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INTRODUCTION

Prepared within the Horizon Europe project Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern
Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans (GRBOWERHREU), this report presents foreign policy
perceptions across these two regions. The University of Rijeka commissiore gublic

opinion survey, with fieldwork by Newton Research Europe d.o.o0. and Indago d.o.dkd.

findings and analysigpresented in the report are sole responsibility of Newtown Research

Group and IndagoFocusing on nine countrie$ Albania, Bosnia andHerzegovina, Kosovo,
Montenegro, NorthMacedonia, Serbia, Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgithe study offers a

timely exploration of how citizens in thesevo strategic regions view international actors and

L@= <AJ=; LAGF G> L @=AJ ; GMFiedbiterdeedn asgdapalitd F HGD
crossroads of European integration and broader grgadwer competition, making empirical
understanding of public sentimenin themespecially important. By examining public attitudes

at this critical juncture,the GeePowerEU survey contributes valuable insights into the local
perspectives shapingAFL=JF9LAGF9D J=D9LAGFK AF 1GML @=09k
neighbourhood.

Recent global and regional developments underscore the importance of this research. The
ripple effects o0 MKKA9AK GF? GAF? 09J AF 3CJ9AF= @9N-=
also across the WesterBalkans, manifesting in heightened security concerns, energy
vulnerabilities, and disinformationchallenges. At the same time, the prospect of European
Union enlargement in these countries has beeatcompanied by internal soci@conomic
strains and intensified engagement by other powers. In tlaigntext, public opinion offers an
invaluable window into how societiesmight navigate their foreign policy choices amid
competing influences. Understanding what citizens belieg@about threats,opportunities, and
alliances3d is crucial for policymakers attempting to steer these nations through a perioafd
uncertainty and realignment.

Thegeneral objectiveG> L @= KLM<Q AK LG 9KK=KIKffive MajohR=F KA
international actorsa the European Union, the United States, Russia, China, &ndkey s as

well as to assess the level of trust iltremandtoA<=FLA>Q : ALAR=FKA =PH=; L
: GMF LJ QAK oGehcheolnfy. FhemA a S@ries of targeted questions, the survey

gauges the level of public trust in each tifese actors and captures expectations about the

preferred direction of national foreign policy. Inoth€®d GJ <KJ] <G H=GHD= =FNAKA
future aligning more closely with Western institutions (such as e and NATO) or gravitating

toward alternative globalpartners?

The GecPowerEU Public Opinion Surveyreached atotal of 9.011 respondents that
participated in the survey, with a minimum df.000respondents fromeachcountry ensuring

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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| national representativenessThe fieldwork was conducteéh June of 2025Computer-assisted

telephone interviewing (CATI) methodas utilized to accomplish the intended objective$ull
description of methodology is available at the end of this reporf)he questionnaire was
originally developed in English and subsequently translated into all relevant local languages
(including Russian in Moldova and Ukraine, Romanian, as well in Moldova, and Albanian in
Kosovo).It wascomprisedof thirty core questions abngside a standardized block dive initial
guestions at the start of the survey arftve more demographic questions at the end.

The content of the core questionsmployed a structuredjuestionnaire encompassing multiple
thematic areas(available in Annex 5)Respondents first answered questions about their
information sources and media habits, as well as their general satisfaction with domestic
conditions, to set the context for understanding their worldviews. The questionnaire then
delved into economigoerspectives and migration aspirations, recognizing that so@conomic
factors can shape outlooks offoreign policy. Next, a seain on European integration and
security alliances asked about views on Bi¢mbership, NATO membership, and the perceived
AEH9; L G> L@=K= 5=KL =JF devVelpniet.EThis- WwaK follewed hy @= ; G
detailed inquiries into perceptions of external actos measuringwhether citizens see major
powers like the EU, USA, Russia, China, akeyas partners or threats tpeace and security.
Finally, the survey explored domestic political orientations, including attitudegsward
potential policy directions and alliances, which helps connect foreign policy preferences with
internal political dynamics.

The report is accordingly organized into thematic chapters reflecting théepics from core
guestions

A.Information

B. Economy/Migration
C.EU and NATO
D.External Actors
E.Political Orientation

These chapters are followedy individual National Overview sections for each country and a
set of general conclusions.

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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A.INFORMATION

This chapter explores how citizens across multiple countries inform themselves about political
developments, providing critical insights into the media ecosystems and communication
habits shaping public opinionThis is done byexamining which sources people use to stay
informed about political developmentswhere espondents could mention up to three sources.
The range of media types includes national, regional, local televisi@ulio stations;as well as
online news portalssocial media platforms suchs@Facebook, Instagram, YouTube, or TikTok;
messaging applications like Telegram and WhatsApp; the printed press; and informal
communication through discussions with friends, family, or colleagues.

In addition to mapping out where people get their information, the chapter explores the
languages in which people consume political news, which specific media outlets or sources

they consider most trustworthy, and how satisfied they are with the currenatst of affairs in

their country. It also assesses public perceptions regarding key values such as democracy, the

rule of law, human rights, economic welieing, employment, social equality, security, and

freedom of speech. The analysis further includesAciR=F KA =PH=; L9LAGFK 9: C
future and their views on the most pressing issues likely to affect national development in the

coming years.

First- Mention Source of Political Information

When respondents were asked to name up to three sources they use for political information,
national televisionstood out as the most frequent firsmentioned source cited first by32%of

all participants. It was followed bysocial media platformskincluding Facebook, Instagram,
TikTok, Threads, X, and YouTuB@hich were listed first by24% Internet portals accounted

for 16% of first-mentions, while local television was the firstnamed source for9% of
respondents. An additionab% of respondents stated tky do not follow political information

at all. Other sources that were named first by fewer than 5% of respondents inchedgonal
televisionand messaging app$Signal, Telegram, Viber, WhatsApp), bothé&s, as well asalks

with friends and familyat 2%. Sources that received % or lesf first-mentions wereforeign
television channels(e.g., BBC, CNN, Russia Todgyjnted press radio, and nonspecific
J=KHGFK=K KM; @ 9K &GL @=38AesponientiO<@F AKl= DGF G GK<A a G
their first-mention, answers included references trawing from all available sourcesusing
official state institution websites or namingconcretenews channels

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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| Figurel. First-mentioned Source of Political Developments Information by Country

01. How do you inform yourself of political developments in your coufitsgention
All respondents (N =04.1); each country sample includes NGOQ except Moldova (N1=01). Only thdirst-mentionis shown.
Results are expresséushare oftotal %. Values below 3%re written to sustain clarity.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%  mNational TV
Total 32% 4% 24% 4% A
W Local TV
B Atbania b64% 17% |
m Foreign TV /
. i . . . media
K. J Bosnia and Herzegovina 17% 9% 13% 2% | = Printed press
EJ «osovo 37% 5% 29% " Internet partals
M Social media
n Montenegro 25% 7% 13% 6%
W Messaging apps
B& North Macedonia 39% 4% 257% | mTalks with friends
and family
M serbia 38% 6% 17% A 6% | ¥ National Radio
stations
H Regional Radio
P kraine 18% 22% 27% | stations
m Local Radio
o ry stations
l#J Motdova 24% 37% Sl L oer
~}= Georgia 28% 3% 39% 6% 5% I'am not informed

= Don't know

When looking at the data through the lens of roles and relationships between the target
countries, several noteworthy elements emergén a majority of the surveyed countries,
national television channels are the leading firstentioned sourcefor political developments.
Notably, Albania stands outwith 64%of respondents citingnational TVas their first sourcek

the highest proportion among all countries surveyedilorth Macedonia (39%)Serbia (8%),
andKosovo (F%)also shownational TVas the top firstmentioned source, albeit at lower levels
than Albania. These percentages dngher than those in countries like Bosnand Herzegowvia
(17%) orUkraine(18%) highlighting a potential gap in theelevanceof national TV across the
studied countries.

Montenegro presents an intermediate casklere,25% of respondents reflectnational TVas
their first-mention, while a nearly equal4% identify internet portals. While national TV
remains the single most cited, thgap between TV and online sourcesmuchnarrower than
in Albania or SerbiaMontenegro also shows notable figures flcal TV (14%ithin first-
mentions, reinforcing the idea of a potentiallgiverse media environment

A few countries deviate from thi$\:dominant pattern, favoringonline mediaas their leading
first-mentioned news source. IBosnia and Herzegovinanly17%selectednational TVas their
first-mention XX among the lowest rates in the surveynstead,internet news portalstake the
lead, with 27%naming them firstXX notably higherL @9 F GKFA9 9F< &=JR=7?26G

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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This suggests that citizens in Bosnia and Herzegovinaragee inclined to turn to online news
platforms over television for political information.

Additionally, Bosnia and Herzegovina recordslatively higher first-mentions for local TV
(16.4%)and regional TV (9%}han most other countries, pointing to anore fragmented
television landscape wherelocal and regional channels collectively rival national TAnother
striking observation is thatl1.6%o0f respondents in Bosnia and Herzegovina stated they are
aFGL A P¥tieehighest share among all countries surveygddicating anotable level of
disengagement

Both Georgiaand Moldovadisplay a distinct pattern wheresocial media emerges as the most
frequently firstmentioned sourcefor political news. InGeorgig 38.8%o0f respondentsfirst-
mention social media platforms(Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, etc.), surpassing those who
mention national TV (28.4%Moldovashows a similar trend, witt86.9%naming social media
first, compared to24.0%who turn first tonational TV

Ukraine represents a special cas@nly 18% of respondents citenational TVas their first-
mentioned source In contrast,27%>over onequarter of UkrainiansKfirstly recallmessaging
apps(such as Telegram, Viber, WhatsApp) when considering sources for political information.
This is arexceptionally high figurdor messaging platforms as first-mention, far exceeding all
other countries where such platforms typically remaibelow 1% underfirst-mentions. This
DAC=DQ J = > Driqud iffornBaidd én¥irbrmank in which messaging apps play a
central role inreal-time news disseminationSocial media (22%&nd internet portals (21%pre
also common firstmentioned sources for Ukraine, each slightly surpassing national TV.
Collectively, digital channel§messaging apps, social media, and internet portalsjrpass
television as theinitially recalled source of politicalinformation for UkrainiansX>X a pattern
distinctly different from most other surveyed countries

Low first-mention rate for print and radio as firsmentioned sourcesis observed across all
countries.Printed newspaperarerarely mentioned first generally falling betweerd % and 3%
Even inMontenegrg which registers the highest figure for print, the rate is o6 Similarly,
radio XX both national and local XX barely registersas a firstmentioned source. In most
countries, it remainswell under 1% with only minor outliers like Ukraine or Moldova
approaching 1%. Even+ G D < G N 9 foKnatiBnglfratdo X the highest recordedXX is still
extremely lowand not meaningfully different from other countriegjiven that all values cluster
near zero

Reliance on personal networkas the firstmentioned source i€onsistently minimalacross the
surveyed countriesd 2 9 DCK OAL @ > ardcitéd byfust 3% to 49ofIeBpdilEnss,
with Serbia (4%)yxnd North Macedonia (3%t the upper end of the spectrum. These slightly
elevated values suggestrmodest reliance on interpersonal communicatiom those countries.

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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| While these percentages are too low to rival mass media, timelyjcate the presence of informal

channelsin certain communities.
Source of Political Developments Information - Full Picture

While a look at thdfirst-mentions that stood out during the surveying process can paint a
portrait of which sources first come to mind when respondents engage with the question they
are given, this ambition does not exhaust the possibility that some subsequent mentions drew
a different gcture. To understand the full landscape of source material that dominates as the
root of political information for countries that are at the interest of this reponyhat has to be
examined next is the totafrequency foreach information in total and per its country of origin.

Tablel. Frequency and Percentage of Total Mentions for Political Developments Information Sources

01. How do you inform yourself of political developments in your country? Multiple mentions

All respondents (N =04.1). Participants could select up to three sources of political information. Figures represent the number of
mentions and the corresponding percentage of total participaetgressed in share wital %. Because multiple answers were
allowed, percentages do not sum to 100%. Sorted from highest to lowest respoinse

Information Source Responses % of total participants
Social media 4477 50%
National TV 4.058 45%

Internet portals 3.223 36%

Local TV 1.752 19%

Talks with friends and family 1.590 18%

Regional TV 1.558 17%

Messaging apps 894 10%
Printed press 444 5%
I am not informed 440 5%
Foreign TV / media 300 3%
National Radio stations 264 3%
Local Radio stations 249 3%
Regional Radio stations 126 1%
Other 81 1%
2CAr g +ACU 73 1%

The multiresponse data provides a fuller picture of information sources, since respondents
could list all sources they use for political news. Unsurprisingly, the quantities for each category
are higher than in the firstmention results, as people tend tase multiple information sources.
This section helps identify information sources that, while not always the top first choice, are
nonetheless widely used. Key findings include the continued prominence of televisionevh
greater importance of online platformgsocial media and news portals) when considering all
sources. The reach of social media platforms for political news is even greater when all
mentions are counted About half (50%)f all respondents claim to ussocial mediato get
political information, underlining the relevance of Facebook, Twitter (X), YouTube, Instagram,
TikTok and similar platformsNational TV reaches nearly half (45%f)all respondents overall.

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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When all mentions are considere@nline news portals also emerge as a major sourodéten
rivaling or exceeding national T\Dverall, $% of respondentsiseinternet portalsfor political
news.

Figure2. Political Developments Information Source by Country

01. How do you inform yourself of political developments in your country? Multiple mentions

All respondents (N =04.1); each country sample includes NGOQ except Moldova (N1=01). Respondents could select up to
three answers. Results are presented as absolute frequencies. Only values where n wrlid@raie sustairclarity. All mentions.

m National TV
H Regional TV
- Albania 762 148 428 230
®Local TV
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 306 387 361 213 124 QI3 = Foreign TV /
media
¥ Printed press
nKusovo 561 248 583 183
¥ Internet portals
[ Montenegro 319 219 122 445 13 195 m Social media
m Messaging apps
%North Macedonia 575 181 568 251 ‘
m Talks with friends
and family
MW serbia 428 231 108 43 224 | = National Radio
stations
® Regional Radio
M raine 296 427 445 106 stations
® Local Radio
stations
IWIMoldova 378 595 105 | 140 ] =other
I am not informed
= seorgia 433 457 B

® Don't know

In every country, a substantial proportion of people claim to usational TVas a source of
HGDALA; 9D AF>GJE9LAGF 9L D=9KL G; ; 9KAGFIO9DDQN
example, 76% of all Albanian respondents (n = 7@Rgntion using national TV (reflecting

D: 9FA9AK @=9NQ 24 GJA=FL9L AQwh/Mackdoria (38%,HMAD9 J D
= 575)Kosovo (56%, n = 5613ndGeorgia (43%, n = 433 venBosnia and Herzegovinavhich
had a low firstmention for national TV17%), shows31% (n = 306)f all respondents claiming
to use it for political infomation. This indicates thatelevision remains an important part of the
political media dietacross countries, though the extent varies.D: 9 FA9 AK F 9farAGF 9 D
political information is again high, while countries lik&Jkraine (30%, n = 29@nd Moldova
(37%, n = 37&ave much less prevalent claims for political information consumption on this
platform. In addition to national TVlocal and regional T\&s political information sources also
hold a presence: for instance, GKF A9 9 F < & alTR relu@ds AdtsterkKby36%6 L
claiming to use local TV (n = 36d)d 39% regional TV (n = 38K by far the highest for those
categories among all countries. In contrasdlbania has very low claim® the use of local TV

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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[EU (7%, n = 6% or regional TV16% n = 148 indicating a more centralized TV market for political

information in Albania.

When it comes to the use afternet portals, overall,36% of respondentglaim to use them to

gain insight on political developments in their countries. In several countries, this percentage

is around half of the population: for exampl&erbia (51%, n = 50%lontenegro (51%, n = 512)

and Bosnia (48%, n = 48Bave roughly half of respondents citing online internet portals as one

of their news sources. These figures a@A ? @=J L @9 F L @@&ntion nu@besL J A= KA
indicating that many people who nght turn on the TV first still read news online as well.
Montenegro and Serbia in particular show the highest reliance on internet por{@sound

50%), which isabove countries like Georgia (14%, n = 144 Moldova (20%, n = 19Where

portal usage is much lower. GKFA9 9F< &=JR=7?GNSAufgesiskhat@®? @ HG
people of this country may compensate for less TV use by heavily using internet portals. Even
Albania, which leans on TV, has aboone-third of their respondents (33%, n = 328%ing

internet portals as a political information source.

The reach ofkocial media platformsfor political news is even greater when all mentions are
counted, seeing aabout half of all respondents (50%})aim to use social media to get news on
political developments in their countries. However, there are someuntry differences In
Georgia, an overwhelming 66% (n = 6%&port using social media for political informatio
the highest among all surveyed countrie$loldova (59%, n = 598and Kosovo (58%, n = 583)
also hold a very high spot in this regard. These values suggest that in these gesygocial
media are nearly universal political information sourcesertainly more so than iBosnia and
Herzegovina (36%, n = 36&) Serbia (41%, n = 413\North Macedonia (57%, n = 568hd
Montenegro (45%, n = 448)so see large portions using social media. Even the lowest figures,
suchas GKFA9 9F< &= hR=DGNARDRBHesaRtip@er oneghird of the
respondents. This indicates thatsocial media have become a common news source
everywhere though the saturation is highest in GeorgiNWhen it comes to the use of
messaging appsJkraine stands out with45% (n = 445)f respondentsreporting them as a
source of political developments and information. Thisfiar above all other countries, where
usage remains mostly under 10%/ord-of-mouth (talking with friends and familyemerges as
a notable secondary source, especially in thiarth Macedonia (25%n = 25}, Albania (23%n

= 230, and Serbia (22% n = 22%show the highestproclaimed reliance. Print media usage
remains low overall §%), but Montenegro (12%n = 122and Serbia (1%, n = 108still show
small but notable readershipRadiois also among the leastised sources, thougMoldova (7%

n = 75 for national andBosnia (12%n = 123for local radio stand out as exceptioMhe data
also shows thaBosnia has the highest share of politically uninformed respondent@%d n =
116), suggesting a unique disengaged segment.
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Following the part of the survey in which the respondents were asked to select thi@mary
sources of political information they were also asked to note tHanguages they receive their
political news in Seeing adanguagein its own right is annevitable medium of the political
sphere this information can be of relevance to decipher tldg@ferent political influencesthat
shape the thought process for the citizens of the countries that this research intended to study.
The respondents were asked toae in which language they watch/read/listen to the news
and they could pickup to three options The languages which were offered were the ones
usually used in their countries of origin, as well as some which were presumed telesant

for the regionwhich was being studied, such &urkish, English orRussian In addition to this,

the optiona - L @rmslplesent@arnering n = 167 respongeand some respondents opted for
unread options whichwereq' < GFAL O9 FL ,an6v "9GEKOL= JGP G, O R I 6
L@= <9L9 K@GO L @9dfficiadl@guages therim@y meGiiffor nevid Arany
respondents also rely osecondary languagesThis creates distinct patterns: some countries
are almostmonolingual in news usage, whereas others angghly multilingual. In the coming
sentences, such forms will be highlighted with the intention of showing tth@erse language
choicesin acoherent wholethat can furnish the needs durther explanations
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I_ Figure3. Languages of Consumed News Content per Country
02. In which language do you watch/read/listen to news? Multiple mentions
RespondentgN =8.498, the samples for the response to this question varied between countries and are expressed in the chart.
Respondents could select up to three answers. Results are presented as absolute freqDelycsies where n > 20@written
to sustain clarity.

[ Awania, N = 980 967 259
Rill Bosnis and Herzegovina, N = 86
u Kosovo, N = 970 915 Wyl 268 68 55
“ Montenegro, N = 945 'RELEA 636 463
J2& North Macedonia, N = 968 254 61 222 910 433
H Ukraine, N = 982 98 288 958
I Moldova, N =942 [E] 822 735 26
== Georgia, N = 895 885 21 300
® Albanian H Bosnian H Croatian ® Georgian
® English H Macedonian ® Montenegrian ® Moldovan / Romanian
H Russian ® Serbian B Turkish m Ukrainian

In every surveyed country, therimary national languages used by armverwhelming majority
for political news. This is unsurprisingpeople largely consume news in themative or official
state language For example, nearly all respondentsAdbania(about 99% of the samplereport
usingAlbanianfor news, and similarly almost everyone BerbiausesSerbian(99%) as a hews
language. InUkraineand Georgig the dominance of the official language is also clear: roughly
97% of Ukrainiansely onUkrainian, and99% of GeorgiangseGeorgiarfor political news. Even

in countries withmultiple official or widely spoken language®ne language tends to reach the
vast majority. In Moldova about 87% of respondentsuse Moldovan/Romanian(the state
language) for news, and iBosnia and Herzegovinaround 84%useBosnians each thelargest
single language groujn those countries.

That said, several countries haw®-dominant languagesiue to theirmultiethnic populations.
GKFA9 9F< &opulddcn?fer NnstangeA Kslinguistically split while 84% use
Bosnian nearly as many also usgerbian(around 76% and a large share us€roatian(around
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69%90@=F ; GFKMEAF? F = OK gipait@ihguistit mak&up(Boknikak, SeBK F A 9 A K
and Croat communitie} and indicates that many Bosnians follow newsrrore than oneof the

local languagesMoldova likewise hastwo predominant media languagesbesides the87%

who useRomanian a nearly equally large segmenalfout 78% of respondenfswatches or

reads news inRussian Thisbilingual pattern AF  + GD<GN9 MF<=JKdua6J =K L
linguistic environment InMontenegrq the audience is divided é&tweenMontenegrin(67% use

it for news andSerbian(49%), which areclosely related languageboth spoken in the country.

Comparing across countries reveals a spectrum frétargely monolingualmedia environments
to highly multilingual ones. Albaniaand Serbiarepresent one end of the spectrum: they are
effectivelymonolingual for newss virtually everyone sticks to the national language, with very
few using any second languagagide from some use of EnglislGeorgiaand Ukraineare also
dominated by one languageGeorgianand Ukrainian, respectively), but to a slightly lesser
degree: each has aboubne-third of people also usingRussianas a supplementary news
language. In contrast, several countries show trutyixed language consumptionBosnia and
Herzegowvna stands out as themost multilingual cased Bosnian respondents mentioned
roughly 233 different languagegor news. This indicates substantialverlap and bilingualism
many Bosnians consume news multiple local languagegBosnian, Croatian, and Serbiaare
mutually intelligible), with some individuals effectively usingll three. North Macedoniais
another highly bilingual environment: abouf4% use Macedonianyet 26% (supposedly the
ethnic Albanian population sharg use Albanian for news, and remarkbaly about 42% of
Macedonians also report usin§erbian This suggests that along with the two official languages
(Macedonianand Albanian), Serbianalso plays a major role.

Multilingual consumptionis also notable inMoldovaand Montenegra In Moldova as noted,
two languages dominate(Romanian and Russiar, meaning most people are regularly
navigating news in both+ GF L = F pdpulaGoA Kimilarly mixesMontenegrinand Serbian
news sources; these languages are so closely related that many Montenegrins use both
interchangeably, depending on the media outleKosovoshows a somewhat different pattern:
it is overwhelmingly Albanianspeaking (94% use Albanian newsbut as a new state with
minority communities, it has a segment usin§erbian(about 7% corresponding to the Serb
minority there) and also amnexpected reliance on a foreign languag@eore than onequarter
of Kosovarss 28%3 use EnglisHor political news, as discussedelow). On the whole, countries
like Bosnig North Macedonia and Moldova display far morelinguistic pluralism in news
consumption than countries likeAlbaniaor Serbia

Table2. Most Prominent News Languages by Country

02. In which language do you watch/read/listen to news? Multiple mentions

Number of respondents (N = 8.498). Participants could select up to three langilzgésble is comprised of top 20
languages ranked by their share of prominence per country sorted from highest to lower.
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%
Serbian 99,4 Serbia
Georgian 98,9 Georgia
Albanian 98,7 Albania
Ukrainian 97,6 Ukraine
Albanian 94,3 Kosovo
Macedonian 94,0 North Macedonia
Moldovan / Romanian 87,3 Moldova
Bosnian 83,8 Bosnia
Russian 78,0 Moldova
Serbian 75,9 Bosnia
Croatian 69,0 Bosnia
Montenegrian 67,3 Montenegro
Serbian 49,0 Montenegro
Serbian 41,6 North Macedonia
Russian 33,5 Georgia
Russian 29,3 Ukraine
English 27,6 Kosovo
English 26,4 Albania
Albanian 26,2 North Macedonia
English 23,5 Georgia

Beyond the primary languages, the survey reveals seveaiprisingly frequent minority or
foreign language mentionghat shed light oncultural and geopolitical influences The most
relevantistheHJ = N9 D=F; = G> 0 MKK A9 FInMoMbvg Russian iSuirtualiyMK K A 9 /
asecond principal language for newssabout 78% of Moldovan respondentsonsume political
news in Russian, nearly matching the reach of Romanian in that cour@gorgiaand Ukraine
also have substantial Russialanguage audiences: roughlgne-third of Georgians (33%&nd
about 29% of Ukrainiansuse Russian for news. These figures are striking given recent
geopolitical tensions they reflecthistorical tiesand the presenceof large Russianspeaking
populations or media content. By contrast, in th&/estern BalkansRussian playsimost no

role 8 usage isnear zeroin Albania and Kosovq and only around283% in Serbia and
Montenegra

Another crosscutting language isEnglish which emerges as widely used news languagim
several countries. English isot an official languageanywhere in the region, yet it is theost
commonly cited foreign languagér news overall§bout 18% of all respondenagross the nine
countries use English sources). Its usage is especially high in cevitastern Balkan states
approximately26% of Albaniansind 28% of Kosovarfllow political news in EnglishGeorgia
and North Macedoniaalso have around®3%of respondents consuming news in English, and
Serbiaabout 21% Even inBosnig despite the plethora of local language4,6% use some
English news sources. In contrasfloldovaand Montenegroshow more modest English usage
(only 8% and 7% respectivghandUkrainearound 10%

Several smaller languages also appear in the dafarkishis one such example: it is used by
about 5.7% of respondents inKosovoand 3.4%in North Macedonia Finally, around2% of
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respondents overalimentioned & - L @ngdudges not listed in the survey options. The most
commonly mentioned language undetOther” choices idltalian, with 50 total mentions 39 of
which are from Albania

Trustworthy Sources of Political News

After reconciling the information on which political information sources respondents prefer to
and which language is the content on these sources served in, it is appropriate to inquire which
concrete media or information channels hold value and legitimaityough trustworthinessin

the eyes of their recipients. In many of the surveyed countriestablished traditional media
outlets 3 particularly national TV channel$ are the leading sources of trusted political news
For example, in countries lik&lbana, North Macedonia, Serbia, and Kosquarge portions of

the public name a major television station as themost trustworthy news sourceAlbania
stands out with its two big TV broadcaster§pp Channel (26%and TV Klan (23%}ogether

s 9HLMJAF? 9 ?2J=9L <=9D G> J=KHGF<=F DI\Keéntrit J MK L
trust is seen irNorth Macedonia (Sitel; 17%nd Serbia (RTS1 and N1; 13%)here one or two
national TV channels dominate the trust landscapkosovoalso has a similar situation with
26% of respondentpicking RTK televisioras the most trustworthy news source. At the same
time, Ukraine again represents aspecial case With 9% of the respondents choosing a
messaging appTelegram channelsas tristworthy news source.

Id )
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| Table3. Most trustworthy media or information sources political news per country

03. Which specific media or source of information do you consider most trustworthy for political news?

Number of respondents per country noted in the tdbleL @= GF=K O@G ; @GK= ?2" GFBL CFGO? GJ -
question of the survey were excludddhe table is comprised of tBpptionsthat received the most choices for being trustworthy

sources of political newfsr each countrgxpressed in share tiftal %.

Country Information Source Trusthworthiness %
Albania Top Channel 26%
TV Klan 23%
None 17% 980
News 24 6%
Syri Tv 5%
Bosnia and None 45%
Herzegovina M OCArg NAAg gC AAEMUE
2CA+ g +ACU 6% 881
m Other 6%
Federalna televizija 4%
Georgia None 27%
- . 2CAr g +ACW 25%
Imedi 17% 895
+ I + TV Pirveli 6%
Rustavi 2 5%
Kosovo RTK 26%
None 21%
'** Klan Kosova 14% 970
TV21 6%
2CAr g +ACW 5%
Moldova None 22%
2CAr g +ACW 20%
“ Pro TV 9% 942
Moldova 1 9%
TV8 7%
Montenegro None 43%
News 16%
2CAr g +ACW 12% 945
TV CG 8%
M OCAr g NAAg gC AABRUE
North Macedonia None 23%
Sitel 17%
2CAr g +ACW 8% 968
Kanal 5 7%
Alsat 7%
Serbia None 27%
RTS1 13%
“ N1 13% 935
ad Pink 6%
Informer 5%
Ukraine None 27%
Other 23%
- 2CAr g +ACUW 15% 982
Telegram channels 9%
YouTube 4%

Astriking findingis the proportion of people who do not trust any political news source enough
to name it. The share of thesg, GF = A J =SKaHpGi€nHKattykelling measureof overall
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media distrust in each society.Bosnia and Herzegovinatood out with roughly 45% of
respondents unable to name any trusted news source. Similarlyiontenegroabout 43%say

a F G BignAling thatnearly half the populationn these two countriedacks confidencén any

media outlet for trustworthy political information. Most other countries havewer (though still
substantial)levels of distrust:around onequarter of respondents inSerbia, Ukraine, Georgia,

North Macedonia, and Moldovaport trusting no media source (these , GF = A  JrangeH GF K = K
roughly from23%up to 27%in those cases)Kosovoalso holds21%of the respondents who

claimed to not have a trustworthy news sourc@lbaniashows thelowest distrust with about
17%selecting no trustworthy source.

