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Introduction

This Report was drafted by Ipsos company based on outputs of a project aimed at development and testing of a tool
used to systematically identify and assess key elements that influence indicators of social cohesion in communities
in Ukraine, mitigate social tensions (which can occur during the period of community’s adaptation to arrival of new
groups, such as veterans and internally displaced persons), promote trust, inclusiveness and justice, foster social
inclusion in the community, cherish shared values, promote identity and cooperation.

The tool was developed and tested at the request of the International Renaissance Foundation (IRF) in 2024 for its
further use in planning program activities aimed at promoting community resilience, increasing social unity and
cohesion.

The survey aim was to

1. Conduct an analysis of social cohesion, in particular:

o o Determine the current level of social cohesion within the regions, disaggregated by war-related
experience: Front-line, De-occupied, Transitional, Communities in the rear, etc. Kyiv city was assessed
separately.

o o ldentify factors that contribute to social cohesion, taking into account both the national and the
community level.

2. Assess the situation in communities at the level of individual regions disaggregated by war-related experience:
o Assessment of regions, taking into account their demographic indicators, socio-economic conditions,
existing social structures and diversity.
o ldentifying affected and vulnerable groups and gaining insights as regards their unique needs and
experiences.
o Identifying community assets, strengths and resources that can be used to promote social cohesion
and resilience.

3. Single out possible priorities for further planning of activities based on the survey findings:
o Using regions’ assessment data, social cohesion analysis, and information on available resources to
prioritize activities of the International Renaissance Foundation programs.
o ldentifying initiatives that could be directly targeted at groups with low levels of social cohesion in the
future.

4. Develop a monitoring and evaluation system for IRF programs (the task for the future after processing the survey
findings), in particular:
o Define indicators to measure the success of the program in strengthening social unity / cohesion.
o Regularly monitor progress and impact of activities as well as adjust the selected approach based on
evaluation results

The research tool is based on quantitative indicators of social cohesion developed by Ipsos and used in different
countries.

The survey allowed to identify key aspects of social relations, social activity, socio-political challenges, prioritization
of needs at the national level and at the level of focus communities. The survey separately considered the differences
or features characteristic for the regional dimension, the perception of the researched issues by different groups of
respondents (including vulnerable audiences) and the correlation of the respondents' attitude to individual
researched issues with the level of their social cohesion. For each group, recommendations were made on possible
measures to increase the level of social cohesion in society 1.

1 15 vulnerable groups include: Internally displaced persons; Elderly people; Households (HHs) with persons with disabilities; Families with
children; Families whose relatives serve to defend the country; people whose housing was damaged or destroyed; People who lived in the
occupied territory (which has already been liberated); Women who have people over 60 years of age in their HHs; Women with persons with
disabilities in their HHs; Women who have two or more children; Women who have experience of displacement; Women whose housing has
been destroyed; Women whose relatives serve to defend the country; Women whose relatives (or they themselves) were injured as a result of
hostilities; Women from de-occupied territories.
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1. Defining Key Notions and the Tool used by Ipsos
Company

1. Social cohesion is a vital precondition for the functioning of democratic countries and
economies

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) states that a society is cohesive “if it works
towards the well-being of all its members, fights exclusion and marginalization, creates a sense of belonging,
promotes trust, and offers its members the opportunity of upward social mobility”2. This view is very similar to the
definition proposed by Club de Madrid in 2009: “Socially cohesive or “shared societies” are stable, safe and just, and
are based on the promotion and protection of all human rights, as well as on non-discrimination, tolerance, respect
for diversity, equality of opportunity, solidarity, security and participation of all people including disadvantaged and
vulnerable groups and persons™.

OECD's Report on Perspectives on Global Development 2012 claims that social cohesion is a means for development
as well as an end in itself. A cohesive society is one where citizens feel they can trust their neighbours and state
institutions. One where individuals can seize opportunities for improving their own well-being and the well-being of
their children. It is a society where individuals feel protected when facing illness, unemployment or old age.

It is worth emphasizing that there is no single accepted definition of social cohesion, but there are several general
approaches that are also important in the Ukrainian context:

Social cohesion is a broad concept that encompasses several dimensions at once: a sense of belonging, willingness
to resolve conflicts, active participation, trust between people and in institutions, inclusiveness, etc.

. The concept of social cohesion is often associated with the narrower concept of “social capital”. Social
capital is the synergy of relationships between people in society which defines the nature of their co-existence.
There is a linear and cyclical relationship between social capital and social cohesion. Social capital provides
connections that promote cohesion, and with high level of social capital, cohesion can be achieved even in diverse
societies. If social capital is actively used for exploring joint activities (volunteering, community initiatives, etc.),
society becomes more inclusive and social cohesion is strengthened, which in its turn provides wider access to
resources and leads to the strengthening of the social capital of individual members of the community

. The challenges of a need to provide a single definition of social cohesion are often overcome by focusing
on the conditions in which social cohesion is considered absent or undermined (the definition of the opposite
concept) — situations where certain aspects are violated and there is distrust in society, inability to resolve conflicts,
situations of inequality, etc.

Previously conducted global and regional surveys show the importance of social cohesion and social capital for
societal recovery, which proves the importance of using this assessment tool in Ukraine. Previous findings in other
countries, in particular, point out that a 'what have you done for me' mindset flourishes under conditions of low
social cohesion and can ultimately tear society apart. People are finger pointing governments and companies with
complaints about "what was done wrong", instead of coming together and doing what might be right for the
development of society and social reconstruction.

2. Ipsos' approach to defining social cohesion

2 OECD (2011), Perspectives on Global Development 2012; Social Cohesion in a Shifting World, OECD Publishing
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/persp glob dev-2012-en
3 https://clubmadrid.org/leadership-for-social-cohesion/



http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/persp_glob_dev-2012-en
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The theoretical and practical principles of measuring social cohesion, which Ipsos uses in its research approach, are
set out in the publications «Social Cohesion Radar. An international comparison of social cohesion»* and «Social
Cohesion in the Western World. What Holds Societies Together: Insights from the Social Cohesion Radar»®.

The term "social cohesion" is related to how community members live and work together®. For the purpose of its
work, Ipsos identifies three main components of cohesion:

1) A cohesive society is characterized by stable social relations, a positive emotional connection both between its
individual members and between social groups, as well as a clearly expressed focus on the common good .

2) In this context, social relations are the horizontal network of connections that exist between individuals and
groups in society, as well as between people and institutions.

3) Ultimately, a focus on the common good is reflected in the actions and attitudes of members of society who
demonstrate responsibility for others and for the community as a whole.

Each of these components, in their turn, is subdivided into three separate dimensions of their own.

Social relationships are measured by the strength of social network ties, the degree of trust people have in each
other, and the acceptance of diversity.

Inclusion (connection) is measured by the extent to which people identify themselves with their country, the degree
of trust in political institutions, and their perception of justice.

The focus on the common good is reflected in the level of solidarity, people's willingness to follow social rules, and
the extent to which they participate in the life of the society.

It is worth mentioning that indicators of material resources, quality of life and values are excluded from the
assessment of key areas of social cohesion in order to ensure more precise distinctions between determinants,

components and outcomes of social cohesion.

The figure below shows the relevant components and their dimensions.

4 Georgi Dragolov, Zsofi Ignac, Jan Lorenz, Jan Delhey, Klaus Boehnke. Social Cohesion Radar. An international comparison of social cohesion.
Bertelsmann Stiftung. Druck.haus Rihn GmbH, Blomberg. 2013

5> Dragolov, G., Ignacz, Z., Lorenz, J., Delhey, J., Boehnke, K & Unzicker, K. Social Cohesion in the Western World. What Holds Societies Together:
Insights from the Social Cohesion Radar. SpringerBriefs in Well-Being and Quality of Life Research. 2016

6 Geographically defined communities are meant here; each study uses a separate sampling.
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Accordingly, the Ipsos Social Cohesion Index (lpsos SCI) reflects the presence of shared norms, values and
perceptions that promote interaction within a community across the three components of social cohesion:

. Social Relation.

. Connectedness.

. Focus on Common Good.

Determining the score for each of the nine dimensions of social cohesion allows us to identify groups with low and
high levels of social cohesion, as well as a group of those still in doubt. The ultimate value of the Ipsos Social Cohesion
Index is defined as the difference between the indicators of high and low levels of social cohesion.

This framework allows comparing the level of social cohesion across communities and countries and describing
trends in dynamics within specific dimensions as well as across the index in general. For Ukraine, these indicators
are of interest for planning the work of donor agencies in supporting the development of communities and individual
groups within communities to reduce social tensions and support the country’s recovery.

3. Social Cohesion Index Metrics

The Ipsos Social Cohesion Index is a combination of metrics generated from responses to key questions in three
main domains:
e Social Relation (measured by questions about trust in people, shared priorities, acceptance of diversity):
e | have the same views about life, the same opinions on important issues as other Ukrainians
e Presence of diversity, different ethnic groups and cultures, etc. is very good for a country
o | trust other citizens of Ukraine to do what is best meeting Ukraine's interests.
e Connectedness (measured by questions about trust in the system, identity, perception of justice):
o | define myself as a citizen of Ukraine in a first place
e | trust the government / our political institutions to do what is right
o | get fair treatment as a citizen of Ukraine.
e Focus on Common Good (measured by questions about helping others, respect for the law, perception of
corruption):
e | have a responsibility to help other citizens of Ukraine
e Irespect our laws and ways of doing business
o | believe that our society / system is corrupt.

4, Project team's hypothesis regarding Social Cohesion Index in Ukraine, put forward at
the beginning of the work



In the course of implementing this survey, we relied on the experience of the study "Social Cohesion during a
Pandemic"?, conducted by Ipsos in 27 countries globally in 2020. Ukraine was not among the countries included in
this study. However, given the existing experience, at the beginning of the journey we assumed that in a situation
of prolonged military threat and large-scale military aggression, overall social cohesion scores in Ukraine may be
higher than in other European countries.

5. Clarification regarding terms used in the report

A social group is defined as two or more people who interact with one another, share common interests, values,
goals, or identities, and perceive themselves as part of that group. Members of a social group may share certain
common characteristics, such as age, occupation, religious beliefs, social status, or a geographical location, that bring
them together and distinguish them from other groups. An important aspect of a social group is a sense of belonging
and identification with other members of the group.

For the purpose of this study, the following social groups were singled out (assessed): volunteers, people who reside
in their own village / community / city, people from their own ethnic or linguistic group, people from other ethnic
or linguistic groups, youth associations, etc.

Human diversity is the spectrum of differences between people, including all their varying characteristics, such as
age, gender, nationality, culture, language, experience, and religious or political beliefs. In the context of describing
a society or individual groups, human diversity means the visibility, acceptance, and inclusion of individual groups
united by one or another characteristic in joint interaction and in the process of common decision-making. For
instance, the inclusion of internally displaced persons or persons with disabilities in the planning of an urban
development program at the village level is an indicator of understanding the importance of including human
diversity in decision-making processes.

This study also uses the term “vulnerable group.” A vulnerable group is a group of people (united by a common
characteristic) who may need additional support or attention due to life circumstances or barriers that limit their
ability to fully participate in social life. This can be determined by various factors, such as economic hardship, health
issues, social status, discrimination or other external conditions. Belonging to a vulnerable group is not used as a
characteristic defining the person themselves, but rather as a description of the situation in which the person finds
themselves in due to barriers and inequalities adherent to social processes.

Inclusion is the process of creating equal opportunities for all people, regardless of their characteristics (see lists
above), so that they can fully participate in social life. Inclusion involves adapting the environment, policies, services
and relationships in such a way as to take into account the needs of each person, ensuring their participation in
different areas of life, such as education, work, culture, community activities and decision-making processes.

7 Social Cohesion in the Pandemic Age. Global Perspective. Ipsos. 2020
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2020-10/report-social-cohesion-and-pandemic-2020.pdf

8 In the national legislation of Ukraine, the term "vulnerable population groups" is used in Article 1 of the Law of Ukraine "On
Social Services" and defined as: individuals/families who have the highest risk of falling into difficult life circumstances due to
the influence of adverse external and/or internal factors
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2. Survey Methodology

2.1. Survey Design

The survey was implemented using a quantitative methodology, namely face-to-face (F2F) interviews conducted at
home with respondents using tablets (CAPI - computer-assisted personal interviewing). A structured questionnaire
(taking up to 40 minutes of time) was uploaded to the tablet using iField software.

Sample size:
N = 1900 planned (1903 — actual sample).

Sample Description: Men and women aged 18+, residents of selected settlements in the focus communities
(permanent residents, including new ones who arrived in the communities after February 24, 2022, and have lived
there for at least 30 days). Selection of respondents in each settlement was conducted using a random route
methodology, while selection from among the members of the household was relying on the “last birthday” method.

Geography: National representativeness was ensured (with the exception of occupied regions or regions where
hostilities are taking place); regional representativeness - urban and village-type communities in 4 regions of Ukraine
- Front-line regions (1), De-occupied regions (2), Regions in transition (3), Regions in the rear (4) and the city of Kyiv

(5).

