Public opinion trends with regard to NATO in post-Soviet countriesduring the 90's

Vad| Sharulidze,
Head of NATO Divison
MFA of Georgia
Final Report

Project is amed to sudy the public opinion changes in the post-Soviet countries towards
NATO after he cold war. During the cold war Soviet propaganda was trying to establish
NATO's as “enemy icon's’ image. After the fal of the Berlin wal introduction of a new
drategic concept of the Alliance and cregtion of NACC were fird remarkable seps
towards chenging the image of NATO. Other mgor events affecting public opinion were
the launch of PfP, NATO Enlargement, and NATO's engagement in pesce operdions
(IFOR, SFOR, and KFOR). One of the mogs controversd points in regard of public
support was NATO a Kosovo criss. There were condderable differences in the opinions
in vaious regions. This cigs proved once more that old dereotypes gill could influence
public opinion, espeddly in countries where governments hold negative pogtion towards
the Alliance and condder it as an adversary.

The differences in public opinion were quite subgantid in vaious regions of the former
Soviet countries. In this regard it should be underlined that the aspirations and drategic
gods of the countries were the man factors that shaped the public opinion toward
NATO. Since ealy 90's Bdtic countries have chosen the way to the full integration into
the Alliance and hence have directed their internd and foreign policies to this objective.
In contrast, NATO was conddered as an adversay by the officid Russa and
Bydorussa In this regad, trends in the South Caucasus were quite controversd.
Azebdjan and Georgia officdly dated ther intention to cooperae cdosdy with the
Alliance. At the same time Armenian officid pogdtion was rather cautious Therefore
government offica postion was remarkably influencing on public opinion and debate.



Following report is not pretending to be comprehendve, but just describes some public
opinion trends regarding NATO in the sdected post soviet countries during the 1990s and
is based on public opinion surveys conducted by different inditutions.

Russia

Locd Media and officd propaganda have played leading role in formation of public
opinion regarding NATO. There was no large divergty of opinion concerning NATO a
the Russan media egpeddly in tdevison and radio. Taking into condderation that
Tdevison and Radio dations with broad coverage modly have been owned by the Stae
or financiad groups rather closdy tied with the officd Moscow, covered NATO Policy,
its activities and cooperation rigoroudy following the line of officdd Kremlin view. News
reports usudly presented generd and modly quite short information on ongoing NATO
events related with trandformation of the Alliance and degpening its cooperation with the
Centrd and Eagtern European countries without apparently expressed edtimeations and
andyss. In exceptiona cases there were few generd comments, judgments, points of
views and sometimes, politicd datements with regard of NATO activities aticulated by
representatives of the officid dructures respongble for the Foreign, Security and Defense
policy of the Russa andlor by representaives of ultra naiondidic politica parties of
legdative brunch of power of Russa Modly in dl cases thee explanations,
interpretations and datements condged of grong criticism of NATO enlargement and the
efficiency and necessty of NATO-led peace opeations in the Bakans In dmog Al
cases relaed to the opeations in the Bdkans tdevison news reportages were
prgudicidly presenting NATO-led pescekesping troops acting agang Serbs and the
Savs in gened in favor of Albanians Bosnians or Croas. At the same time the Russan
peacekeepers were described as main protectors of the Savic population in the aress of
their deployment. The generd line of the news reportages and comments was the attempt
to percaive NATO as an ingtrument of the US policy in Europe.



News and andyticd articles desaibing NATO in light colors were very rare guests on the
pages of the Russan newspapers and magazines, while those in dark colors dsrengthening
negdive atitudes toward the Alliance, gpopear with a grester frequency. Interviews with
NATO and western leaders and wadl-known politicians as wdl as top officds of
countries oriented to the cose cooperation with NATO (like Georgia, Latvia) composed
the buk of publications induded in the fird caegory. Those interviewed highly
evduated the role of NATO in the new security architecture of Europe and efficiency of
its peacekegping missons. The emphass was made dso on the idea tha the NATO
enlargement is managed in a way that does not thresten Russan interests but is focused
on shaping a more benign grategic environment in Europe.

Consquently, such informationd policy had an agppropricie result on public  opinion.
According to CNN, in April 1999, after NATO drikes on Yugodavia, nearly two-thirds
of dl Russans were saying that their country has reason to fear a NATO atack. The poall,
conducted by the Russan Center for Public Opinion, found that 63 percent of Russan
cdtizens believe NATO could be a threst. Russan teevison news dations showed the
same pictures of NATO drikes agang Yugodavia that has been shown by other TV
daions aound the globe But the two largest government controlled teevison channds
in Russa gave the dory in a different way. Russan news reports blamed NATO air
drikes causng for the flow of hundred of thousands of refugees from Kosovo to the
neighboring countries. Nothing was sad about red actions of Seb Armed Forces and
paamilitay and on campagn of "ehnic deansng” — red reason of humanitarian
catadrophe. Old soviet propaganda machinery was employed to highlight ongoing events
in Yugodav republic and therefore to judify pogtion of the government in this regard. It
has affected public opinion gppropriately.

As a result BBC reported in soring 1999 that survey teken by the "Public Opinion”
Foundation of 1,500 people during the firgt week of the campaign found thet:

92% opposed the bombing and only two percent supported it.



The lowest levd of oppostion to NATO came from young people [88%] and the
highest [96%] from amongst those who aged 50 or more and remembered how
NATO was Russas enemy during the Cold War.

The highest leve of support for NATO -- though ill tiny a five percent of those
questioned -- was in Russas two capita cities, Moscow and St Petersburg.

Ancther survey of the same dze by the same foundation taken two weeks later asked
Russans what actions they would like to see ther country teke and found them reluctant
to support any military involvement.

The most popular tactic, supported by dmost hdf the respondents [47%)], was the
use of diplomatic pressure on NATO to meke it Sop the bombing.

Forty percent of people wanted to send humanitarian aid to Y ugodavia

Only a gxth of those questioned were in favor of sending military advisrs to
assis the Serbs.

The idea of sending voluntears to fight in Yugodavia turned out to be the most unpopular
measure: over haf those questioned [54 percent] were strongly againgt it.

It should be noted that the ettitude favorable to NATO was reveded dso in a smdl
number of aticles of Rusian authors. In these aticles authors tried to dress on the
necessty of normdization of Russas rdations with NATO and on enlaging of
cooperdtion between Russan and the EU and NATO. Some of them were looking ahead
as fa as to Russas membership in the Alliance or paticipaion in the meetings of
NATO politicd bodiesin the future.