Figure4. Share of Respondents Reporting No Trustworthy Political News Source

03. Which specific media or source of information do you consider most trustworthy for political news?

Respondent count shown in Tabl&R@sults are presented akare ototal %per country that chose the option "none" when asked
to name trustworthy political news sources

K.l Bosnia and Herzegovina
Montenegro

+|-:‘ Georgia

M Jkraine

W serbia

P2 North Macedonia
B Motcova
E3 Kosovo 21%
B Albania

In some countries, other ambivalent options when choosing trustworthy news sources also
garnered noteworthy acknowledgment. In Georgia, 25% of the respondents stated that they

4" GFAL CFGOA O@=F 9KC=< LG F9E= 9 L 3iuaianOGJ L @Q
AK 9HH9J=FL OAL@ I'P8 G> J=KHGF<=FLK 9DKG HA; C
present as one of the top five most chosen options in several other countries. This includes
Ukraine (15%), Montenegro (12%), North Macedonia (8%)yelt as Bosnia and Herzegovina

along with Kosovo holding 592 @= GHLAGF ™' <GFAL O9FL LG 9FK(
Bosnia and Herzegovina and 5% in Montenegro.
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| Public Satisfaction with National Direction

Across nine countries surveyed, public sentiment about the direction of the country is broadly
H=KKAEAKLA; ¥ 0=KHGF<=FLK O=J= 9KC=< a&GO K9LA
your country?bnafveHGAFL * AC=JL K; 9D= J9F?AF? >JGE 4&a'Al
s GEHD=L=DQ KOLAK>A=<A OofroNn OAL@ 9 F=MLJO9D E
dissatisfaction outweighs satisfaction in every country, often by a large margin. ¥vitiére is

variation between countries with mean satsfaction scores ranging roughly from 2.4 to 2.8 out

of 58F G ; GMFLJQAK 9N=J9?2= J=9; @=K L@= F=MLJ9D K;
outlook. In general, a majority or plurality in each nation expresses discontent with how things

are going, ad only a minority express any degree of satisfactiédnly 48 respondents opted

for not wanting to answer (the most, 17, from Montenegro), and 124 respondents claimed they

M" GFAL CFGOMK 2@= D9J?=KL ?2JGMH G> L @Swe# O0@G |
as Georgia and Ukraine (both 32).

Figure5. Public Satisfaction with National Direction

04.How satisfied are you with the way things are goingpiar country?

Number of respondents (N = 9.0EBch country sample includes .800 except Moldova (N1=01). Single answellikertScale
Distribution from 1 to S5hare ototal %. Mean scores for each country and the total sample

5,00 100
1 41 % 2 141 mDon't know
4
14
4,50 9 70 ,
16 19 m| don't want to
21 80 answer
4,00
25

~ |

—_
w

=|'m completely

70 satisfied
3,50 32 28 33 27 30 60 ='m mostly
31 satisfied
32
3,00 27 50 Neither
/m . ﬁ satisfied nor
m — e T~ dissatisfied
2,50 z / . m\m . 40 I'm mostly
18 unsatisfied
21 30
200 H|'m completely
' dissatisfied
20
1,50 I I 0 ~—Mean
1,00 0

Georgla Moldova Ukraine Serbia North Montenegro Kcsnvn Bosnia and Alhama Total

I|I -I u Ma§éﬂma “ Herzegovma
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2@= E=9F K9LAK>9; LAGF K; GJ=K HJGNA<= 9 KMEE?9
averages cluster in a narrow low range, but important differences emerge at the margins.
Moldovaand Albaniareport the highest mean satisfaction (approximately 2.8 on thgéint

scale), suggesting that, relative to other countries, Moldovaasd Albaniansare the least
<AKK9LAK>A=< OAL@ L @=AJ isNdivVWacedcQiAwith meanlscot®f A GF ¥
2.7. This indicates that in these countries, while mostgme are still more dissatisfied than
satisfied, the public sentiment is somewhat less negative compared to elsewhere. In contrast,
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Ukraine register the lowest mean satisfaction levels (arodnd 2.
each), reflecting the deepest discontent among the surveyed nations. The remaining countries

8 Kosovo,Montenegrq Serbia, and Georgia form a middle cluster with meansround 2.6.

These midrange scores imply moderately low satisfaction, i.e. a clear tilt toward
dissatisfaction, thoughnot in the proportion of Bosnia or Ukraine.

Looking at the distribution of responses reinforces the story told by the averages. In every
country, dissatisfied respondents far outnumber satisfied respondents. In fact, not a single
country has as many as ordird of its population on the satisfied sie of the spectrum. For
=P9EHD=/] +GD<GN9/J] L@= EGKL -thi@#flits~ré&Spordems;(38%); 9 K =]
saying they are either mostly or completely satisfied. This is the highest share of satisfaction
observed, yet it still constitutes a mimity. Albania also stands out with about 28% satisfiéd

the secondhighest proportion8L @9 FCK D9J?=DQ LG E9FQ D: 9FAO9F
(27%)as opposed to completely satisfiefl%) Most other countries have only about orféth

or fewer of their citizens expressing any level of satisfaction. At the bottom, Ukraine and Bosnia

have the smallest satisfied groups: only on the order of4 2or Ukrainians andl6%Bosnians

who report being mostly or completely satisfied, highlighting how rare positive sentiment is in

those societies. Such figures are markedly low and signal a near absence of optimism in the
national direction among the public in those two cases.

Onthe other side dissatisfaction is the prevailing sentiment across the board, often reaching
absolute majorities. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, for instance@% of respondents are
<AKK9LAK>A=< LG KGE= <=?2J== O0O; GE: AskhaRighesti ; GEHD
level of overall discontent among the nine countries. Several others also approach or exceed
the halfway mark: 4% in Ukraine report being dissatisfiedvhich is also the case for countries
like Kosovoand Serbia. Even in the countries thithe lowest discontent, such as Moldova and
Montenegro, close to 3® Moldovans and39% Montenegrinsof the public still identify as
dissatisfied. In short, a plurality or majority is unhappy in each country, and nowhere do
satisfied citizens outnumber the dissatisfied. These crasational trends suggest a
consistently negative public mood, with some viation in degree: a few countries (Moldova,
Albania, Montenegro) are somewhat less unhappy, whereas others (Bosnia, Ukraine) are
extremely unhappy by comarison.
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Figure6. Public Satisfaction with National Direction- Mean Comparison
04.How satisfied are you with the way things are going in your country?
Number of respondents (N = 8.88%mparing means,dsed orLikertScale Distribution from 1 to 5.

I‘l Moldova 2|80

- Albania 2,76
“ Montenegro 2,7]
gg North Macedonia 2_59

k3 Kosovo 2,59
m Serhia 2'58

+§ +

+ |+ Georgia 2,57
NBosnia and Herzegovina 2'39
| Ukraine 2'38

The data reveal that intense dissatisfaction is far more common than intense satisfaction in

every country. In other words, the most emotionally extreme responses are heavily skewed

toward the negative. A large share of respondents in most countries chbse AE ; GEHD=L =
<AKK9LAK>A=</JA L@= @9JK@=KL GHLAGFK 2@= HJI=NO9|
It is highest in Ukraine and Georgia, where about 26% of the public are completely dissatisfied

with how things are going. Serbia is also vetiose behind, with roughly 25% completely
dissatisfied. The country with the lowest frequency of completely dissatisfied is Albania with

13% such answers

Perceived Status of Values in Home Country

With the intention of seeing how the population that is at the interest of this research perceives
certain values, the respondents were given eight values to rate their status in their home
countries on alikert scale ranging from "Very Bad" to "Very Good". Those values are:
democracy, governance and rule of law, human rights, economic welfare of citizens,
employment, social equality, security and freedom of speech.
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I_ Figure?. Evaluation of Values Total Results
05. How good or bad, in your view, is the status of the following listed values in your country?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includds08Q=except Moldova (N£01). Based on the 1 tolSkertscale
ranging from "Very Bad" to "Very Goo8hare ofotal %. Values below 1% were excluded for clagsywell asall "Refused to
answer" choices.

50 3 2 Z 3 100%
5 5 7 5 7
4,5 90%
' 14
18 17
4,0 2 23 o 80%
35 25 70%
30 29 60%
_——-_-'_'
25 29 26 \ / 25 29 50%
27
2,0 40%
15 30%
1,0 20%
26
PE]
0,5 19 19 10%
I I
0,0 0%
Freedom of Security  Social equality Employment Economic  Human rights Governance Democracy
speech welfare and rule of law
mm\Very Bad Mostly Bad Neutral == Mostly Good mmVery Good ™= Refused to answer = Dont know =#=Mean

The general results suggest that, across all researched countisesne values are perceived to

be in a better or worse position regarding their present status. The value that received the most
"Very good" and "Mostly good" responses across the whole sample is freedom of speech, with
28% of total respondents claiming #it the status of this value in their country is "Mostly good",
and 14% stating it is "Very good". The second most positively assessed value is security, with
25% of the total population stating that its status is "Mostly good", and 8% seeing it as "Very
good". On the other hand, the value that received the lowest overall assessment is economic
welfare. A total of 30% of respondents described the status of economic welfare in their country
as "Mostly bad", and 26% as "Very bad", while only 3% opted for tiery good" response.
Economic welfare is followed by governance and the rule of law, with 25% of respondents
viewing its status as "Mostly bad" and 23% as "Very bad". Other studied values fall somewhere
in-between. The two separately measured valudéhuman rights and democracyK garnered

very similar results: 17% of respondents claimed their status is "Very badd22% chose
"Mostly bad", 29% viewed them as neutral, Z3%% selected "Mostly good", and 7% opted for
"Very good". A similar pattern appears whdooking at social equality and employment, where
19% of respondents assessed the value as "Very badd28% as "Mostly bad", 280% as
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| neutral, and 2325% selected one of the two optimistic options, saying the value is either

"Mostly good" or "Very good".

Table4. Evaluation of Values in Home Country

05. How good or bad, in your view, is the status of the following listed values in your country?

Based on the responses that chose an option ranging from "Very Bad" to "Very Good" to evaluate the status of stated values in
L@=AJ) ; GMFLJA=K] #P; DM<AF? L@GK= 0@G HA; C=< ?2"GFBL @¥FGO? GJ
rule of law (N = 8.691), human rights (N = 8.844), economic welfare (N = 8.848), employment (N = 8.751), social etd@jty (N = 8
security (N = 8810), freedom of speech (N = 8M2@h of each country was calculated and compared in this table. The mean

value of countries with the highest and lowest expressed status of value were highlighted.

Albania Bosnia and Kosovo Montenegro North Serbia Ukraine Moldova Georgia
Hi ina | gE— Macedonia e, * ag Total
¥ e | e  ww | 0| BS
7 I\
2,80 . 2,91 2,69 2,81 2,91 2,72 2,84

3,26 2,92

Democracy

Governance and Rule of Law 2,59 2,68

2,63 2,26 2,53 2,39 2,79 2,60 2,53
Human Rights , , , 2,79 2,85 2,84 2,56 2,88 2,70 2,81

Economic Welfare s , 2,55 2,11 2,67 2,19 2,45 2,42 2,37

Employment 2,75 2,67 2,69 2,81 2,78 2,68 2,70
Social Equality 2,51 3,11 2,60 2,50 2,58 2,45 286 259 261
Security 2,95 2,90 3,36 2,83 2,86 2,88 298 279 289
Freedom of Speech 3,11 2,94 3,81 2,92 3,11 3,07 3,17 3,20 3,13

Across all countries surveyed, freedom of speech received the highest average rating (mean =
3.13), indicating a generally favorable perception. Kosovo provided the most positive
assessment of freedom of speech (mean = 3.819ldova (3.20) and Ukraine (3.17) also rated
freedom of speech comparatively positivelyThe second most positively rated value was
security, with an overall mean of 2.89. Kosovo again reported the highest rating for security
(3.36), indicating a relatively stronger sense of safety qared to other surveyed countries.
Moldova (2.98) and Albania (2.95) followed closely behind.

The lowestrated value was economic welfare, with an overall mean of just 2.37. Bosnia and
Herzegovina recorded the lowest score (2.10), reflecting considerable dissatisfaction. Similarly,
North Macedonia (2.11) and Ukraine (2.19) reported very low scdrighlighting widespread
economic concerns. Closely following economic welfare was the value of governance and the
rule of law (mean = 2.53). Bosnia and Herzegovina (2.31) and North Macedonia (2.26) again
reported notably lower satisfaction compared to o#r countries.

Values such as human rights (mean = 2.81) and democracy (mean = 2.84) received moderately
mixed assessments. Kosovo stood out positively on both values, especially democracy (3.26),
while Bosnia and Herzegovina showed lower satisfaction (human rights 2,2démocracy =
2.54). Employment had a modestly low rating overall (mean = 2.70), with highest satisfaction in
Kosovo (2.75) and Serbia (2.81). Social equality also showed varied responses with a mean of

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
- Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union




GEO Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans
POWER
| 2.61, and Kosovo again emerged as the most positively rating country (3.11), indicating

relatively less perceived inequality.

Overall, Kosovo consistently reported the highest satisfaction acressout of eight evaluated
values suggesting greater public confidence in the societal framewdnlese values assume,
compared to other examined countries. Bosnia and Herzegovina, on the other hand,
consistently ranked among the lowest across four values, indicating the highest tone of internal
skepticism in regard to the presented options.

Perceptions of Country Futures

A valuable portion of insight was also garnered by asking the participants to rate how do they

see the future of their countries. For the purpose of this question three options were given, one
offering that the situation in their country will be better, asther one stating that things will

stay the same and one proclaiming that the future will be worse than what is present now.
3FJ=9< GHLAGFK G> M"GFAL CFGOM GJ mM"GFAL O9FL
showing that 6% of the total respondentavoided opting for the presented choices within this

guestion. The largest number of neanswers was received from Georgia where 145
respondents fall under this category.

Figure8. Perceptions of Country Futures
07. How do you see the future of your country in general?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (Sharke @fdjal %.
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countries' future, with a total average of approximately 43% believing conditions will improve.

The highest optimism was recorded in Ukraine, where a remarkable 67% of respondents
anticipate a better future. This optimism may reflect expectations for pasinflict recovery

and economic revitalization. Similarly, Georgia (61%) and Moldova (56%) aésncshstrated
strong optimism, possibly reflecting hopes associated with ongoing political reforms and
stronger European integration prospects. Kosovo exhibited substantial positivity (48%), higher
compared to its regional neighbors. Serbia follows with 4G%oices for believing the future
will be better than current situation, indicating a cautiously hopeful stance toward ongoing
political and economic developments within the country.

Albania displayed a cautious stance, with only 34% expecting improvement. A large segment of
Albanian respondents (45%) anticipate no change, suggesting considerable skepticism about
advancements. Similarly, Montenegro (29% optimistic vs. 33% expecting no change) and North
Macedonia (28.4% optimistic vs. 36.7% expecting no change) demonstrated pronounced
ambivalence. Bosnia and Herzegovina exhibits the most concerning outlook, witth 2258%
expressing optimism for the future and 50% believing the counitmil remain the same.
Moreover, almost 25% believe conditions will deteriorate further, potentially highlighting
entrenched frustrations. An elevated rate of uncertainty or reluctance to express opinions was
notable in Georgia (14.5%) and Montenegro (9.0%j)gher than the regional average of
approximately 6%.North Macedonia is one of the few countries where pessimism slightly
outweighs optimism, with only 28% of respondents believing things will get better and a
slightly higher 30% expecting the situatioto worsen. This negative balance, combined with
37% expecting no change, paints a picture of a population that is largely uncertain or doubtful
about nearterm improvements. In contrast, while Serbia and Kosovo show higher levels of
optimism (40% and 48%rtespectively), both countries also report nenegligible shares of
respondents fearing deterioration (23% in Serbia and 17% in Kosovo). These numbers suggest
that although hope for progress is present, a portion of the population in these nations remains
wary about the possibility of backsliding or prolonged stagnation.
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The respondents were asked to select up to three biggest issues their country will be facing in
the coming five years. Numerous issues were named but the ones that stand out across the
whole sample as the most frequent choices are corruption (3.191),etilorkforce leaving the
country (2.468), unemployment (1.804), political instability or conflict in the country or region
(1.591) and crime (1.429).

Figure9. Most FrequentlyPerceived Issue$or Respondents Home Countrie@op five)

08. According to your opinion, what do you think will be the biggest issues facing [country] in the next five years?

Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (N = 1.011). Respondents coulaeslect up to t
answers.Results are presented as absolute frequencies.

Total 3191 2468 1804 1591 1429 m corruption
B Albania 554 387 88 63 204
K.JBosnia and Herzegovina 673 439 274 356 339 m skilled workforce
Eg Kosovo 387 409 438 80107 leaving the country
Montenegro 358 301 333 187 384
il g munemployment
3% North Macedonia 514 557 215 87 223

8 serbia 371 152 129 211 124 L .
m political instability or

= Ukraine 129 61 84 259 22 conflict in your country

or region

EslMoldova 197 158 162 234 24 .
Hcrime

= Georgia JIENE 81 114 2

Corruption emerged as the most frequently cited issue across the region, with 35% of all
respondents selecting it. It was the top concern in Bosnia and Herzegovina (67%), Albania
(55%), and North Macedonia (51%). Similarly, Kosovo (39%), Montenegro (36ith)Serbia
(37%) also identified corruption as one of the leading future issues. Even in Ukraine and
Moldova, 13% and 19%, respectively, chose corruption as a key issue. In contrast, Georgia
registered the lowest concern for corruption (less than 1%), segting either relative
confidence in institutional integrity or a shift in public priorityThe departure of skilled workers

was another widely shared concern. It was selected by 27% of total respondents and ranked in
the top three across nearly all countries. Notably, North Macedonia (56%) and Kosovo (41%)
identified it as their most frequent reponse. This trend is emblematic of broader regional fears
about the erosion of human capital, especially among younger, educated populations. Albania
(39%), Bosniaand Herzegovina (44%), and Moldova (16%) also reflecteohcern.
Unemployment was the third most cited issue across the entire sample (20%). It featured
prominently in Kosovo (44%) and Montenegro (33%). In contrast, Albania (9%), Georgia (8%)
and Ukraine (8%) showed relatively low concern for unemployment, suggestirigegilower
perceived urgency or greater emphasis on other structural problerfalitical instability or
potential conflict was anotherconcern, especially in countries with histories of atlt tensions
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[EU or ongoing geopolitical strains. It was chosen by 17.7% of all respondents, with Bosnia and
Herzegovina (36%), Ukraine (26%), and Moldova (23%) citing it most frequently. By contrast,
North Macedonia (9%), Kosovo (8%) and Albania (6%) reflected less agnkiethis area,
suggesting either a temporary stabilization or competing priorities like employment and
corruption. Concerns about crime varied between countries. While onlg%l of total
respondents selected it, Montenegro (38%) and Bosnia and Herzego(84%) showed high
levels of concern. In contrast, Ukrairend Moldova(2%),and Georgia (0.2%jparely reported
crime asan anticipated issue
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08. According to your opinion, what do you think will be the biggest issues facing your country in the next fiRegparg®ents
could select up to three answerShare otfotal %.

Country TOP 5 Anticipated Issues % who percevive the issue
Albania corruption 55
skilled workforce leaving the country 39
- quality of public services (education, healthcare) 30
immigration 25
crime 20
Bosnia and corruption 67
Herzegovina skilled workforce leaving the country 44
political instability or conflict in your country or region 36
m crime 34
unemployment 27
Georgia economy\financial problems 15
e access to the EU 12
* " political instability or conflict in your country or region 11
unemployment 8
immigration 6
Kosovo immigration 38
T unemployment 36
' skilled workforce leaving the country 33
corruption 30
quality of public services (education, healthcare) 20
Moldova political instability or conflict in your country or region 23
corruption 19
I&l unemployment 16
skilled workforce leaving the country 16
economy\financial problems 12
Montenegro crime 38
" corruption 36
\‘ufi unemployment 33
— skilled workforce leaving the country 30
quality of public services (education, healthcare) 20
North Macedonia skilled workforce leaving the country 56
corruption 51
Sg quality of public services (education, healthcare) 29
crime 22
unemployment 22
Serbia corruption 37
political instability or conflict in your country or region 21
m skilled workforce leaving the country 15
quality of public services (education, healthcare) 15
unemployment 13
Ukraine economy\financial problems 40
- political instability or conflict in your country or region 26
demographic decline 20
reconstruction 16
corruption 13

One thing that is relevant to notice when looking at the most frequently named issued per
country is the appearance of some new issues to consider. Immigration is one such issue, taking
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[EU the spotlight for Kosovo where it holds the spot of the most frequently mentioned issue in total
(38% of respondents from Kosovo noted immigration as a future issue). Other countries that
mention immigration also include Albania with 25% respondents optifigr this issue and
Georgia (6%). Quality of public services (such as education and healthcare) is another present
AKKM= O@A; @ <A<FAL J=9; @ L@= DA?@L G> L@= >AN
is present in five different countries whelooking at individual countries top five results and
this underlines its relevance for further explanation. The most concern regarding quality of
public services appears to be present in Albania with 30% and North Macedonia (29%) of the
sampled population expressing this issue. Other than this 20% of examined citizens of
Montenegro and Kosovo also picked this issue to be of relevance. Finally, 3&%ians also
named the quality of public services as an anticipated issue within he-frear span future of
their country.

Another issue that emerges as the most cited option for Ukraine (40%) and Georgia (15%) that
O9KFAL HIJ=K=FL AF L@= AFALA9D LGH ¥idahckl AKKM=
problems. It is also present in Moldova with 12% of the respondentsréhopting for this choice

of issue. There are also two countspecific issues that emerge in the top five for Ukraine and

those are reconstruction (16%) and demographic decline (20%). Unsurprisingly, these issues
appear in Ukraine and can be seen as tiesult of the ongoing conflict with Russia. Georgians

also express one countrgpecific issue within its top five most mentioned issues and that is

access to the EU (12%).

B. ECONOMY/MIGRATION

This chapter explores how economic pressures, perceptions of opportunity, and spoidical

- GF<ALAGFK AF>DM=F; = H=GHD=AK <=; AKAGFK LG : (
migration potential across multiple countries by examining whethetizens are thinking about

moving abroad within the next two years, and the motivations underlying such considerations.
Respondents were asked whether they are actively planning or contemplating emigration,

offering a snapshot of potential mobility trendsrad their prevalence across populations.

For those who indicated an intention to emigrat&either with or without concrete plan3<the
chapter delves into the primary reasons driving their desire to leave. These include economic
factors such as employment and income, but also a range of other cossitions like
education, healthcare, political instability, corruption, environmental concerns, and broader
dissatisfaction with the status quo.

The chapter also explores what might persuade individuals to stay in their home country.
Respondents could name up to three motivating factors for remaining, including better job
opportunities, functioning public services, political stability, cleaner environments, suppfot
young families, and the ability to work remotely for foreign employers. This dual perspective
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of what shapes migration intent and how it can be mitigated through domestic reforms.
Considerations for moving abroad

To initiate the intention of investigating the sphere of economy/migration, the initial question

that the respondents received served the purpose of answering a question of whether they

intend to move abroad in the coming two years. A broad assessmenesponses highlights

that, expectedly, most citizens do not consider moving abroad in the next two years (around

78%). Howevera large number of them did claim that they are either actively working on it with

concrete plans and arrangements (7%), while 128aimed they have such plans but no
9JJ9F?=E=FLK Q=Lg <<ALAGF9DDQ/N I'd K9A< L@=Q |

Figurel0. Considerations forMoving Abroad
09. Are you considering moving abroad in the next 2 years?
Respondents (N =9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (N shareldfptal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Yes, and | have

Total
concrete plans or

A bania 9 0 g arrangements
K.JBosnia and Herzegovina [l g = Yes, but | don't have
any concrete plans
EKOSUVU 2 or arrangements yet
Bl Montenegro 0 7 & 3 = No
B& North Macedonia
F serbia i 8 u No answer
= Ukraine
5§ Moldova ® | don't know

'ﬂ-:' Georgia

In countries such as Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Kosovo, the desire to move abroad is
especially pronounced. Montenegro registers the highest overall movement intent: 10% of
respondents stated that they have concrete plans or arrangements to move adimore than

in any other countryKwhile an additional 16% stating they are considering it, albeit without

specific arrangements. Together, these figures indicate that more than a quarter of
+GFL=F=2JGAK HGHMD9LAGF OT p6 tonAdthe safne tink,GMAK D Q ; (
64% reported no interest in leaving.

A similar pattern emerges in North Macedonia, where 7% of respondents indicated concrete
plans to move abroad and a striking 21% said they plan to move but without a concrete plan at
this point, which is the highest rate for this category. This brings tataigration intention to

28%, the highest among all countries surveyed. In Kosovo, 9.0% have specific plans to leave
and another 12% want to move but without concrete plans yes, resulting in a total of 21%
expressing some level of migration intent.
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emigration pressure. In Albania, 9% of respondents report having concrete plans to move
abroad and another 10% are considering it. This total of 19% reflects a substapaigl of the
population also seeking to move. Georgia, on the other hand, presents a slightly more rooted
population: 6% of respondents have plans to emigrate and 11% are considering it without
plans, resulting in a total of 17%. With 81% of Georgians eggireg no interest in moving
abroad, the country appears relatively stable in this regaf@ountries such as Serbia, Ukraine,
Moldova, and Bosnia and Herzegovina register the lowest levels of expressed migration intent.
In Serbia, only 4% of respondents indicated they have plans to emigrate, and 10% said they
intend it but without active plansjeading to a total of 14%. With 85% of respondents declaring
no interest in moving abroad, Serbia shows one of the highest levels of perceived domestic
stability among the surveyed countriesThe sample that was surveyed in Ukraine also presents
a similarly rooted picture, despite the backdrop of war and displacement. Just 4% of Ukrainians
report concrete plans to emigrate, and 12% are considering16% in total. In Moldova 6.0%

of respondentsplan to leave in the coming two years and 8% desire it without active plans,
resulting in a total of 14%. Finally, in Bosnia and Herzegovi%,of respondents have concrete
plans to move abroad and 126 are contemplating it, amonting to around 16-17% total
migration intention. With B% indicating they do not plan to emigrateBeyond the clear
distinctions in emigration intent, it is also important to considetable levels of norresponse.
+GFL=F=?2JG KL9F<K GML 9?9AF OAL@ L@= @A? @=KL
9 F K 0O 49%9), Avhidh might add to the concerning factor that it already is the country with the
highest migration intent

First- mentioned Reasons for Moving Abroad

Among the population of respondents who claimed to have the intention to move abr@idd=
1.709) a further question was asked of what their reasons for such mobility would be. They
could choose up to three answers each explaining what their main reasons for intending to
move abroad are.
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Figurell First-mentioned Reasons for Moving Abroad, top five

10. What are the main reasons for considering moving abréag®mention

Respondents who said they wish to move abroad in the preceding question (N = 1.709). Albania (n = 188); Bosnia and Herzegovin
(n = 164); Kosovo (n = 213); Montenegro (n = 264); North Macedonia (n = 276); Serbia (n = 135); Ukraine (n = 1564Mtoldova (n
Georgia (n = 169); Only fivst-mentionis shownShare ofotal %. Five most frequently mentioned reasons are shown.

Total 54 7 7 4 H Economic reasons (e.g.

. employment, income)
B Albania 52 12 1] 3

Nannia and Herzegovina 54 12 [] 4 ® Better education
apportunities
B Kosovo £9 4 2 7
n Montenegro 49 10 4 11 H Better future for my children
A& North Macedonia 59 5 7 3

M serbia 49 6 10 1 u Better healthcare

= Ukraine 29 1 7 1

¥ Lack of opportunities to
succeed based on merit
(nepotism)

EeBMoldova 60 4 12 3

él-t-Beorgia [ 9 3 B

When looking exclusively at thirst-mentioned responses, across the surveyed respondents,
economic motivations overwhelmingly dominate as the most salient reason for considering
emigration. Over half of all respondents (54%) identified economic reas#ssch as
employment and income as their firstnentioned motivation for leaving their country. This
finding points to a shared experience of economic precarity, with consistently high rates of
economic first-mentions across nearly all surveyed states. Kosdeads with 69%, followed
closely by Georgia (64%), Moldova (60%), North Macedonia (59%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina
(54%). Even in countries where this figure is comparatively lower, such as Ukraine (29%),
economic drivers still represena commonly cited reason.For Ukraine,43% of the people
stated security reasons (which are not listed in the plot due to their naxistent character
among other countries). The cause of this is the ongoing war with Russia, which renders security
a far more relevant pustfiactor than economic reasons.