Quotas and weighting: Quotas by regions and types of communities (city or village) within the regions were met to
create the representative sample. Weighting was carried out by regions and types of settlements (city or village /
township) to reflect the national level.

Weighting data: Region of residence and type of settlement — official statistics of the population aged 18+ as of
January 2022. The weighting array uses respondents’ answers about permanent residence as of January 2022. The
raking technique was used for weighting, i.e. iterative proportional adjustment of survey data based on population
distribution indicators. The analysis used respondents’ data about the region of residence as of the time when the
survey was conducted.

Dates of field work: from January 22 to March 15, 2024 (final control and revisions included).



2.2. Regional quotas

Regional quotas were formed based on the principle of ensuring national representativeness (with the
exception of occupied regions or regions where hostilities are taking place) and regional representativeness —
urban and settlement-type communities in 4 regions of Ukraine and the city of Kyiv.

Complete list of oblasts according to regions used for population estimates when weighting data:

e Frontline regions (Dnipropetrovsk, Mykolaiv, Odesa Oblasts).

e De-occupied regions (Kyiv Oblast (without the city of Kyiv), Sumy, Kharkiv, Chernihiv Oblasts).

e Regions in transition (Vinnytsia, Zhytomyr, Kirovohrad, Poltava, Cherkasy Oblasts).
Regions in the rear (Zakarpattia, lvano-Frankivsk, Lviv, Rivne, Khmelnytskyi, Chernivtsi, Ternopil, Volyn
Oblasts).

The total planned sample (N=1900) was formed as follows:

No. of respondents Maximum sampling error *

De-occupied 400 +/-4.90%

Kyiv 200 +/-6.93%
Sumy 200 +/-6.93%
Transitional 400 +/-4.90%

Vinnytsia 100 +/-9.80%
Zhytomyr 100 +/-9.80%
Kirovohrad 100 +/-9.80%
Poltava 100 +/-9.80%
Kyiv 200 +/-6.93%

Frontline 400 +/-4.90%

Dnipropetrovsk 200 +/- 6.93%
Mykolaiv 100 +/-9.80%
Odesa 100 +/-9.80%
Rear 500 +/-4.38%

Zakarpattia 100 +/-9.80%
Ivano-Frankivsk 100 +/-9.80%
Lviv 100 +/-9.80%
Rivhe 100 +/-9.80%
Khmelnytskyi 100 +/-9.80%
Total 1900 +/-2.25%




2.3. List of focus communities by region

The study sample included residents from 51 communities (91 settlements) from 14 regions of Ukraine:

FRONTLINE DE-OCCUPIED
Oblast / community name Community type | Oblast / community name Community type
e Dnipropetrovsk e Kyiv
Dnipro urban Bucha urban
Kryvyi Rih urban Irpin urban
llarionove rural Kotsiubynske rural
Slobozhanske rural Borodianka rural
e Mykolaiv Dymer rural
Mykolaiv urban Ivankiv rural
Kazanka rural e Sumy
Voskresenske rural Konotop urban
e Odesa Trostianets urban
Odesa urban Duboviazivka rural
Krasnopillia rural Krasnopillia rural
Safiany rural Nova Sloboda rural
Bochechky rural
TRANSITIONAL REAR
Oblast / community name Community type | Oblast / community name Community type
e Vinnytsia e Zakarpattia
Vinnytsia urban Uzhhorod urban
Hlukhivtsi rural Mizhhiria rural
Murovani Kurylivtsi rural Ust-Chorna rural
e Zhytomyr Nyzhni Vorota rural
Zhytomyr urban e lvano-Frankivsk
Luhyny rural Ivano-Frankivsk urban
Hryshkivtsi rural Yezupil rural
e Kirovohrad Otyniia rural
Kropyvnytskyi urban o Lviv
Oleksandrivka rural Lviv urban
Onufriivka rural Hrabovets-Duliby rural
e Poltava e Rivne
Poltava urban Rivne urban




Kremenchuk urban Klevan rural
Dykanka rural Hoshcha rural
Hradyzk rural e Khmelnytskyi
SEPARATE Khmelnytskyi urban
e Kyiv Viitivtsi rural
Kyiv urban Chemerivtsi rural

2.4. Findings Interpretation
All the results are presented in percentages (%) unless otherwise indicated. Significant differences are tested at the
95% confidence level. The report uses two comparisons of indicators:
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3. Respondent Profile

The main problems faced by Ukrainian society in the context of the war are large-scale population displacement,
war experience (mobilization in the Armed Forces of Ukraine, sustaining injuries, living in temporarily occupied
territories, destruction or loss of housing, experience of persecution and captivity, etc.) and reduction in the income
level.

Groups that require special attention include internally displaced persons (IDPs), people with low incomes, and
those who have experienced significant critical experiences as a result of hostilities.

21% of respondents indicated that they had experience of displacement after February 24, 2022, 4% out of them
changed their region of residence and remain there permanently. Families with children (26% have experience of
displacement and 3% stayed in another region) is the group with the greatest experience of displacement. Among
elderly people (60+ years old), the experience of displacement is the lowest (9% had experience of displacement
after February 24, 2022 in general). Moreover, families with elderly people are more likely to remain in another
region.

Internal displacement with high likelihood means a deterioration in financial conditions — 76% indicate a decrease
in income after February 24, 2022 (every third indicates a significant decrease) in the group of people who changed
their region of residence and remain permanently in the new place.

Overall, 45% of respondents nationwide said their income was sufficient only to cover basic needs, and 46% said
their income had decreased compared to the period before February 24, 2022.

67% confirmed that they had experience related to the military situation: 20% noted only the experience of air
attacks, while others noted the experience of living in occupied territories, destruction of housing, relatives serving
in the Armed Forces of Ukraine, etc.

Residents of the De-occupied Regions had the most critical war experience and declare the highest rate of being a
defender / having a relative who is a defender of Ukraine (mainly through their relatives). On the contrary, residents
of the Regions in the Rear experienced the least critical war experience. At the same time, Kyiv is similar to the
Regions in the Rear in many indicators of war-related experience.

3.1. Respondents’ Social Profile

For the purposes of this study Respondents’ social profile is characterized by four criteria: income, marital
partnership status, employment, and level of education. The income level of respondents was determined by way
of self-assessment. This being the case, 45% indicated that their income is enough only to meet basic needs (low
level C) - this group is accordingly classified as vulnerable group in the analysis. A significant proportion of
respondents (31%) indicated that they are not employed.
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3.2. Social changes - displacement, income decline and war experiences

Almost half of respondents (46%) indicated that their income has decreased (in particular, 17% of respondents
indicated that their income has decreased significantly). Only 10% of respondents highlight income increase.
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21% of respondents indicated that they had experience of relocation after February 24, 2022, including 4% who
changed their area of residence and remain in the new place on a permanent basis. 70% had no experience of
displacement (neither personally nor in their family). The rest had no personal experience, but had close family
members who moved outside Ukraine or was displaced within the country.
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Social changes among Vulnerable Groups

|1%

The group with the greatest experience of relocation is families with children (the group with 2 or more children
stands out statistically significantly - 26% have experience of relocation and 3% remained in another region). Among
elderly people (60+), the experience of relocation is the lowest (overall 9% had experience of displacement after
February 24, 2022). At the same time, families with elderly members are more likely to remain in a new settlement
or region. Internal displacement is highly likely to also be associated with a deterioration in the financial situation of
respondents - 76% indicate a decrease in income after February 24, 2022 (every third indicates a significant
decrease) in the group of respondents who changed their region of residence (and remain in a new location).
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War Experience

67% confirmed that they had war-related experiences, among them:

- 20% reported experience of air attacks only;

- 27% have relatives serving in the Armed Forces of Ukraine;
- the rest reported experience of living in occupied territories, damage or destruction of their housing

33% did not indicate being subjected to any war-related experience (the highest such score was observed in

communities of the Regions in the rear — 67% of respondents).

Personal Experience

NOBITPSAHI TPUBOTU

< Mp _abo nepebysanu B HacCeNeHOMY NYHKTI Nig vac n
NOBITPAHOT aTakM POCIACEKMX IGPOAHMX Chn (pakeTHa, asia, APOHK Ta _ 51%
AL

)
PYWUHYBAHHS XUTNA

Baw 6yauHox/ xeaprupal fava 6yno nowkogxeHo - 13%

BHacnigok 6onosux ain

Baw 6yavHor/ ksapTupal gaya 6yno nosKicTio 3pyAHOBaHO I
B

o § 2%
Hacnigok 6ovoBuKx ain

XKUATTA B OKYNAUITl
Mpoxusany Ha OkKyNoBaHii TePUTOPII, 5SIKa BXe 3BiNbHEHa

KPUTUYHUKA focBIn
Pociiceki 36 porHi CUNN NPUHEMKYBANY, BYUHANN HACUNBCTBO,
nepecniaysanu Bac, aK unsinsHy ocoby

Bynu 3aapewTosaHi / smpaneuié)ociﬁcbmun 30pOAHUMYU cunamu/ I 1%
nepebysanu y NoNoHI (3apas 3sinNbHEHI)

Bac Oyno genoptosaHo, CWIOMIUb BUBE3EHO 3 TePHTOPIi Ykpaiku, ane | 0%
3apa3 Bu NOBEPHYNUCA

Balwy HenoBHOMITHIO AMTUHY/aiTen Gyno BrkpageHo/ CHNoMiybL | 0%
6 P namu, 3 TepuTopii Ykpaium

&

Bawy nosHoniTHIO AuTuHy/aiten Byno p / pa
p cunamu, 2 TepuTOpii Ykpainu

| 0%

YYACTb Y BOMOBMX AIAX

Pauiwe (ane nicna 24 nioToro) Gynu yvacHukom/yyacHuueo Gonosux l 2%
AR, (Bxniovaloum soail, Meaukw, Kyxapi Ta iHwi) 2

3apaa e yvacnukom/ywactuueo Gonosux aii (sxkniovaym, sogii, I 2%
Meauk, Kyxapi Ta iHwi) o

TPABMMU, NOPAHEHHSI BHACNIAOK EOMOBUX AN

Bynu nopaxeni sHacnia ain i I 3%

e Critical war-related experience
The largest number of respondents who have experienced critical war-related experiences stem from communities
of the De-occupied regions. To be more specific —in general, 17% of respondents in Ukraine had experience of living
in temporarily occupied territories, and in the region of the De-occupied regions this figure reaches 84%. More
critical experiences (such as persecution, deportation, abduction of children) were noted by 8% of respondents (36%

in th

e De-occupied regions).

8%

17%
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In the Frontline Regions, as in the De-occupied ones, a significant share of respondents (21% and 36%, respectively)
have suffered loss or destruction of housing (with a total score of 14% among all respondents in the country). Also
these regions are characterized by the largest number of respondents (32% and 48%, respectively) who have
relatives serving in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (with a total nationwide score being 27%). Regions in the rear also
have a significant share of such respondents, with the largest proportion of respondents who sustained injuries or
have relatives who have been injured as a result of hostilities (28%).
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4. Integrated Social Cohesion Index

The overall social cohesion index in Ukraine for February-March 2024 amounts to +12.5. An important characteristic
feature of Ukrainian society is the high share of ambivalent groups: 45% of respondents demonstrate a high level
of social cohesion, 33% - low and 22% - a moderate one.

The strengths of Ukrainian society in the context of social cohesion are a high level of Inclusion/Connectivity
(connection with the system, self-identification as a citizen of Ukraine) and a strong indicator of Social Relations
(trust in people, shared preferences, acceptance of social diversity). The weakness is found in the Common Good
component (respect for the law, perception of the system as corrupt), which has a negative value due to perception
of the system as highly corrupt

Compared to Poland and Germany, Ukrainian society is significantly more cohesive. This is consistent with the
assumption of this study that societies are more cohesive under critical conditions. However, the Focus on the
Common Good indicator in Ukraine is significantly lower (in particular, due to the high score of the perception of the
system as corrupt — 52% of respondents in Ukraine completely agree and 39% partially agree with this statement).

The profile of groups with different levels of social cohesion does not reveal any differences in terms of gender, age,
or marital status. However, there is a correlation between the level of social cohesion and the income level and
employment status of respondents: in the group with a high level of social cohesion, there are more employed
people and a smaller proportion of people with insufficient income. Also, among respondents with a high level of
social cohesion, there are more people who speak exclusively Ukrainian at home (which may reflect regional
differences in the level of social cohesion).

The level of social cohesion varies significantly depending on the region of residence. The highest scores are
observed in Kyiv city and the Regions in the rear, while this level is significantly lower in the Frontline and De-
Occupied Regions. Social cohesion indicators are also heterogeneous in different social groups (which is a potential
threat to the sustainability and development of society). Special attention shall be paid to people who are
significantly influenced by the war, including damage to their housing or such critical experiences as persecution by
the russian military, deportation, captivity, etc. A negative level of social cohesion is registered in these groups.
There is also a negative scoring result among respondents whose family members serve in the military or had combat
experience resulting in injuries. Among low income respondents a zero social cohesion balance is recorded. These
indicators can affect the stability of Ukrainian society, cause social isolation of certain groups, and worsen their
economic situation.

