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The Problem: It is well known that Armenians and Georgians, two of the
three main nations of the South Caucasus, belong to the Christian civilizational
area, and the third nation - the Azerbaijani, belongs to the Turkish-Islamic civili-
zational area. This subject has certain peculiarities which are worth considering
here. Particularly:

a. Which orientation is stronger: the orientation of Azerbaijanis towards
Turkey, or the orientation of Armenians and Georgians towards Russia?

b. Are there civilizational factors defining the attitudes of Armenians, Geor-
gians and Azerbaijanis towards other nations?

c. Does a "Caucasian Identity" factor exist in the mutual perceptions of Ar-
menians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis?

d. Do the attitudes of Armenians, Georgians, and Azerbaijanis towards other
nations change over time?

Methods: To get the answers to the defined questions, the social distance
perceptions of Armenians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis towards 9 nations (Arme-
nians, Georgians, Azerbaijanis, Russians, Turks, Iranians, Greeks, Jews and
Americans) have been calculated. For Georgians, two additional distances have
been calculated - towards Abkhazians and Ossetians. Then, a factor analysis of
the social distance for Armenians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis perceptions has
been carried out.

Data: To calculate the scores of social distance perceptions, we have used the
database created by the Caucasian Research Resource Centers (CRRC) "Data Initia-
tive 2007"". The data were collected in Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan by the same
methodology and are representative nationwide. The sample size in Armenia includes
2,457 respondents, in Georgia — 3,306, and in Azerbaijan — 2,148. The survey ques-
tionnaire contains 3 of the 7 questions necessary to construct the Bogardus social dis-
tance scale permissibility of: a) marriage, b) friendship c) business with the represen-
tatives of a given nation. The Bogardus scale is constructed with scores in range [0;
3], where 0 corresponds to the minimum social distance.

Hypothesis: The existence of a civilizational factor is identified by two criteria.
If the representatives of the given nation perceive a group of nations to belong to the
same civilizational area, then their social distances for the given nation:

! The database is available at http://www.crrc.am. CRRC is a network of resource, research
and training centers established in the capital cities of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia with the
goal of strengthening social science research and public policy analysis in the South Caucasus.
CRRC is a partnership between the Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Eurasia Partnership
Foundation (EPF).
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1. Should be near, and simultaneous,

2. Should be positively correlated.

Results: Figure 1 presents the social distance scores of 9 nations (11 for
Georgians) as perceived by Armenians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis.

Evidently, Armenians and Georgians feel more isolated than Azerbaijanis.
After themselves, both Armenians and Georgians perceive Russians as the closest
nation. On the other hand, in the perception of Armenians and Georgians, Rus-
sians are closer to Americans and Greeks. But the Turks, who are the closest to
Azerbaijanis in Azerbaijanis’ perception, are at a farther distance from other na-
tions than from Azerbaijanis.

At the farthest distance from Armenians are the Azerbaijanis, Turks and Ira-
nians (Islamic nations). However, Armenians and Jews in Georgians’ perception
belong to the Islamic group. Armenians are at the possible maximum distance in
the perception of the Azerbaijanis. The distance of Abkhazians and Ossetians
from Georgians is 0.8, which is the same for Americans.

The factor spaces of Armenians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis are on Figures 2 - 4,
respectively. The first two factors are the same for each of the nations: F1: Islamic Fac-
tor and F2: Western Factor. The third Factor F3: Russian Factor exists only for the Ar-
menians and Georgians. The F4: Caucasian Nations Factor exists only for Georgians.

The Factor models have their peculiarities.

Georgians are vaguely associated with each of the three factor axes in the Factor
Model of Armenians. On the other hand, on Figure I the Georgians’ distance in Armeni-
ans’ perception is greater than that of Russians, Americans and Greeks and is in the third
place by remoteness from Armenians.