Although far less prevalent than economic motives, aspirations related to education also
surfaced as meaningful firsmention reasons. With Albania (12%), Bosnia and Herzegovina
(12%), and Montenegro (10%) reporting the highest rates. This contrasts shavgh Ukraine

(1%), Serbia (6%), and Kosovo (4%), where education is far less commonly cKefdirther

emotional and futureGJ A=F L =< <AE=FKAGF 9HH=9JK AF L @=
HIJGKH=; LKy 2@= EGLAN= a9 : =ilylappdaredadthétliird mostGJ E Q
frequent first response, particularly in Moldova (12%) and Serbia (10%). In contrast, this reason

was cited much less in Kosovo (2%) and Georgia (3%), where economic or pragmatic
considerations seem to take precedenc&d =L L =1J @=9DL@; 9J=A J9FCK
frequently mentioned firstresponse reason for consideringnoving abroadacross theboard.

While not as dominant as economic or educational motivésstill holds a firm presence
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succeed based on merifnepotism) was particularly prominent in North Macedonia 1&%b),
Albania (8%), and Bosnia and Herzegoviiéd), but wascompletelyabsent inkosovo,Ukraine,
Moldova, and Georgia.

Other reasons, that lay outside the grasp of the top five finséntioned ones include corruption
was cited most notably in Serbial(%) and Montenegro§%). Issues oflack of respect for
citizen rightsand political instability appeared with notable frequency in Ukraine (8% and
11%), Georgia (4% and 5%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina (3% ahdb%e reasons, though
rarely mentioned as first responses, hold symbolic significance in the broader migration
discourse. Environmental concerns were flagged by a metl 33.5% of respondents in
Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Kosovo, but were virtually absent elsewh8milarly,
family reunification was cited most in Kosov@%) and Moldova 5%), both countries with
substantial diasporas and longtanding migration networks.

All Reasons for Moving Abroad

To get the full grip on which reasons are deemed to be seen as relevant it is necessary to look
at all the responses that were provided to the questiobnlike the earlier dataset, which
focused exclusively on the first response each participant provided, this analysis draws on all
responsesfor the question concerning reasons for wishes to move abroaks it was
established, economic reasons did hold a firm primacy with the firstly mentioned reasons but
what remains to be seen is which other reasons witherge to further shed light on the matter

of interest. When pointing out the five most frequently cited reasons for intending to move
abroad, identical reasons persist in the ranking of the firsientioned ones and the full picture,
however, in a different order.
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Figurel2 Reasons for Moving Abroad, top five

10. What are the main reasons for considering moving abroad?

Respondents who said they wish to move abroad in the preceding question (N = 1.709). Albania (n = 188); Bosnia and Herzegovin
(n = 164); Kosovo (n = 213); Montenegro (n = 264); North Macedonia (n = 276); Serbia (n = 135); Ukraine (n = 1564Mtoldova (n
Georgia (n = 169); Respondents could choose up to three oimrs. ototal %. Five most frequently mentioned reasons are

shown.

Total 70 23 21 20 20
. ® Economic reasons (e.g.
I Albania 76 28 32 23 23 employment, income)
K. JBosnia and Herzegovina 75 26 38 19 25
u Better future for my children
E3 Kosovo 85 22 18 il 27
n Montenegro o0 22 2 21 P W Lack of oppartunities to succeed
based on merit (nepotism
=% North Macedonia 73 34 37 22 20 (mep )
W serbia 62 30 17 13 18 # Better healthcare
= Ukraine 42 12 1 4
I'anldnva 72 22 18 15 H Better education opportunities
}=Georgia 76 5 17 14

Across all countries, 70% of respondents included economic reasons (e.g. employment,
income) in their answer sewhile setting forth the reasons that motivated their intention to
move abroad This follows the pattern recognized ifirst-mentionswhere 54% picked this same
option as their first answer, and even when taking into account all responses, this tendency
emerges as nearuniversalreason for desiring mobility across the countries which are being
investigated In Kosovo, 85% of respondents named the economy as a key factor. Simhagty
levels appear in Georgia (76%), Albania (76%), North Macedonia (73%), and Mold%sx (7
Even in countries where the percentagesemewhatlower, such as Ukraine @) and Serbia
(62%), the economy remins the top response.

The second most commonly cited reason for emigration is a better future for my children,
selected by 23% of all respondents, after establishing 7% amérgj-mentions. The reason is
particularly acute in Albania (28%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (26%), and North Macedonia
Orféo6q O@=J= EGJ= L@9F 9 I M9JL=J G> L@GK= HD9
decisive factor. Even in Serbia (30%) and Kosovo (22%g s#ntiment resonates strongly, with
Ukraine (12%) and Georgia (5%) reporting lower résullhe third major motivationKlack of
opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotisiiyeflects a more systemic critique.
Mentioned by 21% of respondents overall (after 4%first-mentions), this reason points to
public frustration with perceived nepotism. Its prevalence is most pronounced in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (38%), North Macedonia (37%), and Albania (32%). By contrast, countries like
Moldova and Georgia report almost no concern inig domain (less than 1%), while Ukraine
<G=KFAL @9ported selofAhis PeBson far moving abroadl fourth crucial category
better healthcare has risen in visibility when compared to firgshention data. Now cited b2 0%

of respondents overal(with 7% duringfirst-mentions), it plays a substantial role in countries
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education opportunities round out the top five reasons, mentioned by around 20% of
respondents (with 7% of total responses heldfinst-mentions). This motive is more prevalent

in countries such as Bosnia and Herzegovina (25%), Albania (23%), and Kosovo (27%).
Meanwhile, Ukraine (5%) and Georgia (14%) show comparatively lower mention rates.

Table6. Five MostFrequent Reasongor Moving Abroadby Country

10 What are the main reasons for considering moving abroad?

Only respondents who picked that they intend to move abroad in the next two years were offered this question (N = plé09), sam
for every country is noted in the tabRespondents could select up to three answeSkare oftotal %. Five most frequently
mentioned reasons. Category "Other" was exclufbedlarity.

Country TOP 5 Reasons for Moving Abroad % who state the reason
Albania Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 76
Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 32
- Better future for my children 28 188
Better education opportunities 23
Better healthcare 23
Bosnia and Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 75
Herzegovina Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 38
Political instability 32 164
N Lack of respect of my rights in the country 27
Better future for my children 26
Georgia Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 76
w0+ Better education opportunities 14
. Political instability 12 169
Lack of respect of my rights in the country 12
Better healthcare 7
Kosovo Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 85
s Better healthcare 50
Better education opportunities 27 213
Better future for my children 22
Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 18
Moldova Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 72
Better future for my children 22
I *l Better education opportunities 15 144
Political instability 11
Better healthcare 8
Montenegro Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 60
" Better education opportunities 25
~'¥j Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 25 264
— Better future for my children 22
Better healthcare 21
North Macedonia Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 73
Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 37
%g Better future for my children 34 276
Better healthcare 22
Better education opportunities 20
Serbia Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 62
Better future for my children 30
m Corruption 23 135
Lack of respect of my rights in the country 18
Lack of opportunities to succeed based on merit (nepotism) 17
Ukraine Security 43
- Economic reasons (e.g. employment, income) 42
Political instability 23 156
_ Lack of respect of my rights in the country 14
Better future for my children 12
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[EU When looking at the countries individually and their most represented reasons for seeking to
move abroad, some new themes and reasons emerge. One of those reasons is political
instability, most notably present in Bosnia and Herzegovina (32%), but alsokraide (23%)
followed by Georgia (12%%gerbia (12%and Moldova (11%). The lack of respect of my rights in
the country is also an apparent reason and it is also present primarily Bosnia and
Herzegovina (27%) but also high in Serbia (18%), Ukraine (14%nd Georgia (2%).
"FL=J=KLAF?DQJ] L@=J= AK 9 ; GFN=J?=F; = G> a. GD/
as frequently mentioned reasons for seeking to move abroad in the same coun#fissnia
and Herzegovina, Serbia, Ukraine and Georgia which could be a vatgr for further
investigations.Corruption is also a heavily mentioned reason, in spite of it somehow escaping
the grasp between the ranks of most frequently cited reasons for moving. Bosnia and
Herzegovina holds the higkst frequencyof corruption as a mentioned reason for leaving the
country with 24% mentionsSerbia is also close by with 23% citing corruption as one of their
reasons for leaving. 17% from North Macedonia and 14% from Kosovo also mention corruption
a relevant reason2 @= GFDQ ; GMFLJQ O@A; @ <G=KFAL @9 N =
motivator of moving abroad is Ukraine, with 43% of the people recalling security, quite
certainly caused by the ongoing war with Russ@ather reasons included being "simply fed up"
(Serbia held the peak for this response choice with 14%), family reunification (higindsbsovo
with 9%) and environmental concerns (low overall, but highest in Montenegro, 9%).
Additionally, it is necessary to mention that Ukraine had 21% "Other" responses, which were
excluded from the table for clarity of precise options. While looking deeper into the data, it is
apparent that those responses also appear to be referencing thegaing conflict as the
motivating factor for leaving the country. The manual responses are primarily associated with

attributes such as "war", "danger" and other rated conceptions.

First- mentioned Motivations for Staying

After examining the reasons of those who said they intend to move abroad it is also necessary
to address the matter in a more optimist tone and examine which improvements would
motivate them to stay. Among the population of respondents who claimed to habe
intention to move abroad (N = 1.709), another question was asked of what would motivate them
to stay in their home country. They could choose up to three answers each explaining what their
main motivating factors for staying could be.
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| Figurel3 First-mentioned Motivators for Staying, top five

11. What would motivate you to staffrstmention

Respondents who said they wish to move abroad in question 9 (N = 1.709). Albania (n = 188); Bosnia and Herzegovina (n = 164);
Kosovo (n = 213); Montenegro (n = 264); North Macedonia (n = 276); Serbia (n = 135); Ukraine (n = 156); Moldowvegfa = 144); Ge
(n=169); Only tliest-mentionis shownShare ofotal %. Five most frequently mentioned motivators are sho@ategory "Other"

omitted for clarity.

Total 0 5 5 4
m Better job opportunities /
I Aibania 55 b 2 6 10 Higher salaries

Nﬂusma and Herzegaovina 52 10 4 5 )
W Better education
EH rosovo 70 4 5 9 2 opportunities
Mant - .
I Montenegro = ® Political stability
& North Macedonia 2
T serbia 0 7

== Ukraine 24 6 1

m Better healthcare

Bl Motdova 56 8 7 & 4 m Support for young families

= (e.g. childcare, housing)
‘-[?‘ Georgia 42 8 3 o g

Across the nine countries surveyed, one theme emerges with unmistakable prominence in the
first responses given to the question: What would motivate you to stay? Namely, better job
opportunities and higher salaries. Representing around 50% offiafit-mentions, this factor
appears as a dominant sentiment among potential emigrants. Unsurprising if it is taken into
account that economic reasons (54% on first responses, 70% on total) were also cited as the
primary reason when respondents were asked why thatend to leave. This economic motive
that would lead the respondents to consider staying in their home country, leads in virtually
every country, but its intensity varies. In Kosovo, for instance, as many as 70% of respondents
chose this as their top reasoto remain, followed closely by Moldova (56%) and Albania (55%).
In North Macedonia (54%) and Bosnia and Herzegovina (52%), the pattern remains strong. By
contrast, Ukraine stands out as an exception, with only 24% of first responses naming jobs and
pay>kthough even there, this option still ranks highest among allkraine is a particular case
once again, seeing as the option "Other" holds 33% and the greatest amount of manual
responses within it again emphasize the difficult situation due to the active conflict with Russia.

Second in frequency, though far less dominant, are mentions of better education opportunities,
appearing in7% of first responses. Montenegro stands out witf% of its respondents naming
education firsbka rate much higher than elsewhere, where most countries report between 3%
and 7%.Political stability ranks third, cited in 5% of first responses. Bosnia and Herzegovina
(10%) and Georgia (8%) display a higher level of concern in this regard, while countries like
North Macedonia and Albania have it at 2% fifst-mentions. Responses citing better
healthcare (5%) and support for young families (4%) suggest that a portion of respondents are
focused on qualityof-life issues Kosovo surfaceswith 9% of respondents there namg
healthcare first. Montenegro (8%) is also relatively high, while Ukraine reports no first
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[EU responses in this categoryn terms of family support services (e.g., childcare, housing), Albania
(10%) emerges as the highe&y contrast, Georgiahows no responsesn this metric, though,
again, we must recognize that these data do not preclude strong feelings on the Miiey
KAEHDQ AF<A; 9L= L@9L AL O9KFAL L@= >AJKL L@AF

All Motivations for Staying

While the previous section explored only the first responses offered by potential emigrants, this
next part of the report draws on all available answekscluding second and third mentions

to develop a more nuanced and comprehensive view of what might mate individuals to
remain in their home countries. By moving beyond the immediacy of filsbught grievances,
this broader dataset allows us to better understand the muttimensional nature of
J=KHGF<=FLKA ; GF ; TheloRlychahde wheldkirgatitte fiva 1Bdstirequent
motivators is that the motive of less corruption (22% in total) replaced support for young
families (14% in total) which was the fifth most frequent when lookingfiast-mentions and is
now seventh, behind respect of rights (16%).

Figurel4. Motivators to Stay in the Home Countrytop five

11. What would motivate you to stay?

Respondents who said they wish to move abroad in the preceding question (N = 1.709). Albania (n = 188); Bosnia and Herzegovin
(n =164); Kosovo (n = 213); Montenegro (n = 264); North Macedonia (n = 276); Serbia (n = 135); Ukraine (n = 1564Mtoldova (n
Georgia (n = 169); Respondents could choose up to three ofars. ototal %. Five most frequently mentioned reasons are

shown.
Total b4 22 21 19 17
m Better job opportunities /
- Albania b 24 6 Higher salaries
‘ I Bosnia and Herzegovina 73 34 il 25 43
m Less corruption
EF Kosovo : 55 25 Fil
W vontenegro . - kH = ® Better healthcare
P North Macedonia 73 ig 15
I Serbia A A 10 20 19 m Better education
P Ukraine 1] 10 opportunities
W=l Moldova 40 10 15 11 m Political stability
':'I":' Georgia 5] 5 8 15

Even when respondents were invited to provide multiple reasons, one motive remained
dominant across all countries: better job opportunities and higher salaries. This option was
selected by an overwhelming 64% of all respondents, making it by far the mresfuiently cited
retention factor. In Kosovo, 87% of those surveyed listed it, as did 74% in both Albania and 73%
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Even in Georgia (51%) and Ukraine (33%), where economic
concerns appeared less dominant in earlier rounds of the bss, the figures remain
substantial. One of the more striking changes as opposed fiost-mentions is the high
frequency of less corruption as a motivating factor. Chosen by 22% of respondents, it now ranks
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| as the second most cited reason for staying. Its presence across countries varies, from 36% in

Bosnia and Herzegovina and 34% in Serbia, to nearly zero in Georgia.

Table7. Five MostFrequent Motivators for Staying per Country

11. What would motivate you to stay?

Only respondents who picked that they intend to move abroad in the next two years were offered this question (N = plé09), sam
for every country is noted in the table. Respondents could select up to three anShars. oftotal %. Five most frequently
mentioned reasons. Category "Other" was excluded for clarity.

r . :
TOP 5 motivators for staying o W:]‘;E\'[:':s:‘ this
74

Albania Better job opportunities / Higher salaries
Less corruption 26
- Support for young families (e.g. childcare, housing) 26 188
Better healthcare 24
Functioning institutions 20
Bosnia and Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 73

RSZEEOIIE Political stability 43

m Less corruption 36 164
27

Support for young families (e.g. childcare, housing)

Respect of rights 27
Georgia Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 51
+ [+ Better economic situation (lower prices, bigger pensions, else) 17
ﬂf Political stability 15 169
Respect of rights 8
Better education opportunities 8
Kosovo Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 87
..... Better healthcare 55
’ Less corruption 27 213
Better education opportunities 25
Political stability 21
Moldova Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 60
Better education opportunities 15
Im l Political stability 11 144
Family, relatives, friends 10
Better healthcare 10
Montenegro Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 56
R Better education opportunities 32
9‘2 Less corruption 25 264
’7 Better healthcare 21
Political stability 17
North Macedonia Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 72
Less corruption 31
gg Functioning institutions 28 276
Respect of rights 24
Support for young families (e.g. childcare, housing) 23
Serbia Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 54
" Less corruption 34
m Better education opportunities 20 135
Political stability 19
Respect of rights 19
Ukraine End of the war 40
- Better job opportunities / Higher salaries 33
Respect of rights 12 156
Political stability 10
Change of government 6

One motivation, once again, stood apart in both magnitude and geopolitical specificity: the end
of war. Witharate 40% Ukrainians choosing this as the option that garnered most support as
the motivating factor. In addition to this Ukraine had 42% responses under "Other" category
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and those responses also mostly surround the motivating factor that would be brought about
by the end of the war, further highlighting the relevance of this for Ukraine.

Support for young families emerged as a prominent motivation, particularly pronounced in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, where 27% of respondents identified this factor as one of their key
reasons to stay. Albania follows closely at 26%, with North Macedonia edsording a high
interest (23%). Another relevant motivator is the respect of rights. It appears among the five
most frequently mentioned motivating factors across several countries. These countries are
Bosnia and Herzegovina (27%North Macedonia (24%)5erbia (19%), Ukraine (12%) and
Georgia (8%). Respondents from Albania (28%) and North Macedonia (20%) also hold
institutional functionality to be a relevant motivator when considering which situations would
motivate them to stay.

C. EUAND NATO

2@AK ; @9HL=J =PHDGJ=K @GO ; ALAR=FK 9; JGKK FAF
future alignment with the European Union and NATO. It provides insight into the political
orientations and foreign policy preferences of respondents by examiniagdls of support for

EU and NATO membership, perceived benefits of EU accession, alternative strategic visions,

and the perceived threats shaping national security perspectivRgespondents were first asked

whether they support their country joining the Eopean Union and how they evaluate the

potential consequences of EU membership for national developmeror those who oppose

EU accessiona follow-up question investigats whether they see credible alternatives to EU
integration, such as partnerships with ne&BU countries or strategic neutrality.

In addition to EUrelated questions, the chapter examines attitudes toward NATO membership.
Respondents were asked whether they support NATO as a security frameworkwaodhey
=DA=N= K@GMD < o= L@=A1J - GMFLJQAK EGKL AEHGJ

insight into whether public support for NATO is underpinned by broader trust in transatlantic
security guarantees or whether other actors, including Russ@hina, Turkey, or regional
cooperation frameworks, are seen as viable or preferabldesaiatives. The chapter also

includes an operended question asking respondents to name which country they perceive as

the greatest threatto their national security.

Support or Opposition for Joining the EU

This section of the report examines public opinion on the prospect of European Union
membership across the nine studied countries. Respondents were asked whether they support
their country's accession to the EU. While the simplicity of the question inviteglear
expression of preference, the results reflect a diverse and consxtsitive range of attitudes

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F

Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292
European Union



GEO Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans
POWER
| toward the EUKrooted in national experience, geopolitical alignment, and public trust in the

European project.

Figurel5. Favors or Oppositions Towards Joining the European Union
12. Are you in favor of our country joining the European Union?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (Shark @fdjal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Total 75 17 2
-Albania 94 5 (]
K. JBosnia and Herzegovina 72 21 2_5
uKosovo 94 5 11
£l Montenegro 74 i [ 10
2% North Macedonia
M serbia 40 49 338
= Ukraine 84 12 13
¥ Moldova 69 25 15
-I-I-:' Georgia 78 13 1

®Yes = No H | don’t answer = Don't know

Across the full sample, support for EU membership remains highly pronounced, with 75% of
respondents in favor of joining the European Union. However, this topline number masks
considerable variation between countriegboth in the degree of enthusiasm and ithe
strength of opposition or ambivalenceThe highest levels of support are observed in Albania
(94%) and Kosovo @%), where backing for EU membership is near unanimous. The negligible
levels of opposition in these contexts (just 5% in Albania and irs¢im) reinforce the sense of

a broad political and social consensus behind the EU palupport is also robust in Ukraine
(84%), where it is likely influenced by both the immediate context of war and a longstanding
ambition to align more closely with Western political and security structures. That only 12% of
Ukrainian respondents expressed oppositidikand fewer than 5% expressedncertainty or
non-responsekindicates that EU membership is vieweas desirable.In Georgia (%) and
North Macedonia (76.0%), E&upport remains strong, though a slightly larger share of the
population in both countries expresses skepticism or indecision. For instance, in Georgt, 1
oppose membership and an additional 9% repdit @= Q mM" GFAL CFGOMm

A more ambivalent picture emerges in Moldova and Bosnia and Herzegovina, where support for

EU membership remains a majority position but is paired with more substantial opposition. In
Moldova, ®% express suppodkstill a strong majoritpkout 25% are opposed. Similarly, in

Bosnia and Herzegovina, support stands aR%, with 21% expressing opposition and an
additional 7%J = > MKAF? LG 9FKO=J GJ GHLAF? >GJ mM" GFAL
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| The most pronounced departure from the general pattern is found in Serbia, where 40% of

respondents support EU membershi$a minority position in contrast to every other country
surveyed. 49% of Serbian respondents oppose joining the EU, and an additidital dre either
uncertain or unwilling to answer. Nonetheless, the fact that support remains near 40% suggests
that the population is not monolithic in its views.

Alternatives to Joining the EU

The respondents who chose the option for being against their country joining the EU (N = 1.540)
were additionally askedlo they believe thattheir country has an alternative to joining the EU
terms of its foreign orientation

Figurel6. Alternatives to Joining the EU

14. In terms of its foreign orientation, do you believe that your country has an alternative to joining the EU?

Respondents who said they wish to move abroad in the preceding question (N = 1.540). Albania (n = 52); Bosnia and Herzegovina
(n = 211); Kosovo (n = 51); Montenegro (n = 102); North Macedonia (h = 151); Serbia (n = 490); Ukraine (n = 12225%oldova (n
Georgia (n = 127Share ofotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Total
. M Yes - cooperation with
M/ bania 28 22 L2 s non-EU countries
K.JBosnia and Herzegovina 42 45 (] 3 )
M Yes - pursuing
uKosuvu 10 33 2 37 18 neutrality
Il Montenegro 21 39 11 5 24 u Other
%Norlh Macedonia 26 4 13

W serbia 30 51 70 1 don't answer
= Ukraine 1i g 21 16
B Moldova g 9 mDon't know
= Georgia [ 75 0 4 17

Across the full regional sample, the most frequently chosen alternative to EU accession is
pursuing neutrality, with 51% of respondents identifying it as their preferred orientation. This
suggests that for many, distancing from the EU is not about choosirtifferent bloc, but about
refraining from alignment altogether. This sentiment is strongest in Georgia, where an
overwhelming 75% of Eidkeptical respondents favor neutrality. Similarly, high levels of
support for neutrality appear in Moldova (58%), NbrMacedonia (54%), and Serbia (51%),
suggesting that in these contexts, foreign policy independence is an appealing idea. Even in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, where support for cooperation with ARBlJ countries is strong (at
42%), desire for neutrality still dminates with 45% of those skeptical of accessing EU.

While neutrality is the dominant choice overall, 24% of EU skeptical respondents across the
region prefer cooperation with norEU countries. This view is especially prevalent in Albania,
where 58% of those opposed to EU membership suggest this pathwayBdsnia and
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[EU Herzegovina, this form of strategic outreach is also strong, with 42% of EU skeptics opting for
cooperation beyond the Union. Elsewhere, however, enthusiasm for this option is more
modest. In Serbia, only 30% of EU skeptics favor cooperation with-Bbhpavers. This may
suggest that for many Serbian respondents, distancing from the EU is not automatically tied to
embracing other blocs once again highlighting the appeal of nonalignment. In Ukraine (11%),
Kosovo (10%), Moldova (11%), and especially Geordia)(3ew respondents among the EU
skeptical minority envision cooperation with nofEU countries as a viable substitute.

While the majority of EU skeptics articulate a clear preference for either neutrality or alternative
partnerships, a notable portion of respondents limited their expressions. Across the total

sample of those who think their countries should not set fortm @ path for EU, 13% chose

4" GFAL CFGOA 9F< 86 ; @GK= a4' <GFAL 9FKO=JAg 2¢
rprd G> L@GK= GHHGK=< LG #3 9;; =KKAGF <=; DAF=<
countries show more moderate but still @sent levels of nofresponse.Montenegro reports

L@= @A?@=KL M" GFAL CFGOM J9L= OAL @hdHgbestG> J=
HIGHGJLAGF G> a-L@=JJA J=Kwh&Hddkingat theth moié bdsety AF 3
what shows is a series of responses mostly saying "no" and some mentioning Poland, UK,
Canada and Germany.

Greatest Threats to National Security

To further examine the geopolitical perceptions of the examined audience, a question was
presented which gave respondents the opeanded opportunity to name which countries they

regard as the greatest threat to their national security. Some choices stantowt there is also

a great deal of responses stating that there are no threats to their national security (10% of total
respondents claim this), most in Albania with 21% such answ&do of the respondents stated

L@9L L@=Q Mm" GFAL reffod NatiilMace@snia BX. ddditiokdlly, 6¢@0the
J=KHGFK=K >=DD MF<=J L@= ?MAK= G> m' <GFAL 09
and Herzegovina (13%).
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RU) 5@A; @ ; GMFLJQ <G QGM J=79J< 9K L @spenedded L=KL L@J=9L LG QG|
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (Share@fbjal %. T@= FGF=d <GFBL
CFGO 9F< ' <GFBL OB®6xEludedor@lariyF KO=J ; 9L=?2GJ A=K
Total 27 13 5 32
Bl A bania 20 29 & Russia
K.JBosnia and Herzegovina 7 7 10
E3 Kosovo 1 ® Serbia
El Montenegro
2% North Macedonia [ 3 24 7 5 America/USA
M serbia 9
= Ukraine 9 ®m Bulgaria
= Moldova 47 3
m Albani
+ Georgia anta

Across the studied region, the country most frequently named as a threat is Russia, with an
overall average of 27% of respondents identifying it as the principal threat. However, this
regional average concealexpected disparities in perception between countriesThe most
dramatic case is Ukraine, wher2% of respondents name Russia as the greatest threat. Given
the ongoing watr, this result is not only expected but deeply reflective of the lived experience of
national security. In Moldova (%) and Georgigd56%), where past or ongoing tensions with
Russia are alsaelevant. Elsewhere, the picture is more complex. In Albania (20%) and
Montenegro (13%), Russia is still identified as a threat, albeit to a lesser degree. Conversely, in
countries like Bosnia and Herzegovina (7%), Koso#%), and North Macedonia (2%), Russia is
named less frequentykpossibly reflecting the dominance of othetoncerns in the national
imagination. In Serbia, only 3.1% of respondents hame Russia dsreat.

The second most frequently named threat overall is Serbia, cited by 13% of responddrtse
studied countries However, this figure is highly concentrate@themost striking finding comes
from Kosovo, where 75% of respondents identify Serbia as the greatest threat. Similarly, in
Albania, @% view Serbia as th@reatest threat, highlighting the resonance of ethnic and
regional solidarity with Kosow. Perhaps the most surprisingly, around 4% of Serbians consider
Serbia to be their capital threat to nationasecurity. This could reference the local self
recognized destructive tendencies, but it certainly calls for further investigation.

Although the United States is not a neighboring country, it appears in the top five perceived
threats when the total picture is considered, with an overall mention rate of 5%. The highest
percentages come from Bosnia and Herzegovina (10%), Serbia (12%)Mamtenegro (6%)n
contrast, in countries like Ukraine206) and Kosovoléss than %), the U.S. is less frequently
named as a threatSome responses point to nearby countries as perceived threats. For
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instance, Bulgaria and Albania appear among the top five in a few countries. Bulgaria is cited
by 24% of respondents in North Macedonia. Albania, on the other hand, is named by 4% of
respondents in Montenegro and 9% in Serbiat nowhere else.

Table8. Perceived National Security Threats for Each Countryop five
RU] 5@A; @ ; GMFLJQ <G QGM J=2?29J< 9K L@= ?2J=9L=KL L@I=9L LG QG|
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (ShateQitbyal % T@= FGF=d <GFBL

\_l

no response

no response

CFGO 9F< ' < G FcBtegori@sBxEludedbrGlaryF K O = J

Albania Serbia 29
Russia 20

- Iran 10
Greece 4

Izrael 1

Bosnia and America/USA 10
Herzegovina T 7
m Serbia 7
Bosnia and Herzegovina 3

All countries 2

Georgia Russia 56
* Y America/USA 5
* All countries 3
Turkey 2

Europe / European Union / The West 2

Kosovo Serbia 75
= Russia 4
‘ Albania 1
America/USA 1

Iran <1%

Moldova Russia 47
Ukraina 4

I *l America/USA 3
Europe / European Union / The West 3

Moldova 2

Montenegro Russia 13
" America/USA 6

.‘*{, Serbia 5

o Albania 4

NATO 2

North Macedonia Bulgaria 24
Albania 7

%g Kosovo 5
America/lUSA 3

Greece 3

Serbia America/USA 12
Albania 9
m England 8
Croatia 6
Germany 5

Ukraine Russia 92
America/lUSA 2

no response
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makes an appearance in the results for Kosovo, but this appearance is slight with less than 1%
reporting Iran as a perceived threat. Another country which makes a brggfearance within

these results is Greece. Albania (4%) and North Macedonia (3%) report Greece as being a
perceived threat to their national security, to the point of it reaching the top five of their total
results. Bosnia and Herzegovina and Ggiar go as far as to recognize all countries as their
potential threats, with around 2% of citizens from Bosnia and 3% from Georgia citing this type
of threat. Turkeyalso makes a brief appearance, having 2% within top five threats that were
noted on behalf of respondents from Georgi@here are also 2% respondents from Georgia and
3% from Moldova who see Europe/European Union/West as a threat to their national security.
Serbia has several unique threats perceived and those are Croatia (6%) and Germany (5%).
Ukraine is again a peculiar case, due to the ongoing conflict, with the vast majority of
respondents picking Russia (92%) as the obvious threat to national security.

