this percentage has risen by 7.6%. At the same time, each in ten respondent -11.9% (18.9%-5.0%)
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looks at it with skepticism. The same percentage has decreased from 18.9% to 5.0%. Also, for 14.2%
(11.8%-16.6%) of the interviewed this issue does not matter at all.

It is dso important to note that there has been a corrdaion between such optimism and the way in
which the respondents perceived importance and necessity of attraction of foreign investments and capita
in Azerbajan. The more optimigic they have been regarding benefits from the oil contracts and
agreements, sgned by our country, the more postively they have perceived importance and necessty of
atraction of foreign invesments and capita in Azerbaijan.

It should be aso noted that now Azerbaijani public opinion is dradicaly split on those benefiting
from the ail contracts and pipelines and those not; approximately two-fifths say that the people as a whole
will, and three-fifths believe that only a few wedthy people will. At the same time, mogt believe that the
development of the country’s oil resources will enrich a few wedthy people rather than the people as a
whole (60 to 40).

2.6 Public Attitudestowards Security Issuesin Azerbaijan
External threats for security and independence of Azerbaijan. What people think, are there any
immediate externa threats and risks for security and independence of our country? Are they anxious about

any aggression from the outsde?

Figure 12. External Threatsfor Security and Independence of Azerbaijan (in %)
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The figures spesk for themsdves: ech in three respondents - 29.9% (29.1%-30.6%) is worried that
another country might attack or try to destabilize Stuation in Azerbajan in the next severa years. As was
the case a year ago in September 2001 — February 2002, the same proportion of respondents in September
2002 — February 2003 sad that they are very concerned that a foreign country might attach Azerbajan or
try to destabilize Stuation here.

Insgnificant proportion of respondents - 15.1% (21.5%-8.6%) is not very much concerned that a
foreign country might attack or try to destabilize Azerbajan in the next severd years. It is worthy to note
that this share visbly dropped within a year from 21.5% to 8.6%. And, a last, haf - 53.3% (49.4%-57.3%)
of respondents could not unequivocaly describe their fedings.

The same fact tha each third participant of interview is very concerned with externd threat proves
the lack or loss of the feding of safety among a great number of people, who live under this psychologica
pressure during many years. Therefore, they aspire to obtain the safety guarantee through the incluson in
the NATO's framework, as they are convinced and redize that the core am of this organization is to
increase the safety of its members.
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Countries posng greatest military threat for Azerbaijan’s security and national interests.
Which countries do respondents consder as posing the greastest military threat for Azerbajan’s security
and nationd interests?

Table 24. Countries Posing Greatest Military Threat for Azerbaijan’s Security and National
Interests (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. | Armenia 62.1 64.5 63.3
2. | Russia 32.0 29.0 30.5
3. | Iran 311 39.9 355
4. | Other (US, Turkmenistan) 35 25 3.0
5. | None 24 4.0 32

When asked what country or territory poses the greatest military threet to Azerbajan, vast mgority -
63.3% name Armenia (64.5% in September 2001 — February 2002, up from 62.1% in September 2002 —
February 2003). Mogt citizens of Azerbajan continue to view Armenia as the principa threat to nationa
security. At the same time, they explain that this became possble only through the ad of itsdly Russa

Fewer (around 30 percent) mention Russa - 30.5% (32.0%-29.0%) or Iran - 35.5% (31.1%-39.9%)
as the main immediate threst. Many Azerbajanis believe tha neighboring powers - in particular, Russa
and Iran, seek to exploit our internd divisons, problems and difficulties for ther own advantage. There
are pergsting worries about Russan and Iranian policy in thisregion.

Thus, according to the survey, externd military thregt is perceived mainly as coming from Armenia,
but dso from Russia and Iran. In the case of Armenia, this concern is predominantly connected with the
occupation of our territories and congtant territorial clams. In the case of Russa and Iran, it seems that the
fear is connected with their military domination and imperid politics rather than the economic expansion.

Reaction to the possible stationing of foreign military bases in Azerbaijan. How would people
react to the possible sationing of foreign military bases in Azerbaijan?

Table 25. Reaction to the Possible Stationing of Foreign Military Basesin Azerbaijan (in %)

9/2001-2/2002 9/2002-2/2003 Average
1. I would support this act 9.4 45 6.9
2. It will depend on a specific country or block 48.0 50.9 49.4
3. | donot careof it 11.8 13.5 12.6
4, | would strongly opposeto it 25.8 24.5 25.1
5. Other 2.4 2.9 2.6
6. It isdifficult to answer 2.8 3.8 3.3

The survey has identified different views on the possble dationing of foreign military bases in
Azebajan. It is indicative that jus an indgnificant portion of respondents - 6.9% (9.4%-4.5%) would
certainly support this act without any exceptions.

The largest portion - 49.4% (48.0%-50.9%) was made of those respondents, who put forward a
condition that ther attitude to the matter would depend on a specific country or block. As was the case a
year ago in September 2001 — February 2002, four-fifths particularly oppose the presence of Russan
troops on Azerbajani territory and one-fifth is opposed to the daioning of American troops on
Azerbajani soil. Oppogtion to the daioning of Russan military bases on Azerbaijan territory has risen
snce September 2001 — February 2002. A quarter (25.1%) of the interviewed would srongly oppose to the
posshble gationing of foreign military bases in Azerbajan without any exceptions, no matter, which block
or country. This tendency remained stable over the year at the levels 25.8%-24.5%.
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