One of the man informaion policy tendencies of the negdive atitude towad the
Atlantic Alliance was s0 cdled anti-Americanism. As it has been mentioned above there
were continuous atempts to identify NATO as an indrument of the USA policy in
Europe. Severd atides published in the Russan magazines and newspapers touched
such issues as the transatlantic tensons due to different interests and views on whether



Europeans could resolve every problem of European security without the American
assgance. The intention of US to withdraw from 1972 ABM treaty dso was followed be
some anti-Ameican atides and comments in Russan massmedia However, the
oveawhdming mgority of materids on the related issue was devoted to the two themes
(1) NATO in the Bdkans, and (2) NATO enlargement esstward and NATO's influence in
the CIS countries. Publications about the gtuation in the Bakans after the 1999 NATO
wa agang Yugodavia and the intervention in the province of Kosovo composed the
maor pats of this set (about 80 percent of the totd number). In Nezavismaya Gazeta
like in other Russan printed editions the 1999 NATO action agand Yugodavia was
condemned as unudified aggresson, and the aggravaion of the internd Studion in
Macedonia has been conddered as a direct and sad consequence of NATO'S narrow-
minded palicy.

Snce the ealy 90's NATO enlagement toward the Eadt, PfP program, deepening of
cooperation between NATO and Centrd and Eastern European Countries became most
popular subjects for the debate in the Russan mass media Russan politicd and military
eite was linking NATO enlargement with the American naiond interests and consdered
this process as a firm prove of loodng Russds influence. Logic and mode of reasoning
of thee dite has not been changed since the Cold War. Still thinking in dimensons of
Block sysems and putting egudity mak between patriotic and imperididic thinking, this
eite conddas NATO enlagement as a threst to the Russan Nationd interests.
Arguments like “through NATO the US wants to mantan American military presence in
Europe and Imultaneoudy to counter any expanson of Russan role on the continent”
hae been on place In some speculaions even the devdopment of the idea of great
conquiracy agand Russa can be observed. According to the opinion widdy spread
among the Russan dite, the am of the PfP program is to enlig newly independent podt-
Soviet countries in a “drategic patnership” with NATO premised on the erroneous beief
that the man threat to ther independence comes from Maoscow and that the military co-
operation with the US and NATO should provide the principd mean for containing this
threat.



The NATO's decison to expand esstward has promoted sudtained criticism  from
Moscow, particularly from the security andysts who have tried to ddiver it as threstening
from politicd and drategic points of view. Therefore the Russan press doubts that the
enlargement  contributes to  maintaining the European security and dability in the
Bakans, the Bdltic Sea area, the Black Searegion, the Caucasus, and Centrd Asa

Opinion surveys reveded that during the second hdf of the past decade the fantadtic idea
of Russa joining NATO has a raher smdl number of supporters — goproximatdy one
fifth-one forth of the populace. Here are the figures in December 1996, the beginning of
the second term of office for Ydtdn, the share of the adherents to this idea amounted to
22 percent of respondents. By February 1997, this proportion practicdly was not changed
and reached 19 per cent.

Russans congdered the war in the Badkans very serioudy as the dangerous regiond
conflict. The overwhdming magority (92 per cent) of Russans drongly oppossd NATO's
actions agangd Yugodavia According to the data of the polls caried out by the Public
Opinion Foundation, in the soring of 1997, during NATO actions agang Yugodavia 70
per cent of respondents congdered NATO action as a threat to Russia, while only 9 per
cent agreed that Russa should intervene in the conflict usng military force.

Although the mgority of Russans did not condder the war agang Yugodavia as a red
military threet, the public concern dout NATO expandon grew geadily from year to
year. Initidly debates on this issue did not worry the Russan public very much. The
ordinary people hardly ever commented on the matter, as they were more concerned with
far more pragmatic problems In the firg haf of the 1990s, due to a degp economic criss
flaming in Russa the mog of plan Russans were preoccupied with the basc question of
how to survive in the new capitdist environment. It was the period of the sharp politica
confrontation between Boris Yedtdn and his opponents, and domedtic politicd  batles
atracted much more atention of the public than NATO's policy. In December 1995, only
every hundredth respondents (0.7 per cent) expresssd concern over the NATO
enlargement.



In the second hdf of the 1990s the media coverage of NATO policy became more
intendve. The impact of media resulted in a growth of public interes to the problem of
NATO-Russa rdations. In December 1996, to the question “Wha policy should Russa
pursue with regad to NATO?" 31 per cent of respondents replied: “Russa should
obstruct NATO enlargement” and only 2 per cent expressed the oppodte view. 10 per
cent believed: “Russa should agree to NATO enlargement in exchange for a good treaty
on cooperation with NATO ocountries’. In February 1997 hdf of respondents (51 per
cent) aticulated their concern againg NATO's expangon plan, while for a third (34 per
cent) it caused no worry.

In May 1997 the NATO-Russa Founding Act was dsgned. But the same month Russan
Presdent Boris Ydtsn sad that NATO enlargement was the cause of the biggest dispute
with the US gnce the Cuban missle cids in 1962. Snce then, Russan officdds have
continued to criticize the plan of NATO expanson, but ther objections were not
acoepted. Moreover, on March 1999, the Alliance had admitted three new members
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary.

In a survey conducted by the All-Russa Center for Public Opinion Research (VtdOM) in
December 1995, only 0.7 per cent of regponderts expressed concern over NATO
enlargement. Russans are far more worried about the fate of the Russan Diaspora abroad
(10 per cent), the profligate trade in naturd resources (14 per cent), restoring superpower
gatusto their country (61 per cent) and regaining nationd dignity (77 per cent).

According to a joint survey of foreign policy specidigts conducted by VtdOM and the
Moscow branch of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation in the first haf of 1996, 9 per cent of
the respondents were in favor of Russa joining NATO, 10 per cent bdieved tha NATO
enlargement would not harm Russids security interests, 30 per cent fdt that it ran counter
to Russan interests and 2 per cent sad that NATO enlargement would help to strengthen

Russias security.



In December 1996 the Russan Public Opinion Foundation conducted a ndionwide poll
in 56 communities in 29 regions, teritories and republics, covering dl economic and
geographic zones of Russa The respondents were asked the question, "What policy

should Russa pursue with regard to NATO?' The answers were asfollows:
1. Russashould obstruct NATO enlargement: 31 per cent.
2. Russashould itsdf become amember of NATO: 22 per cent.

3. Russa should agree to NATO enlagement in exchange for a good tresty on
cooperation with the NATO countries: 10 per cent.

4. Russashould not obstruct NATO enlargement: 2 per cent.
5. Don't know: 35 per cent.

In generd it gppeared that the ongoing debate in Moscow on NATO expanson and
quesion of decreesng politicd influence of Kremlin was not a subject of primary
concern for the Russan provinces. The regiond leaders were not on the podtion to make
comprehendve comments on this issue, as they were more concerned with resolving
more concrete and actud problems reated with the trandfers from the federd budget in
order to cover wages to their eectorates as wel as with the improvement economicd and
trade reations with foregn companies. However, sngle cases of a drong anti-NATO
datements made by charismatic provincid leaders were appearing time by time. Modtly
politicians making these datements were on ther carer way from locd leadership to
federd one.

In generd, results of public opinion surveys conducted during this period in Russa on the
isue of NATO enlargement were quite contradictory and proved that there was no
nationd consensus on the issue. Controversy in Officid Kremlin statements that people
of Russa fed drongly agang NATO esstwad expanson and red public opinion is wel
demondraied in public opinion survey in Russa on Lithuanids membership in NATO
and in andyss of the survey by Director of the center L.A. Kazakova



Survey was conducted on March 3-6, 1997, in Russa the framework of the series of the
ressrch dudy "The enlargement of NATO to the Eas" planned by the Center of
International Sociologica Invedtigations.