Support or Opposition for Joining NATO

This section of the report examines public opinion on the prospecN&TOmembership across

the nine studied countries. Respondents were asked whether they support their country's
accession to theNATO, and the general picture shows a great degree of variation between
countries.

Figurel8 Favors or Oppositions Towards JoininlATO
RU J= QGM AF >9NGJ G> GMJ ; GMFLJQBK E=E: =JK@AH AF , 2-7
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (Shark @tdjal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Total 63 29 2 IS

- Albania 99 i

N Bosnia and Herzegovina 54 39 3 4
u Kosovo 93 [

I8 Montenegro 52 33 g
gg North Macedonia 74 16 5 5

& serbia
= Ukraine 80 15 23

l¥J Moldova 42 46 110

':'l-:' Georgia 6 23

EYes H No ® | don't answer DO NOT READ = Don't know DO NOT READ

The data show that support for NATO membersigpresent (with 63% respondents expressing

a desire for their country to be a NATO member) but the results areumtorm across all
studied countries. Among the nine countries surveyed, the strongest endorsement of NATO
membership comes from Albania, where an overwhelming 99% of respondents express
support. Similarly, Kosovo shows high levels of support, with 93% of the ydafon favoring
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[EU NATO membership. In Ukraine, 80% of respondents support NATO membership. The remaining

public opinionKdivided between 15.4% opposed and 5% undecided or nonresponsive.

A second tier of countries shows majority but less overwhelming support for NATO. In North
Macedonia, 74% are in favor, while Montenegro registers 52% support for NATO membership.
In Montenegro, 33% of respondents oppose membership, and nearly 15% arereiihdecided

or declined to respond. In North Macedonia, opposition to NATO membership is lower (16%),
but the percentage of undecided respondents (10% combined) points to a segment of the
population that remains cautious or disengaged from the issue. Ggar records 65% support

for NATO membership. The 23% who oppose and the 12% who are undecided or unresponsive
suggest that despite majority support, the issue is still open to contestation. In Bosnia and
Herzegovina, public opinion on NATO is more evesplit. 54% support membership, while 39%
oppose it. Moldova presents one of the most complex cases. Here, public opinion is nearly
evenly divided, with 42% in favor and 46% opposed. The remaining 12% are either undecided
or refused to answer. The most pnouncedskepticismto NATO is found in Serbia, where only
9% support membership and 85% are opposed to NATO membership.

First- mentioned Desired Partnerships for National Security

Respondents were asked to nanveith which partner should your country engage more for its
national security besides NATO. Firstly, what can be examined are the -firshtioned
responses which indicate which potential partner firstly comes to mind when considering
options.

Figurel9. First-Mentioned Desired Partnerships foNational Security (excluding NATO)

17. Other than NATO, with which partner should your country engage more for its national s&stity@ntion

Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (Bhark @kbjal %. Values within the

P-L@=J7? !'9L=?2GJQd ?' < GFBlexclodedtxlafty. 9 F< J=>MK9DK LG 9FKO=J O0O=1J:

BEU and its members

Total 33 10 10 ¢ KN
® United Stat
[ Atbania 49 U0 States
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 48 13 15 Bl 4 3 5 m Russia
E3 kosovo 37 PR
® Regional Cooperation
Montenegro 42 12 [] 9 | 5 | (between neighbouring
countries)
% North Macedonia 41 9 15 5 H Full neutrality and Non-
Alignment
8 sernia 14 31 17 14 b2 s 3 m United Kingdom / Great
= Ukraine 7 7l 3 T Britain
Other
5 Moldova 24 13 10 12 0
== Georgia 19 6 3 5 ® China
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members are most frequently mentioned as a desirable ARBIRATO security partner within the
scope offirst-mentions. With a total average of 33% across the region, the EU appears to occupy
an important and functionally reassuring position in the collective security imagination of these
populations. The highest firsmention support for the EU is observed in Albani®¥4), Bosnia

and Herzegovina (48%), Montenegro (42&6)d North Macedonia (41%), where nearly half of
respondents instinctively identify the EU as their preferred security partner outside NATO.
Kosovo (32%), Moldova (24%) and Ukraine (27%) also show a large endorsement of the EU in
their first-mentions. Yet even as a leading partner, the EU does not uniformly dominate the top
of mind across all countries. In Serbia (14%) and Georgia (19%), the share of respondents citing
the EU first is lower.

The United States also features prominently in the fursiention responses, averaging 15%

across the examined countries, though with apparent national variation. Nowhere is this more

pronounced than in Kosovo, where an overwhelming 51% of respondents nathedJ.S. first.

This result underscores the deeply embedded strategic and emotional ties stemming from past
E=JA; 9F AFNGDN=E=FL AF ) GKGNGAK H9L®@ LG AFc<

emerges as the tof-mind choice for many, reaffiming itésiD9; = AF L @= ; GMFLJ

identity. In contrast, Georgia (16%) and Ukraine (11%) show more moderate levels of first

mention support. Elsewhere, the U.S. is a more margifiedt-mention. In Montenegro (2%),

Serbia (3%), and Moldova (3%), it appears less as the initial chdicee N=J 9D ; GMFL J

respondents prioritized regional cooperation in theiiirst-mentions, with particularly strong

figures in Serbia (17%), North Macedonia (15%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina (TH&o).

presence of Russia in the dirmention results offers a window into complex national

narratives. Across the region, Russia is mentioned first by 10% of respondents, but its support

is highly concentrated. In Serbia, fully 31% of respondents chose Russia as their first preference,

the highest singlecountry figure for any nofNATO partner besides the EU. Bosnia and

Herzegovina (13%), Montenegro (12%), and Moldova (13%) also reflect meaningful first

mention support for Russia. Conversely, Ukraine and Albania record negligible-rfiesttion

responses for Russia with less than 1@hina plays a relatively minor role in firshention

results, with a regional average of just 2%. Its highlan-average presence in Serbia (5%) and

Bosniaand Herzegovind4%).
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To get the full grasp of all potential partnerships that respondents see as viable options for their
countries the full data has to beonsidered Numerous potential partnerships have been

named and we will focus on the ones that received larger frequencies of responses. Responses
KM; @ 9K M' <GFAL 9FKO=Jwm OI'éd G> J=KHGF<=FLK H
attention but most respondentsvent on to pick actual partner options.

Figure20. Desired Partnerships folNational Security (excluding NATO)top five

17. Other than NATO, with which partner should your country engage more for its national security?

Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (N = 1.011). Respondents could choose up to
three optionsShare ofotal %. Five most frequently mentioned reasons are shown.

® EU and its members
Total

[ N

N Bosnia and Herzegovina
Kusnvu

n Mantenegro

Sg North Macedonia
',5- Serbia
- Ukraine

United States

H Regional Cooperation
(between neighbouring
countries)

H Russia

lil Maldova

-:-l—:' Georgia

® United Kingdom / Great
Britain

With half of all respondents across the region (50%) mentioning the European Union and its
members as a preferred partner, the EU clearypresents a desirable associate for sustaining
national security This figure rises dramatically in some contexts: 77% in Albani&o in
Kosovo, &% in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 62% in North Macedonkas trust in the EU,
however, is not uniformly distributed. In Serbia 12), Moldova (8%), and Georgia (28%), the
numbers are lowey but still not low. The United Stées also occupies a central position, being
selected by 31% of total respondents. Once again, there is remarkable variation across
countries. In Kosovo @%) and Albania (69%), the U.S. emerges as a domicandidate for
partnership, outpacing even the EU in some cases. North Macedonigo]3Ukraine (2%), and
Georgia (2%) also show appreciation for the U.$or the role of potential partnership
However, in countries like Serbi@%), Moldova %), and Montenegro (11%), mentions of the
United States aranuch more modestAn important insight from the full dataset is the high
frequency of mentions for regional cooperation with 26% of respondents citing neighboring
partnerships as a desirable strategy. This sentiment is especially strong in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (63%), Seid (32%), North Macedonia (42%). However, the appeal of regionalism
is not universal. This is demonstrated by Ukraine (3%) and Georgia (B4gsia is mentioned

by 14% of total respondents. For Serbia (35%), Russia remains the top choice for partnership.
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population still regards Russia as a viable security partner.
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17. Other than NATO, with which partner should your country engage more for its national security?
Respondents (N =9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova (8hare.@fdlal %. Excluded the none,

GL@=Jdb <GFBL CFGO 9F< ' <GFBL O9FL LG 9FKO=J ;9L=?GJA=K >GJ
Albania EU and its members 77
United States 69
- Regional Cooperation 29
Turkiye 19
United Kingdom / Great Britain 15
Bosnia and EU and its members 66
Herzegovina Regional Cooperation (between 63
neighbouring countries)
N Through international organisations 33
(e.g. OSCE)
Russia 25
Turkiye 21
Georgia EU and its members 28
+ United States 24
* Russia 8
Turkiye 6
Regional Cooperation 6
Kosovo United States 89
T EU and its members 77
‘ Regional Cooperation 27
United Kingdom / Great Britain 24
Turkiye 13
Moldova EU and its members 34
Regional Cooperation 18
I*l Russia 16
Full neutrality and Non-Alignment 13
Romania 11
Montenegro EU and its members 46
" Regional Cooperation 19
S“Q Russia 17
- Full neutrality and Non-Alignment 13
United States 11
North Macedonia EU and its members 62
Regional Cooperation 42
gg United States 37
Russia 20
Turkiye 14
Serbia Russia 35
Regional Cooperation 32
m China 26
EU and its members 21
Full neutrality and Non-Alignment 14
Ukraine EU and its members 43
- United Kingdom / Great Britain 22
dl United States 21
China 7
Turkiye 6

Other potential security partners which lie outside the grasp of the five most frequently
mentioned ones in the total picture also need to be examined. By looking at individual country
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total 10% of the respondents mentionediurkeyas a potential partner, and looking across the
top five picks per country shows that a number of six out of nine examined countries consider
Turkeyas a relevant choice for potential partnership. Those are Bosnia and Herzegovina (21%),
Albania (19%), North Macedonia (14%), Kosovo (13%), and Ukraine and Georgidr{@o%nia

and Herzegovina, international organizatian (such as OSCE) managed to receB&%
respondents picks when considered as a potential partner in the task of securing Bosnian
national security. No other country comes close to this level of reliance, the next one being
Serbia with 9% respondents opting for this option of a potential seity partner.

Three countries mentioned the option of full neutrality and nesignment. Within this sphere

a portion of respondents from Serbia (14%), Montenegro (13%) and Moldova (13%) hope to
secure their future through a future of neutrality. North Macedonia is atémse-by with 10% of
respondents opting for this choice.

China also appeared twice under the top five potential partners for each country. Those
appearances are associated with Serbia (26% opting for China as a strategic partner) and
Ukraine (7%). It is also relevant to mention here that some other countriesdhal higher
percentage of respondents who picked China (Bosnia and Herzegovina with 21%, and
Montenegro and North Macedonia with 10%). Another surprising factor that must be
E=FLAGF=< AK L@= X6 G> %=GJ?A9F J=KHGBE<=FLK
option been included in the ranking, it would be their pioneering response. This can suggest

that respondents from Georgia still have stakes to consider before daring to opt for a future
partner and it certainly serves tomotivates further researcho explain this anomaly.

D. EXTERNAL ACTORS

This chapter investigates how citizens across nine countries perceive the shifting landscape of
international politics, focusing on their views of global powers, external threats, strategic
partnerships, and the implications of ongoing geopolitical tensienThe chapter begins by
examining perceived threats to peace and stability in Europe. Respondents were asked whether
they consider major global powersChina, Russia, the United States, amdrkey, as potential
threats to European security. This questigmovides a baseline for understanding how citizens
situate these countries within a framework of geopolitical risk and reassurance.

In addition to assessing threat perceptions, the chapter explores emotional and anticipatory
responses to conflict. Respondents were asked whether they fear the outbreak of a new war in
Europe, and whether they believe their own country could become difgcehvolved in such a
conflict. Beyond threat perception, the chapter delves into how respondents understand the
current trajectory of international relations. Participants were asked to reflect on a series of
statements about the changing world ordeéiwhether the era of Western dominance is ending,
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are emerging as influential actors in the multipolar system. A portion of the chapter is also
devoted to questions of value alignment and cooperation. Respondemtsre asked which
country or international actor they feel closest to in terms of values and ideas, as well as which
actor their country should collaborate with more extensively, both in the politiesg¢curity
realm and in pursuit of economic developmentThe latter part of the chapter focuses
specifically on the war in Ukraine. Respondents were asked to state what position their country
should take in the conflict, how the war affects their national security, akiathere applicablek

how they evaluate the potiies of the Trump administration in relation to the war. Ukrainian
respondents were also asked about their expectations for support from other countries,
including economic, humanitarian, military, and diplomatic forms of aid.

Countries Which are Perceived as a Threat for Peace and Security in Europe

The initial question of the part of the survey that intends to deal with examining the perceptions
of external actors asked the respondents to rate four countries: China, Russia, USAuakely,

in accordance with whether they are perceived as a threat to peace and security in Europe or
not. Firstly, it is worth looking at the general picture to see the broad judgement that these four
countries received.

Figure21 Countries Seen as a Threat to Peace and Security in Europe
18 Do you believe that the following countries represent a threat to peace and security in Europe?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Single grade per co8itaye ofotal %.

H oz
I g
N m i ERN

Russia

B Considered a Threat ™ Not Considered a Threat ®m DK /NA

The prevailing theme of Russia being a threat to European peace and security also persists in
these general results. Russia is the only country that was more frequently considered as a threat
(54%) than considered not a threat (37%)he perception of China as a threat to peace and
security in Europe presents a complex and nuanced picture across the surveyed countries.
According to the data, 28% of respondents across ttedies countriesidentify China as a
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| threat, with 59% claiming that China poses no threat to peace and security in Europe. USA was

considered a threat for peace and security by 25% of respondents, while 64% claimed it is not
a threat. Turkeyreceived the most positive assessment with only 13% opting for labeling them
a threat to European peace and security, and 75% claiming that they are no threat. However,
the insight of this data is limited, a further look into how the sampled countriesfeliéntiate
between their choices can provide the mhcneeded deeper insight into which studied
countries think who is a threat to peace and sety.

Figure22 Chinaas aThreat to Peace and Security in Europe
18 Do you believe that the following countries represent a threat to peace and security in Europe? Case of China
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with [$kateddfiotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 0% 80% 90% 100%
Total 28 59 13
, HYes
I ~wenia 33 57 10
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 9 85 [
Kosovo 48 38 14
n Montenegro 18 62 20

2% North Macedonia 1% 73 13

W servia 16 79 5

-_ Ukraine 55 35 10

i Motdova 24 40 16 mDK/
!:-H Georgia 38 40 23 NA

® No

Across the full sample, 28.2% of respondents believe that China represents a threat to peace
and security in Europe. However, this average masks substantial national variation. At one end
of the spectrum lies Bosnia and Herzegovina, where only 9% of redpots see China as a
threat. Similarly, Montenegro @%), North Macedonia (14%), and Serbie&6%d) also report
relatively low levels of concernn contrast, perceptions in Kosovo and Ukraine are markedly
different. In Kosovo, nearly half of all responden{d48%) identify China as a threat, while in
Ukraine, the figure rises to 55%. Georgi8¥3 and Albania (3%) also registehigh levels of
concern Moldova (24%) and North Macedonia (14%) fall closer togbeeralaverage or below

it, indicating more moderate perceptions.

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
_ Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union




GEO Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans
| Figure23 Russiaas a Threat to Peace and Security in Europe

18 Do you believe that the following countries represent a threat to peace and security in Europe? Case of Russia
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with [$kateddfiotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 0% 100%

Total 54 37 9

I A vania 73 20 6 W Yes
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 35 59 7
Kosovo 75 18 7
Montenegro 40 50 11 u NO
J24 North Macedonia 30 56 14
m&;erh\a 20 73 7
- Ukraine 95 4 2
e votcovs 55 34 11 m DK /
= Georgia 67 17 16 NA

At the aggregate level, 54.4% of respondents across the region affirm that they view Russia as a
threat. The most acute perception of Russia as a threat is observed in Ukraine, where 95% of
respondents affirm this viewKosovo and Albania follow closely behind, with 75% and 73% of
respondents respectively identifying Russia as a threat. Georgia also registers high concern,
with 67% of respondents affirming Russia as a thréasecurity and peace in Europ&loldova,

at 55%, also shows that the respondents saw Russia as a thrigatontrast, perceptions diverge
sharply insome other countries Serbia, in particular, stands out with only 20% of respondents
identifying Russia as a threat, while 73% explicitly reject that notion. Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Montenegro are more evenly split. In Bosnia, just 35% view Russia as a threat, ®¥le 5
do nat. Montenegro shows a more balancelistribution: 40% see Russia as a threat, whé%

do not. North Macedonia, too, exhibita peculiar situation only 30% view Russia as a threat,
compared to 56% who do not.
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| Figure24. USAas a Threat to Peace and Security in Europe
18 Do you believe that the following countries represent a threat to peace and security in Europe? Case of USA
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with [$kateddfiotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 0% 80% 90% 100%

Total 25 64 11

I A vania [ 89

N Bosnia and Herzegovina 24 70 6

u Kosovo 7 90 3

L3 Montenegro 31 52 18

B Yes

= No
ag North Macedonia 28 57 15

'.1_ Serbia 46 46 8

P Ukraine 2 ¢5 i0

Iil Moldova 28 58 14 || DK/
-H-:' Georgia 26 54 20 NA

Based on the data collected across nine countries, the perception of the United States as a
threat to peace and security in Europe reveals a complex and layered picture. While the United
States remains a key ally and a cornerstone of NATO, a minority sfaedents across the
regiomk25% of the total sampleKidentify it as a source of potentiathreat. The national
breakdown demonstrates that this perception is far from unifordm Albania and Kosovo, only

7% of respondents, respectively, perceive the Unit8thtes as a threat. At the opposite end of
the spectrum stands Serbia, where nearly half of respondefiti&%Kregard the United States

as a threat. Intermediate levels of perceived threat are found in countries like Montenegro
(31%), North Macedonia (28%), MoldoveBfa), Georgia (26%), and Ukrainetfd). Bosnia and
Herzegovina stands out for having 24% of respondents view the U.S. as a tHteatalso
AEHGJL9FL LG FGL= L@= &" GFAL CFGO3,G 9FKO=JA
20.2% in Georgi. High levels of nonresponse or uncertainty may suggest either a lack of strong
opinion or a reluctance to engage with politically sensitive topics.
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| Figure25. Turkeyas a Threat to Peace and Security in Europe
18 Do you believe that the following countries represent a threat to peace and security in Europe TGy of
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with [$kateddfiotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Total 13 75 12

& 2 anie 9 38

N Bosnia and Herzegovina 9 85 ]
uKosuvu 8 86 ]
nMontenegro 14 46 20 u NO
ag North Macedonia 14 73 13
T serbia 21 7 9
-_ Ukraine 10 81 9
lil Moldova 11 73 16 || DK/
-:-E- Georgia 25 54 22 NA

B Yes

Based on the survey data collected across nine countries, perceptionBuskeyas a threat to

peace and security in Europe present a relatively subdued but noelevant profile. On

average, only 13% of respondents across tléal sampleidentify Turkeyas a threat Only 8%

of Kosovar respondents9% of Albanians, and 9% of Bosnians identifyrkey as a threat

Montenegro (3%) and North Macedonia (14%) exhibit moderate levels of concérriMoldova

(11%) and Ukrainel(%),TurkeyA K J GD= 9HH=9JK KAEAD9JDQ 9E: ANOY
out at the upper end of the threat perception spectrum. In Serbia, 21% of respondents view
Turkey as a threat. In Georgia, the number is even higher, wiB%2perceivingTurkey as a

threat.

Perception of Anticipated Wars in Europe

Another important segment worth questioning while examining how the respondents perceive
the interplay of external actors is the question of whether respondents fear another war
breaking out in Europe. This question was asked and the respondents were d&gdeo rate
this potential occurrenceon a scale with four options (completely disagree, tend to disagree,
tend to agree, completely agree).
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| Figure26. Fear of a New War Breaking out in Europe

19 To what extent do you agree or disagree with following statements? Are you afraid that another war can break out in Europe?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with I$kateddfiotal %with expressed meavalues.

40 100%

35 90%

80%
3.0
70%
25 60%
2.0 50%
40%
30%
20%

20 10%

0,0 0%

Completely Disagree ®mTend to disagree ™ Tend to agree ™ Completely agree ®mDK /NA =e=Mean

Across the full sample, the most common response was a moderate"@e F < L Gkwith? J = = A
32% of respondents indicating that they harbor some level of fear about another war in Europe.

Thisis closely followed by® O @G & 2 = F <. Nbtébly,d &Ko8ré&spondents fully agree

with the proposition that another war is likely, while nearly one in five0f6) completely

disagree. At the national level, the differences are telling. Albania stands out as the country with

the highest levels of concern, with6d &2 =F<AF? LG 9 834 =&!AGBHD= L%=AC
9 ? J = pddudnd a combined affirmation obver 53%. Conversely, in Serbia, while concern
exists(30 &42=F< LG9 Al GEAMDFE<DQ 9?2J)J==A0J] L@=J= AK
skepticismaswel226 a! GEHD=L=DQ <AK9?2J==A 9F< rf6 &a2-=F

Ukraine, currently engaged in an active conflict, exhibits a distinctive profil@64 a2 =F< L G
9?2J==A 9F< pfo6 a! GEHD=L=DQ 9?2J==A L@9L 9FGL @=
L@9L pp6 &a! GEHD=8D0= BQ =<FXKK IL?Q =<=AK 99?FR)<==A AK FGL9:
moderate agreementrate i806 /] L @= &4! GEHD=L=DQ 9?2J==A%K=?E=F
This suggests that a sizable portion of the population is strongly convinced that European

peace is under threat. The figures for Georgia reh@aimilar ambivalence: while@® a2 =F< L G
9?2J==1A 9F< ppé6 &! GEHD=L=DQ 9?J==JA 9 KM: KL9F|

Meanwhile, Bosnia and Herzegovina presents a case of skepticism and caution coexisting. It has
GF= G> L@= @A? @=KL J9L=K G> ; GEHD=L= <AK9?J==
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concern, with a sharef 29% moderately agreeing and 8% fully agreeing with the proposition
of expecting arenewed European conflict. Withongd J =KHGF<AF? &" GEAL CFG

The respondents who opted for the response of expecting another war in Europe (N = 3.899)
were additionally asked do they think that their country could be involved in this war.

Figure27. Fear of Home Country being Involved in a Future European Conflict

19.2.To what extent do you agree or disagree with following statements? Are you afraid that our country may be involved in such
awar?

Respondents (N = 3.899). Respondents per countries: Albania (n = 534), Bosnia and Herzegovina (n = 287), Kosovo (n = 377),
Montenegro (n = 352), North Macedonia (n = 440), Serbia (n = 394), Ukraine (n = 548), Moldova (n = 540), Ge&wgiee(nf= 427).
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Nearly threequarters of respondents who foresaw war in Europe expressed either agreement

or strong agreement that their country could be drawn into it. Specifically, 49% indicated that
L@=Q &4L=F< LGS 92)ECERB=10@A@P=9TIJ==A OAL@ L@= A
become involved. Only a small minorififaround 7%¥Kcompletely rejected this notion, while

16% leaned toward disagreement. The rest (3%) opted not to answer or were uncertain.

Country-level data enrichthis understanding by revealingome heterogeneity. In Albania, for
AFKL9F; =1 9F GN=JO@=DEAF? pP6 G> J=KHGF<=FLK
AFNGDN=< AF 9 >MLMJ= 09JJ/]] O@QAD= GFDQ x0 &a; GEHI
and strong agreement implies that Albaniarsse concerned but not fatalistic. Similar patterns
9HH=9J AF ) GKGNG OBR6 aL=F< LG 9?2J==/7A Tfé6 a&a;
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(57% and 9%, respectively) Ukraine presents a more layered case. Despite the fact that the

. GMFLJQ AK ; MJJ=FLDQ =F?9?=< AF 09J/5 fré G> 3
nation may be involved in a broader European conflict, whild63 & ; GEHD=L=DQ 9°?J:
higher rate of complete agreement suggests an acute awareness of ongoing danger, as well as

the possibility that war may escalate beyond national borders.

Moldova emerges as one of the most concerned nations, with 47% of its respondents saying

L@=Q &; GEHD=L=DQ 9?J==A L@9L L@=AJ ; GMFLJQ ;
contrast, countries like Serbia and Georgia display more varied sentiment. Ine© /1 Ff o6 &L =
LG 9?2J)==/PK 93F<GEGMEQ =DQ 9 ? JAreRphessiDcpd t@dedcy ©®GL 9: D

disagree. Georgia, similarly, shows a fragmented picture: ordp2 aL=F< LG 9°?2J==/A
&; GEHD=L=DQ 9?2J==J]A O@A D2 Mdhterredvilabd Nork dacidor@®E HD = L :
show more consensus than divergence. In Montenegrd64 aL=F< LG 6%?J==A
4; GEHD=L=DQ 9?2J==71A J=>D=; LAF? 9 J=D9L4N=DQ
AL=F< LG 9%8J3a:sBSEBOAD=DR 9?2J==A

Perceived State of the World

Respondents were additionally asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with certain
propositions about the current state of the world. These findings can help resonate as to what

the perception of current world affairs are and if the actual state asponds to what people

believe to be the casélhe initial proposition we will look into state$We are entering an era of

AEQ : GMFLJQ >AJKLA 9F< =N=ZJQGF= AK DGGCAF? GM|
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Figure28 Are we Entering an Era of "My Country First"

202G O@9L =PL=FL <G QGM 9?J== GJ <AK9?J== OAL@ >GDDGOAF? KL9L
is looking out for themselves. Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova witisihare ofidtal %,

with shown mean values.
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The idea that global affairs are shifting toward a logic of sgléservation and national
prioritization resonates deeply across the countries surveyed. Overall, majority of
respondentsKmore than twothirdsXexpress agreement with the notion that we are entering

an era marked by national selfiterest, with 380 KL 9LAF? L@=Q aL=FH% LG 9°?
4; GEHD=L=DQ 9?2J==A 29C=F LG?=L@=J/71 L@AK BHprb
multilateral cooperation is weakening, replaced by a morafmented and selocused world

order.

This sentiment is particularly strong in several countries. Georgia stands out most notably, with
nearly half of its respondents (46%) indicating complete agreement and another 21% tending
to agree. Moldova also reflects strong alignment with this view:%34of its population
completely agrees, and an additional 27% tend to agree. Kosovo and Albania, also show high
levels of agreement. In Kosovo, over 78% of respondents agree either completely or to some
extent, while Albania registers a similarly high totad 74%.

At the same time, the survey reveals a nroagligible degree of doubt or caution. For example,
pf o0 G> 9DD J=KHGF<=FLK K9Q L@=Q aL=F< LG <AKDH9
<AK9?2J==gA 2@=K= NA=0K 9J= EGJm Ukiain& MGbthia, =< AF
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| 16% completely disagree and another 19% tend to disagree, while in Ukraine, the combined

share of disagreement reaches nearly 35%. Importantly, the proportion of respondents who
K=D=; L=< &" GFAL CFGOA GJ < /M%), saggdstingthak @est) AK
individuals have formed clear opinions on the topic. However, the slightly higher rates of
uncertainty in countries like Albania &%) and Georgia (15%) may signal segments of the
population that are ambivalent or still navigating their positionni a rapidly changing
international environment.

Figure29. Is Russia Emerging as a New Leader of the Countries Outside the West

20.To what extent do you agree or disagree with following statemdtis8ia is emerging as a new leader of the countries outside
the WestRespondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = 1.011. Results are expressethl¥share of
with expressednean values.
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Across the surveyed countries, the notion that Russia is emerging as a leader among nations
outside the Western political and economic order produces a diverse and, at times, sharply
polarized set of opinions At the aggregate level, perceptions are notably divided.
Approximately £% of respondents across all countries express some level of agreement with
the proposition that Russia is becoming a leader of the global Adestk28% tend to agree

and 21% completely agreeOn the other hand, 40% of respondentsject this notionk21%
completely disagree and 19% tend to disagree. An additiona%lexpress no opinion or are
unsure. Differences across countries are especially revealing. In Serbia, more than 65% of
respondents express agreement$®o tend to agree, 37% completely agree), placing it among
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the most affirming publics Similarly, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, agreement is high, with over
55% expressing support for the notiolosovo presents a more ambivalent picture: whilé%

tend to agree and 13% completely agree, a substantial portih6% completely disagree and
22% tend to disagreeAlbania stands out with the most skeptical stance: only 3% completely
disagree and I% tend to disagree, while a combined 76% affirm some degree of agreement.
These figures are surprising at first glance, espebi@® ? AN=F D :-\Westar® A K
GJA=FL9LAGF 9F< , 2- E=E: =JK@AHK &GO=N=J1]]
geopolitical visibility more than endorsement of its leadership qualitiddkraine presents the
starkest contrast: 62% of respondents completely reject the idea that Russia is an emerging
leader outside the West, and only 10% agree to any extéther countries show more nuanced
distributions. In Georgia, over 34% of respondents completely disagree, but 25% also indicate
some agreement. InMoldova, a similar split is visible: 24% completely disagree, but
approximately 45% tend to agree or fully agredontenegro and North Macedonia exhibit more
centrist views. While both have moderate rates of agreement (32% and 37% tend to agree,
respectively)

Figure30. Is ChinaEmerging as a New Leader of the Countries Outside the West

20To what extent do you agree or disagree with following statements? Russia is emerging as a new leader of the coungries outsid
the West.

Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with I$kateddfiotal %with expressed meavalues.
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When asking the question of whether China is an emerging as a new leader of the countries
outside the West, werall, 3% of respondents across the total sample tend to agree (33%) or
completely agree (22%) with the idea that China is becoming a leader of the\Western world.

> A
L
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Albania (8%) and Bosnia and Herzegovinad®) show high agreement levels, with particularly
KLJGF? J=HJ=K=FL9LAGF AF L@= a4aL=F< LG 9?2J==A
low levels of outright disagreement (3% in Albania and 8% in Bosnia)

Kosovo presents a more nuanced case. Although 42% of respondents agree (35% tend to agree,

7% completely agree), a notable6% completely disagree, and 19% seleetGF AL CFGO3, C
answering Serbia emerges as an outlier with particularly high levels of affirmation. More than
two-thirds of Serbian respondents ®6) agree that China is emerging as a leader, including

rpé O@G & ; GE Hike-highredfiQureirPtdiscatdyory among all surveyed countries.

Ukraine, in contrast, registers more cautious viewkist 17% of respondents completely agree

with the statement, and a further @6 tend to agree. While these are not negligible figures, they

are balanced by 3% who completely disagree and4% who tend to disagreévioldova and

Georgia both show moderately high agreement, witB% and 43%, respectively, agreeing that

China is rising as a leader outside the West. However, both countries also record a substantial
FME: =J G> J=KHGF<=FLK O0@G KXD%inMeldovaand@FmL CFG
Georgia. Thignay indicate a degree of distance from the topic, less media saturation with
Chinarelated news, or general uncertainty about what China's rise actually entails for their

national interests.North Macedonia presents a high level of agreement, with 58% of respondents
affirming the statement and on§%6 completely disagreeing.

Figure31 Are Middle PowersTurkey, Iran and UAEEmerging as New Leader

20.To what extent do you agree or disagree with following statements? Middle powers (3uckegsiran and UAE) are emerging
as new centres of power

Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N =Shayéloftotal % with expressed mearwalues.
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"F L@= =NGDNAF? KLJIJM; LMJ= G> AFL=JF9LAGF9D J-=
increasing analytical relevance. Countries suchTskey, Iran, and the United Arab Emiratdé

once seen primarily through regional lensi&re now viewed by many as having the capacity

to influence broader geopolitical dynamics. Ontetal samplelevel, there is a clear tendency to

agree with the statement that middle powers are becoming new centers of power. Nearly 44%

of respondents across all surveyed countriesA L @=J &aL=F< LG 9?2J==A OT %6
(15%) with the assertion. Disagreemeatso) =E9 AFK HJ=K=FLJ] OAL@ GN=1J
<AK9?J==AF?A OphHhodo GJ &L=F<AF? LG .<AK9?2J==A O

A closer look at countrjevel data provides a clearer understanding of how local contexts shape

global perceptions. In Albania, belief in the rise of middle powers is exceptionally higbt 4

AL=F< LG @ J&=GEWDIF=<L=IDQ 9?2J==JJA J=KMDLAF? AF
Similarly, Bosnia and Herzegovina shows strong agreement, with more than half (53%)
expressing either partial or full concurrence. Kosovo and Montenegro display more divided
K=FLAE=FLK 'F )GKGNG/I6Ta6EHBE<9?25=97A=-0RADF <
<AK9?J==A 9 F< px6 &; GEHD=L=DQ <AK9?2J==/71A AF
Montenegro mirrors this ambiguity, where disagreement (38%) outweighs agreemeso4in

contrast, Ukraine exhibits relatively low levels of agreement. On862 aL=F< LG 9?J==
EG<=KL b o6 d; GEHD=L=DQ 9?J==1A O@AD= 9 KM: KL
disagreement. Serbia, interestingly, records both high disagreement6fs) and a notable

proportion of partial agreement (23%), ilktrating a polarized perspective. In Moldova and

Georgia, the responses again illustrate ambivalence. Moldovan respondents are split Af¥th

in agreement and 9% in disagreement, while Georgia reports lower agreemer%g and high

levels of both uncertainty and disagreement.

' JGKK 9DD ; GMFLJA=K/l L-@mmitkl@ssporsesGsrelative\GiighL CF C
(15% overall), with even higher uncertainty in countries like Georgi@a%® and Kosovo (22%).

Value-based Orientations

To further analyze the respondents perception of external political actors a question was asked
which actor/country dothey feel the closestregarding values and ideas/Vhile the findings do
not determine political allegiance or predict foreign policy preferences, they do provide a
valuable mirror of public sentiment regarding shared identity, ideological comfort, and
normative affinity.
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| Figure32 Closest Country/Actor in regard to Values

21. To which actor/country do you feel closer regarding values and ideas?
Respondents (N = 9.01Exch country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = 8Gir#. oftotal %. Only the results of the offered
answers are shown to assure clarity of visualization. Single answer.

mThe United States of America

Total
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® Other
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':'F' Georgia
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Across the full sample, the most frequently chosen answer was the European Union, selected
by 35%o0f respondents. This trend is particularly pronounced in Albant6¢0, Moldova 43%y,

and Ukraine $3%), where the EU was not only the most selected but also outpaced all other
options by a wide margin. North Macedonia9%9, Georgia39%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina
(32%) also show strong affinity for the EU.

The second most cited actor in the total sample was Russia, WRBBboof respondents selecting

it. Here, national contexts vary sharply. In Serb&%of respondents indicated Russia as the
actor they felt closest to in terms of values, by far the highest figure recorded for Russia in the
dataset. Bosnia and Herzegovind@%) and Montenegro X5%) also returned aboveaverage
levels of value affinity with Russia. In contrast, in Ukraine, which is currently in an active state
of conflict with Russia, the figure wagxpectedly, O.

The United States was selected by 12% of total respondents. Kosovo presents an exceptionally
high figure at 40%Albania also reflects abovaverage alignment (18%), while most other
countries, including Ukraine (7%) and Georgia2¢t), express more modest levels of vatue
based affinity. In Serbia, onlg% of respondents chose the United States

China, on the other hand, was cited by 2% of total respondents. Although this represents a
minority view, some countries like Bosnia and Herzegovidda) and Serbia1%) registered
slightly higher levelsTurkeywas selected by 6% of respondents. Bosnia and Herzegovina (12%)
and North Macedonia (11%) lead in this regard, possibly reflecting religious, historical, or
regional dynamics. In other countries like Serbi2g6) and Moldova (1%), however, the affinity
with Turkeyis minimal.
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frequency of appearance but they deserve a noteworthy mention. Albania was chosen 159
times, 146 of which came from Kosovo, reflecting a cultural connectioriween the two
nations. Serbia was mentioned 104 times (77 of which are from North MacedoRiamania
also received 79 mentions, and 75 of those were from Moldova.

Reduction of Economic Dependence on Global Actors

In an era of complex global interdependence, the question of economic sovereignty has
become increasingly salient. The question that will be addressed here probes public opinion on
whether their country should reduce its economic reliance on key internaia actors: the
United States, the European Union, Russi@hina and Turkey. This section presents the
findings, offering insight into prevailing public attitudes toward strategic economic alignment
and perceived geopolitical risks.

Figure33 Reduction of Economic Dependence Towards Certain Countries/Actors
25. Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors?
Respondents (N = 9.013ingle answersShare ototal %.

59)
11
i : Ii I
Russia)

B Yes (Reduce economic dependence) M No (Do not reduce economic dependence) B DK / NA

Thetotal results reveal that Russia is the actor from which most respondents would prefer to

see their countries economically disengage. Across the full regional sample, 54% of
respondents said their country should reduce economic dependence on Russia, compared to
aroundr f 6 O0@G <AK9?J==<Jl 9F< pP6 0@G =AL@=J <A<
often framed as a rising global power and a central economic actor, receives a more nuanced
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reception. A total of 2% of respondents indicated support for reducing economic dependence
on China, while 4% disagreed, and 11% remained undecided or did not respoflde United
States, despite being a traditional ally and partner for many of the countries surveyed, is not
immune from scrutiny. A considerable14o of respondents expressed support for reducing
economic dependence on the U.S., whild% opposed such a move, an@6 provided no
opinion. In contrast, the European Unioalicits the least suppar for economic decoupling.
Only 3% of respondents favored reducing economic dependence on the EU, compared to a
clear 59% who opposed the idea, ar& who were unsure or did not respond. This result
suggests that, overall, the EU retains its status as a trusted economic partner across the
countries surveyedFor Turkyie 36% of respondents support reducing economic dependence
towards them, while 54% oppose such a move. An additior% remain undecided or
declined to answer.

Figure34. Reducing Economic Dependence on Russia
25.Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors? Case of Russia
Respondents (N = 9.018ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l@dre ofotal %.
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W serbia 31 45 4
-J Ukraine 87 10 3

I'l Moldova 54 35 11

== Georgia 58 33 5

DK/ NA

The question of whether to reduce economic dependence on Russia reveals a highly polarized
and geopolitically sensitive dimension of public opinion across the nine surveyed countries.
With a total of 54% of respondents across the sample favoring a reducitiodependence, the
issue is clearly not marginal. Perhaps most notable is the overwhelming support for economic
decoupling from Russia in Ukraine, where 87% of respondents expressed the view that their
country should reduce its economic reliance on RussiThis result is unsurprising given the
ongoing war and the widespread perception of Russia not merely as an unreliable partner but
as a direct aggressor. A similar majority support for reducing economic ties with Russia can be
found in Kosovo (71%) andl#ania (63%), both of which reflect consistent pidestern
orientations. In contrast, Serbia shows the lowest level of support for economic
disengagement, with only 31% in favor of reducing dependence on Russia. 65% believe that
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| economic ties should be preserved. North Macedonia (34%) and Montenegro (35%) also show

relatively low levels of support for reducing dependence on Russia. Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Georgia lie closer to the total sample result, with 55% and 58% respelgtisupporting
economic distancing. Moldova also falls near the total result, with 54% of respondents
supporting economic decoupling and 35% opposing it.

Figure35. Reducing Economic Dependence on China
25.Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors? Cageaof
Respondents (N = 9.01#ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $I¢dre ofotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 40% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Total 42 47 11
m Yes (Reduce
-Alhama 42 47 12 economic

dependence)
M Bosnia and Herzegovina 4b 46 8

“ Kosovo 52 38 10

n Montenegro 29 46 25 ® No (Do not reduce

Morth Macodon economic
gg orth Macedonia 28 59 12 dependence)
MSerb\a 34 62 3
-, Ukraine 66 29 [

l"l Moldova 35 50 15 W DK /NA

+ 4 .
el-.- Georgia 43 46 11

A total of 2% of respondents across the full sample favor reducing economic dependence on

China. However, this figure is slightly outweighed by those who do not support such a move,

with 47% indicating that they oppose reducing economic reliancé&/hen disaggregated by

country, the data reveals substantial variation. Ukraine stands out, wit?® of respondents
KMHHGJLAF? 9 J=<M; LAGF AF =; GFGEA; <=H=F<=F; =
responses (2%) indicates a broadly skeptical stance toward economic entanglements with
non-Western powersKosovo follows closely, with 52% of respondents advocating for reduced
dependence. Bosnia and Herzegovina and Albania also display relatively strong leanings
toward reducing economic reliance on @fa, with 46% and 2% respectively agreeing with the
proposition. In Georgia (43%) and Moldovab{8), affirmative responses are close to thetal

result. Serbia and North Macedonia provide a marked contrast. Only 34% of Serbian
respondents support reducing economic ties with China, while a clear majo¥%4 oppose

such a move. North Macedonia shows a similar trend, with only 28% in favor and 59% ogpose
Montenegro emerges as the most hesitant of the nine countries, with only 29% supporting
reduced depexdence and a remarkably high5% G> J=KHGF<=FLK K9QAF? L
refusing to answer.
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Figure36. Reducing Economic Dependence on USA
25. Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors? Case of USA
Respondents (N = 9.018ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.
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Across the full sample, 6 of respondents believe their country should reduce its economic
dependence on the United States. By contrast, a slightly higher sh&#0Kdisagree with that
proposition, indicating a preference to maintain or potentially deepen existing levels of
economic interdependence with the U.S. A residual 8.7% either did not know or chose not to
respond. Notably, there is considerable crossational variation. In Bosnia and Herzegovina,
61% of respondents believe their country should reduce economic ties with th8.Ua result
that stands out as the highest affirmative response rate across the sample. This view contrasts
sharply with sentiment in neighboring Albania, where only 25% support such a reduction, and
69% oppose itthe highest share of pralependence sentiment observed in the dataset. Kosovo
similarly exhibits strong opposition to reducing ties with the U.S., with just9d in favor of
reduction and 67% against. In Ukraine, a majority of respondent§%9 favor reducing
economic dependence onthe United $tL = KJ] O@AD= 1 X6 GHHGK= L @AK A
more evenly split: 40% support reducing dependence and 48% do not, indicating a closely
balanced perspective on this issue. Similarly, Montenegro exhibits a fairly even divisié#b (3
yes vs. 37% no), though a notable 24% chose not to ans@eprgia displays the highest level

of opposition to reducing dependence on the U.S., witB% of respondents rejecting the idea
and only 27% supporting it. This suggests that in Georgia, as in Albania and Kosm/orited
States is widely perceived as a vital economic partner whose engagement should not be
curtailed. Serbia provides a particularly complex case. Whil@%d of respondents agree that
economic dependence on the U.S. should be reduce@sdisagreea nearly even splitNorth
Macedonia shows a similar balancing act, with 37% in favor of reduction a8% 5pposed.

Figure37. Reducing Economic Dependence on EU
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| 25. Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors? Case of EU

Respondents (N = 9.018ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.
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Across the full regional sample, 33% of respondents stated that their country should reduce its
economic dependence on the EWvhile 59% consider the economic relations should remain
Serbia and Ukraine exhibit the highest proportions of respondents advocating for reduced
economic dependence on the EU, witl2% and 43% respectively. Moldova also follows closely
at 40%, which suggests that in these countries, there is a comparatively stronger segment of
the population that is skeptical ofeconomic alignment with the EUConversely, in Albania
(23%) and Montenegro (25%), the desire to reduce economic dependence on the EU is much
lower. Bosnia and Herzegovina 8%) and North Macedonia @6) occupy more moderate
positions.) GK GNGA K kKn@®ales3n faBor of fedi{éing economic dependence on the EU
is slightly below the total sample resultsand likely signals continued optimism about
deepening ties with the European Union. Georgia8%2) falls into a similar category
Importantly, the share of respondents who do not support reducing dependence is higher at
59% across the region. In every single country surveyed, a majority of redpatis rejected the

idea that their nation should limit its economic ties with the European Unioklbania stands

out with the highest level of support for continued economic integration (73%), followed
closely by Kosovo (68%) and North Macedonia (61%).
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| Figure38 Reducing Economic Dependence diurkey

25, Should our country reduce its economic dependence on the following actors? Taseyf
Respondents (N = 9.018ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Total 36 54 10
m Yes (Reduce
.Alhania 27 49 4 economic
dependence)
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 47 Lo 7
Kosovo 32 62 &

Ll Montenegro 29 47 = m No (Do not reduce

North Macodon - — T economic
ag orth Macedania dependence)
mSerbia 39 56 &
P Ukraine 53 40 8

lul Moldova 36 49 15 mDK/NA

+ o+ .
+* = Georgia 35 56 9

Across the full regional sample, 36% of respondents support reducing economic dependence
on Turkey, while 54% oppose such a move. An additiod@ remain undecided or declined to
answer. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, 47% of respondents support reducing economic
dependence onTurkey. This figure stands in stark contrast to 46% who oppose such a
reduction, resulting in a nearly even split. Ukraine also displays a relatively high level of
concern, with 8% in favor of reducing economic dependenckloldova follows closely, with

36% in favor, suggesting a degree of skepticism regarding the strategic benefits of deeper
economic ties withTurkey. Georgia and Serbia present similar attitudes, with 35% and 38%
respectively supporting a reduction in dependence. In both cases, however, opposition to this
idea is substantially higher, with@% of Georgians and@% of Serbians preferring to maintain
existing economic ties. Montenegro (29%) and North Macedon&¥{Rreport lower support for
reducing economic dependence, andrge majorities 46% and 64%, respectivelgppose such

a policy shift. Kosovo and Albania register the lowest levels of support for reducing
dependence, at 32% and 27%, respectively. In both countries, over 60% of respondents oppose
any such reduction2 @= HJ GHGJLAGF G> J=KHGF<=FLK O@G K=TL
answer remains relatively low across all countries, with the exception of Montenegro (24%) and
Moldova (15%).
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Stances on Trump AOYy i Ai E § Pohcies CA+ E

2 @AK ; @9HL=J AFN=KLA?9L=K HM: DA; H=fdrthethe AGF K (
respondent countries that are being investigated within this proje@te survey question asked
HO9JLA;, AHO9FLK LG 9KK=KK O@=L@=J L@=Q NA=0=< La@
on their country as mostly positiveér mostly negative,some of them also opting for neither,

<GFAL CFGO GJ FGL O9FLAF? LG 9FKO=Jg

Figure391 L9 F; = GF 2JMEH <EAFAKLJ9LAGFBK . GDA; A=K
26&GO OGMD< QGM =N9DM9L= L@= AEH9 ;youroentn?P@= 2JMEH 9<EAFAKLJ9LA
Respondents (N = 9.018ach country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Total 25 37 24 12 12 |
B 2tbania 39 14 42 i 5 |
N Bosnia and Herzegovina 12 43 35 12 8 |
M Mostly positive
K3 «osovo 40 35 18 T )
W Mostly negative
n Montenegro 20 28 29 7 16
Neither
P& North Macedonia 24 37 20 (3 |
W | don't want to answer
I serbia 12 35 4
= Don’t know
-| UKkraine 13 78 4 I
J=J Moldova 47 15 2 13 ]
= ceorgia 38 20 . ]

Across the nine countries survey#Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro,

North Macedonia, Serbia, Ukraine, Moldova, and Gea¥gize total results reveal a complex

but unmistakable trend. When asked to evaluate the impact of the Trump adminis9 L A GF A K
policies on their own country, 37% of respondents judged the impact to be mostly negative.

This is the dominant response across thatudied group of countriesand suggests that
skepticism or dissatisfaction with the U.S. administration's internanal role was the prevailing

sentiment. In contrast, 8% of participants said the policies had a mostly positive impact, which

points to a narrower base of approvaht the same time, 24.1% of respondents opted for the
F=MLJ9D &, =AL@=JA J=KHGFK=J] KM??=KLAF? L@9L 9
J=B=; L=< L@= 2JMEHS9<EAFAKLJ9LAGFAK HGDA; A=

In Albania, a clear plurality of respondents 42% chose Neither, suggesting ambivalence or

. 9OMLAGMK <=L9; @QE=FLK 1LADDJI rrx06 :=DA=N=< L @=
positive, indicating a substantial level of support. Only 14% viewed the polices Mostly

negative. This leans towards a ng@bsitive outlook, buffered by neutrality. Kosovo mirrors this

pattern even more distinctly. With 40% expressing a Mostly positive view, and 35% Mostly
negative, the split underscores polarization, yet the ptige evaluations hold a slight lead.
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Notably, 18% indicated Neither, reflecting a more decisive population overall compared to

other countries. Georgia, by contrast, presents a more complex picture. While 38% responded

Mostly positvek9 J=D9LAN=DQ @A? @ > A? MJ =J] suggesting highF AL CI
levels of uncertainty or disconnection from U.S. policy impacts. Only 20% saw the effects as

Mostly negative, and a mere 8% said Neither. Moldova offers a striking contrast. The dominant
perception is negative, with 47% evaluating the B\H 9 <EAFAKLJ9LAGFAK AF>
negative, compared to 23% who saw it as Mostly positive. Meanwhile, 15% took a Neither
stance, and 13% did not know. This trend points toward a generally critical view. Ukraine
delivered the most resolute rejectiora sweeping 78% considered the Trump administration's

policies Mostly negative. Only 13% expressed positivity, with 4% selecting Neither and 5%
uncertain. In Serbia, the views are more divided. 35% judged the administration negatively,

while 12% leaned pos$ive. Interestingly, 45% chose Neither. North Macedonia also reflects

mixed sentiment: 37% held negative views, 24% positive, and 20% neutral. A notable 16%

. DO9AE=< " GFAL CFGOy GKFA9 9F< &=JR=?GNAF9 Kl
Mostly negaiveXkthe second highest rate after Ukrainiwhile only 12% leaned positive. A

relatively high 35% indicated Neither, and 8% were unsure, further reinforcing a general trend

of skepticism. Finally, Montenegro demonstrated more fragmentation than outright gaty:

28% were negative, 20% positive, and a sizable 29% claimed the response was neither.
&GO=N=J/] 9F MFMKM9DDQ @A?@ phd K=D=; L=< " GFAL

Stances on National Position in Regard to the War in Ukraine

This chapter explores how citizens across eight countries among the examined nine (excluding
3CJ9AF=06 H=J; =AN= L@=AJ F9LAGFAK 9HHJIGHJA9L= |
most consequential geopolitical conflicts in recent European hisyo the war has not only

reshaped regional security and diplomacy, but also prompted intense public debate over
national allegiances, neutrality, and the path toward resolution.

Respondents were asked to choose among four predefined positions: whether their country
should support Ukraine until it wins the war, remain neutral, support diplomatic efforts to end
the war, or support Russia until it wins the war. The survey also cagdunonresponses, such

as indecision and refusal to answer, which themselves may reflect deeper social ambivalence
or political sensitivities.
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| Figure40. Preferred National Position in Regard to the War in Ukraine
27. What position should yoemountry take in the war in Ukraine?
Respondents (N8&011)Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.

® My country should
support Ukraine until it
wins the war.

My country should be
neutral regarding the war
in Ukraine

u My country should
support diplomatic efferts

Total
to end the war.
3

-Albanla

NBusma and Herzegovina
EJ Kosovo

nMonmnegru

ngorlh Macedonia

M serbia

I'IMulduva

él-f-Geargia

= My country should
support Russia until it
wins the war

® | don’t want to answer

Don't know

Across the region, the most widely supported position is that countries should support
diplomatic efforts to end the war, with 41% of respondents choosing this option. This position
commands majority support in Albania (57%), and a plurality in Bosnia &leizegovina (2%),
Kosovo (#%), and Serbia (44%). Even in countries where other stances are more strongly
represented, such as Moldova (25%) and Georgia (36%), diplomatic resolution remaiasya
presert theme.

The secondnost commonly selected stance is neutralitpresent in32% across countries. It
dominates public opinion in Moldova @%), Georgia (35%), North Macedoni®¥3), and Serbia
(38%). In each of these cases, neutralitytpaces support for either side in the conflict,
positioning these publics as cautious or even skeptical of deeper involvement in the
geopolitical clash.

Support for Ukraine until it wins the war is, the third most frequent position across stedied
countries, with 15% of all respondents choosing it. However, this sentiment varies drastically
by country, appearing strongest in Kosovo (26%), Albani&2, Moldova (8%), and Georgia
(22%). In stark contrast, countries such as Serbia (2%), North Macedonia (6%), and Bosnia and
Herzegovina (7%) express very limited support for a definitive Ukrainian victory.

#PHDA; AL KMHHGJL >GJ OMKKA9AK NA; L GAra@nd3% E9 AF K
of respondents across thstudied countrieschose this stance. The highest levels were found in
Montenegro L0%), Serbia 10%), and Bosnia and Herzegovina (8%) contrast, Albanialéss

than 1%), Kosovo4%), and Georgiddss than 1%reportedlow levels of support for Russia
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Stanceson¢ Ehyée+r E eCuildJ gCWUAEO geU IAE i A ! +EAi AU

5@AD= L@= <=L9ADK G> 2JMEHAK HGKALAGF @9N= : =
interpretation, this question aimed to capture general sentiment toward his approach, probing
whether citizens in the region agree, disagree, or remain uncertaiouatthis stance.

O=KHGF<=FLK O0O=J= 9KC=< <AJ=;LDQ O@=L @=1 L @=Q
HGKKA: D= J=KHGFK=Kn 7=KJ] , GJ]] GJ "GFAL CFGO30=
>GJEMDO9LAGF/]] L@AK | M=KLAGF G>>=Jodal pogupeehd D= AF |
the political messages it conveyis received across diverse national contexts in Eastern and
Southeastern Europe.

Figure4L1 L9F; =K GF 2JMEHBK HGDA; Q LGO9J< L@= 09J AF 3CJ9AFE=
P09 "G QGM 92?2J== OAL@ 2JMEHBK HGDA; Q LGO9J< L@= 09J AF 3CJ9,
Respondents (N8&011) Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l¢dre ofotal %.

Total 21 46 27

EmYes
I Albania 42 37 21
mBosnia and Herzegovina 19 59 22
Exosovo 29 54 17
= No
nMontenegru 19 38 42
E&North Macedonia 31 35 34
M serbia 18 53 29
®m Don't know /
EiMoldova 23 55 22 Refuse to
~=Georgia 35 33 32 answer

Looking at the total sample across all countries, 27% of respondents said they agree with

2J MEHAK HGDA; Qa Hdher 36®kt@atadrheyldo @@yrbes A further 27% chose

not to answer or indicated uncertainty. Among individual countries, Albania stands out with the

@A? @=KL D=N=D G> KMHHGJL >GJ 2JMEHAK 3CJ9AF-=
while only 37% disagreed. Georgia also displays a relatively high share of agreement at 35%,

with disagreement at a similar level (33%) and%?2of respondents opting not to answer. In

, GJL@ +9; =<GFA9/J] rpé6 92?2)J== OAL@ 2JMEHAK HGDA;
Notably, 34% of respondents expressed uncertainty or withheld their opinion, among the

highest nonresponse rates among thetsdied countries. Bosnia and Herzegovina shows the

EGKL <=; AKAN= J=B=; LAGF G> 2JMEHAK 3CJ9AF= HG
they disagree, with only 19% expressing agreement. The remaining 22% opted not to answer.
Moldova reflects a simdr dynamic, with 55% of respondents stating they disagree with
2JMEHAK HGDA; Q 9F< GFDQ I'réd =PHJ=KKAF? KMHHGJ|
while only 18% support it, with 29% expressed no opinidnhcommon pattern across nearly all
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Kosovo to a remarkable 42% in Montenegro. This ambiguity may stem from several factors

Effect of the War in Ukraine on Home Country Security

Further questioning of citizens across eight countries aimed to see the perceived impact of the
ongoing war in Ukraine on the security of their own countries. As the conflict continues to
reshape geopolitical alliances, economic conditions, and defense fpwss across the globe.
Respondents were asked to evaluate whether the continuation of the war has had a positive,
negative, or neutral impact on their country's security situation. The structure of the question

allows for a nuanced spectrum of sentiment) 9 F? AF ? >JGE a; GEHD=L=D
4; GEHD=L=DQ HGKALAN=/JA 9K O=DD 9K 9 F=MLJ9D E.

Figure42 Perceived Effect of the War in Ukraine on Home Country Security
Q28 How does the continuation of war in Ukraine affect the security situation icogoury?
Respondents (N&011)Each country N = 1.000, except Moldova with N = $l@dre ofotal %.

™ %
50 g —s 1 100
. B N ™
4,5 5
| 2 | —
- 3 34 33 80%
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17 35 9
38 46 54 70%
35 42 60%
3,0 50%
40%
25
____—-——_—_ , (]
= \m/ \ 30%
2,0
20%
27
15 10%
: n B0
1,0 0%
Georgia Moldova Serbia North Montenegro Kosovo Bosnia and Albania Total
Macedonia Herzegovina
mm Completely negative Mostly negative Neither negative nor positive
Mostly positive mm Completely positive Don't know / Refuse to answer

—e—Mean

Looking at the aggregate datas8 G> 9DD J=KHGF<=FLK NA=0 L@= O
negative effect on their country's securityk 20% describe the impact as completely negative

and 35% as mostly negative. By contrast, oAb of respondents perceive any form of positive

effect 3% mostly positive, 1% completely positive). A substantial 35% remain neutral,
indicating that aportion of the population either perceives limited direct impact or is uncertain

9: GML @GO LG 9KK=KK L@= O0O9JAK AF>DM=F; =§
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Of all the countries surveyed, Moldova exhibits the highest level of concern. A strikifg af
Moldovan respondents describe the war's impact as completely negative, while a furti3gt 2
believe it is mostly negative, amounting to 66% overall who sense some form of threat. Only
18% chose the neutral option, while a modest 9% perceive a positive imp&xorgia also
shows a pronounced degree of concern, though slightly more balanced than Moldo9% 2
describe the impact as completely negative, an8% as mo#ly negative, totaling 8% who feel

the war undermines their national security. With 17% responding neutrally and 5% expressing
a positive view, Georgia emerges as another case of high alarm.