4.1. Components of the Social Cohesion Index
The positive balance of Social Cohesion in Ukrainian society is based on a strong Inclusion component, as well as the

Social Relations dimension. The Common Good component has a negative balance and significantly weakens the
overall Social Cohesion indicator.

CouiansHi BigHOCHHU BknioyeHHs (Connectedness) - CninsHe Bnaro (Common Good) -
(Social Relation) - flosipa no niogei, [loBipa A0 CUCTEMM, IAEHTUYHICTS, [onomora iHWwWM, noBara 40 3aKoHy,
CNineHi NpiopuTeTy, PISHOMaHITHICTH cnpasegnmeicTs CNPUAHATTS CUCTEMW KOPYMNOBAHOK
MocepeaHiti o Mocepeaiit o Mocepeptin 9
(konueawTbCS) 44% (konueatoTbCR) 35% (konuBaioTbCS) 54%
HuabKkmit . 17% Huabkuit . 15% Huabkui - 41%
Net (Bucokuit — Husbkuin) Net (Bucokmit — Huabkuin) Net (Bucokuit — Huabkni)

+22 +36 -36



° Social Relations Component

Within all the indicators of the Social Relations component, the majority of respondents demonstrate a mediocre
position (partial agreement), but still a significant proportion (almost a third) of respondents demonstrate complete
trust towards other Ukrainians and are confident in having a common perception of important issues. Regarding the
acceptance of the diversity of society (the diversity of ethnic, cultural groups, etc.), the consensus among
respondents is less evident.
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. Inclusion / Connectivity Component
In the Inclusion component, the indicator of self-identification as a citizen of Ukraine plays the most positive role.
At the same time, a significant proportion of respondents demonstrate a low level of trust in the political system.
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e Focus on the Common Good component

The Focus on the Common Good component has a negative balance due to the indicator of corruption within the
system (only 8% disagree with this). At the same time, the negative balance of the component is partially
compensated by the indicators Helping others and Respect for the law (30% of respondents completely agree here).
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4.2. Social Cohesion Index in Different Social Groups

Social cohesion index depending on the region of residence in Ukraine

The level of Social Cohesion varies significantly depending on the region of residence in Ukraine — the closest to
average scores are registered in Kyiv and are significantly higher in communities from the Regions in the rear. On
the contrary, in the Frontline and De-occupied Regions, the level of Social Cohesion is significantly lower. The Focus
on the Common Good component has a negative balance in all regions of Ukraine.
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Social cohesion index in groups significantly influenced by war

Social Cohesion indicators are negative among respondents who have been subjected to significant influence of the
war. Respondents who have experienced housing damage or critical experiences, such as persecution by the russian
military, deportation, captivity, etc., are most distinguished by their low level of Social Cohesion. These groups
contribute a negative level of the Inclusion component (in addition to the low level of the Common Good component

observed in all groups)
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Social cohesion index among defenders’ families

The negative value of the Social Cohesion Index is recorded among respondents whose family members serve in the
military or had combat experience resulting in injuries. (Among respondents who have personal combat experience,
Social Cohesion indicators are at the national average, but it is worth considering the small sample size for this group,
and it’s also worth noting that this is only a certain segment of defenders, namely those who have now returned to

civilian life).
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Social cohesion index among vulnerable groups



The level of Social Cohesion does not differ significantly among young people, elderly, and families with young
children. Among low income respondents a zero social cohesion balance is recorded (with the lowest negative level
assigned to the Focus on the Common Good indicator).
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° Social cohesion index among women from among vulnerable groups

The level of Social Cohesion significantly decreases in groups of women affected by the war: the lowest scores are
in the group of women living in the occupied territory (-24), as well as those whose housing was destroyed (-22).
The highest value of the Cohesion Index is registered among women living in households that include people with
disabilities (+17). The indicators of the Common Good component (from -36 to -47) in all groups do not exceed the
integral nation-wide indicator for Ukraine (-36).
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e Profiles of groups with high and low levels of Social Cohesion

No differences were dictated by gender, age, or marital status. However, there is a statistically significant
interdependence between the level of Social Cohesion and the income and employment levels of respondents. Also,
among respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion, there are more people who speak exclusively Ukrainian
(which may reflect regional differences in the level of social cohesion).

*  Among those characterized by a high level of Social Cohesion, a significant share (25%) has an income
above the average with a small share having a low income. The majority (74%) speaks exclusively Ukrainian
at home.

* Among those with an average level of Social Cohesion, a small share (14%) has an income above the
average. A significant share (28%) uses another language, although Ukrainian is predominant.

*  Among those with a low level of Social Cohesion, a significant share is unemployed (35%). A small share
(13%) has an income above the average and a significant share (54%) has a low (or insufficient) income. A
significant share (28%) uses another language, although Ukrainian dominates.

4.3. Comparing Social Cohesion Index Indicators in Ukraine and other countries, in particular
Poland and Germany

An Ipsos study measuring the Social Cohesion Index'® during the pandemic (September-October 2020) found out
that only 6 of the 27 countries surveyed had positive social cohesion scores — China, Saudi Arabia, Australia, India,

10 https://www.ipsos.com/en/social-cohesion-pandemic-age-global-perspective
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Malaysia and Sweden. A fair number of countries have significantly negative social cohesion scores, with the lowest
scores being registered in Japan, South Korea, Poland, France and Belgium.
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Ukrainian society turned out to be more cohesive compared to most previously surveyed countries. This is due to
the high scores for the Inclusion and Social Relations components. At the same time, the Focus on the Common
Good component in Ukrainian society is significantly lower than, for example, in Polish or German societies - due to
the fact that the systemic corruption in Ukraine, even in a war situation, is much more prevailing.

Net (Bucokuii — Husbkuin) YkpalHa Monblua HimeuunHa
MNMokasHunk CouianbHOT 3rypTOBaHOCTI = s
(Social Cohesion Index)

KomnoHeHTH:

BkntoueHHA (Connectedness Sub-Index) 16

CninbHe Bnaro (Common Good Sub-Index) “ - -23

Vkpaina n=1903 lMNosswa n=500 HimevyyimHa n=500
Created with Datawrapper

13

CouiansHi BigHocuHm (Social Relations Sub- 19
Index)
D i -



05

Social Relations:
trust towards various groups,
acceptance of diversity



5. Social Relations: trust towards various groups,
acceptance of diversity

In the general context, Ukrainian society demonstrates a low level of distrust towards different social groups, but
it is not a reflection of high scores of absolute trust either. Respondents characterized by a high level of Social
Cohesion show greater trust towards different social groups.

Volunteers and people from the very same settlement are most trusted. People from other ethnic groups are least
trusted (35% mostly or completely trust, 8% do not trust). Most respondents condemn attacks on people on the
ground of their ethnic origin or religion. However, when it comes to different scenarios in specific contexts,
respondents give less confident answers (probably because situations of everyday interaction with people of a
different ethnic or social background are not very common among most respondents).

Acceptance of people with disabilities and veterans is declared at a high level of >=80% (respondents support their
inclusion in public life, believe that their experience is valuable in the context of the diversity of society). While the
level of acceptance of internally displaced persons is lower (69%). Respondents with high and medium levels of
Social Cohesion are more favorable towards veterans than towards people with disabilities, while respondents with
low levels of Social Cohesion declare equal favoritism towards both groups.

Barriers to acceptance of veterans mainly relate to concerns about their aggressive behavior, alcohol and drug use,
and possible mental instability. As regards internally displaced persons, the main concerns relate to possible conflict
situations, as well as competition for resources (employment, benefits, increased financial burden on the local
budget).

In the context of gender equality, about half of respondents support the idea of equal rights and opportunities for
women and men. About 40% of respondents claim to be aware of gender issues, but less than a third of respondents
declare taking active actions to implement the ideas of gender equality in their day-to-day life. Women are slightly
more likely to support gender equality and inclusiveness than men. Respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion
are more likely to support the ideas of gender equality.

5.1. Trust towards Various Social Groups

In general, a low level of distrust towards various social groups is recorded, but an absolute trust is out of the
question as well.

The level of trust towards people from the same community is almost identical to the level of trust towards
neighbors (48% and 47%, respectively, trust fully or mostly). The level of trust towards people from one's own ethnic
group is also close (43%). However, people from other ethnic groups are trusted less (35%).

Respondents trust volunteers the most (58% trust completely or mostly), but this trend is not typical for all regions.
To be more specific, the indicator of trust towards volunteers (40%) is significantly lower in the de-occupied
communities of Kyiv region compared to the national level, even lower than trust towards people from other ethnic
groups.
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Respondents with high levels of Social Cohesion have significantly higher levels of trust towards all groups, while the
level of trust towards people from other ethnic or linguistic groups (47%) is two times higher than among
respondents with low levels of Social Cohesion (22%).
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5.2. Attitudes Towards Social Diversity

The vast majority of respondents (86%) consider it a problem if people are attacked because of their ethnic origin
or religion. At the same time, 24% of respondents completely or partially disagree that ethnic differences between
people are respected in Ukrainian society, and 27% of respondents completely or partially disagree with the
statement that people of different social backgrounds get along well with each other.
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Respondents characterized by a high level of Social Cohesion more often declare a tolerant attitude towards
interacting with people of different ethnicity, religion, social background, etc.

Bei Hwabkuii SCI Mocepeaiid SCI Buicokuii SCI

A eBaskalo NPOBNEMOI0, AKLLO Ha NioAei HanafalTs Yepea iXHE eTHIUHe NoxoxeHHA abo

2 86% [ e
penirito
£ Malo 3MICTOBHY B3AEMOIIO 3 NIOAILMU PI3HOT NOXOMKEHHA 78% 89%
ETHi4Hi BIAMIHHOCTI MiXX MIOAbMY NOBAXAKTLCA 76% 62%
Tltopy CTaBNATECA OAWH 0 OQHOTO 3 MOBATOK Ta PO3YMIHHAM 76% 75% 87%
Tioau Pi3HOTO CoLiANbHOO NOXOMKEHHA A06Pe NagHaIOTL Mk COGOI0 74% 71% 85%

Hackil B OCOBUCTO NOFOQKYETECH 860 HE NOrOAXYETECH 3 HACTYNIHIM... Top2Box ([T0BHICTIO 260 YACTKOBO 3roaH)

6 Medium M=413 High N=864 - Created with Datawrapper

surce: Bei N=1903 Low N:

able

5.3. Acceptance of Human Diversity

Respondents declare a high level (>=80%) of acceptance of people with disabilities and veterans (in the context of
their contribution to social relations and the creation of inclusive environment). The level of acceptance of IDPs is

somewhat lower (69%).

Bucoko Hewo
MpuiHATHO* MpuiAHATHO MpWAHATHO HeiiTpansHo CTPUMAaHO CrpumaHo N=

.00 Noaen 3 iHBaniAHICTo 33% 47% 18% 2% 0%
..A0 BETEPAHIB 39% 46% 12% 3% 0%
..A0 BHYTPILUHBO NepemileHnx ocid 24% 46% 24% 5% 1% l

Bynb nacka, oUiHiTE cBOE cTasneHHa fo.. Top2Box (MpuiHATHO)

Respondents characterized by a high level of Social Cohesion are more likely to declare an accepting attitude towards
all groups. Respondents with high and medium levels of Social Cohesion are more favorable towards veterans than
towards people with disabilities, while respondents with low levels of Social Cohesion declare equal acceptance of

both groups.



MpuitHATHe cTaBNeHHA no:

Bci Huabkuii SCI Mocepeatiii SCI Bucokuii SCI

o sereparia 8%
80%
P —— 69%

Byae nacka, ouiHiTe CB0E cTaBneHHA 4o... Top2Box (MpuiHATHO)

Source: Bei N=1903 Lo 626 Medium N=413 High N=864 « Created with Datawrapper

5.4. Concearns regarding veterans’ and IDPs’ engagement

Concerns about the inclusion of veterans mainly relate to concerns about their possible aggressive behavior, alcohol

and drug use, and mental instability.