The following are the answers to the questions:

Quedtion 1

Do you think Lithuanian membership in NATO is Lithuanids internd affar?
Response:

1. Yes-704%

2.No - 24.8%

3. Uncertain 4.8%

Quedion 2

Do you think Lithuanids membership in NATO will increese its security and defense
potentia?

Response:

1.Yes | do - 44%

2.No, | do nat - 25%

3. Uncertain- 31%

Quedion 3;

Is Lithuaniain the sphere of interests of vita importance to Russia?
Response:

1.Yes-52%

2.No - 3%



3. Uncertain - 16%

Quedtion 4:

Under what conditions do you consder possible Lithuanian membership in NATO?
Response:

1. Under the condition not to launch nudear wegpon and transportation means on the
Lithuanian territory - 54%

2. Under the condition that Lithuania does not dlow the third countries make atacks
through itsterritory - 31%

3. Under the condiition thet Lithuaniaand Russa sign Tresty on non-aggression - 10%.
4. Uncertain - 5%

Quedtion 5:

What conseguences can Lithuania have as amember of NATO?

Response:

1. Increase of military expenses - 33%

2. Increase of taxesin Lithuania- 23%

3. Worsening of rdaionswith Russa- 2%

4. Uncertain - 20%

Quedion 6

Do you think tha Lithuania, like Sweden, should day neutrd and keep away from
joining any blocks to preserve its independence?

Response:

1.Yes-70%
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2.No- 5%
3. Uncertain - 25%
Quedion 7:

What do you think about the idea of some politologigts to use Lithuania as 'a buffer zone
between the West and the East as an dternative to membership in NATO?

Response:

1. Itisagood idea- 2%
2. Itisabad idea- 59%
3. Uncertain 3%
Quedtion 8:

Do you condder it necessary that the quedtion of Lithuanids entering into NATO should
be submitted for consideration at the Security Council a the UN?

Response:
1Yes21%
2.No 69 %

3. Uncertain 10 %
Quedtion 9:

Do you think that the Lithuanids membeaship in NATO should be conddered
smultaneoudy with the membership of Poland'sin NATO?

Response:
1. Yes amultaneoudy 35 %

2. No, separately 43 %
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3. Uncertain 22 %

Quedtion 10:

Do you think that the Lithuanias membership in NATO is to be ds0 rased a the nationd
referendum in Lithuania itsdlf?

Response:
1.Yes49%
2.No20%

3. Uncertain 31 %

Results of the opinion poll conducted in Russa on the problem of NATO enlargement to
the East and new members entry were unexpected. It gppeared that despite of the well-
known officda propaganda Russan societly had different from officially announced

opinion on these issues.

The mgority of Rusdans (70%) suppose that Lithuania should day neutrd and refuse
paticipation in any blocks in order to preserve its independence, but nevertheess mogt
Russans thought that the question of Lithuanias entry into NATO is the internd affair of
Lithuania

Specker of the Lithuanian Paliament Vitautas Landsbergis during his vist to US in
March, 1999 sad in the interview to Radio Liberty that he does not believe that Russa
will be a mgor obdade to Lithuanids joining the Wegtern dliance. Citing public opinion
polls in that country which show tha more than 70 percent dl Russans agree tha
"Lithuanids security decisons are only the business of Lithuanid', he cdled on Russas
politicdl dite to "abandon ther old thinking" and "become red partners with ther amdl
neighbors rether than tregting them as satellites”

However of more than hdf questioned (52 %), conddered that Lithuania is in the sphere
of vitd interets of Russa Therefore they conddered that possble membership of
Lithuania in NATO (in the second round of enlargement) has to be followed by
guarantees on fulfillment of certan conditions in the opinion of Russans. 1. The fird



condition is that nuclear wegpons and trangportation means are not launched (54 %). 2.
Under the condition that Lithuania will not render its teritory for atack from the third
country (31 %). 3. Under the condition that Lithuanian - Russan Tresty on non-
aggression will be 9gned (10 %).

Nevertheless the Russan nation regarded Lithuania as a friendly neighbor, irrespective
of whether Lithuania enters NATO or not.

Mog importantly, according to the results of the opinion poll, mgority of Russans
conddered that any State has right to make decisions on its own way of development.

In the andyss of the survey Dr. L.A. Kazakova, Director of the Center of Internationd
Sociologicd  Investigations condludes “The time of the dictatorship of the "great empire’
Russa has gone forever and dl the problems have to be solved in the spirit of mutud
underdanding. The people of Russa have grasped tha dready, while the old "paty
nomenclature" represented by the current executive power of Russia have not.

The Russans today see new priorities in the devdopment of RussanLithuanian rdations
(ref. to the opinion poll on the new directions of interrdations between Lithuania and
Russa), which is dictated by the time, and the new economic dtudion of the two

countries.

The Lithuanian membership in NATO has no influence to a separate individud nether in
Lithuaniay nor in Russa This should be teken into condderaion while meking vitdly
important decisons”

Some contradictions even in the postion of officd Moscow can be obsarved on the issue
of NATO expandon. As Prof. Rukavishnikov in its presentaion on ATA Gened
Assmbly dated in 2000: “the Prime Miniger, Viktor Chernomyrdin, assures us that he
persondly is not afrad of NATO enlargement, but that the Russan people will not accept
it; Ivan Rybkin, the Secretary of the Security Council, proposed some months ago that
Russa become a member of NATO; Foreégn Miniger Yevgeni Primekov says that
Russa is and will reman agang NATO enlargement, but that pragmatism dictates the
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necessty of negaiations. This lack of coordination Sills periodicdly onto the pages of
the Moscow newspapers.”

Baltic Countries

Information drategy with regard of NATO, its trandormation, policy, activities and
enlargement in al Bdtic countries was consequent and amed on wel underdanding for
the population of dates integration policy. It should be mentioned that from the very
ealy 90's idea of full integration of Bdtic countries to the European and Euro-Atlantic
Inditutions enjoyed wide public support. The consequentid policy of the government in
this direction and wdl-developed free media inditutions made grow of this support
dable.

Sariousness of goproach of the Governments of Bdtic States to the issue of public
opinion regarding the integration to NATO, was clearly demondrated by the statement of
the Presdent of Latvia Guntis Ulmanis, Presdent of Latvia in its address -- Europe And
NATO, broadcased by Radio Free Europe/Radio Libety on 11 May 1999 sad, “I would
like to once agan dress tha for Lavia the accesson is manly dependent upon public
sentiment. The technical problems ae a question of some minutes or, a leest, some
hours. But public opinion and public support, not only in the Bdtic dates but dso in the
world, isacrucid issue.”