In sharp contrast, Albania exhibits the lowest level eftreme perceivedof threat to national

security. Only 10% view the war as completely negati®wever55% believe it has a mostly
negative impact, producing a total of$6 negative sentiment. The remaining3o of Albanians

say the war has neither positive nor negative effects on their security, and a small 1% perceive
slight benefits. Kosovo reports the thir®A ? @= KL D=N=D G> a; GEWD=L=DQ
accompanied by 3% who describe the imact as mostly negative. The combined® negative
sentiment underscores a prevailing feeling of insecuriglated to the war in Ukrainen Bosnia

and Herzegovina, only 8% rate the security impact as completely negative, with anotbés 3
choosing mostly negative. Yet the most notable figure is th&who selected the neutral
option, the highest neutral share among all countries. Montenegro and North Macedonia reflect

9 J=D9LAN=DQ EG<=J9L= J=KHGFK= H9LL=JFyg 'F
completely negative, and 26% as mostly negative, amounting to 38% negative sentiment. The
remaining majority either perceive no strong impactZ% neutral) or express minor positivity

(4% combined positive). Similarly, in North Macedonia, 11% selected completely negative and
*36% mostly negative, for a total o84 negative views. However6% again opt for neutrality

In Serbia, the responses reflect a comparatively muted view of danger. Only 16% describe the
impact as completely negative, and 33% as mostly atige, a combined50%, muchlower than

in Moldova, Georgia, or Kosovo. A substantial 38% selected neutral, Wbl@erceived the war

as having positive security implications.

Ukraine's Expectations from Other Countries Regarding the War

This chapter focuses on how citizens of Ukraine perceive and prioritize the forms of support
they expect fromother countriesamidst the ongoing war. Based exclusively on responses from
within Ukraine, this section captures the immediate and strategic needs as articulated by the
population living through the conflict. The question invited respondents to nhame up to three
preferredtypes of assistancganging from economic and military support to humanitarian aid,
diplomatic engagement, or neutrality

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F

Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292
European Union



GEO
POWER

[EU

Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans

Figure43. First-mentioned Ukrainian Expectations from Other Countries Regarding the War
29 What are your expectations from other countries regarding the war?
Respondents (NE00Q. Share ofotal %. Firstmentioned responses only.

Military support | EE—

Economic support
It is difficult to say | E— [
Diplomatic support =
More pressure on Russia I
Any support, as long as it is there 1 [§]
Peaceful settlement [
A stronger and clearer position on the war 1l [
Other HH i
None I P

Neutrality W !

Humanitarian support W |

Political assistance 1 |

Legal support 1

| do not want to answer this question I |
Security guarantees 1§}

Support in rebuilding Ukraine after the war
Social support
Moral support

While respondents were allowed to name up to three expectations, this initial part of analysis
focuses exclusively on their firstamed prioritieskwhat came to mind most immediately when

9KC=< @GO GL@=J ; GMFLJA=K K @MDstpramnéhtHesHtis L G 3 ¢
the overwhelming emphasis on military support, cited by 48% of respondents as their primary
expectation. The next most frequently cited first response was economic support, chosen by

18% of respondentsAt a greater distance, diplmatic support emerged as the third most

mentioned expectation, witth6 F9 EAF? AL >AJKLEK , GL9: DQJ1 Ho G>
AK <A>>A; MDL L G K9 QAdpecificFcarfieB it€rpretive weahiSiilarly, @GM? @

' 9L=?2GJA=K DAC= a-L@=JA Oréo/J] aleSrait) QBB o6/ 9F
received some presenc@&eyond these primary categories, a range of smaller but symbolically
AEHGJL9FL J=KHGFK=K 9DKG =E=J?=<K e G> J=KHC
their first expectatonoL @=J K F9E=< a FQ KMHHGJL/J] 9K DGF?
K=LLD=E=FLA Oroo/1] KM??=KLAF? 9 HJ9?2E9LA; GH=F
ending the conflict through negotiation EGF? L @= EGJ= KQE: GDA; 9DDAQ
KLJGF?=J 9F< ;D=9J=J HGKALWGF GF L@= O0O9JA 09K
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| Figure44. Ukrainian Expectations from Other Countries Regarding the War

29. What are your expectations from other countries regarding the war? All responses
Respondents (NE00Q. Share ofotal %. Up to three mentions per respondents.

Military support

Economic support
Diplomatic support I b
Humanitarian support H—
More pressure on Russia I
It is difficult to say I [
Other 3
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Political assistance =
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Any support, as long as it is there 1 [}
Social support I Pl
None 1 P
Security guarantees H
Support in rebuilding Ukraine after the war Wl
Neutrality m
Legal support m
Moral support m |

| do not want to answer this question E3&3

The data confirms that military support remains the dominant and most frequently cited
expectation, now reaching B of respondents across all mentions. This figure not only
maintains but strengthens the insight from the firghention results (48%)Closely following is

economic support, selected by 7% of respondents. This markan increase compared to the

18% who listed it as their top concern in the previous datasBeyond military and financial

help, several other forms of support gain prominence iretbxpanded data. Diplomatic support

was cited by 12% of responderiémore than double its earlier firsmention share 0f5%.
Humanitarian support was chosen b§%, highlighting concern for civilian welbeing: shelter,

food, medical assistance, and care for displaced populations. Meanwhile, 7% of respondents
emphasized the need for more pressure on RusBiayond these dominant categories, a variety

of subtler butimportant answers appear in the fullesponse dataset. Political assistancé%),

a stronger am clearer position on the war4@o), and peaceful settlement4@o) indicate

continued interest in international messaging, legitimacy, and diplomadi/hile less frequent,

certain responses provide insights into po€29J L @AFCAF? 9F< KQE: GDA;
J=: MAD<AF? 3CJ9AF= 9>L=J L @=2%0appkd mddestyonth@ F < a K
overall mentions. contemplating the long path to recovery and deterren€her answers like
AEGJ9D KMHHGJLA Opd6o6/ql aD=7?9 DoundMdiHHedidgtL A Opdo6J] 9|
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E. BLECTIONS/POLITICAL ORIENTATIONS

This chapter examines the current political landscape across $fedies countriesy analyzing
respondents’ voting intentions in hypothetical parliamentary elections. The question asked

citizens in nine countriesd. D=9 K= AE9?AF= L@9L H9JIJDA9E=FL9J!
I1MF<9Qd O@A; @ H9JLQ GJ EachedpdndeAt@bs peentdd with@QGM N C
country-specific list of political parties and coalitions, allowing for an accurate reflection of

their national political contexts.

The results can offer a valuable snapshot of contemporary political orientation and
engagement at a time of shifting regional dynamics. Beyond simple party preference, the data
provides insight into levels of political mobilization, the strength of electoral loyalty, attab
scale of political disaffection. In addition to tracking support for specific parties or blocs, the
chapter also highlights the proportion of respondents who express unwillingness to vote, who
are undecided, or who prefer not to disclegheir political leanings

By comparing results across countries, this chapter sheds light on broader patterns in political
trust, ideological alignment, and voter fatigue.
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I_ Tablel0. Expressed Support for Parliamentary Partiestop five
Q30 Please imagine that parliamentary elections are happening next Sunday, which party or coalition would you vote for?
Respondents (N = 9.011). Each country sample includes N = 1.000, except Moldova Bhark.01dipl %. Excluded théwould
not vote / Would abstain < GFBL 0 9"FAF BLLGOHFIREDFEVE parties are named.

-

Albania sAEg

i AY zCli

i AY _hAO

Aui EgU

sAEgi AY 2U0yC+EAgi+U

i EYyYA ¢éhEosU

ZU i

Bosnia and zgEAA+A OUyC-EAgE=U A=1io6U

Herzegovina

KEI AgE+A OUyC+EAg=-EA

ZY1 i k6 UA

K6UA +AEeé=Y

N Savez nezavisnih socijaldemokrata Milorad Dodik

GECCEUEA 2EAL-+C zg

sAEgi 6A OUyC

+EAgE=Cg

38
22
6
zé&i eBET A +
2
+A+i B MkUg

KABUOAI T A +iBK 2EA:

5

CAECO i eEAI OA 8uyUOi A WCAA=C4il
Georgia GUCEgi AA 2EUAYy * 2UyCIiEAgi1T GQQOEc¢i A
+0+ -CAGIgi CA [ Aigd * " Agi CAAG _Cit 5
European Georgia
+ R+ Coalition for Change - Akhali, Girchi, Droa 4
-CAai gi CA zgECA¢ GUCE¢i A * zuucC' #CE sU
Gakharia for Georgia 2
Kosovo ZYi i k6A 2UgVYI UAOCEsU | zz2 23
T sAEgi A 2UyC+EAgi+U U WCECI YE N14s2WwW
Zi O86A 20yC+-EAgi+U U WCECI YE 4M2z2WwW
Lista Serbe/Srpska Lista 4
GUAAT A eYE EO&8yYEiIi AY U WCECI YE !
Moldova Action and Solidarity Party (PAS) (Maia Sandu, Igor Grosu) 36
x zCIliAGi Eg sAEg] Ce géU vUehiuil Te _Cu
I*l 8uUl gCEAU ~Iuéli x GgUEAAgi 1 A¢ 4
Stoianoglo)
x fhE sAEgJ ¢ ~“x VvUAAgC | EAg 3 ¢~
x -CyyhAiEg sAEgJ Ce geU vUehiail Cae2_Ccuodc
Montenegro 2UyCTEAgilT sAEgJ Ce zCiiAui EgE *1@®AAi 6

8hECeU *CW _CiUyUAg!' _iacCe+C zZlbAoil
U zUEI 2U0yCi EAT J* AOEi 6A _ARAOI T
- +CEAi A+ sAEgJ * 8EI i A MIiEAeiy® il
2UyCTEAgil _CAgQUAUGEC ~2UyCi EAgE"5* au
North Macedonia VMRO-DPMNE 24
SDSM 11
S :
Levica 4
VLEN 3
Serbia Zi EgA =Co6h eEUOGAIR .zghOUAgi R 1 6426 AOi .
m zEeE+A AABEUOAA EQEAA=-A "~z z” -~ @B+-EAAC
e 1+ E/\-\VC" ICEIﬁJ ”‘__+~+\"‘ —CAUITJOA 2
_fairCcour il sC+EUg EuUWCI
zCli6AGTI Egi P+A 8AEQgi 6A zEIi6U z€lz” "M
Nacipqa!po’dfemokrgts'k? a\lternf;\ti'va_ (NA_DA)i koalic_ije}: l'\lo‘\l/a\ y 1
OUyC+EAgQE+A EQEAA+-A zEIio6U
Ukraine Servant of the People political party (V. Zelensky, O. Shuly) 16
- sCaui gilTAu eAEgJ 418HhECeUAA zCui OAE8g¢gJiI ~
Valeriy Zaluzhny's Party 4
sCaigiTAad eAEgJ 1 aa! ! +EAi Ai AA | Ai @A . EA
sCaui giTAG eAEgJ {1 aa'! =EAi Ai AA Ai A .z
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In Albania, the Partiné Socialiste continues to assert electoral primacy, attracting 38.3% of
respondentsKdemonstrating its sustained influence in the political landscape. The opposition
Partiné Demokratike trails with 22.0%, reflecting the enduring typarty competition that
characterizes Albanian politics. Third and fourtanked options, Partiné Mundésia (5.6%) and
Nismén Thurje / Lévizjen Shqipéria Béhet (4.6%), show limited but noteworthy support,
potentially pointing to emergent reformist or civioriented alternatives. Levizjen Bashké, with
1.9%, rounds out the top five.

The electoral landscape in Bosnia and Herzegovina remains ethnically segmented. The Stranka
demokratske akcijed 9 CAJ ' R=L: =?GNAE D=9<K OAL@ rKbHON
demokratska zajednica Bih" J 9?29 F qGNAE Of yx6 6 9ddemokrdt®3N=R F =
Milorad Dodik (5.0%), each with strong roots in specific ethnic communities (Bosniak, Croat,

and Serb, respectively). Other contenders like the Partija demokratskog progr@sal 9 + C G
1L9FANMCGNAE OFKTl ®# DEE < AF 9 J(TH6B0D @iukAh@rd ma&dest

shares.

%=GJ?A9AK HGDALA; 9D K;:; =F= AK <GEAF9L=<3:Q LOC
Democratic Georgia commands 19.8% support, while the opposition Coalition Uiational

Movement, Strategy Aghmashenebeli, GiréhiMore Freedom follows with 5%. These are
complemented by options such as the Coalition for ChangeAkhali, Girchi, Droa (4.3%),

Coalition Strong GeorgialLelo, For People, For Justice (3.6%), and Gakharia for Georgia (1.6).

In Kosovo, Lévizja Vetévendosje (LVV) enjoys a dominant lead with 2986 highest

H=J; =FL9?= >GJ 9FQ KAF?D= H9JLQ AF L@= ; GMFL.
(PDK) follows with 13.6%, and Lidhja Demokratike e Kosovés (LDK) is close bathirid7%.
2@=K= >A?MIJ=K J=AF>GJ; = L @= * 4 &Aklishteat andF<9F; Q

reformist appeal. Lista Serbe/Srpska Lista (4.4%) and Aleanca pér Ardhmériné e Kosovés (AAK)
(2.5%) maintain niche but crucial bases.

In Moldova, the Action and Solidarity Party (PAS) maintains a solid lead with 35.6% support.
The Socialist Party of the Republic of Moldova (PSRM) trails & .71.Be newly formed Electoral

DG; & DL=JF9LAN9A ; 9HLMIJ=K Ffypdo/l] O@AD= - MJ
notable is the Communist Party of the Republic of Moldova, securing 2.3%

In Montenegro, the political landscape remains fragmented, with no single party commanding
broad public support. The Democratic Party of Socialist§ 9 FAB=D T ANCGNAE& D=9
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[EU indicating a weakening of the formerly dominant force, yet still maintaining a slight edge. The
Europe Now Movemens+ ADGBCG 1H9BA&E& >GDDGOK ; DGK=DQ 9L
Democracyds F<JAB9 +9F<AE KLO9F<K 9L SBWHFG/ : O@ABREGN
secures 5.3%. Democratic Montenegro (Democrats)D = CK 9 =RAE JGMF<K GML
5.0%,

In North Macedonia, the political field is clearly dominated by VMBRMNE, which leads with
23.8% of respondent suppo¥more than double that of its main rival. The governing SDSM
trails at 10.5%. Among ethnic Albanian voters, DUI maintains a solid presevith 7.1%, while
the VLEN coalition follows with 3.3%. Meanwhile, Levica, captures 3.8%

In Serbia, the most notable finding is the surprising lead of the "Studenti u blokadi" (Studentska

lista), which garners 25.5% suppoisurpassing even the longominant Srpska napredna
KLJ9FC9 O1,16 G> D=CK9F<9J 4 MRskiGTorc&s@mai@ J =; G
E9J?AF9DJ/]] 9K K== AF L@= a4 AJ9EG :GJ: MA O o}
9 F< . GCJ=1L KDG: GSFA@ ?J9F9F9/N1 J=; =ANAF? B MK L
1G; AB9DAKLARCY9 H9JL ABWing Nation#nB demdkdatska @lterBafivea L @=
(NADA) both register only 1.2%.

In Ukraine, electoral preferences are led by the Servant of the People political party (V.
Zelensky, O. Shuly), which commands 16,1% support. The European Solidarity party follows

with 7,9%. Notably, Valeriy Zaluzhny's party attrac®s6%. Support for older political fixtures

DAC= 34%$9L@=JD9F<A O7MDAY9 2QEGK@=FCG®a®dA% & 1NG:
respectively,

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
- Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union




GEO

POWER

[EU

Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans

NATIONAL OVERVIEW

ALBANIA
Information - Albania

Albania stands out for its heavy reliance on television as the primary source of political
information. National TV is cited as the first source by roughly 64% of Albanian respondents, by
far the highest proportion among the surveyed countries. This TV duwnce is further
demonstrated when all responses are considered, with 74% of all surveyed Albanians claiming
to use TV for political information. Interneibased media play a secondary yet important role:
around onethird of Albanians use online news portg and social media platforms are also
common for political updates (43%). In contrast, traditional print newspapers and radio have
only marginal reach for political content in Albania, mentioned by very few respondents.

The Albanian news sphere is notably monolingual. Virtually the entire sample consumes news
in the Albanian language (99%), reflecting the linguistic homogeneity of the audience. Only a
small segment uses a second language for news, for example, a modese stf the public
follows some news in English (28%). In terms of trust, Albanians tend to coalesce around a
handful of major outlets. Two national TV channels, Top Channel (26%) and TV Klan (23%) stand
out in this regard. Correspondingly, Albania has oné the lowest levels of media distrust
recorded: only about 17% of Albanians say thab information source is trustworthy for
political news, a smaller fraction than in other surveyed countries.

M: DA; K9LAK>9; LAGF AF D: 9FA9 =?29J<AF? L @=
in most of the studied countries. Albanians are generally more optimistic or less dissatisfied
compared to their counterparts elsewhere in Southeast Eurofide average satisfaction score
in Albania is around 2.8 on a fiyaint scale, the highest mean in the survey (tied with Moldova),
indicating that, while discontent prevails, it is not as deep as in other countries. In practice, only
about 28% of Albanianslescribe themselves as satisfied (mostly or completely) with how
things are going in their country. This is the secchajhest such share among the surveyed
nations and well above the roughly onrffth or less observed in many neighbors. Meanwhile, a
majority in Albania still express some degree of dissatisfaction, but the intensity of pessimism
AK EML=<K , GL9: DQJ]l BMKL pro G»> D: 9FA9FK K9Q

Economy/Migration - Albania

-F= 9J=9 G> ;GF; =JF J=>D=; L=< AF L@= <9L9 AK
population is considering life abroad in the near future. Approximately 19% of Albanian
respondents report that they are actively planning or seriously contemphaf moving to

another country within the next two years. The motivations behind this prospective -out
migration are primarily economic (76% of Albanian respondents stating this as a primary
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| motive). Conversely, the survey also probed what might convince those eyeing emigration to

remain in their home country. Albanian respondents were clear that economic change at home
would be the strongest incentive to stay. Improved job opportunities andyher salaries top

the list by a wide margin: when asked what would motivate them to stay, about 74% of
Albanians considering emigration say that better employment prospects in Albania would keep
them from leaving.

EU and NATO Albania

Albania exhibits a remarkable consensus in favor of Etantic integration. Support for
joining the European Union is nearly unanimous among the Albanian public. Approximately
XFO6 G> J=KHGF<=FLK K9Q L@=Q 9J= AdstleveddfBad G>
EU sentiment recorded in the entire survey (matched only by Kosovo). Opposition to EU
accession is minimal (on the order of just 5% against), suggesting virtually no constituency
arguing against the European path. This overwhelming enttasn underscores that EU
integration is seen as a vital national goal across virtually all segments of Albanian society,
backed by a broad political and social consensus. The depth of this consensus is further
highlighted by the views of the very few who @ppose EU membership. Those Albanians who
are skeptical of joining the EU tend to envision alternative alignments rather than isolation.
When this small subgroup was asked about their preferred foreign orientation, a majority of
them (around 58% of Albaan EUskeptics) favored the idea of closer cooperation with né&u
powers as an alternative. When asked about the greatest perceived threats 29% of Albanian
respondents named Serbia as the primary threat to their national security, with Russia
following at 20%.

Public commitment to the NATO alliance is equally robust in Albania. An overwhelming 99% of
Albanian respondents express support for their country being part of NATO. This is the highest
pro-NATO result among all nine countries surveyed. Additionally, whshked to name dsired
partnerships formational security (besides NATO), 77% of Albanian respondents named EU and
its members, followed by 69% who chose United States.

External Actors - Albania

2@= @A?@ D=N=D G> D: 9FA9FKA 5=KL=JF 9DA?FE=F
international issues. Albanians express the greatest concern of any surveyed public about the
general security environment in Europe. When asked if they feasthar war could erupt on

the continent, a majority of Albanians agree. Over 50% of respondents in Albania said they
agreeto some extent that a new war in Europe is a real possibéi@AL @ 9: GML FfhH6 al
LG 9?2J==A 9F< 9F 9 < <rading GHisTdnbidgd lev@l of Gda¢eid ddughlp) QA 9 °
half the population) is the highest among all nine countries, suggesting that Albanians are
particularly mindful of the fragility of peace in light of ongoing conflicts. Furthermore, those
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| Albanians who do fear a wider war tend to believe their own country could become involved.

Among the respondents who anticipate a new European war, an overwhelming sbafgout

70% of them3 think that Albania might be drawn into such a conflict. Most egps this in
EG<=J9L= L=JEK O&dL=F< LG 9?2J==A J9L@=J L@9F O9fF
fatalism. Regarding the war in Ukraine, a strong majority (57%) of Albanian respondents believe
their country should supportdiplomatic efforts to end the waras soon as possible. This is the
most widely supported position in Albania higher than in any other surveyed countr§
highlighting a public desire for a peaceful resolution consistent with international law and
stability. At the same time, Albanians emot indifferent to the principles at stake: a notable
25% say Albania should support Ukraine until it achieves victory, one of the highetjimaine
stances in the region. Virtually none of the Albanian respondents advocate siding with Russia
in that conflict.

Finally, Albanian opinions on global power shifts and dependencies also reinforce the pro
Western tilt. An interesting insight is that Albanians are highly attuned to the idea of emerging
powers on the world stage. Threquarters of the Albanian public (atut 76%) agree that
AEA<<D= HGO35slch asTutkéyAran) ok thekGulf stateare becoming new leaders
outside the traditional Westerded order. This is an exceptionally high level of agreement (the
highest in the survey), suggesting Albanianscognize a multipolar trend in global affairs.
However, recognizing this trend does not diminish their Western alignment. When it comes to
economic security and partnerships, few Albanians wish to distance themselves from the West.
For instance, only aboat 23% of respondents in Albania think the country should reduce its
economic dependence on the European Union.

Political Orientation - Albania

2@= KMJIJN=QAK KF9HK@GL G> D: 9FA9AK <GE=KLA:; H
of the two traditional parties and only limited inroads by smaller alternatives. If parliamentary
elections were held immediately, thPartia Socialistevould retain its position as the strongest

political force (receiving 38% of the votes). The main centigtht opposition, the Partia
Demokratike is the second choice with about 22% of respondents. Several smaller parties and
movements do register in the poll, thougnone approaches the dominance of the top two. The

largest among the minor groups iBartia Mundésiaa newer political entrant which garners

roughly 556% support. Following closely is an electoral list combining two initiativ@slisma
Thurjeand* SNARB9 & 1 @ whighStdgatler attr@c@abbuf 4.5% of respondents.

Another recently formed movement, évizja Bashkgis farther behind, with under 2% support.
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Information - Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bosnia and Herzegovina exhibits a more diversified media landscape for political information
compared to many of its neighbors. Television remainsedevantnews source but not to the
dominant extent seen elsewhere: roughly 31% of Bosnian respondents say they use national TV
for political news, a relatively low share. Instead, online media play a leading role. Nearly half
of Bosnians (about 48%) report usingternet news portalsd one of the highest such rates in
the surveys suggesting that digital outlés fill much of the information space. Social media is
also an important medium, used by around 36% of the public for political updates (even this
lowest figure among the countries still represents over ctt@rd of respondents). Traditional
print newspapeas and radio are largely marginal in reach. One small exception is local radio,
which about 12% of Bosnians usia higherthan-average figure but still only a minor portion

of the population. Notably, Bosnia and Herzegovina has a segment of citizens desged from
news altogether: roughly 12% of respondents described themselves as not informed about
political developments, the highest such share recorded and indicative of a group that is tuning
out of politics entirely.

2@= ; GMFLJQAK F=0K KH@=J= AK KLJACAF?DQ EMDLA
in the Bosnian language (around 84%), nearly as many also use Serbian (approximately 76%),

and a large portion reads or watches news in Croatian (about 69%). Jhis> D =; L K GKF
multiethnic makeup and means that many individuals follow political information in two or

even all three of the major local languages. In fact, Bosnia and Herzegovina stands out as the

most linguistically pluralistic media environment awng the surveyed countries. A notable

minority (around 16%) also accesses news in English, a figure higher than in most other
countries except a few. When it comes to trust in media, Bosnia and Herzegovina faces a
pronounced credibility gap. Almost half afespondents (roughly 45%) could not name any

source they consider trustworthy for political news, by far one of the highest levels of media
distrust recorded (comparable only to Montenegro).

M: DA; K9LAK>9; LAGF OAL@ L@= ; GMFLJQAK GN=J9D
countries. Bosnians were asked to rate how things are going in their country, and the average
response was around 2.4 on atd-5 scale, tied with Ukraine as thmost negative mean score
of all nine countries surveyed. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, pessimism is widespread: only about
16% of people describe themselves as mostly or completely satisfied with the way things are
going, a very small minority (by compariséh =N=F L @= F=PL aD=9KL K9l
slightly higher shares). This indicates that positive sentiment is extremely rare. At the other end,

a strong majority express discontent. Roughly 59% of Bosnian respondents say they are mostly
or completely < AKK9LAK>A=< OAL@ & @= highe&tMéveél oiQdvétall < AJ = ;
dissatisfaction in the survey. In no other surveyed nation does the proportion of unhappy
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| citizens reach this level. Furthermore, Bosnia has a notably large share of people who take the

most extreme negative stance: nearly ole @AJ < & ; GEHD=L=DQ <AK9?J==A
well in the country, reflecting a hardened core of deeply frustrateitizens.

Economy/Migration - Bosnia and Herzegovina

Approximately one in six people (around &67% of respondents) report that they are actively
planning or seriously considering moving to another country within the next two years. Though
a majority (roughly 78%) say they intend to stay. The primary drikehind these migration
plans is economic opportunity, as in most surveyed countries, people cite lack of jobs, low
incomes, and difficult economic conditions at home as the main push factors. Bosnians,
however, also uniquely emphasize political and goveme issues in their reasons for wanting

to leave. A considerable share (about 32%) of those considering emigration mention political
instability in the country as a key reason, the highest incidence of this reason recorded in the
region. Likewise, more thaa quarter (around 27%) cite a lack of respect for their rights and a
similar proportion point to corruption (24%) as motivators for. On a more hopeful note, the
survey also asked those inclined to emigrate what changes might convince them to remain in
Bosnia. The answers overwhelmingly point to improvements at home, especially economic
improvements. Better employment opportunities and higher salaries are by far the most
powerful incentive to stay: over half of Bosnians who are weighing emigration (areytiknuch
more when considering all responses) said that having good jobs and pay in Bosnia would
persuade them not to leave. In addition, a number of respondents indicated that improvements
in governance and public services would make a difference. Fotainse, around 36% said a
reduction in corruption in Bosnia would encourage them to stay, one of the highest responses
for that option.

EU and NATO Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bosnia and Herzegovina maintains a solid but not overwhelming majority in favor of European

Union integration. When asked about EU membership, about 72% of Bosnian respondents said

they would support joining the EU. This is a clear majority, yet it is sably more tempered

level of enthusiasm than in some neighboring states where support runs in thep®&@ent

range. Bosnia also has a sizable minority opposed to the EU path: roughly 21% of the public say
L@=Q 9J= 9?9AFKL G K F A %drée offopposiienBhar-skdh @ATedT 9 @/
other surveyed countries (outside of Serbia). Among the Bosnians who do oppose joining the
#3/] L@= KMIJN=Q HJG: =< 0@9L 9DL=JF9LAN= L@=Q =
responses show these Etkeptics in Bosnia are divided between two main ideas: a slight
majority of them (around 45%) would prefer Bosnia and Herzegovina to adopt a neutral stance
internationally 8 neither aligned with the EU nor any rival bloc, while about 42% favor pursuing

closer cogeration with nonrEU powers as an alternative.

2@AK HJIJGB=;L @K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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Public opinion on NATO in Bosnia and Herzegovina is similarly split and ambivalent. Just over
half of Bosnians (approximately 54%) say they support their country being a member of NATO,
while a substantial 39% are against NATO membership. This nearly efdsion contrasts
sharply with the consensus in some other countries (for example, NATO membership is almost
unanimously supported in Albania). In the survey, citizens were also asked, aside from NATO
itself, which partners Bosnia and Herzegovina shoultbperate with more on national security.
The responses here were diverse, more so than in countries with a clear geopolitical
orientation. A portion of Bosnians (about 63%) favor strengthening security cooperation with
regional neighbors, the highest suppbfor a regional approach among all countries polled.
This suggests that many Bosnians put faith in fostering stability through better relations and
partnerships within the immediate Western Balkans region. Additionally, Bosnia is unique in
the high impotance it places on international organizations: or#ird of respondents (around
33%) mentioned international institutions (such as the OSCE, or similar) as key security
partners. Western great powers are also in the mix, but not dominant: roughly-quarter of
Bosnians would like deeper security engagement with the United States, and a similar
proportion (in separate responses) mention closer ties with the European Union and its
member states. At the same time, a considerable minority of the public lottkgards powers

like Russia andlurkey. About 25% of Bosnian respondents still consider Russia a desirable
security partner for their country, a noteworthy segment, though it coexists with the majority
that is proEU and the half that is prdNATO.Turkey, which has historical and cultural
connections with Bosnia, is cited by roughly 21% of respondents as a preferred security partner.