15% of respondents are neutral or cautious about engagement of veterans — they voice out the reasons as follows:

MOXYTh NOBOAMTUCH arpecHBHO Yepe3 CRill BOEHHUI A0cBiA 40%

MOMNWBE 3POCTAHHA BXUBAHHA ankoronwo i HapKoTUKIB cepen aarepauia BHacnigok
NOCTTpaBMaTHHHMX poanania

37%

MOXYTh MaTH NcuxXiuHi npo6nemu | noTpebyeaTti ocobnueoro cnocoby cninkysaHHA

33%
MOHYTh NoTpebysatu HagmipHol nigTpumikn aBo pecypcie, niner, Wo npwasege ao
36inbleHHs diHaHCoBOT Harpysku

MoXyTb NnoTpeBysaTw meguyHoi peabiniTauii Ta cTeoploBaTH HagMipHe
HaBaHTaXeHHA Ha CUCTEMY OXOPOHKM 3A0POB'A

27%
26%

MOMYTh NPU3BECTH 00 CUTYaUIRA i3 HEKOHTPONBLOBAHWM BUKOPUCTaHHAM 36poi 24%

MOXYTb NOPYWYBATH Npaeuna uueinsHoro nopagky (NAP Ta iH.) - 13%

fi HE BNEeBHEHKWA(A), AK MaK0 NOBOAMTWCA, cninkyBaTUcA 3 HUMK (Wob He obpaauTi, Byt

€THYHUM/HOI0) - 8%

As regards internally displaced persons, the main concerns relate to possible conflict situations, as well
competition for resources (employment, benefits, increased financial burden on the local budget). 31%
respondents are neutral or reserved about the involvement of IDPs and provide the following rationale:

Moxnmee 36inbLeHHA KoHGNIKTHMX cHTyauiR _ I6%
MOXNWBE 3POCTAHHA KOHKYpeHUT 3a poboui micus _ 35%
MOXYTe NoTpeBysaT HagmipHoi niaTpuMkm aBo pecypcie, Niner, Wo npuaseae Ao 36inbWeHHA .
NPUHECYTH 3MIHK Y 3BUHARHWMA yKNaL MWTTA Ta Tpaauuil Haworo micta / cenvwal cena _ 30%
MOKYTb NpU3BecTi A0 36INbLWEHHA 3NOYUHHOCTI _ 27%
MOXYTE MATU 3HAYHO BIAMIHHI noniT4KI, peniriiHi aBo kyneTypHI nornaau _ 27%
MOXYTE BUKOPUCTOBYBATH oBMmemeni pecypcy rpomanu (KUTNo, oceitTHi Ta MeguuHi nocnyr Towo) _ 26%

A HeBNeBHEHWA(a), AK Malo NOBOAWTMCA, CNINKYBaTUCA 3 HUMK (LWo6 He oBpaauTk, ByTw - 12%
ETUHHUMIHOK ) g

wwe | 0,4%

5.5. Supporting Gender Equality

as
of

About half of respondents support the ideas of gender equality in the context of equal rights and opportunities. The
ideas of inclusive gender policy are less popular. About 40% of respondents claim to be aware of gender issues, but
less than a third of respondents declare taking active actions to implement the ideas of gender equality in their day-

to-day life.



PIBHI MOMKJIMBOCTI 151 BCIX CTATEH

A Bipwo B piBHi MO¥IHEBOCTI TA NpeACTABHULTEO BCiX cTaTel Ha _ 52°%
(=]

KBpiBHHX nocagax

Al Biptw B reHaepHYy piBHICcTB Ta piBHI npaBa A4 Beix _ 47%

TEHJEPHA IOJIITHKA

Al Biplo ¥ Ba#IHBICTE CTBOPeHHA GesNeYHHX Ta AOCTYIHHX _ 40%
OpOoCTOPIB 414 BCIX reHgepis °

Al niaTpuMYyIo MOMITHKY T3 3aKOHOAABCTEO, AKI CIDUADTE _ 38
regnepHif pisgocTi Ta iHKAI031T °
fl Bepy y4acTs B opradizaniax 4u ininjaTueax, Axi npocyBanwTe - 24,
reHgepHy piBHICTE Ta IHKAW03110 ¢

fl aKkTHBHO MiATPHMYED Ta 3axuuai npasa JII'BTK+ Ta inkmozino - 185

In terms of many of the measured parameters, men and women score equally. Women are slightly more likely than
men to support: equal opportunities and representation of all genders in leadership positions (55% of women and
48% of men); creating safe and accessible spaces for all genders (41% of women and 37% of men); policies and
legislation that promote gender equality and inclusion (40% of women and 35% of men).

OCOBHUCTANMOBEIIHKA ITOA0 TrEHAEPHHX IHTAHB

A anato Ta noBaxkaw pizHi repgepHi izeHTHYHOCTI TA dopMu
CAMOBHPAXKEeHHA

1 mouyeatoca koM$opTHO, 00rOBOPHIOYH TeHAePHI THTAHHA -4[)‘}5

A BM3HAaw TA DoMNal0 BAACH] VIepeLxeHHA Ta 3a6000HH, NOE'A3aH] 2 - 345
CeHJepoM Ta IHKAW=i0 @

fl ceizoMo BUKOPHCTORYO iIHK/TISHBHY MOBY Ta YHHEAK FeHIepHHX - 30%
CTEepeoTHIIB @

A knpaw BMKINK TeHAePHUM HOPMaM Ta 04iKyBaHHAM ¥ BJAACHOMY - 27%
JUTTI T 330X04Y0 IHIIHX poGUTH Te caMe °

fl aKTHEHO HABYAIO iHINMX [0/0 TeHAEPHHUX IHTAHE TA IPOCYBAID - 25
iHKMI03110 °

Respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are more likely to declare support for the ideas of gender equality,
and are also two times more likely (than respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion) to report activities aimed
at implementing the ideas of gender equality.

Bel

Hwabkwii SCI MocepepHiii SCI Buicokuii SCI
A Bipio B piBHI MOX/IMBOCTI Ta NPEACTABHULITBO BGiX CTATe Ha KepiBHuX nocanax 52% 52% 57%
A Bipio B reHaepHy piBHicTb Ta piBHi Npasa ANA BCix 47% _
A novyearocA KoMhOpPTHO, 06roBOPIOKOYM FreHAEPHI NMTaHHA 40%
A BipIo y BAXKNMBICTH CTBOPEHHA Ge3NeYH1X Ta IHKNI03MBHWX NPOCTOPIB ANA BCIX reHaepis 40% 36%
A 3HAI0 Ta NOBAXKAIO PIHI reHAePHI IReHTUYHOCTI Ta (hOPMI CAMOBUPEAXKEHHA 39% 37% 7%
A niaTpUMye NONITUKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTBO, AKI CNPUAIOTL FeHAEPHIA PIBHOCTI Ta IHKNI3NBHOCTI 38% m
A BU3HaI0 Ta AONAI0 BNACHI YNepeiKeHHA Ta 3a6060HM, NOB'A3aH] 3 FeHAepOM Ta IHKNIOUBHICTIO 34%
A CBIAOMO BUKOPVUCTOBYIO IHK/IO3MBHY MOBY Ta YHUKAIO FEHAEPHNX CTEPEOTUNIB. 30% 26% 40%
A Knaao BUKNWK reHaepHM HOpMam Ta O4iKyBaHHAM y BNacHOMY XWTTi Ta 380X04YI0 iHWKMX pobuTyn Te came 27% m
A aKTUBHO HaBYaIO IHLUKX LIOAO FeHASPHUX NUTaHb Ta NPOCYBAl0 IHKNIO3WBHICTE 25% -15%
A 6epy y4acTb B opraizauiax UM iHiLiaTUBax, AKI NPOCYBaKOTL reHAepHY PIBHICTL Ta IHK/MIO3UBHICTL 24% - 15%
A aKTUBHO NIATPAMYIO Ta 3axuwale npasa TTETK+ Ta iHKN03UBHICTE 18% . 12% 18% 239

Hacxineu By 0coBueTa sroasi 3 ywm Teepaxenan., Top2Box (3roani)

‘able: IPSOS + Source: Bei N=1903 Low N=626 Medium N=413 High N=864 - Created with Datawrapper

e Attitudes towards gender equality among women from among vulnerable groups



Women with significant war experience are more likely to support gender equality. At the same time, women whose
households include members over 60 or people with disabilities demonstrate lower levels of support for gender
ideas and engagement in gender issues. However, the overall level of social cohesion of these two groups is higher
than of others. All in all, the results suggest that more efforts are needed to promote gender equality and inclusion
among all groups of women, including through educational and awareness-raising initiatives.
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MaIoTE wo Huin, wo K, Gyma
Kinicn, w0 sl MiWor,Wwo  MmOTs  npowsana aloTh nopaseni K,

Hackinki Br 0COBUCTO 3roaH! 3 LM TBEDAKEHHAM.. Top2Box (3roaHi)
PIBHI MOMUIMBOCTI /1A BCIX CTATER

A 8ipi0 B piBHi MOXKMBOCT] Ta NPEACTABHMUTSO BCiX CTATEM Ha KeplaHix nocaaax

A 8ipi0 B reHAePHY piBHicTb Ta piski Npasa ANA BCix

Asipoy i Geaneunix Ta i NPOCTOPIE ANA BCIX reHaepis
A ni noniTiky Ta AKI op: i pisHocTi Ta
A Gepy yuacTs B i3aUiAX Y iHiL AKi F@HRSPHY PIBHICTE Ta IHKMOIUBHICTE

A aKTHEHO NIATPHMYIO Ta 3axuilale npasa [ITBTK+ Ta iHkAanaHicTe
‘OCOBWCTA NOBEAIHKA WOAO FrEHAEPHWX NUTAHE

A NOUYBAIOGA KOM(OPTHO, GBTOBOPIOIYN FEHASPHI NMTAHHA

A 3HaI0 Ta NOBaXKaKD PI3HI FreHAEPHI INEHTUHHOCTI Ta (hOPMU CAMOBUPAKEHHA
A BU3HAK Ta AONAK BNACH] yNePeXeHHA Ta 3a6050HN, NOB'R3ANI 3 FeHABPOM Ta IHKNIOSUBHICTIO

A cainome MOBY Ta YHUKAIO P P

A KMAK BUKNUK TEHOEPHAM HOPMAM T ONIKYBAHHAM Y BNACHOMY XWTTI TA 320XO04YH0 iHUIMX POBUTH Te Came

A aKTUBHO HABYAID IHWKX WOAC FeHAGPHMX NUTaHb Ta NPOCYBAI0 IHKMIO3VBHICTS.

\iFii N=177 i, LD MOKVERNA HA OKYROAR!
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6. Mutual Assistance, Community Commitment

Most respondents (67%) feel a high level of commitment for mutual assistance in the community. This is especially
true for those with a high level of Social Cohesion —they themselves are more active in helping others (and not only
financially). Besides, respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are more likely to make donations: most
frequently to support the Armed Forces of Ukraine (80% versus 58% among those with a low level of Social
Cohesion).

The level of networking (building social connections) among Ukrainians is low (25%) or very low (41%), indicating a
lack of contacts to whom one could turn for help. And this is critical in the light of the fact that respondents with a
low level of Social Cohesion find it more difficult to turn to the close ones for help. However, a high level of Social
Cohesion can contribute to more active networking, as can be seen from the higher percentage of those who easily
reach out for help (58%).

The low level of networking is also evidenced by the fact that most respondents (72%) do not associate themselves
with any social group. Volunteering is the most popular affiliation group (10% of respondents identify themselves as
volunteers), and only 28% of them are active volunteers. The most active citizens’ associations are interest groups
(dance, sports, art, etc.) and parents' committees (respectively 44% and 41% of respondents belonging to them
consider themselves active participants). This may indicate the potential of such groups to become a resource for
building certain social ties, but it is insufficient for developing sustainable social relations at the community level.
Neighborhood groups (homeowners' association groups) could also be a resource for developing networking that
can increase social cohesion, but currently there is a low level of active participants (24%) and a large proportion of
participants who only follow the group's news.

6.1. Mutual Assistance

The overall assessment of the willingness to help each other in the community is high among the majority of
respondents (67% agree partially or completely). Respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are more
confident in assessing the willingness of people in the community to help (25% completely agree), and are also more
likely to declare that they themselves have helped others (31%), compared to those with a low level of Social
Cohesion (21%).

Bszaemoponomora B rpomagi Bei Husbkwii SCI MocepepHin SCI Bucokuii SCI

BinbuwicTs noaei y wiii rpomanl roTosl AONOMOITH, AKLO Y B&C BUHWKHE noTpeta

3roani (Ton2 MosHicTio a6o 4acTKOBO) 67%

MosHicTio 3roaeH\sroaHa 18%

YacTkoso srogeH\aroaHa 49%

YacTkoso He arogeH\arogHa 26%

MoexicTio He aropex\sroaHa 7% 9% 8%
Yu B Gyab-AKy Hedi Y (Hanpuknag, N0 AOMY 4¥ AOrNAL 38 AUTUHOK, POMOHT 6 nigrotoeka ) NPOTAroM i 12 mi
Tak 26% 21% 24% 31%
N= 1903 626 413 864

6.2. Financial Assistance

Receiving financial assistance is not perceived as a factor contributing to the level of Social Cohesion (but it is also
not very common - less than 20% of respondents indicated that they received some type of support). At the same
time, respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are more likely to provide financial assistance to others than
respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion. The largest number of respondents provide financial support to the
Armed Forces of Ukraine (from 58% in the group with a low level of Social Cohesion to 80% in the group with a high
level of Social Cohesion).

Overall 29% received financial assistance (at least within one of the below listed categories) in the last 12 months.