In 1997 Centrd and Eagtern Eurobarometer conducted public opinion survey in Bdtic
Countries asking quedtion: If there were to be a referendum on the question of your
country’s membership in NATO, how would you persondly vote? (CEEB 8 - ZA3068

(November 1997) www.gesis.org.)

14



ESTONIA A s 12 ]

LITHUANIA T 28 16 |
SLOVAKIA 31 FOR R 27

mFOR/POUR £JUNDECIDED/INDECIS CIAGAINST/CONTRE
*These who have the right to vote/ Ceux qui ont le droit de vote
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(OUR COUNTRY'S) MEMBERSHIP OF NATO, WOULD YOU PERSONALLY VOTE
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:IF THERE WERE TO BE A REFERENDUM TOMORROW OM THE QUESTION OF

(OUR COUNTRY'S) MEMBERSHIF OF THE EU, WOULD YOU PERSOMALLY VOTE
FOR OR AGAINST MEMBERSHIF?

Approximatedly one third of the populaion in dl Bdtic Countries voted in favor of
countries  joining North Atlantic Alliance, while dightly less then 1/3 of them were
found undecided. Only 14% voted againg NATO Membership.

According to this survey the intention to vote in favor increased notably Snce previous
years epecidly in Edtonia (35% pro, +6). At the same time Edtonia was the country with
the highest percentage of undecided persons (37%).

As it has been conduded by GESIS ehnidty was influencing voting intentions regarding
the NATO-membership in those members of the ethnic minorities (mainly Russans) who
showed a negative atitude on thisissue.

In accordance with the GESIS, in the case of NATO membership, ethnicity did play an
important role in the Bdtics Looking & the resdent populaion (and not only a digible
voters) 35% of the ethnic mgorities declare a voting intention for joining NATO, while

15



only 14% of the ehnic minorities did so. Correpondingly, only 11% of the ethnic
mgjority announces a no-vote but 24% of the minority did.

SATO=REFEREMDOUM
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erenic minorTes [ = | 24 |

George Cunningham, Centrd and Eastern Eurobarometer Project Director, in its article --
EU and NATO enlagement: How public opinion is shaping up in some candidate
countries published in NATO Review May/dune 1997, wrote “It should be noted thet the
results in Estonia and Lavia exclude szesble segments of populaions that do not have
citizenship and the right to vote If al resdents were induded, then the results for those
in favor of NATO membership would drop from 32 per cent to 26 per cent in Etonia and
from 31 per cent to 27 per cent in Lavia Minorities in those two countries are only in
favor of NATO membership by 8 per cent (versus 30 per cent "agang”) and 13 per cent
(versus 26 per cent "agang) with absolute mgorities in both cases in fact undecided or
sying they "dont know". Among dtizens intentions to vote for NATO membership
have ds0 dedined over the past year - by 10 points in Lithuania and 15 points in
Estonia”

As it comes to the man reasons for vaoting in favor of country’s Membership in NATO,
according to the GESIS — Eurobarometer survey they are as following:
1. NATO will guarantee security and sability in the region;
2. Security from Russia;
3. NATO will control and reform the amy and the military indudry. (in Lithuania
this was mogt important argument -- 35% outnumbering dl other arguments in
this country.)
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4. NATO's contribution to generd progress and cooperation (not only in the military
fid);
5. NATO membership would make country a part of Europe.

Reasons to vote againgt the NATO membership (small percentage) were quite disperse:
1. Wishfor neutrdity;
2. Genegd padfiam;
3. Fnancid obligations caused by NATO membership.

In March, 1998 public opinion survey on security issues was conducted in the Bdtic
countries of Lithuania, Latvia and Edtonia by NATO Office of Information and Press,
Minidry for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuaniaand “Bdtic Surveys’/GALLUP

This survey was caried out of behdf of NATO Office of Information and Press and The
Minigtry for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania

In three countries, the survey was co-ordinated by LithuanianBritish public opinion and
market research company BALTIC SURVEYS Ltd, member of the Galup Internationd
and Gallup Worldwide.

The methodology employed in this sudy dlowed collecting the nationd representative
daa of Lithuanian, Latvien and Edonian permanent resdents, aged 15-74. Interviews

were done face-to-face at the respondents homes.
Main findings of the public opinion survey are as following:
Membership in NATO

Attitudes towards NATO membership. Of dl three Bdtic countries, Lithuanian
population was mogly supportive for the country’s efforts to join NATO: 55% of
Lithuanian population, 47% of Lavian populaion and 54% of Edonian populaion fully
goproved or somewhat goprove these efforts.  Accordingly, in  Lithuania 26% of
population did not goprove such efforts, while in Latvia there was 32% and Edonia —
31% of opponents to such efforts. Almogt one out of Sx Lithuanian resdents, one out of
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five Lavian resdents and one out of seven Edonian resdents had no opinion on this

metter.

Codts of the membership. In dl three countries, the view that the NATO membership is
too expensve was supported by more resdents than the opposte view. In Lithuania 42%,
in Lavia 44% and in Edonia 42% of resdents thought that the NATO membership is too
expendve. However, in Lithuania and in Egtonia one out of three (accordingly 30% and
32%) and one out of five (23%) Latvian resdents thought that the membership is most
effective way to ensure security. One should keep in mind, that 34% of Latvian, 28% of
Lithuanian and 27% of Estonian residents could not answer this question.

The best means to guarantee country’s security and <tability. Resdents of three
Bdtic countries were asked, which way, in ther opinion, guarantees their country’s
security and stability the best..

In Lithuania, prevaling opinion was hat the NATO membership is the best way (26%).
The next options ae NATO and EU membership together (23%) or neutrdity (23%).
Only 3% of Lithuanian populaion beieved tha EU membership without NATO

membership could guarantee security and sability for Lithuania

In Latvia, the larger group of populaion beieved that the neutrdity best guarantees
Latvian security and gSability (29%). The second option — NATO and EU membership
together (26%) while NATO membership is the third option (15%). 10% of Latvian
population beieved thaa EU membership done could guarantee sability and security for
Lavia

In Estonia, NATO and EU membership together was conddered to be the best guarantee
(30%), followed by neutrdity (29%). NATO membeship was chosen by 16% of
Edonian resdents 9% of Edonian resdents bdieved thaa EU membership done could
guarantee security and gtability for their country.

Visegrad countries membership in NATO. Of dl three Bdtic countries Lithuanian
resdents were best aware that according to the NATO expanson plan, in summer of
1997, Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary were invited to join NATO.
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Among Lithuanian public, 58% have heard about this event, 29% - have not.
In Latvia, 53% have heard this and 38% - have not.

In Estonia the levd of awareness about this invitation is the lowest — 49% of Estonian
residents have heard about this invitation and 42% - have not.

Beng best informed about this decison, Lithuanian resdents were dso most in favor
for it. In Lithuania, 53% of the resdents were in favor of this decison and 8% express

unfavorable view.

In Latvia, only 37% were of favorable opinion about this decison and 11% - were
oppasing it, while 50% of Latvian resdents did not have opinion on this matter.

In Estonia, 41% were in favor and 13% - were not, with 46% of Edtonian resdents not
having any opinion on this deason.