External Actors - Bosnia and Herzegovina

GKFA9FKA NA=OK GF :JG9<=1] AFL=JF9LAGF9D AKK
sometimes divided perspective. Compared to several other nations in Southeast Europe,
people in Bosnia and Herzegovina are generally less fearful that war will spreadsa the
continent. When asked if they worry that a new largeale conflict could break out in Europe,
Bosnian respondents were among the most skeptical of this notion. Only around 29% of
Bosnians tend to agree or completely agree that another war indpg is a real possibility in
the near futureda considerably lower level of concern than, for example, in Albania, where over
half see such a risk. In fact, Bosnia has one of the highest rates of people who flatly reject the
idea of a new European war: k6? @DQ r P6 G> GKFA9F J=KHGF<=FI
<AK9?2J==A L@9L 09J AK GF L@= @GJARGF/Z AF<A; 9L/
will hold. Among the subset of respondents who envision another European war, a large
majority believe Bosnia and Herzegovina could be drawn into the conflict. About 57% of these
war; GF; =JF=< GKFA9FK d4L=F< LG 9?2J==A L@9L GKF
4 ; GE HD= L 38u@mifg2olreughl threequarters of that group.
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diplomatic and neutral approach over overt alignment with either side. The plurality of Bosnian

J=KHGF<=FLK OFIré6é :=DA=N= L@9L naoKardipbiatc KL 9 F;
efforts to end the war as soon as possible. By contrast, very few Bosnians support taking an
active pro3 CJ9AF= KLO9F; = L@9L =PL=Fg&dly ardardL786f 3 CJ 9 A

respondents advocate that Bosnia should back Ukrainewviatory, one of the lowest levels of
pro-Ukraine endorsement in the studied region. Notably, Bosnia and Herzegovina is one of the
only places where the share of people favoring a gRassia position slightly exceeds those
favoring the proUkraine side. Aproximately 8% of Bosnians say their country should support
Russia until it wins.

When it comes to economic orientations, Bosnia shows a mix of leanings. A minority of Bosnians
are skeptical of deepening economic integration with the West: about 38% of respondents think
Bosnia should reduce its economic dependence on the European Unidhile a majority
(around 59%) disagree. Likewise, Bosnians are split almost evenly on economic ties with
Turkey. 47% support cutting down dependence drurkey, while 46% oppose doing so.

Political Orientation - Bosnia and Herzegovina

The internal political landscape of Bosnia and Herzegovina is highly fragmented and continues

to follow ethnic lines, with no single party commanding broad support nationwide. When asked

how they would vote if parliamentary elections were held immediatel, = KHGF <= F L K £
preferences were split among numerous parties, each largely drawing backing from one of the

. GMFLJQAK ; GFKLALM=FL ; GEE MF diheAconsewatiz @ssniaR =9 < AF
basedStranka Demokratske AKCIj(SDA, led by Bakir Izet= ? GaNsfsapported by only about

7.6% of respondents overall. Close behind, at 5.9%, is the main Croat piriyatska
Demokratska Zajednica BiIHHDZ A& /1 D=< :Q "J9?9F (gGNAEK 2C¢(C
government,Savez Nezavisnih SocijaldemokatSNSD, led by Milorad Dodik), garners roughly

5.0%. These three parties top the poll, each essentially reflecting the largest political force

within their respective ethnic constituency (Bosniak, Croat, and Serb). Other parties register

smaller yet notabé levels of support: for instance, the Serb opposition partyartija
Demokratskog Progres® . " . J] 9KKG; A9L=< OAL@ "J9%CG 1L9FAN
respondents, and a newer Bosniadentric partyNarod i Pravd®®, A. J] D=< : Q #DE=<A|
has around 3.6%. It is important to note that these percentages exclude undecided voters and

those who refused to answer.
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KOSOVO
Information - Kosovo

{o)

) GKGNGAK E=<A9 D9F<K; 9H= :D=F<K LJ9<ALAGF9D
National television remains widely used, a little over half of Kosovars say they get political news
from domestic TV (56%), but social media platforms have a conajpée reach (around 58% of
respondents use social media for news). In contrast, print newspapers and radio attract only
minimal audiences for political content, mentioned by a very small fraction of respondents.

News consumption in Kosovo is predominantly in the Albanian language (about 94% of the
public uses AlbaniaftD9 F? M9 ? = F=0Koéy 0=>D=; LAF? ) GKGNGAK |
respondents (roughly 7%) also consume news in Serbian, and an unusualfe laegment

follows some news in English (around 28%). In terms of trusted media, a major national
broadcaster leads: 26% of Kosovars name the public TV channel RTK as their most trustworthy
source for political news. General media trust is mixed, abouteadn five Kosovars (21%) say

that no information source is trustworthy for political news, indicating a moderate level of

media skepticism (though this distrust is less pronounced than in other countries, except
Albania).

M: DA; K=FLAE=FL AF ) GKGNG J=?9J<AF? L@= ; GMF|
extreme as in the most discontented states of the region. The average satisfaction score in
Kosovo is around 2.6 on a fiy@oint scale, reflecting a clear leatoward dissatisfaction. In
practice, only roughly ondifth of Kosovars describe themselves as mostly or completely
satisfied with how things are going in the country, while close to half express some degree of
dissatisfaction. Nowhere do the satisfied osimber the dissatisfied, confirming a prevailing
pessimism about national conditions.

Economy and Migration - Kosovo

-F= 9J=9 G> ;GF; =JF J=>D=; L=< AF L@= <9L9 AK
population is considering life abroad in the near future. Approximately 21% of Kosovar
respondents report that they are actively planning or seriously contemplagiomoving to

another country within the next two years. The motivations behind this prospective migration

are primarily economic, about 85% of those in Kosovo who intend to emigrate cite economic
factors (such as jobs and income) among their main reasonsnversely, the survey also

explored what might convince those eyeing emigration to remain in their home country.
Improved opportunities at home clearly emerge as the key: 87% of Kosovars considering
emigration say that better job prospects and higher payKosovo would persuade them to stay

rather than leave.
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EU and NATO Kosovo

Kosovo exhibits an almost unanimous public consensus in favor of EAtlantic integration.

Support for joining the European Union is exceedingly high among the Kosovar public.
HHIJGPAEO9L=DQ %f&6 G> J=KHGF<=FLK KO9%Qaldveliasf Q 9J =

pro-EU sentiment matched only by Albania and the highest recorded in the survey. Opposition

to EU accession is negligible (on the order of just 5% against), underscoring that there is

virtually no large domestic constituency arguing againste European path. This overwhelming

enthusiasm indicates a broad national commitment to EU integration across practically all

segments of society.

Public commitment to the NATO alliance is similarly robust in Kosovo. An overwhelming 93%

of Kosovar respondents express support for their country being part of NATO, reflecting a deep

trust in transatlantic security ties. Additionally, when asked to nampeeferred security partners

other than NATO, Kosovars overwhelmingly point to Western allies. About 77% of respondents

name the EU and its member states as partners Kosovo should engage with for national
security, and an even larger share, roughly 89%, abe the United States. In terms of perceived
L@)J=9LKJ] ) GKGNGAK ; ALAR=FK >G; MK GF L@=AJ AEE:
threat to their national security, an overwhelming majority of Kosovars (around 75%) name

Serbia as the primary thgat. By contrast, very few in Kosovo see other global powers as direct
<9F?=JK LG L@=AJ F9LAGFAK K=; MJALQJ >GJ =P9EH
threat in this context.

External Actors - Kosovo

i GFKA<=J9: D= K=?2E=FL G> ) GKGNGAK HGHMD9LAGF
environment. Over onedhird of Kosovars (roughly 37% in total) agree to some extent that
another war could break out on the European continent in the foreseeableife. This concern,
while relevant, is somewhat less widespread in Kosovo than in the most apprehensive countries
of the region. Moreover, those in Kosovo who do anticipate a new conflict largely believe their
own country could be drawn in: among respondenwho fear a war in Europe, about 85% think
that Kosovo itself might become involved in such a conflict. Most express this possibility in
., 9MLAGMK L=JEK OaL=F< LG 9?2J==A J9L@=J L@9F
regional instability withou a sense of fatalism.

Regarding the ongoing war in Ukraine, public opinion in Kosovo leans strongly toward a
peaceful and lawful resolution. Nearly half of Kosovars (47%) say their country should support
diplomatic efforts to end the war as soon as possible, making this the tmoeglely favored
position. At the same time, a substantial minority (around 26%) believe Kosovo should stand
behind Ukraine until it achieves victory one of the higher preJkraine stances among the
surveyed nations. By contrast, virtually none of the Kosir respondents advocate siding with
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| Russia in that conflict: only about 4% express the view that Kosovo should support Russia until
it wins. This highlights an almost complete absence of public sympathy for the Russian side of
the war.

Kosovars are relatively unconvinced about the rise of alternative global powers, and they
J=E9AF >AJEDQ GJA=FL=< LGO9J< L@= 5=KLK -HAFA
countries (such as Turkey, Iran, or the Gulf states) are emerging as mepold leadersd
roughly onethird of Kosovars agree with that notion, while a similar share disagree, indicating
no clear consensus. Crucially, this ambivalence about a changing world order has not
translated into any desire to distance Kosovo from Westanatitutions. Few people in Kosovo
favor loosening ties with the West: for instance, only 28% of respondents think their country
should reduce its economic dependence on the European Union, whereas a strong majority
oppose any reduction of EU ties. In gemal, Kosovars continue to support close integration with
the EU and other Western partners, even as they acknowledge the growing influence of new
actors on the global stage.

Political Orientation - Kosovo

2@= KMIN=QAK KFO9HK@GL G> ) GKGNGAK <GE=KLA; HG
of the ruling movement and a fragmented array of smaller parties. If parliamentary elections

were held immediately, the reformist Lévizja Vetévendosje (LVV) wouldaia the strongest

political force, attracting roughly 23% of the vot&the highest singleparty share recorded in

the Kosovo sample. The traditional opposition parties follow at a distance. The cenight

Partia Demokratike e Kosovés (PDK) is the setahoice with around 14% support, and the

center-left Lidhja Demokratike e Kosovés (LDK) is close behind at roughly 12%. Several smaller
parties and minority representatives register only modest support. The largest among these

minor groups is the Serb comMF AL QAK * AKL9 1JHKC9 O1=1J: * AKL
respondents. The Aleanca pér Ardhmériné e Kosovés (AAK) holds a smaller niche at roéighly 2

3%. No other party or list approaches double digits in support.

MONTENEGRO
Information - Montenegro

Around half of Montenegrin respondents (51%) say they use online news portals for political
information. Social media are also widely used, with 45% of Montenegrins reporting they get
political news via platforms like Facebook, Instagram or Twitter. By tast, other media forms
retain a more modest audience with interesting exceptions such as 12% of the audience for
traditional print media which is not the case in other countries where this number usually falls
below 5% (except Serbia with 11% getting ammation from print media).

2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
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The Montenegrin news sphere is distinctly bilingual. The population consumes news in both
MontenegrinandSerbianL G 9 D9J?= <=?J==J] J=>D=; LAF? L @= ;
Two-thirds of respondents (67%) report using the Montenegrin language for news, while nearly

half (49%) also use Serbian. Other languages play a much smaller role, for examplestengli
language news content is consumed by aboui8P6 of the public. In terms of media credibility,
Montenegro shows a high level of skepticisidearly half the population has no trust in any
political news source9 : GML fro6 G> +GFL=F=?JAF J=KHGF<=FLK
name a trustworthy information source. This is one of the highest media distrust levels

J=; GJ<=< 0O; GEH9J9: D= GFDQ LG GKFA9 9F< KM: KL
In otherwords, almost one in two Montenegrins cannot point to any media outlet they fully

trust for political news.

M: DA; K9LAK>9; LAGF AF +GFL=F=?JG OAL@ L @= ;
extreme as in the most disaffected nations of the region. Ona-fiW6 AFL K; 9D=J] + GFL
average satisfaction score mpproximately2.6, a middling value that indicates more negative
than positive sentiment. About39% of Montenegrin respondentslescribe themselves as
mostly or completely dissatisfied with the national trajectory.

Economy/Migration - Montenegro

Montenegrins also express a noteworthy stance while consideramgigration. A share of the

population is contemplating life abroad in the near future. Full6% of Montenegrin
respondentssay they are either actively making plans or seriously considering moving to

another country within the next two years. This is one of the highest migration intention rates

G: K=JN=< AF L@= KMJIJN=Q O; GEH9J9: D= L®GanaGJL@ -+
| M9JL=J G> +GFL=F=?2JGAK H=GHD= 9J= K=JAGMKDQ
they have no interest in leaving. The primary driver behind this prospective exodasasomic

opportunity, as is the case across the studied countrieshelf asked the reasons for
considering emigration, the vast majority point to economic reasons (49%). Survey also asked

those contemplating departure what changes might convince themdiayin Montenegro. The

answers underscore that improvements at home, especially economic improvements, are key.

The single most potent incentive to remain igetter job opportunities and higher payn
Montenegrod9 F a4 G>>=JA L@9L J=KGF9L =6¢4% OfAdspandeénts D9 J ? =
(overall) who were inclined to migite said that improved employment prospects would

motivate them to stay. Improvements in public services also factor into retention. For example,

21% of Montenegrins with migration plansay that better healthcare in the country would
encourage them to remain. Likewis&2% cite improved educational opportunities (such as

better schools or universities at home) as a motivation to stdybig portion of respondents

(25%) also said that less corruption would motivate their stay.
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EU and NATO Montenegro

Montenegro exhibits a broadconsensus in favor of European integrationwith 74%
respondents claiming they want Montenegro to join the EU. Correspondingigly a small

minority (roughly on the order of 10% of Montenegringxpress outright opposition to EU
membership. Among thdew Montenegrins who do oppospmining the EU, there is no single
alternative foreign policy vision that unites them. When EBWeptical respondents were asked

if the country has an alternative to EU integration, the two options tlggtrnered most support

O=J= L@GK= >9NGJAF? F=MLJ9DALQ Orx0606 9F< L @GK:

On the question oNATO, Montenegrin opinion is more divided. Montenegro is already a NATO
member (having joined the Alliance in 2017), but public enthusiasm for NATO is more muted
than for the EU. According to the survey, 52% of Montenegrins say they are in favor of the
couFLJ QAK , 2- E = E : -abdv&l@A Heyel i2digate a Bhasdic Lmajority
endorsement, yet it is a much softer level of support compared to the reaanimous NATO
approval seen in Albania (99%) or the very high support in Kosovdoj93Vieanwhile, a
considerable segment in Montenegro remains opposed to NATO: 33% of respondents oppose
Montenegro being in the Alliance, and roughly 15% are undecided or declined to state a
position. This makes Montenegro one of the more ambivalent NATOntaes in the regiond
support outweighs opposition, but not by a wide margin. (For comparison, North Macedonia
shows 74% support vs 16% opposed, afarmorethd < =< ; GFK=FKMK L @9 F + GF

When considering security partnerships beyond NATO, Montenegrins tend to favor a Western
alignment, albeit with some nuanced splits in preference. The European Union (and its member
states) is clearly viewed as a desirable security partner for many. Adiessegion, about 50%

of respondents name the EU as the partner their country should work more with (aside from
NATO). The United States, another key Western ally, is also considered, but notably fewer
Montenegrins emphasize the U.S. in this role. Onlpward 11% of Montenegrin respondents
mention the United States as a partner Montenegro should engage more with on security
matters. On the other hand, Russia retains a foothold in public opinion as an imagined security
HOJLF=Jy " =KHAL = inte@ratiors, A2 ol NoAtnedsins Kiill sayl tRat Russia

is a country with which Montenegro should cooperate more on national security. Additionally,

a segment of citizens prefers no alliance at all: about 13% of Montenegrins would opt for a
stance of neutality/non-alignment in security affairs (wanting Montenegro to rely owither

East nor West).

External Actors - Montenegro

When asked about the possibility of a new largeale war breaking out on the European
continent, Montenegrins were relatively split. A portion of the public agrees that such a war
could happen, with 9% completely agreeing and 26% who tend to agree. Chyciamong

2@AK HJGB=;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F

Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292
European Union



GEO
POWER

[EU

Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans

those Montenegrinswho do feara new panEuropean war, a strong majority believe that
Montenegro itself might be pulled into the frayFollowrup data reveals that nearlyhree-

guarters of Montenegrin respondents who foresee a European waiao agree that their own

country could be involved in such a conflict. Specificalfys 6 aL=F< LG 92?2J==A 9F
4 ; GE HD =L thBt®or@efefiro mak be drawn in, if a new war erupts in Europe.

+ GF L =F =72 J AF $hifting NlabalQoiwerGlynamicsreveal a mix of agreement and
KC=HLA; AKEy $GJ AFKL9F; =71 GHAFAGFK GF O@=L @=
Turkey, Iran, or the Gulf states) are becomingw leaders outside the traditional Western order

are split in Montenegro45% of Montenegrins agrei® some extent that these middle powers

are rising as new centers of power, y&8% disagreavith that notion.

One area where Montenegro stands out is its continug@ynment with the West in economic

relations. The public shows little desire to distance Montenegro from Western economic
partners. When asked if Montenegro shouktuce its economic dependencen various global

actors, most Montenegrinsreject reducing ties with the European UnionOnly 25% of
Montenegrin respondentghink the country should decrease its economic reliance on the EU,

9 N=JQ DGO HJGHGJLAGF/J ; GEH9J9: D= LG D: 9FA9 A

$AF9DDQ/1 + GF L =F =tArdats Fokaional seduritylitstrate@ BlENd & Bxternal

and regional concerns. In an opeended question asking who is the greatest threat to

+ GF L = F = ? J Grokinglé zauritty I8omQoverwhelminglgunlike in Kosovo or Albania,

where Serbia tops the list by a large margiRussias one of the more commonly cited threats

for Montenegrins, aboutl3% name Russia as the greatest thrdatG + GFL=F=?2J GAK F
security.

Political Orientation - Montenegro

2@= KMJIN=QAK KF 9 HKd@tektic litical +oGeRtationFrev@als GAhghly
fragmented party landscapewith no single party enjoying dominant support. If parliamentary

elections were hypothetically held at the time of the survey, results would likely be dispersed

among several miesized parties. The onceegemonicDemocratic Party of Socialists (DPS)

FGO D=< : Q "&sksllhfidt placd, KU &Iy Badely. DPS pollsaiproximately
15.5%support. Right on its heels is the emergeat# MJ GH= , G O(RokretENep&ESad L
>GMF<=< : Q + ADGB Q%5%sugporB Befohd tleselv@leading @avtles, the

field fragments into smaller factions mostly in the single digits. The largest of the rest idthe

Serb DemocracyNova srpska demokratija, a prd = J : HOJLQ D=< :Q F<JA
garners around6.5%support. Following closely is the ethnic minoritfjocusedBosniak Party
OlLJ9FCY9 : G+*#FB9C9/1 D=5.3% Apd rbunding But the td0 fi@AE GN A E6
Democratic Montenegréd commonly known as theDemocratgf 9 H9JL Q MF&=J D:
with roughly 5.0%o0f the vote.
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NORTH MACEDONIA
Information * North Macedonia

, GJL@ +9; =<GFA9AK E=<A9 =FNAJGFE=FL K@GOK 9 E,
television remains one of the leading source of political information. Rougli§% of

Macedonian respondents cite national TV as their first source for political news. Online media

play an important role as well: many citizens turn to internet portals and especially social media

for political updates. Aboub7%G> , GJL @ +9; =<GFA9AK HM: DA; MK=K
news on politics. Interestingly, woraf-mouth is a frequently cited source among Macedonian
respondents, 25%) say they discuss politics with friends or family as an information source.

, GJL@ +9; =<GFA9AK F=0K KH@=J= AK FGL9: DQ EMDL
in the Macedonian language (the primary state language)n the order 0f95%usages but a
substantial segment also consumes news in other languages. In particdl2¥%of Macedonians

report that they get news in Serbian, reflecting historical and cultural ties that make Serbian a
common secondary language. A notable minority also access some news in English: 2B%ut

of respondents say they use Engligdinguage surces. In terms of media trust, the public
coalesces around a few major outlets. One national TV chan@iel, is identified as the single

most trustworthy news source by 7%of respondents, dominating the trust landscape in North
Macedonia. At the same time, a considerable share of people express broad distrust in the
media. Approximatelyone-quarter of Macedonians could not name any news source they
consider trustworthy, indicating a notable level of media skepticism (though this is still less
fatalthO F L@= F=9JDQ Ffd6 &FG LJIJMKLA J9L= K==F AF

M: DA; K9LAK>9,; LAGF AF ,GJL@ +9; =<GFA9 J=?29J</
than in most other surveyed states. On a fipeint scale, theaverage satisfaction score is about
2.7 3 one of the highest means in the region (close behind Albania and Moldova at 2.8). Like
everywhere among examined countries, dissatisfied citizens far outnumber satisfied ones. No
EGJ= L@9F JGM?@DQ 9 I M9JL=J G> ,BIOE® =N~F<GEAK
KOLAK>A=</1A 9 F ompikikly datifeed Birgilarky, @fy=a srhall fractipharound
10%3AF ,GJL@ +9; =<GFA9 ; @GK= L@= EGKL =PLJ=E= ¢

Economy and Migration * North Macedonia

One area of concern is the strong pressure to emigrate. North Macedonia has one of the highest
proportions of people contemplating life abroad7% of respondents say they already have
concrete plans or arrangements to move to another country in the next two years, and an
additional 21%are considering emigration (though without firm plans). Together, this means
28% of Macedonians are seriously thinking about leaving, the largest migratiotent share
among all nine countries surveyed. Conversely, just undleree-quarters are not planning to
leave in the near term. The motivations behind this prospective exodus are overwhelmingly
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| economic. When asked why they would move abrod®% of Macedonian respondents who

intend to emigrate includeeconomic reasons3 such as employment opportunities or better
income 8 among their motives. This mirrors a neamiversal pattern in the studied region, but

, GJL@ +9; =<GFA9AK D=N=D AK FGL9: DQ @Afh@y - L @=
(about 34%) of these respondents cite seekingéa: =L L =J > ML MJ asaxe@bntc Q ; @A
leave. Additionally, frustration with domestic corruptiorand nepotism looms large37%

mention thelack of meritocracy(i.e. having to rely on connections to succeed) as a push factor

for emigration, one of the highest rates recorded (only Bosnia and Herzegovina is slightly higher

at 38%). On the flip side, the survey also asked those considering emigration what might
convince them tostayin their home country. Macedonians were clear that improvements in the
domestic economy would be the most decisive incentive to remaBetter job opportunities

and higher salaiestop the list by far, a dominant response across all countries (ab6d#oof
respondents overall chose this option). In other words, the primary formula to stem emigration

from North Macedonia is economic: if people see the prospect of good employment and income

at home, many fewer would seek their future abroad. By contragher potential motivators

lag behind. Issues like improved healthcare or support for young families are mentioned by

some (for instance, roughly 23% cite better healthcare as a reason to stay), but these are far
eclipsed by the paramount importance of jokend wages.

EU and NATCO* North Macedonia

North Macedonia exhibits strong public consensus in favor of EAt@antic integration, albeit

not quite as uniformly as in Albania or Kosovo. Support for joining the European Unibigis

with 76%of Macedonian respondents saying they are in favor of EU membership. This-three
| MOJL=JK E9BGJALQ >AJE DEU oNdntaten] \Whilebackikg islcofgirst, ; GMF |
it is a bit less unanimous than th@4%seen in Albania, suggesting North Macedonia has a small
but noticeable skeptical minority. Inded, the data indicate that a slightly larger share of North
+9; =<GFA9AK H MithBrAoppositioR tb anbikateRce toward EU accession
compared to the neaitotal consensus in Albania. Those Macedonians wtho oppose EU
membership (15%) were asked about their preferred alternative path. The clear answer was
neutrality. Among Ekskeptic respondents in North Macedoni®4% favor the idea that the
country should pursue a neutral, noaligned foreign policy instead of joining the

Public commitment to the NATO alliance is similarly positive. North Macedonia is already a
NATO member, and4%G> J=KHGF<=FLK =PHJ=KK KMHHGJL >GJ
Only 16% oppose being part of NATO, with the remaining 10% or so undecided or not
responding. About62% of Macedonians name the EU or its members as a desired security
partner aside from NATO. This high figure suggests that the EU is seen not just as an economic
benefactor but as a key security ally as well. Theited Statess thenext most popular choice:

37%o0f respondents mention the U.S. as a partner of choice for national security. Additionally,
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North Macedonia stands out in its support foegional cooperation 42%of respondents favor
partnering with neighboring countries and regional initiatives for securitya notable share
that reflects an interest in Balkan regional alliances or collaboration. Other actors are
mentioned much less often. For instanc&urkeyis named by aboutl4%of Macedonians as a
security partner, whileChinais cited by roughlyl0%

External Actors * North Macedonia

The attitudes of Macedonians toward international security and external powers are measured,

with concerns focused more on regional disputes than on global superpowers. When asked if
theyfear another war in Europgl4d%G> , GJL @ +9; =<GFA9AK J=KHGF<=F
L@9L 9 F=0 09J ; GMD< :J=9C GML AF #MJGH= OAF;
G> ;, GF; =JF AK JGM?@DQ AF DAF= OAL@ L@= KMJN=Q
populace acknowledges the possibility afider conflict, but it falls below the majority alarm
recorded in Albania (over 53% there). Notably, North Macedonia also has a large segment of
respondents who struggle to pinpoint specific threats to their own national security. In an
open-ended questiomm about the? J =9 L =KL L@J=9L LG , &d n@t +9,;
common reaction was uncertainty, ful\89% G> J=KHGF<=FLK 9FKO=J=<
highest such rate in any surveyed country. Among those who did name a threat, the pattern is
striking: the top perceived threat is not a global power like Russia or the U.S., but a neighboring
country. 24% of Macedonians identifiedBulgaria as the greatest threat to their national
security. By contrastRussias rarely seen as an existential threat in North Macedonia, &%y

G> J=KHGF<=FLK F9E= OMKKA9 9K L@=AJ :; GMFLJOQAK

=<
a

"=KHAL = KGE = 9E: AN9OD=F; = 9 F< <ANA<=< L@)=9L
geopolitical orientation remains Westernheaning. The public does not show appetite for
distancing the country from EuréAtlantic structures. For example, few citizens fadobsening

ties with the European Union in the economic realm. O88%of Macedonians agree that their

country shouldreduce its economic dependence on the EWhereas roughly61% oppose

reducing reliance on European markets and investors.

Political Orientation * North Macedonia

2@= KMIN=QAK KF9HK@GL G> ,GJL@ +9; =<GFA9AK <G
dominated by the two traditional rival parties, with only limited space for smaller alternatives.

If parliamentary elections were held today, thé MRGDPMNEvould emerge as the strongest

single party.23.8%o0f respondents chose VMROPMNE, putting it comfortably in first place.

This level of support is more than double that of its main competitor, the cerft SDSM

(Social Democratic Union, the lead party in thercent government), which is backed by only

10.5%o0f respondents. The wide gap suggests an advantage for the opposition VRIRKNE

9L L@= EGE=FLK ,GJL@ +9; =<GFA9AK HGDALA: K 9DI
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among ethnic Albanian voters, the largest party is tB&JI(Democratic Union for Integration).

DUI secures about.1%of overall respondent support, a solid showing that makes it the third
largest political force nationally. Another Albanian political alliancg listed as the VLEN

coalition in the surveyd has a smaller but notable following @d.3% Meanwhile, the recently
ascendant leftwing partyLevicaD 4 2 @= * = > L A.8% raflcting Sobv®appeal be9dnd
the traditional parties but still a modest share.

SERBIA
Information - Serbia

Serbian citizens rely on a mix of information sources, with online media playing a leading role.
Over half (51%) of respondents in Serbia use internet news portals as one of their sources for
political developments. Social media platforms are similarly praent, used by 41% of Serbians

to get political news. Television remainglevant(national TV is frequently cited, around 43%,
though at lower levels than in some neighboring countries), and traditional channels like word
of-mouth (22%) and print newspagrs (11%) still have a modest readership in Serbia.

Languagewise, Serbia is neannanimously monolingual in its news consumption. Virtually all
respondents (99%) get their news in the Serbian language. A noteworthy minority, about 21%,
also use Englistanguage news sources. When it comes to trust in medelevision outlets
dominate the landscape. One or two major TV channels are regarded as the most trustworthy
sources, notably the public broadcaster RTS1 and the private channel N1, each named by
roughly 13% of Serbian respondents as their single mossted news source. At the same time,

a large share of the public expresses outright media distrust: roughly -goarter of Serbians

report havingnoKGMJ ; = L @=Q ; GFKA<=] LIMKLOGJL@Q >G1J
response is on the order of 27% of respondents).