MocepepHin

OTpumyBanM thiHaHCOBY AOMOMOrY 3a OCTaHHi 12 MicAUB... Bei Huisbkuii SCI scl Buicokuii SCI
[epxxaeHa nigTpumka 18% 16% 22% 19%
MigTpymKa Big NOAEN, AKI XKUBYTL Y MOIW rpomagi 15% 15% 15% 16%
MNiaTpyvmka Bia iHWWX Nioaei, No3a rpoMaacio 15% 13% 16% 16%
NinTpvmka sia Micuesol rpoMaam 15% 14% 17% 14%
MinTprmka Bin HeYpAOOBUX opraHisauin 14% 13% 14% 14%
N= 1903 626 413 864

Overall 74% provided financial support (at least within one of the below listed categories) in the last 12 months.

Hapaete/ Hapasanu 6yab-AKY (hiHAaHCOBY AOMNOMOrY NPOTArOM OCTaHHIX

12 micAui... Bei

36poiiHi Cunm Ykpainu (3CY) 71%
Pasoea nigTpumka (36opr) Ana nocTpaxnanux ocié 30%
MigTpymka BHYTPILIHLO NEepemillleHnX niofen 23%
NinTpyvvka BeTepaHis 22%
NokaneHi nporpamu NiATPUMKK ¥ BaLwiid rpomani 15%
IHILiaTUBM MeaVYHOT NiATPUMKIN 13%
N= 1903

MocepepaHiii
Husbkuii SCI SCl Bucokuia SCI

626 413 864

6.3. Networking

Most respondents have a low (25%) or very low (41%) level of networking (there are few people among their
acquaintances who could be approached for meaningful help). Also, respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion
find it more difficult to ask others for help (43% of respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion would easily ask
for help, while this score is much higher among respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion, amounting to 58%).

PiBEHb HOTBOPKIHIY*
- 20% 21% 22% 19% MomipHMia
60
21%

25% 30% 24%

Bei Hwnsbkwnia SCI - TMocepeaniin  Bucokwuin SCI

Source: Bei N= 1903 Husbkuii SCI N= 626 Mocepennii SCI N= 413 Bucokuin SCI N= 864 + Created with

Datawrapper

3Haummumin

Huabkuin

[y>ke HU3bKUIA

* This indicator is defined as the answer to the
question: "If you suddenly needed 10,000
hryvnias, how many people you know would lend
you the entire amount?"

Very low (1 person or no one)

Low (2 people)

Moderate (3-4 people)

Significant (5 or more people)



Bucokuin
SCI

13%
10%

F

Hackinbku iiMOBIPHO, L0 B N1erko nonpocute Husbkui MocepepHiii
Jonomory y cBoix cyciais, Apysis 4 koner? Bci SCI SCI
IiIMOBIpHO, 110 Nerko NENpocATL fonomory (Ton2) 51%

[y>xe MMOBIpHO 14%

VimosipHo 36%

HehTpansHo 26%

ManormoBipHO 14% 16% 14%
[y>e manorMoBipHO 10% 7%

N= 1903 626 413

864

Llyxe vimosipHo: Y pasi noTpebu A 0608 A3KOBO MOMPOLLY PO A0NOMOrY, 683 XOAHWX BaraHs ViMoBipHO: A roTosuii\a nonpocuTy npo A0NoMory i
3a3Budari pobsiro e, Ko/ BUHMKAE noTpeba HelitpansHo: Moe pilieHHA nonpocHTy rpo JornoMory 3anexxarno 6 Big KOHKPeTHUX 06CTaBUH
ManovimosipHo: A He Ayxe cxuibHmiA\a npocuTi rRpo AoMoMory | pafiie HamaratiuMycb BriopaTica camocTiviHo yxe manorimoBipHo: A maixe
HIKO/IM He MpocKuB\ia 61 NMpo AONOMOry; A BBAXal0 3a Kpalle BUPILUNTA MUTaHHA CaMOCTIAHO.

6.4. Belonging to social groups

Most respondents (72%) do not identify themselves with any social group. The most popular group is volunteering
(10% identify as belonging to volunteer groups) with no statistically significant relationship with the level of Social
Cohesion. Other popular affiliations would include: interest groups (8%), neighborhood/homeowners' association
groups (6%), and parents' committees (6%). Church groups are mentioned with the same frequency as professional

groups (4%).

HanexHicTb A0 couianbHUX rpyn Bei Hwabkuii SCI MocepenHiii SCI Bucokwid SCI
Kinekictb rpyn, 3 AKumu cebe ineHTudIkyioTs
KOAHOT 74% 73% 69%
OpHa rpyna 15% 15% 15% 16%
2+ rpyn 13% 1% 12% 15%
3 AKUMKM rpynami ineHTudikyioT cebe
rpyny BonoHTEpiB B B 7 Wi
rpyna sa iHTepecamu (TaHuj, CnopT, MUCTELTBO TOLO) I 8% l 6% I7% I 9%
CyCIACEKMIA KOMITET, rpyna ByauHky Ié% |4% I 6% I7%
6aTbKIBCHKUIA KOMITET (WKONa, AUTAYWIA CafoK) I 6% I 4% I 6% I 6%
LepKoBHa rpyna 2% | 3% 4% | 3
npocheciiHuiA cotos, npodicninka I 4% IS% IS% I 5%
rpyna neuxonoriyHoi NiATPUMKI I 2% | 2% | 2% | 2%
nianpremMHULLKa (6izHec) cninbHOTa, 066aHaHHA | 2% | 2% \ 1% |2%
monogixHe 06'egHanHA (MO abo iHiLiaTveHa rpyna) I 2% | 2% ‘ 1% |2%
rpyna BeTepaHis, cimei BeTepaHie I 2% ‘ 1% | 2% | 1%

0% 0% [1% 0%

Y4HIBCbKa CNiNKa/CTYReHTCbKA cninka

Source: Bei N= 1903 Huabi = 626 MocepenHiit &

6.5. Activity within social groups

413 Bucokuii SCI N= 864 + Created with Datawrappe

Although one in 10 respondents identifies with a volunteer group, the majority define their volunteer involvement
as moderate (67%), and only 28% are active volunteers (3% out of the total number of respondents). The highest
level of activity (>40%) is observed in interest groups and parent groups. The neighborhood groups, on the contrary,
are characterized by the lowest level of activity, and a large proportion of participants only follow the group's news

(21%).



[ -.axTuBHi yyacHukn [T ..NOMIPHI y4acHUKM ..cnocTepiradi

12%
20%

rpyna 3a iHTepecamut (TaHuj, CriopT, MUCTELTBO TOLLO)
BaTbKIBCLKUIA KOMITET (lKona, ANTAYMIA cafok) VA

rpymv BoroHTepia N= 181 rpyna 3a iHTepecamu (Tanwj cnopt, mucTeuTBo Touo) N= 147 cyciacekuii KoMITeT, rpyna 6yanHky N= 113
BaTbKIBCLKNIA KOMITET (LiKoNa, anTaYmii canok) N= 105 uepkosHa rpyna N= 79 npogbeciiitmii coto3, npocpeninka N= 69

1 100%

100%
100%

9% 100%

14%
9%

100%
100%
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7. Connection to the system - identity, trust towards
institutions

Most respondents (69%) primarily define themselves as a country citizen first before anything else, especially those
with a high Social Cohesion Index. However, among those with a low level of Social Cohesion, this indicator is lower
(58%) and, accordingly, more people first identify themselves with their community (7%) or village/city of residence
(14%), as well as with their ethnicity, nation (7%).

In general, political activity among Ukrainians is low (44% can be characterized as apolitical, while only 11% of
citizens are politically active), even among the group with a high level of Social Cohesion, the apolitical cohort
constitutes the majority (38%).

In terms of political values, Ukrainians are primarily characterized by traditionalism, as well as a current focus on
national defense and environmental protection. The social-democratic vector is less manifested, however,
respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are much more likely to support policies aimed at overcoming
inequalities, as well as inclusive policies. In addition to this, the group with a high level of Social Cohesion is more
likely to support the globalist vector (policies promoting global cooperation and diplomacy).

At the same time, the Armed Forces of Ukraine are the institution boasting the highest level of trust (only 1% do not
trust the AFU at all). High level of trust (but less than 80%) is also observed towards the education and healthcare
systems. However, these indicators do not have a strong connection with the level of Social Cohesion, as do
indicators of trust towards the police and other law enforcement agencies.

When singling out the institutions trust towards which is related to the level of Social Cohesion, the heads of local
authorities enjoy the greatest trust, namely — the mayor of a city or town (65%) and the head of a territorial
community (63%). Therefore, it can be assumed that in communities where trust towards the head of local authority
is high, the indicators of Social Cohesion will be higher.

The Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and the Parliament are boasting the lowest level of trust; the lower the score,
the lower the level of Social Cohesion among respondents.

As expected Ukrainians currently identify war as the main problem for Ukraine (both at the national and local levels).
The focus on war is highest in all groups of respondents, regardless of their level of Social Cohesion. The next most
urgent problem — political corruption — is more pronounced at the national level (44%), and less at the community
level (31%). The next most urgent group of problems ranked third by the number of votes (>30% at the national
level) includes socio-economic challenges — economic instability, social inequality, poverty, unemployment, and
emigration. Accordingly, these problems are felt more acutely (especially at the national level) by people with a low
level of Social Cohesion.

At the community level, the problem of internal migration is gaining more relevance. Moreover, problems that were
ranked lower than those mentioned above also deserve attention, as they most differentiate respondents with low
and high levels of Social Cohesion: insufficient level of human rights’ observance and ensuring social justice (28%
relevance for the group with low levels of Social Cohesion and 9% relevance in the group with high levels of Social
Cohesion), as well as insufficient level of infrastructure and transport development (16% and 8% relevance in the
groups with low and high levels of Social Cohesion, respectively).

7.1. Identity

Most respondents (69% of all) define themselves as a country citizen first before anything else, which correlates
with a high Social Cohesion index. However, in the segment of respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion, there
are significantly fewer respondents for whom the status of citizen is of primary importance (58%), and there is a
stronger (than in other groups) identification with the community (7%) or the village / city of residence (14%), as
well as with their ethnicity, nation (7%).



Kum Bu cebe neplu 3a Bce BBaXKacTe? Bei Huabiuid SCI MocepeaHiii SCI Bucokuii SCI

pomaaAHuHOM YkpaiHi 69%

MelukaHueM cenuuia 4m MicTa, B AKOMY Bu xuBeTte 10%

MpeacTaBHMKOM CBOrO @THOCY, Hauil 5%

MpomaaAHuHom Eeponu 5%

MetwwkaHuem TeprTopianbHoi rpoMany, A0 AKOT BU HanexuTe 4%

POMAnAHUHOM CBITY 3%

Metwwkanuem perioHy (06nacTi 4u Kinbkox obnacren), ae Bu xueete 2% 4% 2% 2%
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Among respondents who define their dominant status as Representative of certain ethnicity, nation (N=97): 97%
identify themselves as Ukrainian ethnic group, 6% as russian.

7.2. Political involvement

Respondents with a high level of Social Cohesion are more involved in political activity, but still the majority of the
population demonstrates indifference towards politics or are politically passive:
The most popular statement “I consider it necessary to vote in every election” is supported by only 69%.
Active advocates (support the maximum amount of political activity) make up 11% of all respondents.
The most respondents with different levels of Social Cohesion are distinguished by the characteristic “I
participate in public events or local self-governance”:
o 43%in the group with a high Index score;
o 21% and 24% in groups with low and medium Index score.
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7.3. Socio-political attitudes

As for political attitudes, traditionalist views are more typical for Ukrainian society. Conversely, libertarian values
(free market, limited government regulation) and social democratic values (overcoming social and economic
inequality) are at the bottom of the values ranking. Besides, environmental protection and strengthening national

defense are currently in high demand for Ukrainian society.