15. Reasons for not inviting Baltic countries to join NATO. The perception of the
reesons for not inviting Bdtic countries to join NATO a the fird wave of expanson
differs in three Bdtic daes. Lithuanian people more often think that Rusdan influence
and NATO members unwillingness to accept new members was the main reason, than
Latvians and Estonians. In Latvia and Estonia the view that none & the Bdtic countries is
ready for NATO membership was expressed more often.

Evaluation of the Government effortsto preparefor the NATO member ship.

Of three Bdtic countries, Edonian resdents were of the highest opinion about their
Government's  efforts to join NATO: 44% of Estonian populaion thought thet their
Government was preparing for the NATO membership active enough while 23% thought
that these efforts were not active enough and 4% thought that in redity the Government
was not preparing a al. 30% of Estonian populaion had no opinion on thisissue.

Lithuanian population adso evduaed the Government's efforts in a podtive way: 36%
of Lithuanian resdents thought that the Government was active enough, 30% thought it
was not. Only 2% of Lithuanian resdents thought that Government was doing nothing.
32% of Lithuanian resdents could not answer this question.
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Latvian reddents were of a negative opinion about their Government's efforts while
24% of Lavian reddents conddered the Government being active enough, as many as
32% thought that the Government was not active enough and 5% thought that Latvian
Government was doing nothing in this direction. In Latvia there was the largest number
of people who had no opinion on thisissue — 39%.

Priorities in a preparation to join NATO. Resdents of the Bdtic countries were asked
to rate the priorities of the things to be done while preparing to join NATO.

Lithuanians dressed firs of dl protection of boarders and internationa image of the
country. The second group of the means to be undertaken — drengthening Lithuanias
army in accordance with the NATO standards.

For Latvian population the boarder issues were the firgd priority, followed by the
country’s image. Improvement of the amy’'s professond level and ethnic issues were
important but they came as the second stage of actions.

Egonians firg of dl stressed the unsolved border issues. The second group of necessary
actions was improvement of the professond standards of the army.

Edimation of the NATO membership impact on various spheres. Resdents of the
Bdtic dates were asked, whether in thar opinion the membership in NATO would have

pogitive or negative influence on various gpheres.

In dl three countries, mgority of the populaion thought that the country’s security and
country’s army will benefit when the Bdtic countries join NATO. In Lithuania, more
than hdf of population dso expected the improvement in country’s atractiveness for

foreign investors and possihilities to receive financid assstance.

In Estonia, resdents bdieved that the membership would hep Edonids government to
atract more confidence. This was not the opinion of Lithuanian and Latvian resdents —
they did not think thet the membership might have strong influence on this métter.

In al three countries, not much influence from the membership was expected on socid
welfare. However, dl three countries thought that the membership in NATO would harm
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the rdaions with Russa Lithuanian and Lavian reddents aso bdieved that the
membership could have negative impact on rdations with Bdaus while Edonia hes less
relations with this country now, therefore did not expect much changes.

Of dl three countries Lithuanians were mod optimigic about the overdl pogtive
influence of NATO membership on the country, while Latvians were most skepticdl.

Referendum on NATO. If the nationd referendum on NATO membership is held at the
moment, Lithuanians would be mogt supportive for the country joining the dliance.

51% of Lithuanian resdents would vote for, 25% - agang and 24% did not make ther
decison yet. In Estonia, 43% would vaote for while 32% would vote agang and 25% do
not know. Latvia has the lowest number of the supporters for the country’s membership
in dliance 37% would vote for, 29% - agand, while 34% of Lavian populaion has not
decided yet.

Why people arein favor or againg their country’s membership in NATO ?

The man aguments of supporters for Lithuanian membership were relaed to the
security of the country and confidence in NATO as the organization. The man arguments
of the opponents were rdated to the opinion that Lithuania was not reedy yet, the cods
and believe in neutrdity.

The man aguments of supporters for Latvian membership were related to the security
of the country and standard of living improvement. The man arguments of the opponents
were rdaed to the opinion that the membeship would have negdive influence on
dandard of living, that Lavia was not reedy yet and problems in the reations with Russa

and Bdlorus.

The man aguments of supporters for Estonian membership were rlated to the security
of the country and development of armed forces. The main arguments of the opponents
were related to the opinion that Edonia is not ready yet and that Edonia should day
neutral.

Confidence In International Ingtitutions
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Edonian inhebitants were better informed about various internationd  inditutions and
organizations than Latvian and Lithuanian inhabitants in Edtonia the larger share of the
respondents could express their opinion about these organizations and inditutions.

Lithuanian inhabitants were mogt confident with NATO (53%), UNO (49%) and EU
(48%). Almogt every second Lithuanian inhabitants had much or somewhat confidence in
these internationd organizations. Lithuanian inhabitants trusted leest CIS - 47% had little
confidenceinit.

Latvian inhabitants modly trused UNO - 66% of them had much or somewha
confidence in this organization. 44% of Lavian inhabitants trused EU and NATO.
Lavian inhabitants hed least confidence in CIS - 47% of them had not much confidence
in CIS or not confidence at dl.

Estonian inhabitants mos trused UNO - 73% of Edonian inhabitants had much or
somewha confidence in this organization. 61% of Edonian inhabitants had much or
somewhat confidencein NATO.

Awareness and evaluation of US and Baltic Countries Charter. The mgority of
resdents of Bdtic States have heard about this Charter - 65% of Lithuanian inhabitarts,
69% of Lavian inhabitants and 61% of Edonian inhabitants said that they have heard
about US and Baltic States Charter.

61% of Lithuanian inhabitants and 55% of Egtonian inhabitants had very or somewha
favorable opinion aout US and Bdtic Countries Charter. Among Latvian inhabitants
48% had very or somewha favorable opinion about US and Bdtic Countries Charter
and 45% had no opinion about it. No opinion about this charter was expressed by 36% of
Lithuanian inhabitants and 36% of Eqtonian inhabitants.

The mgority of Bdtic countries inhabitants thought that US and Bdtic Countries
Chater would hdp Badtic countries to join NATO sooner. It was sad by 54% of
resdents of Egtonia, 49% of resdents of Lithuania and 37% of resdents of Lavia In
Lavia as much a 44% of resdents had no opinion on this issue 35% of Edonian
population and 40% of Lithuanian population had no opinion on this question.



I nternational Peacekeeping Missons And Programs

Participation in the international missons. Resdents of three Bdtic countries were
asked to express ther opinion about the participation of the soldiers of their country in
joint peecekegping operaion in Bosiia and Herzegovina Estonian and Lithuanian
populations more often goproved this paticpaion (50% in Edonia and 49% in
Lithuenid) while in Latvia the opinions split 37% of Lavian population gpproved this
participation and 39% disgpproved.

The attitude towar dsthe participation in “ Partnership for Peace’ program.

In Estonia, 69% of the resdents gpproved this paticipation, 14% disgpproved and 18%
had no opinion. In Lithuania, 62% approved, 12% disgpproved paticipaion in this
progan and 26% had no opnion. In Latvia, 54% of populaion gpproved the
paticpation in this program, 16% disgpproved this paticpation and 28% had no
opinion.