In Georgians’ perception, Armenians are in the F'1: Islamic Factor. This is the rea-
son that for the Georgians this Factor is named the F2: Asian Factor. Simultaneously, on
Figure 1, in the perceptions of Georgians, the Armenians are in the farthest group of Is-
lamic nations. In perceptions of Georgians, the Abkhazians and Ossetians are "similar"
nations, but they are at a farther distance than the Russians and Greeks.

Fl1: "Islamic Factor" for the Azerbaijanis is more of "Turkish-Islamic” than
purely "Islamic”. On the other hand, the factor loadings of the non-Islamic nations on
the axes FI: "Islamic Factor”, are increasing concurrently with decrease of their factor
loadings on the axes F2: "Western Factor" and the sequence of nations on the axes F1
is practically similar to the same sequence on Figure 1. Armenians are absent in the
Azerbaijanis’ factor model, because the variance of Armenians’ social distance percep-
tion by Azerbaijanis is practically 0. Social distances of Russians and Georgians in
perceptions of Azerbaijanis and their position in the Azerbaijanis factor space are prac-
tically similar. There is no "obvious" prevalence of one upon the other.

The temporal trends of various nations’ social distance perceptions by Armenians,
Georgians and Azerbaijanis are represented by the level of permissibility of marriage,
because these trends have essential nonlinearities, which are graded in the result of fac-
tor analysis. Figure 5 shows the levels of marriage permissibility by Armenians, Geor-
gians and Azerbaijanis to various nations in 10-year range age-groups.

The data demonstrate that the general trend among Armenians is the increase of
tolerance. The most intensive rise of tolerance is in the youngest age group, including
tolerance of Turks and Azerbaijanis.
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In the two youngest age groups of Georgians a rise of tolerance towards Russians
and Americans and decrease of tolerance towards Armenians, Azerbaijanis and Turks
(nations of Eastern Factor) are observed.

Starting from 56-65 age group, the rise of tolerance towards Turks and Iranians is
observed among Azerbaijanis, but in the two youngest age groups the rise of tolerance
towards Iranians stops. At the same time, there is a trend of decrease of tolerance to-
wards Georgians.

However, it must be mentioned that the observed trends do not cause structural
changes in the nations’ perception patterns (the graphs of the trends do not intersect).

An interesting feature is observed among the 56-65 age groups, who are the
young people of the "Khrushchev thaw" of early 1960, when a general rise of national-
ism was observed in many nations of the USSR. Among Armenians, this period of rise
of nationalism is paralleled by the increase of tolerance towards other nations, but
among Georgians and, especially Azerbaijanis, it is the opposite, and there is a sharp
decrease of tolerance.

Conclusions:

1. From the point of civilizational membership, the modern Southern Caucasus is
a "torn area".

2. The three main nations of the Southern Caucasus have different civilizational
paradigms. Armenians and Georgians are disposed to perceive themselves rather as
isolated ethnic-cultural commonalities that have no intimate sense of commonality
with any civilizational area. Azerbaijanis reveal a sense of belonging to Turkish sub-
civilization, as well as a definite sense of belonging to Islamic civilization.

3. In the exercise we presented above, ""Caucasian Identity"” is not detected in
the mutual ethnic perceptions of the three main South Caucasian nations, and there are
no trends for its formation.

4. Meanwhile, Armenians and Georgians reveal a slight sense of belonging to
previous Soviet and modern Russian civilizational area.

5. In Azerbaijanis’ perception, all the examined non-Islamic nations are grouped
in a single group, but there is a slight prevalence of Russians and Georgians.

6. Among the Armenian youth ethnic tolerance is rising. Among the Georgian
youth tolerance toward the "East", including Armenians and Azerbaijanis, is decreas-
ing. The mainstream trend in the Azerbaijanis’ perception is towards the Turkish sub-
civilizational area.

7. Apparently, in the context of the represented findings about Armenians, taking
into consideration the cultural studies which show the continuous development of the
Armenian culture for thousands of years as an open cultural systemz, as well as the
new factors conditioned by the existence of Armenian modern independent nation-
state, Toynbee’s concept of "fossilized relics" with regard to Armenians® may be re-
called and revised.