Hi
aroaHi, MoaHicTio

MoswicTio Hi HE HE HE

Hacki Bun 3roaHi 3 UM Teep, Top2Box (3ropHi) aroaHi Sropsi sronHi aroaui arogHi
[1nA MeHe Ha NepLoMy Micui HauioHansHa 6e3nexa Ta cunsHa 06opoHa T 40% 42 14% 4% 1%
£ BIpIO ¥ BaX/MBICTL TPARMLIAHUX WHHOCTEN Ta IHCTUTYTIB CiM'i 32% 48 15% 5% 1%
A Bipto y BaXNMBICTL 36@pexeHHA KyNbTYPK Ta HaUIOHaNbHOT iAeHTUYHOCTI 30% 49° 16% 4% 1%
A sianato nepesary ocobucTvm ceobonam Ta iHAMBIAyansHUM Npasam 24% 52 17% 5% 0%
A BUcTYNAIO 3a eKONOriuHy CTaNiCTL Ta 36epexeHHA NPUPoOAHUX pecypcis 6 17% 7% 2%
A niaTpumyio noniTUky, AKa BiAnae nepesary couiansHomy no6pobyTy Ta cunbHIl couianbHii 3axuweHocTi 73% 24 49 18% 8% 2%
A LiHyI0 eKOHOMIUHY piBHICTB Ta BipIo y IAHICTS SMEHLIBHHA | I8y noxopax al 22% 7% 1%
A BipI0 y BaXNMBICTb iHAMBIAYANbHOT CBOGOAM Ta O6MEXEHOr0 BTPYYaHHA YpRAY 67% 198 48 24% 7% 2%
fl 3aCTyNalock 3a NONITUKY, RKa CNPUAE rNoBankHii cnisnpaui Ta aunaomarii 19 22% 9% 3%
A NiATPUMYIO NPUHLMNK BINLHOTO PUHKY Ta 06MEXeHOro ypALOBOIO PerynioBaHHA m 18% 26% 8% 2%
A niaTpumyio nporpecuBHi couianbHi WIHKOCTI Ta IHKMIO3MBHI NONITMKK m 45% 24% 10% 7%
A Bipio y BaXNMBICTE BTPYHaHHA YPALY ANA BUPILIEHHA COLIANEHIX Ta @KOHOMIYHWX HEpIBHOCTER 26% 13% 3%

Hackinsiu a1 o ab0 He NOroAXYETECH 3 HacTynim,. Top2Box (MoBHICTIO abo YacTioso arogs)

There are no significant differences in political attitudes between groups characterized by various levels of Social
Cohesion that demonstrates a rather higher level of apoliticality in the group with a low level of Social Cohesion,

while the ranking of values is very similar.
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7.4. Differences in Political Attitudes of Various Groups by Level of Social Cohesion

Groups with high levels of Social Cohesion are much more likely to support policies aimed at overcoming inequalities
as well as inclusive policies. Moreover, groups with high Social Cohesion are more likely to support the globalist

vector (policies promoting global cooperation and diplomacy).
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7.5. Trust in public institutions

The Armed Forces of Ukraine are the only state institution with a trust level of >90%, enjoying the absolute trust
from more than half of the respondents (53%). The education system and the healthcare system are also among
highly trusted (the score though being less than 80%). The least trusted institutions are the courts (44%), the Cabinet
of Ministers (39%), and the parliament (35%) — about 30% of respondents do not trust these institutions at all.
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The attitudes of respondents with different levels of Social Cohesion towards state institutions generally coincide.
The attitudes of respondents towards the President and the mayor of a city/town stand out somewhat. Respondents
with low Social Cohesion have significantly lower trust (49% and 56% respectively) compared to respondents with
high Social Cohesion (66% and 73%
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7.6. Most Urgent Problems

War is the main problem (89%) reported by respondents both at the national and community levels. The next most
urgent problem — political corruption —is more pronounced at the national level (44%), and less at the community
level (31%). The next most urgent group of problems ranked third by the number of votes (>30% at the national
level) includes socio-economic challenges — economic instability, social inequality, poverty, unemployment, and
emigration.



HauioHanbHuii
piBeHb PiseHb rpomagu

BiiHa B YkpaiHi

MoniTu4Ha Kopynuir Ta ynpasBniHHA

EkoHOMI4YHa HecTabinkeHiCTL Ta 6e3pobiTTa

CouianbHa HepiBHICTb Ta BigHICTb

Emirpauin i BiaTik niogen 3 kpaiiun

MoniTuyHa HecTabiNbHICTb Ta KOH(NIKTK

[HemorpadivHa kpusa

HepocTtaTHil piBeHb 3a6e3ne4yHHA Npas NAMHW Ta coujanbHoT

cnpasennBoCTi
HecnpaseanusicTs npasocyann

HauioHanbHa 6e3neka Ta TepopvamM

MirpauiA BcepeauHi KpaiHu, BHYTPILLHE NepeceneHHA
OxopoHa 300pOoB'A Ta rpoMaacsKe 340poB'A
Ekonoriuxi npobnemun ta amiHa knimaty

CucTema oCBITU Ta 4OCTYN A0 AKICHOI OCBITH
HepocTaTHil piBeHb iHbpacTpyKTypu Ta TpaHcnopTy

HepocTaTHbO 3axoaiB ANA BiAPOAXKEHHA YKPATHCbKOT KyNbTypu, MOBM, icTOpIi

Ak, Ha Bavuy nymMKy, OCHOBHI npobremy, Lo CTOATE 3apa3 nepes YKpaiHoto?

Source: N= 1903 -« Created with Datawrapper

Respondents with low levels of Social Cohesion at the national level are more sensitive to the problems currently

faced by Ukraine.
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At the community level, the problem of internal migration is gaining more relevance. Moreover, problems that were
ranked lower than those mentioned above also deserve attention, as they most differentiate respondents with low
and high levels of Social Cohesion: insufficient level of human rights’ observance and ensuring social justice (28%
relevance for the group with low levels of Social Cohesion and 9% relevance in the group with high levels of Social
Cohesion), as well as insufficient level of infrastructure and transport development (16% and 8% relevance in the
groups with low and high levels of Social Cohesion, respectively).
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8. Prioritizing Community Needs

The most important among the spectrum of needs of Ukrainian communities are those related to medical services
and medicines (57% identified them as the most important). In the group of respondents with a low level of Social
Cohesion, almost all clusters of needs are even more relevant.

In the context of the needs within the medical cluster, access to affordable medicines is most highlighted (31%
consider this need to be urgent). This need is declared much more among older people, families of people with
disabilities, and families of military personnel. Availability of a family doctor is the second-ranking medical need,
reaching up tp 20% among IDPs.

Road rehabilitation and construction is as important (31%) for respondents as access to affordable medicines. Many
respondents also indicated the need for shelter, improving the conditions inside shelters (24% highlight it as the
most important need) — especially among families with children and families of armed forces personnel. Additionally,
issues of material assistance for housing reconstruction are becoming more relevant among those whose homes
have been destroyed and among internally displaced groups. Also, the need for long-term housing is relevant for
IDPs and families of armed forces personnel (>25%).

Regarding social support, psychological assistance is needed most of all (significant scores among people whose
housing has been destroyed and among families of armed forces personnel). Access to social benefits and services
is relevant for older people and their families, for families with people with disabilities, and for people with low level
of income.

Accessible infrastructure needs are as important (41%) as social support. Respondents point out availability of
sidewalks and crosswalks, as well as wheelchair ramps.

Utility srvices needs are indicated by 39% of respondents in general, while 62% of Frontline regions representatives
mention it (the second cluster of needs in the region after medical and on a par with housing issues). First and
foremost, it’s about providing high-quality potable water, secondly — depending on the region: stable electricity
supply in the De-occupied regions, heat supply and quality gas for the Frontline and Transitional regions.

The needs for information accessibility are generally not perceived as a priority at the national level. Also, the needs
related to telecom services are currently the least relevant in all groups. Most often, it is about stable mobile
communication or mobile Internet, which is more relevant for rural areas (23%).

Many respondents declare that they feel safe when walking in their neighborhood during the day (85%), and slightly
less safe when it comes to night time (75%). Also, many respondents (80%) agree that their neighborhood is
generally peaceful and calm. As expected, the score varies significantly between regions (in the Frontline and De-
occupied regions, these indicators are significantly lower). At the same time, about a third of respondents are not
sure that children are protected from bullying. For respondents who have moved to another region (IDPs), the
indicators related to satisfaction with the neighborhood are lower. Significantly fewer IDPs feel safe on the streets
in their neighborhood (<60%).

30% of respondents indicated an increase in the level of violence over the past year. Trends vary between regions.
Respondents from the De-occupied Regions and Kyiv most often point out online violence (34% each), and in Kyiv
they also emphasize police brutality (32%). For the Transitional Regions and Regions in the rear, domestic violence
ranks first (43% and 20%, respectively). Also in the Transitional Regions, violence at the community level is
mentioned (38%). The Frontline Regions mostly suffer due to political violence (35%) and police brutality (28%).

8.1. Key Community Needs

The most important from among the spectrum of needs (respondents were offered more than 50 options for needs
in 8 clusters) are those related to medical services and medicines (57% of respondents chose them as the most
important, requiring immediate resolution). In the group of respondents with a low level of Social Cohesion, almost
all clusters of needs are more relevant than among other groups. Needs related to telecom services are currently
the least relevant in all groups regardless of the level of Social Cohesion.
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e Medical Services and Medicines. Transport and Roads. Housing and Refurbishments

Medical services and medicines is among the needs most frequently indicated by respondents (57% indicate it as
the most important need and 68% - as important in general). More than half of these responses are related to the
access to inexpensive medicines (31% consider this need to be urgent in its entirety). This need is declared much
more often among older people, families of people with disabilities, and families of armed forces personnel.
Accessibility of a family physician is the second-ranking medical need, reaching up to 20% among IDPs who have
changed their area of residence.

The second most frequently identified cluster of needs pertains to transport and roads. Road rehabilitation and
construction is as important (31% called it the most important need) for respondents as access to affordable
medicines. The availability of public transport (13%) rans secind, most frequently declared in the De-occupied
Regions, on a par (>20%) with the request for evacuation transport.

The third cluster of needs concerns repairs and housing (for IDPs and those who have experienced housing
destruction, this cluster of needs is more important than medicine and roads). First of all, the need for shelters,
improving the conditions of shelters (24% identify it as the most important need among families with children and
families of military personnel). Additionally, respondents — IDPs and those who have experienced housing
destruction — note the need for material assistance for housing restoration. Also, for IDPs and families of military
personnel, the need for long-term housing is relevant (>25%).
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OcobucTo Gynu a6o
6 wo

MasoTs Brparim piaHmx
Gynu nopaxeni ‘Aocein & Goloanx MaioTs piaHix B nasax (sarvHynu abo

Bai BHacniaok Goito AiAx saxmeHmKie Yipaitn 3HMKNM GesaicTy)

Mepuni nocnyru | Nikv 57% 58%

JocTyn Ao Heaoporux nikie 3% 28%

MocTynHicTs cimeHoro nikapa 11% 9%

HoctynHicTs i8 ANA Kpi 0/ PerynApHoro Npuaomy % 9%

BOCTYNHICTL WBMAKOT MeANYHOI AONOMOr 10% 1%

MoxnmsicTb 3p0GUTH NNaHoBY XipypriuHy onepauio 8% 10% 9% 7%

AocTynHicTs meal i 8% 8% 5% 7% 7%

MocTynHicTs Noenyr AOrNAAY 3a NITHIMK NIOALMK (BYAMHKK, IHTEPHATW ANA NITHIX NIoAei) 7% 7% 13% 9% 6%

Hoctyn ao men i T Y 3% 5% 3% 3% 2%

Tpancnopt | Joporv 48% 54% 52% 64% 59%

Binosnenka, nobyaosa nopir 3% 3% 30% 43% 41%

HoctynHicTs ry Ty 13% 15% 13% 16% 1%

BiokpwTi T NpaLIoioNi MOCTH Ta A0pOrA 10% 12% 6%

HaRBHICTb @BaKyaLiifHOro TpaHcnopTy 7% 10% m

PoGoTa sanisHn4Horo TpaHcnopTy 3%

JKutno | PemoHT 44%

F iCTb YKPUTTIB, CTaHy yKpUTIB 24%

Mar ¥ Bij *urna 15%

HeoGxigHicTe XKMTNa Ha TpuBanui TepMi 6%

NoninWeHHA XUTNOBO-NOGYTOBKX YMOB THM4ACOBOr0 XUTNa 4%

HeobxiaHicTs TiM4acoBoro xutna 4%

GruakKIX, WO By/M NOPaseHi BHACALLOK B0io N= 239 MasoTe 0COSHCTHA S0CEIA B BOHOBMX iRiX N= 66 MaIOTe DIBHHX B naBaX 3aKHCHHKIE YKpaim N= 506 BTpatunk pisin (3arvHyfm 560 SHwKw 6e3sicTy) N= 342 + Created with

o Needs Emphasized by Women belonging to Vulnerable Groups
In general, there is a greater demand for medical services (access to inexpensive medicines and availability of a
family physician), improved infrastructure, and improved housing (material assistance in housing reconstruction,
provision of temporary housing). These needs are most urgent for women whose housing has been destroyed, while
the demand for medical services is also high (>70%) among women caring for people with disabilities and among
women from families of defenders.
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e Social Support. Accessible Infrastructure. Utility Services Needs

Social support of various kinds was mentioned as the most important need by 43% of respondents. First of all, this
is the need for psychological help (significantly emphasized by people who have suffered the destruction of their
homes and families of military personnel). Access to social benefits and services ranks second - most relevant for
older people and their families, for families with people with disabilities, for people with low level of income.



The need for accessible infrastructure is as important (41%) as social support. Respondents indicate the need for
sidewalks and pedestrian crossings (highest score of 22% is registered in Transitional Regions), as well as ramps.