Attitude towards joint defense projects in the Baltic countries. Resdents of the Bdtic
countries were asked, whether they think that the establishment of such joined military
forces as peacekeeping unt “Bdtba’, joint navy squadron “Bdtron” and Bdtic ar
aurvelllance network “Bdtnet” would help to join NATO sooner.

68% of Edonian reddents, 56% of Lithuanian resdents and 49% of Latvian resdents
thought that the establishment of those forces would help Bdtic countries to join NATO
sooner. 11% of Edonian, 12% of Lithuanian and 16% of Lavian resdents did not beieve
in this 21% of Edonian, 32% of Lithuanian and 34% of Latvian resdents had no opinion
in thisregard.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION
Mog often mentioned in L ithuania main source of infor mation about NATO:
Lithuanias TV daions (54%);

Lithuania s newspapers (38%);
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Lithuania sradio gations (17.8%);

Lithuania s Government officia information (5%).
Mog often mentioned in L atvia main sour ce of information about NATO:

LavidsTV dations (55%);
Latvia s newspapers (33%);
Russds TV dations (19%);
Latvia sradio gations (16%);
Russa s radio stations (5%);

Russd s newspapers (4%).
Mog often mentioned in Etonia main source of information about NATO:

Estonia s newspapers (32%);
Egtonids TV gations (27%);
Egtonia sradio gations (14%);
Russas TV dations (7%);

Egonia s Government officid information (6%0).

Respondents were asked which issues they would like to learn more about. Man topics
which inhabitants of al three countries were mogt interested in are following:

Codt of country joining NATO;
Advantages of country joining NATO;
Responghilities country will have to accept joining NATO;

How NATO guarantees security of its members.

These four issues were mentioned most often in al three countries.
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People who were going to vote for ther country’'s membership in NATO were more
interested to know about dl issues mentioned than people who were going to vote against
or people who did not decide yet how to vote if referendum of ther county joining
NATO would be held.

NATO opeaion in Yugodavia in 1999 had full support in Bdtic countries. Miniger of
Foreign Affars of Lavia Vddis Birkavs, spesking on EU enlagement in Bonn on 26
March 1999, noted that he believed that ‘the effects of NATO actions will be far-reaching
and pogtive for the Bdtic States. Therefore, remarkable trends in public opinion of
Baltic states had not been observed.

Gengrd infarmational drategy that was consequentid was based on the principle that
Bdtic Countries sharing the democrdic vaues and principles were moving toward the
full integration to the Euro-Atlantic collective defense dructures. That has dso provided
public support for the process of reformsin the countries.

After the joining of MAP public support of integraion policy has been dSgnificantly
rased. The Minisry of Defense of Edonia regularly conducted public opinion surveys. In
this regard its interesting the summary report on public opinion monitoring dudy thet weas
conducted in 2000 and was focused on tracking public opinion trends on the three man
isues:

opinion on NATO accesson;

opinion on defending the Edonian state and on willingness to paticipate in date
defense;

opinion on increasing defense spending.

The pols indicated tha the support of Edonids population to joining NATO hes
throughout the year 2000 been dable (4549 percent), while a quarter of the population
was not able to express its pogtion in this matter. Among ethnic Estonians the support
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rate was 54-57 percent, but among younger people the support was higher then the
average both among Edonians and non-Estonians. The awareness of the process of
joining NATO has genedly improved. The mgority of those responding support an
increese in the spending on the Edonian defense cgpability or preserving the present
level, while 16% consder a decrease necessary.

The will to defend the country is continuoudy high among Edonia's inhabitants. 56-60
percent has consdered armed resistance necessary a0 in case the find solution remans
unclear. 53-60 percent of those responding are willing to participate persondly in defense
activities.

Tendency of risng support to the NATO Integration was obsarved in Lithuania as well,
where public support on this issue dways was highet among Bdtic States Following
chat is bassd on the public opinion surveys published by the Lithuanian Minigry of
Defense.

Public support for Lithuania's membership in NATO
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Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan

While taking aout the Caucasus region it should be mentioned that term Centrd Ada
and Caucasus frequently used during the last years in the context of Euro-Atlantic policy
and NATO activities in these regions seems is not aways correct. In most cases
paticipaion of daes in mentioned ectivities and initistives are determined by country’s
Security and Foreign policy. Teem Centrd Asa and Caucasus includes dtates with quite
different aspirations and priorities toward the Euro-Atlantic Alliance some of them
officidly dedared its willingness to join dliance, while others limit its drategy in this
regard only with cooperation. Therefore use of the term “Centrd Asa and Caucasus’ in
politicd dictionary, especidly to introduce politica initigives or to plan activities may
not be accepteble  Public opinion survey conducted by Georgian Opinion Research
Busness Internationa (GORBI) in 1999 covering Armenia and Georgia can be vivid
example of the divergty in public opinion in two neighboring Caucasan Sates.

ProWedern dispostion has adways been prevdent in Georgia both on the leve of
political dites and wide public. As it was often mentioned Georgian society shared
democrdic vaues and asociated itsdf with the western community. Attitude toward the
NATO was podtive and quite gable throughout 1990s. War in Abkhazia and following
politicdl events, like joining the CIS under the pressure, in early 1990s has not affected
this atitude. At the same time coverage of NATO events, comprehensve andyss of the
policy of Alliance quite rardy gopeared in the Georgian Media during the mentioned
period of time.

After middle 1990s trandormaion of the Alliance, degpening cooperdion in the
framework of PfP, trandfer of ‘gravity center’ of the Alliance Easwards attracted more
atention of the Georgian media and academicians. Coverage of NATO policy and
activities by the media became more precise and informative.
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In 1999 Georgian Opinion Research Budness Internationd (GORBI), which is the
leeding company working in the fidd of public opinion and maket ressarch in the
Caucasus region, induding Georgia, Armenia, and Azebajan, caried out public opinion
pools aimed on sudy of atitude of population towards NATO in Georgiaand Armenia.

Main Findings

The firg question concerned the atitudes of the dtizens of two countries (Georgia and
Armenia) toward the necessity of NATO's presence in order to mantan peace and
security in Europe. With dmogt equdly low reponses, the option "NATO is dill
necessary" was chosen by less than one fifth of the respondents with 16% and 19% in
Georgia and Armenia, respectively. However, atitudes toward NATO in  subsequent
questions were rather pogtive. One possble explanaion that remains unexplored is the
perception that the resdents of these countries fed that following the collgpse of the
Soviet Union, there exigs little threst to European security. The percentage of
respondents feding that "NATO is no longer needed for maintaning the security of
Europe' was rather high in Georgia with 62% versus 44% of respondents answering
thudy in Armenia

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING VIEWSISCLOSER TO YOUR OWN?