2 Gevorgyan G. A. National Culture from the Standpoint of Philosophy of History. NAS
of Armenia, Institute of Philosophy and Law, Yerevan, 1992.
* Toynbee A. J. A Study of History. Vol. 1, Oxford Univ. Press, L. — N.Y. — Toronto, 1955.
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Figure 1

Social distances perceptions of Armenians, Georgians and
Azerbaijanis towards various nations
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Figure 2

Factor spaces of Armenians’ perceptions of social distances
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3 Factors explain the 72.5% of total variance.
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Figure 3

Factor spaces of Georgian perceptions of social distances

4 Factors explain the 82.4% of total variance.
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Figure 4

Factor spaces of Azerbaijanis’ perceptions of social distances
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Figure 5
The levels of marriage permissibility to various nations for age
groups of Armenians, Georgians and Azerbaijanis
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by 43NFPEN3UL, UUUUEL UULNFY3UL - Fwybnp, Ynwghlbpp L wnppb-
swlightbpn pwnwpwlynpmipniGabph fuwsdbpniymy. «gndlwuywl hGplGnpwi»
npnlnLdGEpned - Innywiénid GepYuywgywé GG hwytiph, ypwghlbiph L wnppbowG-
ghGtiph Ynnuihg 9 wy waqbiph GHwwndwdp Pnqupnnwh uwlnnuyny swhywds un-
ghwwywl wnwpwénipjntGbtph pGYwnidbbpp: Unghwiwywb unwpwénipyntGit-
nh qnpénGwjhb YGppniénipjwidp niunciGwuhpywé b wyb hwpgp, pb wprynp hw)b-
nh, dnwghltiph L wnpptipwlghltiph Ynndhg wy| wagbiph GYwwndwdp unghww-
YwhG wnwpwénepntbbbph pGYwinuibbpp wwypldwbwdnpywdéd GG npwlg punw-
pwyppwlwl ywwnlwbbnipjwdp:

UK KIOPEI'SIH, CAMBEJI MAHYKSAH — Apmane, epy3unvt u azepoaii-
OXCanybl HA YUGUIUIAUUOHHOM NEPEeKpEéCmKe: 6 NOUCKAX “KABKA3CKOU UWOeH-
muunocmu”, — B craThe aHANMHM3UpPYyETCs, KaK apMsHE, TPY3UHBI U a3epOaiiKaHIIbI
BOCIIPUHUMAIOT COIMAJFHBIC NUCTAHIINH 10 OTHOIICHWIO K JICBITH HAIAAM, U3MEPCH-
HeIM 110 mKane borapayca. [locpencTBoM (GakTOpHOTO aHATU3a UCCIEIOBAH BOIPOC,
0OYCIIOBJICHBI JIH WX BOCIPHUSATHUS COIMANBHBIX TUCTAHIIMA [HUBWIN3AIMOHHON TpHU-
HAJICKHOCTHIO PA3IMYHBIX HAIIAH.
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	AN OPEN LETTER ON ANTI-ARMENIAN POGROMS IN THE SOVIET UNION
	В этом смысле важным и символичным представляется открытое письмо, опубликованное 20 лет назад, в 1990 году, в США (An Open Letter on Anti-Armenian Pogroms in the Soviet Union, The New York Review of Books, Volume 37, Number 27), в котором более ста ученых с мировым именем – Давид Аарон, сэр Исайя Берлин, Жак Дерида, Ганс-Георг Гадамер, Юрген Хабермас и другие – обращаются к мировому сообществу с призывом предотвратить погромы сотен тысяч армян в Азербайджане. В письме говорится, что отрицание Турцией и рядом других стран Геноцида армян является причиной многих подобных трагедий в современном мире и препятствует гуманизации человеческого сообщества. В своем открытом письме ученые призывают признать Геноцид армян в Османской Турции и современном Азербайджане, чтобы не допустить подобные трагедии в будущем и способствовать защите прав и свобод человека во всем мире.