Utility services needs are indicated by 39% of respondents in general, while 62% of Frontline regions representatives
mention it (the second cluster of needs in the region after medical and on a par with housing issues). First and
foremost, it’s about providing high-quality potable water, secondly — depending on the region: stable electricity
supply in the De-occupied regions, heat supply and quality gas for the Frontline and Transitional regions.

MawoTs
Masoms. nioped Mawots. BMNO 3asnanm
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Haitlnbu BaxHsl NOTPetH rpowan Bel (18-24) (60+) sl poxis poxi pokls  MpouBaHKA) ®uTna
CoulansHa nigrpuma 43%
NewxonorisHa ponomora 17%
MoninwaTi AOCTYN AO BUNNAT Ta NOCNYT COUANLHOTO 3aXMCTY 12%
Opwamina ponosmora 9%
Donomara y i i BTpar 8%
OCTYNHICTI AMTAMUX CAAKIB 6%
MoxnusicTi aiTam HaBuaTHEA ¥ copeHift wkoni (AocTyn Ao cepeaHsol ocaiTa) 4%
IHimosuBHa IHpPaCTPYKTYPa, ACCTYMHICTS 1%

TROTYapK, NILLOXOAHI NEPEX0AN,BY N 15% 15% 16% 19% 2% 16% 17% 15% 24% 16%

MNaHaycW ANA IHBANIAKNX BI3KIE ¥ FDOMAACKHKHX Gy RIBNAX 13% 12% 9% 14% 1% 13% 14% 14% 14% 16%

KoMopTy ANnA nioaer 9% % % 10% 8% 7% 9% % 8% 7%

AQANTHEHI TYANETHI KIMHATK Y FPOMEACHKUAX MICUAX 8% M% 9% 10% 10% 8% 8% 8% 7% 6%

P03po6Ka YHIBEPCANEHOrD AM3AIMHY ¥ FPOMAACEKMX NPOCTOPAX T OYAIBNAX 3 METOK KOMEDOPTY T: ANA BEX MOMANAH 4% 5% 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% 4% 7% 5%

BCTAHOBNEHHA TAKTUNbHMX NOKPUTTIB Ta CUIHANIS, BUKNANEHHA IHPOPMALT WPNDTOM BPAMNA ANA NIONEH 3 NOPYWEHHAM 30Dy 3% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 5% 4% 1% 4%

AKi HAATH CBIMA WNAX % 3% 2% 3% 1% 2% 3% 3% 0% 4%

AnanTauin BeG-CaitTie Ta MOGINBHMX AOAATKIS NA APYHHOMO A 3% 3% 1% 3% 1% 1% 4% 3% 0% 4%

Bopa | Enextpixa | Maa 39% 35% 40% 49% 7% 42% 8% 39% 52% 49%

BabeaneqenHa AKICHOIO NUTHOK BOROK 17% 16% 18% 24% 14% 20% 15% 15% 30% 24%

CraBinsme (Gea nepedois) enexTponoctadanHa 10% 10% 8% 1% 1% 9% 9% M% 5% 12%

MoninwwmTi AKICTE rasy, Wo nocTa4acTesca 6% m 8% 6% 9% 7% 6% 6% 2% 5%

TennonocTaqankA 6% 6% 1% 10% 5% 8% 4% 5% 17% 7%

ENexTponocTauantA HOPMansHOl Hanpyrm 6% &% 7% 7% 4% 6% 5% 5% 1% 5%

lapRye BOAONOCTA4ANHA 3% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 2% 3% 4% 3%

BioHoBNEHHA BOO0NOCTAMAHHA 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 1% 1% 3% 4%

BioAoBNEHHA rasonocTavannA 1% 1% 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 2%

BiQHOBNEHHA ENeKTPONOCTANANHA % 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 2% 0% 1%

o Needs Emphasized by Defenders and their Families
. There is an increased demand for psychological assistance in the families of defenders.

e 15% of those who were personally injured, or have relatives who were injured, and those who have
relatives in the armed forces who also need their documents restored have a need for documents

restoration.

* Half of respondents from all groups, except those with personal experience of hostilities, have an unmet
need for water / electricity / gas. Among them, from 19% to 24% of respondents need quality potable

Ocouero Gy ao wawTs
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Coujanswa nivpimca 433 49% 33% 4%
Fcuxonoriuna aonomora 7% 18% 4% 19%
FloninwTH ACTYN A0 BUNNAT T2 NOCNYT COWANHOTO SAXVCTY 12% 13% 10% 14% 13%
IOpvanKa enomora 9% 10% 7% 9%
Honowmaray &% 15% 7% 10%
[locTynHicTs aMTAMAX CanKis & 6% 3% 6% 6%
MOXNMBICTE AITAM HABYATHCA y CEPEAHIR WKoni (A0CTYN A cepeansQi ocaiTH) 4% 5% 1% 4% 5%
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TpoTyapK, NiLOXOAHI NepexoaeynHul 15% 7% 19% 20% 21%
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ANA BGIX MPOMAARK
BCTAHOBNGHHA TAKTUNbHH NOKPHTTIB Ta CUTHANIS, BHKNAAEHHA IHAPOPMALLT WpITOM BPATNA ANR NS 3 NOPYLIEHHAN 30Dy 3% 4% 4% % 4%

Ak SHAITH CBilA WNAX 3%

AQANTaLIA BEG-CAIiTiB Ta MOGINBHIX ACAGTKIE ANA IPYHHOTO nioAsHA 3 i ra 5
OGMEXEHHAMA
Bona | Enextpia | Maa 39%
3abeaneueHHA AKIGHOIO NUTHOKO BOROK 17%
Crainshe (o3 nepetois) enexTponocTasanHa 10%
MoninwuTi AKICTS Fasy, WO NOCTaNAETECA 6%
TennanocrasanHa 6% | 8% 7% 7% 8%
ENeKTRONOETa4aHHA HOPMANLHOT HANBYTH 6% | 9% % 7% 7%
FapAue BOAONOCTa4aNHA 3% | 3% 3% % 3%
BigoBnenkA BononoCTauaHHA 2% | 2% 1% % 4%
BignoBneHKA rasonocTanana % | 3% 1% 1% 3%
BignoBnenna enexTpanocTasana % | 1% 1% 1% %

o Needs Emphasized by Women belonging to Vulnerable Groups
. 70% of women who lived in the occupied territory need social support — most of all (37%) they are
mentioning the need in psychological assistance. This is also relevant for women whose housing was destroyed, who
had the experience of displacement and whose relatives are in the ranks of armed forces. For these same groups,



assistance in restoring documents is relevant. Also, 19% of women from the occupied territories indicate the need
for legal assistance.

. Accessibility of infrastructure (ramps, adaptive sidewalks, pedestrian crossings) is more important for
women from families of defenders, as well as those who have lost relatives.
. Among women who have 2 or more children, there is a request for the availability of kindergartens and

ensuring comfort when using public transport.
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e Information accessibility. Telecom and Internet

The needs for information accessibility are generally not perceived as a priority at the national level. Also, the needs
related to telecom services are currently the least relevant in all groups. Most often, it is about stable mobile
communication or mobile Internet, which is more relevant for rural areas (23%).
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8.2. Security situation in communities

30% of respondents indicated an increase in the level of violence over the past year. Trends vary between regions.
Respondents from the De-occupied Regions and Kyiv most often point out online violence (34% each), and in Kyiv
they also emphasize police brutality (32%). Also in the Transitional Regions, violence at the community level is
mentioned (38%). The Frontline Regions mostly suffer due to political violence (35%) and police brutality (28%).

In the context of the security situation, many respondents declare that they feel safe. As expected that this indicator
is heterogeneous across regions, and is lower in the Frontline and De-Occupied regions.



At the very same time almost one third of respondents indicated an increase in the level of violence over the past
year. But the context of such increase differs significantly across regions. For the Transitional Regions and Regions
in the rear, domestic violence ranks first (43% and 20%, respectively). Respondents from the De-occupied Regions
and Kyiv most often point out online violence (34% each), which is also relevant for the Frontline regions. In the
Transitional Regions, it is primarily about violence at the community level (38%), in the Frontline Regions — political
violence (35%).
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o Security Situation Perception among Vulnerable Groups

* 75% of IDPs are satisfied with their place of residence, which is significantly lower than in other groups
(from 89% to 95%).

* IDPs also feel less safe (almost equally during the day (58%) and at night 57%). In other groups the range
totaled from 81% to 89% during the day time and from 71% to 77% at night.
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o Security Situation Perception among Women belonging to Vulnerable Groups

*  Women from vulnerable groups generally feel less safe. The score is the lowest among women whose
homes have been destroyed, they feel the least safe in their neighborhood (62% during the day and 58%
at night time).
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9. Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension

9.1. De-occupied territories

The de-occupied regions of Ukraine are characterized by a low level of Social Cohesion (SCI value = -20). People who
survived the occupation, people with insufficient level of income, large families, as well as those who suffered
significant destruction of housing and property are significantly represented among the focus groups in the region.
Significant destruction of both private buildings and administrative infrastructure, as well as a decrease in economic
activity in the region leads to the fact that almost all types of problems and challenges are felt much more acutely
than in other regions (except for social inequality and emigration). Problems such as the demographic crisis
(decrease in the country's population due to low birth rate, high mortality, losses due to war), displacement within
the country and insufficient level of infrastructure and transport development are declared many-fold more often
in the region compared to the national level. The region has a high level of trust towards neighbors (43%), but low
trustin other ethnic groups (25%). The score of trust towards volunteers is equal to the national level (57%), although
it is lower in Kyiv region (40%). Institutions-wise, trust in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (97%) and the healthcare
system (81%) are at the highest. Trust in local authorities is higher than in other regions, but trust in central
authorities (especially the Cabinet of Ministers and Parliament) is low. Support for the integration of IDPs, veterans
and people with disabilities is at the national level, but it is not high enough in Kyiv region. Trust in gender equality
is the lowest here (29%), particularly in Sumy Oblast.

Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Improving the security situation (33% do not feel safe, almost half are not sure that children are protected
from bullying).

2) Ensuring the availability of medical services and medicines (>70% note this need). In particular, 48% need
access to inexpensive medicines, 15% require the opportunity to have a scheduled operation, while 10%
are in need of care services for the elderly.

3) Solving the problems of transport logistics, housing, the need for shelters (70% note the importance on a
par with medical needs).

4) Providing social support, especially psychological (33%), legal assistance (20%) and assistance in restoring
documents (27%).

5) Ensuring accessible infrastructure, in particular public transport for people with disabilities (14%) and toilets
(15%).

6) Improving information accessibility: providing access to the Internet in public places (12%), online
consultations with specialists (11%).

The perception of community resources availability varies between regions — communities in the De-occupied
regions experience the greatest lack of resources, while Kyiv city is facing low scores of resource efficiency.

Overall, respondents consider emergency response services, large enterprises (where they are present), small and
medium-sized businesses, and volunteer initiatives to be the most effective. Conversely, libraries are rated as the
least effective resources, and given that this resource is widely represented in different types of communities, it is
worth considering an implementation of activities that reformat libraries into accessible public spaces - for building
social connections and offering services needed by communities.

e Social Cohesion Index in the Region

The lowest Social Cohesion index is observed in the De-occupied Regions of Kyiv Oblast (-31) — here we observe
negative values for all three components of the index. In Sumy Oblast, the Social Cohesion Index is higher, but also
has a negative balance (-9), mainly due to the critically low score of the Common Good component. In general, the
region has lower Social Cohesion indicators among residents of rural communities.



PerioH O6nactb Tvn rpomapm

Net (Bucokuii = Husbkuii) [eokynoBaHi KuiBcbka Cymcbka MicbKa cenvwHa

MNokasHuk CoujansHoi arypToBaHocTi (Social Cohesion Index)

KomnoxeHTu:

CouianeHi BinHocuHu (Social Relations Sub-Index)

BknoueHHA (Connectedness Sub-Index)

CninbHe Bnaro (Common Good Sub-Index)

Table: IPSOS + Source: [leokynoeaHi N= 401 Kuiscbka N= 200 Cymceka N= 201 mickka N= 231 cenmwnHa N= 170 + Created with

e Aspects of Social Cohesion in the Region

o Trust towards Social Groups
High (compared to other regions) level of trust towards neighbors in the community (53%), but generally low level
of trust towards other groups of people both from one's own ethnic group (32%) and from other ethnic groups
(25%). The level of trust towards volunteers (57%) in the region corresponds with the one the national level (58%).