NATO is no longer needed for 62
maintaining the security of Europe 44

NATO is still necessary

Don't know _|38

| ] ] ]
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
PERCENTAGES

- GEORGIA
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As for digribution of these quedions by age, the younger the respondents in
Armenia, the more frequently they answered “NATO is gill necessry” (with 21% of
respondents aged 16-24 answering thudy and only 12% of those aged 55 or more doing
). Rather high in Armenia were the responses of those not being able to provide an
ansver to the quedtion (38%). For Georgia, for the option "NATO is no longer needed for
maintaining the security of Europe' the lowest rate went to representetives of the “oldest”
age group, and highest — to “younger” respondents, namdy 1624 y. and 2536 y (64%
and 73% correspondingly).
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One quedion of the survey concerned the respondents toward the military involvement of
NATO to resolve the Studion in Kosovo. The findings differ quite significantly for the
rejponses to this question between the two countries. About two-fifths (39%) of the
respondents in Georgia supported the military involvement of NATO in the Bakans
varsus less than one-fifth of the sample (17%) for Armenia Conversdy, 33% of the
Georgian respondents fet thaa NATO should not have become involved militarily to
resolve the conflict in Kosovo and 45% of respondents answered thudy in Armenia In
am, the number of Georgian supporters for operation in Kosovo was more than that of
opponents to the action while the reverse opinion prevalsin Armenia

Do You Bdieve That NATO Should Or Should Not Have Become Involved Militarily To
Resolve The Stuaion In Kosovo? (Answersin Georgia)

Don't
know
28%

Do You Believe That NATO Should Or Should Not Have Become Involved Militarily To Resolve The
Situation In Kosovo? (Answersin Armenia)

No
45%

Yes
17%

Don't
know
38%



A subsequent question concerned perceptions of NATO's reasoning for  becoming
involved militarily in Kosovo and here the reslts are equdly skewed. In Armenia, the
reason regigering the highest response rate (33%) was “To edtablish military presence in
Yugodavid'. The corresponding rate for this response in Georgia was 4%. In Georgia,
mae than one third (36%) of the respondents bdieved that NATO got involved in the
conflit in Bdkans primarily to defend human rights and protect gability in Europe while
the percentage of Armenian respondents offering this as the man reason was two times
less (17%).

Which One Of The Reasons Of Nato Becoming Involved Militarily In Kosovo Do
You Agree With Most ?

To establish a military presence in 4 | | |
Yugoslavia |33

To protect the Kosovar Albanians from
Serb repression

To show that it can police the rest of the
world as it sees

To defend human rights and protect
stability in Europe

Don't know

0 10 20 30 40
PERCENTAGES

- Georga

The find survey item concerned respondents perceptions of future relations between
NATO and ther country. Respondents were offered three options about these possble
relations and asked to sdect one The highest number of responses in Armenia (47%)
ansvered tha “Armenia should try to cooperate with NATO but not join the dliance’.
the corresponding percentage for Georgian respondents sdlecting this option was  30%.
The response regigering the highest percentage in Georgia was that “Georgia should try
to join NATO" with 57% (the corresponding rate in Armenia was 13%). There was dso a
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rather large difference by country concerning responses to the third option - “The country
should avoid cooperation with NATO’. In Armenia the percentage was 31% while in
Georgia, the rate was 13%.

Which Of The Following Three Options Best Describes What You Think (Your
Country’s) Reationship With NATO Should Be?

(Country) should (Country) should try (Country) should try Don't know
avoid cooperation  to cooperate with to join NATO
with NATO NATO but not join
the alliance

Sonificantly, in Armenia the responses to this question varied dightly according to age,
with younger respondents more often dating that “Armenia should try to join NATO”
(20% for the youngest age group versus only 6% for the oldest). In Georgia, answers
were digributed farly evenly among age groups.

Which Of The Following Three Options Best Describes What You Think (Your
Country’s) Rdlaionship With NATO Should Be? by agein Georgia

B Georgia should avoid cooperation
0 wihNATO

Georgia should try to cooperate with
NATO but not join the alliance

1 Georgiashould ty 1o join NATO
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Which Of The Fdlowing Three Options Best Destribes What You Think (Your

Country’s) Reaionship With NATO Should Be? by age in Georgiaby age in Armenia

B Armenia should avoid cooperation
with NATO

Armenia should try to cooperate with
NATO but not join the alliance
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Redativdy the same picture is in answers on this question by the regions. In Georgia in
mgority of populaion (54% in capitd city, 59 % in other regions) responded that country
should try to join NATO, while 10% in cgoitd and 14 % in provinces ae agand
cooperation with NATO. 35% in capitd and 27% in regions answered that country
should try to cooperate with NATO but not join it.

In responds from Armenian percentage of in favor country’s cooperation with NATO
without joining it was prevaent (48% in capitd and 46% in regions). Only 16% in capital
and 10% in regions werein favor of joining NATO.

According to media public opinion in another Caucesan dae — Azebajan is quite
favorable to countries EurcAtlantic aspirations. Unfortunately we were not gble to get
precise data of public opinion surveys conducted in Azerbajan during the 1990s but al
information avalable in media proves tha levd of public support to the NATO
expangon is high. Satements of Azer podlitidans (no mater progovernmenta or
oppogtion) and atides on this issue which were gppearing in media and academician
sources are generdly sympathetic toward NATO.



Ukraine

After the collgpse of the Soviet Union image of NATO as an “aggressive Block” amed
on intervention, that has been edablished by the Soviet propaganda mechinery in eyes of
Ukrainian society darted to change. Public opinion regarding the NATO gradudly Sarted
to become more favorable throughout 1990s. Signature of NATO-Ukraine Charter and
inditutiondization of NATO-Ukraine coundl provided positive impulse to this process.

According to the “Democratic Initigives’ Foundetion, in January, 1997, only 17.3% of
Ukrainian citizens consdered NATO to be an aggressve bloc. In the Andyticad Report
of Mr. Igor Gdin on Mass Public Opinion In Ukraine About NATO And NATO-Ukraine
Rdationships conducted under the NATO Fdlowship in 1996-1998 in Ukrainian public
opinion NATO and its members ae not conddered as threat for Ukraine One in gx
respondents believed in the exigence of externd military threet to Ukraine. One in three
bdievers in the exigence of military threat to Ukraine think that this threst is coming
from Russa Rusda emerges as the prime source of the military threet, followed by the
USA, Wegtern Europe and findly Eastern Europe. Simultaneoudy, according to the same
research, one in three respondents was not concerned with the status of the rdaionships
between NATO and Ukraine, which suggeds that — bearing in mind that 42 percent failed
to give any definite ansver — the Ukranians were not preoccupied with the NATO
quesion in March 1998. Among those who answered the quesions on NATO opinion
about the possible postive consequences of Ukraine joining NATO was asfollows:

- Enhance Ukraing sinternationa standing (agreed 31% and disagreed 17%)

- Bkraineg s army fighting strength will increase (agreed 28% and disagreed 22%0)

Therefore, the public opinion was more or less supportive of Ukraine joining NATO.
Frg of dl the respondents were worried about deterioration in the relationships between
Russa and Ukrane. The respondents fdt the membership in NATO would put extra
burden on fledging Ukranes economy, as the purchesng of new military equipment and
wegponry from NATO countries would be required. Another important concarn was the
possble redriction on travd between Ukrane and Russa Findly, the respondents did



not believe that military cgpacity of Ukraine would increase as the result of the country’s
membership in NATO.