M: DA; K=FLAE=FL 9: GML L@= ; GMFLJQAK <AJ=; LAC
satisfaction rating is around 2.6 out of 5, part of a Malv cluster of countries and below a
F=MLJO9D arA K; GJ=K , =9JDQ @9 D*%)Gescridethédmsdves+ J =K}

as dissatisfied with how things are going nationally. By contrast, only a small minority express
any degree of satisfaction, consistent with the trend that most countries have at most about
20% or fewer of citizens feeling satisfiedhese figures underscore a prevailing pessimism
about domestic conditions. Indeed, intense discontent is common: about 25% of Serbians say
they arecompletelydissatisfied. Regarding the biggest challenges on the horizon, corruption
stands out as the top concerr®7%of Serbian respondents name corruption among the biggest
issues facing Serbia in the next five years.
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Economy and Migration - Serbia

Serbia exhibits relatively low levels of emigration intent, suggesting a more settled population

than in some neighboring states. When asked about personal plans to move abroad 1484y

of Serbian respondents indicate they are considering emigrating in the next two years (with

9: GML Fo 9; LAN=DQ E9CAF? HDO9FK 9FK< 9FGL @=1J
arrangements). This combined percentage of prospective leavers is among thestwn the

survey. By comparison, countries like Albania or Georgiawhad nearly 1319% considering
=EA?J9LAGF/] @A? @DA? @LAF? 1=1J:95%dRerbA®3ay thdyGGL = <
have no intention to move abroad in the near term. Such a high state gives Serbia one of

the strongest levels of perceived domestic stability across the region.

Among the minority whoare contemplating leaving, economic motives dominate their
reasoning. More than half of woulde emigrants across all countries cite economic factors
(jobs, income) as their primary driver, and Serbia is no exception (62286 of Serbians
intending to move include corruption among their reasonsthe secondhighest rate after
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 30% also state "a better future for my children”. On the flip side, the
survey also asked these potential emigrants what might matte them to stay in Serbia
instead. Unsurprisingly, improvements in economic opportunities top the list. Better job
opportunities (54%) are the most frequently cited motivators to remain in the country.

EU and NATO Serbia

Serbia is an outlier in its attitudes toward European integration, with the public split, and in fact
leaning negative, on the question of EU membership. Across the nine countries surveyed,
support for joining the European Union is generally high. Serithie clear exception. Oni0%

of Serbian respondents say they are in favor of Serbia becoming an EU memhagekshare

8 49% explicitly oppose EU membership for Serbia, and the remaining 11% are undecided or
declined to answer. This makes Serbia tbaly country in the survey where supporters of EU
accession are a minority position.

For those Serbian respondents whapposejoining the EU, the survey probed what alternative
foreign policy orientation they envision for the country. The most preferred alternative in Serbia

is neutrality, not aligning with any major bloc. Abol1%of Serbian Etskeptics (those against

EU membership) believe that Serbia has a viable alternative in maintaining neutrality
AFL=JF9LAGF9DDQKy '"F GL@=J OGJ<K/l 9 E9BGJALQ
advocate picking another alliance; instead, tigefavor nonalignment. The second option is
pursuing partnerships outside the EU. Orp%of anti-EU Serbians think the country should

seek closer cooperation with nofieU powers as its alternative path.

105
2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union




GEO Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans
POWER
| If EU integration divides the Serbian public, NATO integration largely unites it, in opposition.

Serbia shows the most intense opposition to NATO membership of any surveyed country.
According to the data, a mer@8% of Serbian respondents are in favor of their country joining
NATO. Conversely, an overwhelmiB§%are opposed to Serbia joinindNATO. (The remaining
few percent are unsure or did not respond.)

External Actors - Serbia

5@=F 9KC=< GH=FDQ O@A; @ ; GMFLJQ J=HJ=K=FLK L@
very few Serbian respondents pointed to the familiar adversaries cited elsewhere in Europe.
Russia for instance, is named by only abo@86of Serbians as the top national security threat.
This is an extremely low figure (in Ukraine, by contrast, 92% cite Russia as the primary threat
amid the war). Instead, a portion of Serbians see threats emanating from the WestUfiited
Statesis identified as the greatest tteat by 12% of respondents in Serbia. This is one of the
highest rates of U.Sasthreat perception among surveyed countries (only in Bosnia is it
comparable at 10%). Regional rivalries also figure into Serbian threat perceptions. Ongoing
historical tensions mean som neighbors are seen as hostile. NotabMbaniais considered the

top threat by9%of Serbians. This reflects the fraught relations related to Kosovo and regional
AlbanianSerb dynamicss indeed, many Albanians conversely view Serbia as a #tria their
surveys. AdditionallyCroatiais named by6%of Serbian respondents as the greatest threat.

'"F DAF= OAL@ L@=K= NA=O0OKJ] 1=J: A9AK HI=»=J=F; -
Atlantic actors and toward alternative allies. The survey asked whom (besides NATO) Serbia
should cooperate with more on national security. The results underscdree J : A9 AK < AKL
strategic leanings. Th&uropean Unionwhich is the most frequently preferred partner across

countries is relatively low in Serbian priorities. Ol %of Serbian respondents include the EU

or EU countries among their preferred securipartners (the lowest desired expression of
partnership for the EU across examined countries). Thated Statess even less popular: just

8% of Serbians mention the U.S. as a partner for national security. InsteRdssiais the

standout choice in Serbia. Full$5%of Serbian respondents name Russia as a country Serbia

should engage with more on security matters. This makes Russia the top single preferred
partner for Serbians, surpassing any Western country. Another major component of Serbian
strategy isa focus on the immediate region. A consideral®2% of Serbians favor greater

regional cooperation i.e. partnering with neighboring countries. Meanwhil€hinaemerges as

an important prospective partner in Serbian eye86%of Serbian respondents include China

among preferred security partners.

On questions of foreign policy orientation and global conflicts, Serbian public opinion leans
toward neutrality and pragmatism, consistent with earlier findings. Regarding the ongoing war
in Ukraine, Serbians predominantly favor a neutral or mediating stanrather than taking
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sides. The most popular position (from a set of options presented) is for Serbia to support
diplomatic effortsto end the war44%of Serbian respondents believe Serbia should focus on
diplomacy to help resolve the Ukraine conflict. The next most popular stance is for Serbia to
remainneutral in the war, chosen bg8%of Serbians2%say Serbia should back Ukraine until

it wins the war. Conversely, a nemegligible segment ofL0% believe Serbia should support
Russiauntil it wins. That 10% preRussia stane is among the highest among the studied
countries (Montenegro also 10%).

In line with this outlook, Serbians also reacted to the policies of international figures like former

3ply .J=KA<=FL "GF9D< 2JMEHK 2@= KMIN=Q 9KC=«<
LG L@= 3CJ9AF= 09Jy '"F 1=J: AStdhce.B3%BORMGIANAL Q </
respondents say they doot agree with the Trump policy on the war, whereas ordl§%agree

with it.

Political Orientation - Serbia

In a simulated poll of party preferences, an independent protest initiative, thel L M<=FL A N
D G C Gtademts in Blockade) list, emerged as the single most supported option in Serbia.

This student movement garner25.5%support, which remarkablyexceedshe support for the

long- MDAF? 1=J: A9F .JG?J=KKAN= .9JLQ 01,106 G>

222%9K MHHGJL AF L@= KMJN=QJZ1 HD9; AF? AL K=; GF<

traditional opposition parties appear weak in puldisupport. The main opposition grouping

thed A J 9 E G (We Gloosd Btruggle) coalition led by the Democratic Party and allied

groupsdis backed by a meré&.8%of respondents. Other longstanding parties have similarly

marginal numbers: the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), which has been a key political player for

decades, draws onlyL.2%support, and the NADA alliance also hh2%

UKRAINE
Information - Ukraine

3CJ9AF=AK AF>GJ Hdly digadcerilrie. Fraditipndl Broadoadt media play a

smaller role compared to other countries: only abol80% of Ukrainiansreport watching

national TV for political news (among the lowest rates among examined countries). By contrast,
messaging appshave an exceptionally large reacH5% of Ukrainians use services like
Telegram, Viber, or WhatsApp to follow political developments. This figure is far above any
GL@=J KMJIN=Q=< ; GMFLJQ 9F< J=>D=; LK 3CJ9AF=AK
rapid updates via digithchannels are relevant. Social networks and internet news sites are also
OA<=DQ MK=< AF 3CJ9AF=AK5S0®af regpOndentdredionnvidedget) ; GF L
news from social media, an86%use online news portals).

107
2@AK HJGB=:;L @9K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union



GEO
POWER

[EU

Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans

Thelanguage of newsn Ukraine is largely uniform. RoughB7%of Ukrainians consume news

in the Ukrainian languagethe official national tongue. However, a minority is bilingual in media

use: about29% of Ukrainians report using Russidanguage sources as well, a legacy of
historical and cultural ties. A smaller segment (arourd®%) follows some news irEnglish
reflecting limited use of international media. Regardingedia trust, Ukraine stands out for its

high level of public skepticism. Notabl®%of Ukrainians citeTelegram channelss their most

trusted news sourced a unique case not seen in other countries. Such data underscores both
L@= J=DA9F; = GF >9KL <A?AL9D AF>GJE9LAGF 9Fc<
information sphere.

M: DA; K=FLAE=FL 9: GML L @=extren@ly pelssin@igK 3<CAJJ9=A FL=AAG
average satisfaction rating is only abo@4on a 5point scale, tied for the lowest among the
nine countries surveyed. This low mean reflects the hardships of war and crisis. In practice, only
around 12% of Ukrainians aremostly or completely satisfiedwith how things are going
nationally, a strikingly small fraction indicating positive sentiment. By contrast, a vast majority
express discontent: approximately7% of Ukrainians describe themselves adissatisfied
O=AL@=J)J AEGKLDQA GJ 4&4; GEHD=L=DQA6 OAL®@ L@= ; G
is also notable. AbouR6%o0f the publicd over one in four Ukrainiangsay they arad; GEHD=L =DQ
< A K K9 lwithKhe giteation.

Economy/Migration - Ukraine

Despite these difficultiesmost Ukrainians are not looking to emigrate the immediate future.

The survey finds that jus#% of Ukrainians haveconcrete plansto move abroad, and another
12%are seriously consideringt, about 16% in totalwith any intent to leave. This is one of the
lowest migration-intention rates among the surveyed countries. In other words, rougBKf%o

of Ukrainians arenot actively planning or contemplating emigration in the next two years.
Security fearshave overtaken economics athe top driver for wouldbe emigrants from
Ukraine. In fact, Ukraine is the only surveyed country where the number one reason to move
abroad is not jobs or income: about3% of Ukrainians who plan or contemplate leaving cite

U K =; Nessentigly) the dangers of the ongoing war) among their reasons. Still, economic
factors as well42%mention economic motives like employment or better pay, making this the
secondmost common category. At the same time, Ukrainians were asked what changes might
persuade those considering emigration to stay their home country. The answers here
powerfully reflect the war context. The single most commonly mentioned retention factor is
ending the waritself. 42 @= =F < G>waslcl@sen hyGlsosttD%Acf Wkrainians with
emigration intentions as something that would motivate them to remain.
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Ukrainians demonstrate atrongly pro-European orientation Support for joining theeuropean
Unionis very high: approximatel\84% of Ukrainian respondents say they atia favorof EU
membership. Only around.2%are against joining the EU, and the remainder are undecided or
did not respond. This overwhelming pr&U majority is one of the highest in the region (behind
only Albania and Kosovo) and is likely reinforced by the current war context, Ukrainians see
their future aligned with Europe. There is littlerganized opposition to the European path;
however, the survey did probe those few who oppose EU accession about what alternative they
envision. Among that small minority of Ekkeptical Ukrainiansneutrality is a more popular
idea than any specific new alliance. (Regionally, about 51% of alskgptics favor a path of
non-alignment for their country). In Ukraine, very few EU opponents advocate pivoting to
another bloc: onlyl1%G > 3 CJ 9-gkdpticdl kespéndents say their country has a viable
alternative partnership outside the EU. Notably, a sizable portion of Ukrainian skeptics (about
21%of them) did not specify any clear alternative at all, many simply answered that there is
a FG 9 DIAtoJBUirtedration or gave idiosyncratic answers (e.g. naming individual
Western countries like Poland or Germany).

Public commitment to theNATO allianceés also present in Ukrainé80%of Ukrainians express
KMHHGJL >GJ L@=AJ ;NGNFOny @dul 156 -afe :oppdskda@sd NATA F
membership, with roughly 5% undecided or not answering. TEgiropean Union and its
member statesare frequently mentioned as the next important security partners for Ukraine
(63%), indicating that deepening ties with the EU is not just about economics or politics, but
also about security cooperation. Additionallyhe United Statessa widely desired partner21%

of Ukrainians name the U.S. as a country their military and defense should engage more with
(besides NATO itself), interestingly 22% also name the UK as a desired partner. Very few
Ukrainians see value in looking regionally or to ndMestern powers for smurity. For instance,
only 3% cite greater partnership with regional neighbors or initiatives in Eastern Europe.
Cooperation withTurkeyor other Middle Eastern powers is also only a niche preference (around
6% mention Turkey). Similarly, only7%of Ukrainians listChinaas a desired security partner, a
relatively low figure that underscores limited enthusiasm for alignment with China. And
essentiallyzero Ukrainian respondents suggest closer security ties wiissiad unsurprising
given that Russia is currently seen as an aggressor. (In fact, in a separate queSagnof
Ukrainians identified Russia as a threat to their national security, and by extension, almost no
one views Russia as a potential partner right now.)

External Actors - Ukraine

WAN=F L@= GF?GAF? ; GFextdnal atoisar8 dhifated By Tdhéems N A = OK
about Russia and war. In an opeanded question on national security threats, an
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overwhelming 92%of Ukrainians namedRussia9 K L @= ?J=9L =KL L@ =9L
security. This neaconsensus is by far the most dramatic singteuntry finding in the surveyw

virtually all Ukrainians perceive Russia as the primary danger to their national peace. No other
potential threat even registers in comparison. By contrast, virtuallyo onein Ukraine sees
Western countries as a threat: for example, o@86of Ukrainians mentioned théJnited States

as a security threat.

Ukrainians are also markedlgoncerned about wider conflictspilling beyond their borders.
When asked if they feaanother warcould break out in Europe (generally), a majority of
Ukrainians sayesd41%a L = F< L G 18903 <GEA DA< DQ 9?J==A L@9L 9
is a real possibility. This combinesb%level of concern is one of the higher figures in the region
(only a couple of countries, like Albania, register similar or higher fear levels). Still, abhb%i

of Ukrainians donot believe a broader European war will erupt (30% tend to disagree, 11%
completely disagree), showing that a segment remains hopeful or at least unconvinced of such
a dire scenario. Those Ukrainians wilo anticipate a new war tend to think theirwn country
would be on the front lines. Among respondents who agreed that a new European war could
occur, nearly all worry thatUkraine would be involvedn it. Specifically, about77% of these
Ukrainians believe their countrynay be drawn intsuch a conflict, includingt3%who tend to
agree and34%who completely agree that Ukraine could be directly involved.

K L@= ; GMFLJQ MF<=J 9LL9;C/J] 3CJ9AF=AK HM: DA;
international partners Ukrainians overwhelmingly call for active support from other countries
to help Ukraine prevail and recover. When asked about their expectations of others regarding
the war, military assistancetops the list: about 67% of Ukrainian respondents include
continued military support (weapons, equipment, training) among their expectations from
foreign partners. The next most common askfisancial ad, roughly47%mention economic
support for Ukraine. These two forms of assistance (military and economic) far outpace any
other category. Diplomatic backing is also valued but by a smaller segment (aral2fbcite
diplomatic support as one of their expectations), andumanitarian aid (such as help with
refugees, food, medical aid) is mentioned by abo@®6 of Ukrainians. Additionally,7%
emphasize the need for greater international pressure on Russia (e.g. tougher sanctions,
isolation of Russia).

$AFO9DDQ/T 3CJ9AF A9 F Kdopolticalshiftsahd §ldb& Koweds>reflectti®® < = J
current predicament and alliances. Unlike some other countries in the survey, Ukrainians are
KC=HLA; 9D 9: GML L@= JAK= G> a9 DespetidwhanNit=A ? D
. GE=K LG OMKKA9AK JGD=Kg 5@=F 9KC=< A> O0OMKKAY9
the Western world, Ukrainians responded with the strongest rejecti6@%completely disagree

with that statement (the highest outrightejection among all countries), and only arountD%

express any agreement. In short, virtually no one in Ukraine views Russia as a leading power in
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Chinaare somewhat more ambivalent. A slim majority of UkrainiaB$%oin total) do agree that
China is emerging as a new global leader beyond the West. This suggests Ukrainians recognize
| @QAF9AK ?2JGOAF? AF>DM=F; = AFL=JF9LAGF9DDQy

+=9FO@AD=J1 GF L@= | M=KLAGF T&key, @0t @3AE) ar& A< <D -
becoming new centers of global power, Ukrainians are relativehconvinced Only about34%

of Ukrainians agree that these middiger countries are emerging as important leaders, while

a clear majority $6%) disagree with that idea.

Political Orientation - Ukraine

2 @= K MJ N= QAJKrairfaR Qoréstid Gdliticgdveals a fragmented arena, with no single
party commanding overwhelming support. If parliamentary elections were held today, the
Servant of the Peoplearty, the ruling party led by President Volodymyr Zelensky, would
emerge as the largest party, but with only abod6.1%of the vote. The main préWestern
opposition party, European Solidarity(led by former President Petro Poroshenko), would
secure roughly7.9% placing it in second position. No other pig reaches even the migdingle-
digits. A hypothetical new movement associated with Gene¥&lleriy Zaluzhnythe wartime
Commanderin-Chief) garners an estimate8.6% support in the poll, indicating some public
AFL=J=KL AF F=0 D=9<=JK@AH : ML KLADD 9 KE9DD |
parties register only minimal backing. For exampi&,$ 9 L @=(Bdiki/shehyha)s the party

of former Yulia Tymoshenko, is at about.7% support, and thed 1 NG: @asty (®leh
Tyahnybok) stands aroud 1.0%

MOLDOVA
Information - Moldova

+GD<GN9AK E=<A9 D9F<K; 9H= AK : @9J9; L=JAR=< :Q
dependence on traditional television for political news. Only abo87%of Moldovans report

watching national TV for political information, one of the lowest rates among surveyed
countries. In contrast, social media usage is greatbf% of respondents use platforms like

Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, or YouTube to get political news. Internet news portals play a
noticeably smaller role in Moldova than elsewhere (or@@%use online portals), underscoring

that the online information sphere is dominated more by social networks than by news
websites.

Linguistically, the Moldovan news environment is distinctly bilingual. An overwhelming
majority of the population follows news in the state language (Romanian/Moldovan), about
87%use it regularly. At the same time, Russian is nearly as prevalent: roug¥%yof Moldovans
consume political news in Russian. This almost equal reliance on two languages reflects
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+GD<GN9AK <M9D DAF?MAKLA; ; GFL=PL AandR@ssiae E GK L
language media. By comparison, very few people use English or other languages for news; only
around 8% of Moldovans report using any Englidanguage news sources. In terms of trust in
information, Moldovans exhibit a fairly high level of media skepticism. About a quarter of
respondents 22%)could not name any news source they trusteffectively sayingd F G f= A

the media are trustworthy. Additionally20%answeredda " GFAL CFGOA O@=F 9KC=
trustworthy source, indicating considerable uncertainty or ambivalence. No single outlet
commands majority trust in Moldova; unlike some neighboring countries that rally around a

couple of major TV stations, Moldovaid not coalesce strongly around particular sources in

the survey results. The most trusted media sources were PRO TV and Moldova 1 TV channels,
both garnering around 9% of respondents choices.

M: DA; K=FLAE=FL AF +GD<GN9 9: GML L@= ; GMFLJOQAZ
other surveyed nations, yet still predominantly pessimistidoldova has one of the highest
average satisfaction scorem the region, roughly2.8 on a fivepoint scale (where 5 means
completely satisfied), indicating that iti®s D=9 KL < MiKdnPdrafivié terns, 4iell with
Albania. AbouBB3%of respondents describe themselves as mostly or completséitisfiedwith
L@= ; GMFLJQAK -thindbatisfiedAsGEtuglly th@largest Gueh=share among the
FAF= ; GMFLJA=K OE9CAF? +GD<GN9 L@= EGKL &4GHLAI
contrast, roughly 38% of Moldovans voice some degree dfssatisfaction (either mostly or
completely dissatisfied) with domestic conditions. Notably, the intensity of positive sentiment,
while low, is higher in Moldova than elsewhere: ab@%of Moldovans say theyatd; GEHD=L =DQ
K 9 L A Khe Aighest\rate of strong satisfaction recorded in the survey.

Economy and Migration - Moldova

One area where Moldova stands out is in its low level of emigration intent while compared to
other countries results. In numeric terms, roughy4% of Moldovan respondents (144 out of
1.011 surveyed) say they are actively planning or seriously contemplating emigrating within the
next two years. By comparison, several other countries, such as Albania or Georgia, see nearly
17519% considering emigratif /] KG + GD<GN9AK >A?2MJ= AK J=D9LAI
overwhelming majority (around 85% or moref Moldovans indicateno intention to leavetheir
country in the near term. Among the handful who are thinking of emigrating, thetives are
overwhelmingly economig as is the pattern across the studied countries. Economic reasons
stand out as the most frequently cited issue that motivates mobility outside of Moldova, with
72% of respondents opting for this reason. Other than this, 22% say they want better future for
their children and 15% seek better education opportunities.
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EU and NATO Moldova

Moldovan public opinion is broadly supportive of European integration, though not as
unanimously as is the case in some other countri68%of Moldovan respondents say they are

in favor of their country joining the European Union. This solid pEdJ majority indicates that

EU membership is a widely shared aspiration in Moldova. However, it is paired wikbiable

minority of skeptics about25%are opposedto joining the EU. (The remaining respondents are
undecided or did not answer). When the survey prabeeople who do not want EU
membership about possible alternatives, the most common answer was-alignment. Nearly

58%of EUskeptical Moldovans believe the country should pursue a pathnettrality rather

L@9F BGAF L@= #3y 'F GL@=1J OGJ<KJl L@= LQHA; 9
necessarily advocate pivoting to another power or bloc, but instead favors staying unaligned.

On the question of NATO, Moldovassarply divided Only 42%of Moldovans say they would

favor joiningNATQ while46%are againstit (the remaining 12% are unsure or did not respond).

This nearly even split makes Moldova one of the most ambivalent cases in the survey on NATO
guestion. By comparison, every other country surveyed either has a clear majority for or against
NATO, whereld + GD< GN9 Atkly @HikdelBBEFL @K AKKM=¥ 'L AK FGL
, 2- KC=HLA; AKE AK (where 858 0ppose NATD)@&Funlite=Albania,9 A K
Kosovo or Ukraine (where majorities favor NATO), Moldovans do not reach a consensus.
Consistent with this cautious outlook, Moldovans are also measured in how they view security
partnerships beyond NATO. Wheslked with whom their country should cooperate more on
defense and security (aside from NATO itseElyropean partners featured prominentlyn
H=GHD=AK J = Rub@dark Uriog an@ @= member state34%) are frequently
E=FLAGF=< 9K + @ Becudti painérs, ihdicating that even outside a NATO
context, deeper ties with Western Europe are seen as beneficial. Additionally, 18% of the
respondents claimed regional cooperation as desirable and 16% said that Russia stands as a
potential securityrelated cooperant.

External Actors - Moldova

2@= OMKKA9F 09J AF 3CJ9AF= DGGEK D9J?= AF +6G
security. When asked in an openF<=< E9FF=J LG F9E= L@= ?2J=9L
national security,9 DEGKL @9D> OfFpd606 G> +GD<GN9F J=KHGF<:
options receiving less than 5% (Ukraine 4%, USA 3%, Europe 3%).

=QGF< A<=FLA>QAF? L@J=9LKJ]] L@= KMIN=Q ?29M?=<
Roughlyhalf of Moldovansfear that a new war could erupt in Europe the near future (30%
tend to agree and 24% completely agree). This general worry is coupled with an acute concern
that Moldova could be drawn into such a conflidtit occurs. Among Moldovans who believe a
broader European war is possible, a large share are convinced their own country would become

113
2@AK HJIJGB=;L @K J=; =AN=< >MF<AF? >JGE L@= #MJGH=9F
Funded by the programme under grant agreement No 10113292

European Union



GEO
POWER

[EU

Empowering the Geopolitical EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood and the Western Balkans

involved. Strikingly, 47% of Moldovan respondents who anticipate a new European war

4 ; GE HD= L svihi@ 3®6tehdte dyree thafloldova may be pulled inone of the highest

levels of certainty about national involvement recorded. This figure suggests that ndaalfof

all Moldovans (not just half of the wefearing subgroup) are fully persuaded that any wider war

would include Moldova. It highlights a pervasive sense of vulnerability. (For comparison, in

most other countries the proportioncompletely agreeing their country would be involved is

EM: @ DGO=JJ] >GJ AFKL9F; = I'R8 AF 1=J:A9/] TI'ré A
terms of apprehension).

0=?9J<AF? L@= GF?GAF? 09J AF 3CJcauidrand nohGD<GN9
involvement, with a tilt toward supporting Ukraine diplomatically. The survey presented
J=KHGF<=FLK OAL@ K=N=J9D GshhukdBeArkthe R@GSidJk@a@® L + GD
war. The most popular choice in Moldova was for the countrygmain neutral A43% plurality

of Moldovans believeMoldova should stay neutraln the war. This neutralist sentiment is

stronger in Moldova than in any other surveyed countiy,reflects the delicate position

Moldova is in. The next most supported stance is overtly fifbraine: about26%of Moldovans

say the country shouldsupport Ukraine until it winsthe war. Meanwhile 25% favor a more

reserved approach, they think Moldova shouklipport diplomatic effortsto end the war as

soon as possible3%G> J=KHGF<=FLK AF +GD<GN9 ; @GK= aKMHI

+GD<GN9FKA NA=0OK GF : JG9<=1] ?=GHGDALA; 9D <Q
ambivalence. Despite largely viewing Russia as a threat, many Moldovans also acknowledge
OMKKA9AK ?DG: 9D JGHEeNKKAFEr FARKEE=<]) DAE?2 @8 9 F-
GML KA<= bb@t46BGKLFABD<GNOFK 9?2J==< LG KGE= =PL=
4; GEHD=L=DQ 9 ?J = 28ampletdly disagmeedwikhHatnotionAGh a gimilar

guestion about China, the sentiment is more decisively affirmatisa8% of Moldovans agree

that China is emerging as a new leading povesitside the Western world. However, Moldovans

are more hesitant when considering the rise of secondary regional powers. Regarding whether
amiddle powersA D@ key: Iran, or the UAE are becoming new centers of power, opinions are

evenly divided, roughly40%of Moldovans agree and9%disagree, with the rest unsure.

Political Orientation - Moldova

The domestic political arena in Moldova is currently dominated by the {ioropean ruling
H9JLQ/] OAL@ L@= GHHGKALAGF <ANA<=< AFLG K=N=1J
@=D< LG<9QA | M= KActhoGdnd Sokdatity @dtyK (PAS6 partylof@resident

Maia Sandu, holds a commanding lea®AS is supported by about 35.6% of Moldovan
respondents far outpacing any other single party. This level of support positions PAS as by far

the strongest political force in the country at th@oment. In stark contrast, the traditional pro

Russian opposition has dwindled in public backing. The main opposition force, Sueialist
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Party of the Republic of Moldova (PSRN)at only7.3%support. No other party reaches even
5% in the survey. The data show a handful of minor players each garnering only marginal
support. A newly formed electoral bloc calledl D L = Ji§tBelthird\®o# cited preference,

at 4.1% Following that,a - MJ . 9J L QA Ore@sleis Aaroln®2.9% GidLtdeM 6
Communist PartyPCRM, the old communist faction) comes in at approximat2l$%a

GEORGIA
Information * Georgia

In terms of theinformation environment, Georgia displays a shift toward digital medidwo-
thirds of Georgian respondents (66%) use social media platfofargolitical newssthe highest
share among all surveyed countries. By comparison, traditional television reaches a smaller yet
still big audience: abou#t3% report watching national TV for political informatiorReliance on
internet news portals is much lower in Georgia (orlly%use web portals for political news),
and messaging apps are scarcely us@tbo)as news sources. This indicates tradcial networks
have overtaken TV as the leading information channehile other media types play marginal
JGD=Ky *9F?M97?= G> F=0OK ; GFKMEHDOMNGE pedpte> D=; L k
consume news in the Georgian languagélevertheless, a substantial segment also uses
Russianlanguage sources (approximatel§3%of Georgians follow some news in Russian), and
about 23%use EnglisHanguage news at times.

Mediatrust is a challenge in Georgia. A portion of the public exhildtstrust or uncertainty

toward news outlets. Roughlpne-quarter of Georgian respondents did not name any source

they consider trustworthy (27%]jor political information, suggesting that about one in four

trusts no media outletat all. An equally large share are unsufef 6 9 FKO=J=< &" GFA
when asked to identify a trusted news source. Taken together, about half of Georgians either
express no trust in any media or cannot pinpoimt reliable source indicating widespread
skepticism. This is one of the higher media distrust levels in the region (for comparison, only

pp6 AF D: 9FA9 J=KHGF<=< OAL f@&ctuted GforrkaBaJ ; = Ao
environment. The single most trusted media source that was named is Imedi television, with

17% of respondents opting for this choice.

%=GJ?A9AK HM: DAH=BKKBEBEARKA??=06=GMMDDQu@roveraG MF L J Q,
satisfaction levels among the lowemiddle of surveyed states. On a fagoint scale of national
KOLAK>9; LAGFJ/l %=GJ? RBARA@EFHF+ KESIEK AK; GBHD @D
practice, aclear majority of Georgians are dissatisfi@dth how things are going domestically,
and only a minority express any optimism. In line with regional patterns, more than about
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