NATO drikes agang Yugodavia in 1999 patidly reversed the trend of pogtive dtitude
of Ukranian society toward the NATO. Public opinion survey by the Ukrainian Center
for Economic and Political Sudies in 1999 indicated tha nearly hdf of Ukran€es
population (46.2%) percadved NATO a an aggressve bloc. Evidetly, the average
Ukrainian was not entirdy convinced that the main purpose of the NATO action was to
defend Albanians, rather than punish “disobedient” Serbs Only 86% of those polled
congdered NATO actions to be a forced, but necessary measure to protect Kosovars, and
only 85% suggeted that militay intervention was needed to dop Yugodavids
aggressive policy. By contrast, 33.6% of polled Ukrainians thought that NATO actions in
Yugodavia were acts of aggresson, while another 19.3%, conddered it as war crimes
agang the dvilian population. 14.1% of those polled remaned neutrd, as they were
certain that neither NATO nor Yugodavia should be blamed for the conflict, but the UN,
which gppeared unable to resolve the situation through peaceful means.

What do you think NATO is, first and foremost? % of the polled
Chart made by Ukrainian Center for Economic and Political Sudies
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According to the Ukrainian Center for Economic and Political Sudies the reason for
such assessments probably lies not in a spedific atitude toward Yugodavig, but in the
fact that, according to the mgority of respondents, NATO had no right to interfere n the
interna  affars of a sovereign date (even for purposes of resolving humanitarian
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problems). This view is shared by 55.1% of those polled. Only 11.9% of respondents
believes that NATO has such a right, and 26.1%, tha NATO should have such a right
under a UN mandate. Perhaps, if KFOR spared no efforts to protect Serbs from
Albanians, as NATO did lag yer to protect Albanians from Serbs, more Ukrainians
would believe in the Alliance's peaceful intentions.

In line with the same research after Kosovo events, even in the mogt pro-NATO indined
Wegern Ukraine, as much as 29.8% of respondents consdered NATO to be an
aggressve military bloc. It is interesting to note tha on this issue, proNATO Western
Ukraine did not ggnificantly differ from the pro-Russan Crimea, where 32% hdd the
same opinion. Only 153% of Crimeans believed that Ukraine should never join the
Tashkent Treaty, while among dl Ukrainians, this view was shared by 42.2%. When
choodng between Russa and NATO, Crimeans were probably motivated by ther
traditiond pro-Russan sentiments;, rather than by hostility toward NATO.

Following chat represented podtion of the populaion regarding Ukranes possble
accesson to NATO. Haf (50.6%) of respondents consdered that Ukraine should never
join NATO, a quater (234%) sad that it should join the Alliance in 510 years time, and
9.3% of those polled responded that Ukraine should join NATO within 10-15 years.
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O Population
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01

Experts

in 5-10 in 10-15 never hard to say
years years

This chart shows that in generad even after the NATO-led operdion, in Yugodavia, very
unpopular in Ukraine, which was unpopular in Ukrane, dmog two-thirds (59%) of the
country's dite and one-third (32.7%) of its population supported NATO membership.
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Researchers noted that Ukrainians treet NATO quite differently from Byedorussans and
Russans. Only 82% of Byeorussas populaion beieves that Bdaus should ensure its
security by joining NATO. In Russa, only 19% of respondents names ther country
joining the Alliance a priority, while the share of those that consder NATO an aggressve
bloc is higher in Russia (56%) than in Ukraine

According to the survey there were no overwhdming mgority on the assessment of the
process of NATO enlargement. 21.0% of polled consdered that this process means the
drengthening of a democratic security system in Europe, and is beneficid for Ukrane,
7.3% thought this process as favorable, or the one tha would hdp emancipate Ukraine
from Russa Almogt hdf of our citizens gave a negative assessment of this process.
19.6% of those polled consders NATO enlargement to be an unfavorable process, as it
would drengthen Ukraings dependence on the Wes. Almost as many — 195% — fears
that as a result of NATO enlargement, Ukraine can be drawn into oppostion between
Russa and NATO. At the same time, only 7% of those polled see an immediate military
threet in NATO enlargement.

Attitude of Ukrainian citizens to NATO enlargement, % of the polled
chart made by Ukrainian Center for Economic and Palitical Sudies
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For the time of the research conducted by Ukrainian Center for Economic and Political
Sudies, ressarchers concluded that in the opinion of the population of Ukraine, NATO
was seemingly aggressve block but not podng any threst to Ukraine Attitude toward
joining NATO among Ukrainians is much dronger thean among ther Eagdern Savic

neighbors — Belorussians and Russans.

“Therefore, the dtitude toward NATO on the pat of Ukranegs population is raher
contradictory. Ukrainians are dearly sympahetic to the “western way of lifé’, but
unprepared to fight for it; they would like to stay away from any disputes between Russa
and the West, and not take any Sdes’ — was stated by researchers.

It has been mentioned that the expets and people who knew NATO its activities and
policy better demondgraied mogs pogtive atitude toward NATO. Negdive attitude mostly
has been conddered as an impact of poor informeation aout NATO in the Ukrainian
press, and anti-NATO materids of Russan media, which were more accesshle to the

average Ukrainian than Western one.

When it became obvious that NATO was successful in enforcing pesce in the Bakans,
and the process of the NATO and European Union's enlargement does not cut Ukrainians
from the Weg, in Ukrainian public opinion the postive trend toward the NATO agppeared
to be srious. NATO's dose cooperation with Ukraine has played very important role in
this direction. Media has dready reported these postive trends. But, as it was reported by
Jamestown foundation, despite the fact tha public opinion is agan on the upswing,
ordinary Ukrainians are il less enthusiagtic about NATO than their government is.

Conclusions
It seems that in 1990s generd trend in public opinion of post soviet countries with regard

of NATO was rahe podtive towards the Alliance Growing cooperaion within the
framework of PfP, MAP process, and successful peace enforcement operdion in Bakans
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played pogtive role in overdl. It is obvious that public sympathy towards the dliance has
been rased. It is quite difficult to overesimae the importance of wining of public
opinion in conjunction with deepening of security cooperation. Free media, academicians
and pdliticdans can play very important role in this regard, espeddly in the countries with
the aspirdions to join NATO. Raad Edrdla- Presdent of NATO Parliamentary
Assambly in its address to the V-10 Riga Summit in March 2002 dated: “Public support
is essentid for the success of enlargement. Members of parliament are the closest to ther
dectorates They are in the front line of any campaign to win public opinion. ...

It is esstid that public opinion in both full members and candidaes dike should
underdand and support the policies of their governments and the responghility and
obligations that go with the benefits of membership. And in this respect, we should
adways remember that it is countries and their socidies, not just military establishments,
who are being invited to join the Alliance”
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