PerioH O6nactb Twn rpomagu
Hackineku B Linomy Bu nosipaete (Top2Box (MosHicTio abo MNepeBaxHO
208IpAI0) )... [eokynosaHi Kulscbka Cymcbka Micbka cenuiHa
... BONOHTEpam 57% 40% 75% 61% 53%
... CBOIM cycinam 43% 61% 45% 53% 52%
... NloAaAM 3i ceoro cena / rpomaan/ micta 53% 50% 35% 41% 45%
... NIOOAM 3 BNACHOT 8THIYHOI YW MOBHOT rpynu 32% 46% 19% 32% 32%
... NOAAM 3 HLWWX @THIYHWX Y1 MOBHUX rpyn 25% 46% 5% 22% 30%
Table: IPSOS - Source: Jeokynosani N= 401 Kuiscska N= 200 Cymceka N= 201 micbka N= 231 cenvina N= 170 - Created with Datawrapper
o Trust Towards Institutions

The highest levels of trust are in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (97%) and the healthcare system (81%, which is
significantly higher than the national level - 71%). Trust in the leader of the territorial community (69%), the
President (71%), the leader of the regional administration (66%), and also in the courts (52%) is significantly higher

than in other regions. At the same time, there is low trust in the Cabinet of Ministers and the parliament.
Perion O6nactb Tun rpomaan

OuiHiTe, Gyap nacka, piseHb Balioi 4oBipy Ao HACTYNHUX AEpXABHMX IHCTUTYLIA..

Top3Box ([losipatoTs MoMIpHO 260 Binbiue) JeokynosaHi Kuiscbka CymcbKka Micbka cenviHa

36poiiHi cunu 97% 94% 100% 99% 94%

CucTema 0XxopoHy 300PoB'A 81% 87% 75% 84% 78%

Cuctema ocsiTi 79% 82% 75%
MpeanaeHT 1% 76% 64%
Moniuin 71% 66%
lonosa Hawoi TepuTopiankHoi rpomann 69%

Fonosa OBA (06nacHoi BificbkoBol agmiHicTpauii) 66% 68%
IHLLIi NPABOOXOPOHHI Opraxn 65% 59%
Fonosa (mep) micTa / cenvwia fe A NpoXxusaio 63% 54%
CucTema couiansHoi NoniTMKK 62% 59%
Micuesa AepxasHa agMiHicTpauia 60% 57% 64% 64% 55%
3acobu macosoi iHthopmauii/npeca 56% 52% 60% 54% 59%
Cynwn 52% 35% 68% 40% 66%
KabixeT MiHicTpis 31% 35% 27% 25% 39%
MapnameHT 29% 36% 22% 22%
Table: IPSOS * Source: Jeoxkynogani N= 407 Kuniscoka N= 200 Cymcbka N= 201 micoka N= 231 cenuwna N= 170 - Created with Datawrapper

e Attitude towards human diversity

e  Other ethnic, social origin or religion

Respondents are less likely to declare mutual respect towards people of other ethnic origin (63%) in Kyiv region (its
de-occupied communities). On the other hand, the indicators of support for the integration of IDPs, veterans and
people with disabilities correspond to the national level. De-occupied regions are characterized by the lowest score
of gender equality perception (29%). It is worth paying attention to the low level of trust in the courts (35%) in Kyiv
region. The level of trust in the President (60%) is lower compared to, for example, Sumy Oblast, but corresponds to
the national level. The scores of trust towards the police (58%) and other law enforcement agencies (50%) are not



high in Sumy Oblast. The level of trust in the education system in Sumy Oblast corresponds to the national level, but
is lower than in Kyiv region.

PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomagu
Hackinbku Bu 0cobucTo noromkyereck abo He NorofKyeTech 3
HACTYMHUM... Top2Box (MoBHICTIO 860 YaCTKOBO 3roaHi) feoxynosani | Kuiscska — Cymcbka Mictka cenviuna
A BBaXKAIO NPOGNEMOI, AKLO Ha NI0AEN HanaaatloTs Yepes iXHe eTHiYHe 86% 81% 92% 94% 26%

noxofeHHA abo penirito

Toaw piaHoro coLiansHoro NoxomkeHHA Aobpe nagHaiTe MiXK coGo0 63% 55% 72% 65% 61%

ETHi4HI BIGMIHHOCTI MiXK NIOABMM NOBAXAIOTHCA 63% 59% 68% 63% 63%
oan cTaBNATLCA OOVH A0 OOHOMO 3 NOBAroK Ta PO3YMiHHAM 63% 55% 71% 67% 57%
A mato 3MICTOBHY B3aEMOAIO 3 NI0AbMU Pi3HOrO NOXOAXKEHHA 60% 66% 54% 68% 49%

Table: IPS0S + Source: [eokynosani N= 401 Kuiscbka N= 200 Cymceka N= 201 micbia N= 231 cemvmuyna N= 170 -+ Created with Datawrapper

o Inclusivity
Respondents demonstrate less acceptance of all social groups mentioned in the survey in Kyiv region (De-occupied
communities), while in Sumy Oblast, acceptance rates for veterans and people with disabilities reach 100%, and
rates of IDPs’ acceptance is quite high. Overall, urban communities demonstrate a high level of acceptance of the
mentioned groups in the De-occupied regions cluster.

PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomaan
Byak nacka, ouiHiTL cBOE CTaBneHHA Ao...Top2Box (MpUAHATHO) [MeokynosaHi Kuiscbka Cymcbka Micbka cenvwHa
...A0 Nofeii 3 iHBanigHicTIo 85%
...00 BETEepaHiB 83%
...40 BHYTPILWHLO NepeMilLeHmnX ocid 72%

Table: IPSOS - Source: fleokynosaHi N= 407 Kuiscbka N= 200 Cymcbia N= 207 miceka N= 231 cenvupa N= 170 - Created with Datawrapper
o Gender Equality
PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomagn
Byab nacka, ouiHiTb CBOE cTaBneHHA Ao...Top2Box (MpuiAHATHO) HeokynosaHi Kuiscbka Cymcbka micbKa cenuHa
PIBHI MOXXIMBOCTI /1A BCIX CTATEN
A BipHo B PiBHI MOXNMBOCTI T NPEACTABHWLITBO BCIX CTATER Ha KePIBHWX nocafax 49% 66% 32% 60% 34%
A sipio B reHaepHy piBHicTs Ta pisHi Npasa AnA BCix 29% 41% 17% 24% 36%
IHKIOBUBHA TEHEPHA MOMITUKA
A akTUBHO NiaTPUMYIO Ta 3axuwalo npasa JITETK+ Ta iHKNIO3MBHICTL 1% 64% 78% 78%
A 6epy y4acTb B opraHisauiax yu iHiLjaTMBax, AKi NpoCyBaoTh reHAEpHY PIBHICTL Ta IHKNIO3MBHICTL 40% 43% 36% 36% 45%
A BipHO ¥ BaXXNMBICTL CTBOPEHHA 6@3NeYHUX Ta IHKNIO3WBHUX NPOCTOPIB ANA BCIX reHaepis 21% 13% 30% 18% 25%
A NigTpUMyHo NCNITKKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTBO, AKI CNPUAKDTH reHAEPHii PIBHOCTI Ta IHKNK3UBHOCTI 19% 13% 25% 16% 22%
OCOBEMCTA MOBEAIHKA LWOAO rEHOEPHWUX MUTAHL
A CcBINOMO BMKOPVCTOBYHO IHKNIO3MBHY MOBY Ta YHWKAIO reHJepHUX CTEpeoTunis 69% 65% 73% 75% 61%
?a:nv;uam BUKJTUK I p HOpMam Ta ouiky Y BNACHOMY XWTTi Ta 320X04YH0 iHWKX pobuTi Te 44% 8% 40% 46% 41%
A no4yBalocA KOMGOPTHO, 0GroBOPICKOYY FreHAEPHI NUTaHHA 38% 39% 38% 36% 41%
A aKTUBHO HaBYaI0 IHWKX WOAO reHAePHUX NUTaHb Ta NPOCYBAI0 IHKMIO3MBHICTE 35% 20% 50% 30% 41%
A 3Hato Ta NOBAXAIO PI3HI FeHABPHI IEHTUHHOCTI Ta (hOPMKU CaMOBNPAXEHHA 29% 16% 42% 26% 34%
A Br3Halo Ta A0Nalo BNACHI ynepeaiKeHHA Ta 3a6000HM, NOB'A3aHI 3 reHaAepoM Ta IHKMO3NBHICTIO 3% 6% 0% 1% 6%

Table: IP ource: fleckynosani N= 401 Kuiscsika N= 200 Cymcska N= 201 micsia N= 231 cenmupsa N= 170 - Created with Datawrapper

Sumy Oblast demonstrates a low level of perceived gender equality and equal rights for all genders — despite high
indicators of active personal involvement.

e Key problems and challenges

Significant destruction of both private buildings and administrative infrastructure, as well as a decrease in economic
activity in the region leads to the fact that almost all types of problems and challenges are felt much more acutely
than in other regions (except for social inequality and emigration). Problems such as the demographic crisis
(decrease in the country's population due to low birth rate, high mortality, losses due to war), displacement within
the country and insufficient level of infrastructure and transport development are declared many-fold more often
in the region compared to the national level.

e Needs Emphasized by Communities in the Region

SAFETY: Lower safety scores across all indicators (67% agree with the statement “My neighborhood is generally
peaceful and quiet”). Almost half of respondents are not sure that children are protected from bullying.



MEDICAL NEEDS: High demand for meeting medical needs (>70%), including access to affordable medicines (48%),
ability to have elective surgery (15%), and access to services for elderly (10%), such as nursing homes and geriatric
centers.

TRANSPORT, HOUSING, ROADS, WATER AND ENERGY: The highest (among all regions) demand for solving issues
related to transportation, housing, and shelter (importance score — 70%, on par with medical needs).

SOCIAL SUPPORT: The highest (among all regions) demand for psychological support (33%), legal help (20%), and
assistance in restoring lost/damaged documents (27%).

ACCESSIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE: High demand across all indicators, especially accessible public transport for people
with disabilities (14%), accessible toilets in public places (15%).

INFORMATION ACCESSIBILITY: As in other regions, the highest demand is for providing internet access in all public
places (12%) and for online consultation tools with specialists in various fields (11%).

° Communities’ Safety Profile

The perception of safety is generally higher in Kyiv region (compared to Sumy Oblast), especially when it comes to
night time. At the same time, a third of Kyiv region respondents noted that the level of violence has increased over
the past 12 months.

PerioH QObnacTb Twn rpomagu
B BUiA npoacink r JDeokynosaHi Kuiscbka Cymcbka Miceka cenvHa
Hackinbku B 3a00BONeHi CBOIM TenepiluHiM paiioHOM AK MICLEM ANA NPOXUMBaHHA?
% 3apnosoneHi csolM Micuem npoxusaxHA (Ton 3) 95% 97% 94% 98% 91%
MosHicTio 3ag0BONEHUI/a 11% 7% 15% 12% 9%
Hyxe 3aposonexnii/a 34% 42% 27% 44% 21%
MomipHo sapoBoneHuit/a 50% 49% 52% 42% 61%
Mano sapgosonenwvii/a 4% 3% 5% 1% 8%
3Boscim He 3agoBonenwii/a 1% 1% 1% 0% 1%
CymieHHa npo eaneky - 3roaHi (Ton2)
A sinuysalo cebe B GeaneLi, Konu cam/ cama iy y CBOEMY paiioHi B AEHHWIA Yac 75% 76% 74% B4% 62%
Y MoeMy paroHi B LiNoMy MUPHO, CMOKIAHO 67% 71% 63% 76% 55%
A sigyysato cebe B Gesneui, konu cam/ cama WAy y CBOEMY paioHi B HiYHWIA Yac 67% 81% 53% 1% 61%
Hit saxuweni sig Gynninry, 06pas B wKoni 57% 54% 60% 58% 55%
it saxuweni sin GynniHry, o6pas Ha BynvLi A7% 52% 42% 45% 49%
PiseHb HacunecTBa 36iNLWMBCA NPOTArOM OCTaHHIX 12 MicAuiB 26% 36% 16% 29% 21%

o) Region’s Priority Needs

Needs most emphasized in Kyiv region: open and functioning bridges and roads (34%). Medical needs are less
pronounced, but there is a significantly higher demand for the availability of a family doctor (12%). In Sumy Oblast,
there is a high demand for access to inexpensive medicines (70%) and elderly care services (15%), as well as for the
availability of evacuation transport (32%) and shelters (64%).

Perion O6nacTb Twin rpomapyn
MpiopuTeTHi npobnemu rpomaau )BaHi Kui Cy Micbka cenvwHa
Meguuni nocnyru | Jliku 72%
JocTyn Ao Heaoporux nikie 49%
JHocTynHicTb cimMeiHoro nikapa 6%
[FocTynHicTb MeAMYHWX Npenaparis 4517 KPUTUHHOTO/ PerynAPHOTo NpUomy 3%
J[loCTYNHICTb WBMAKOT MEAUYHOT A0NOMOr 1% 15% 7% 5% 19%
MonMBICTb 3pOBUTI NNAHOBY XipypriuHy onepaiio 15% 14% 15% 15% 15%
JocTynHICTb MeAUYHKMX NONIKNIHIK, amGynaTopii 4% 6% 3% 3% 6%
[ocTynHicTs NocNyr AOFNARY 3a NITHIMK MoabMK (BYAWHKW, IHTEpHATW ANA NITHIX NIoAE) 10% 4% 15% 11% 8%
[locTyn Ao MearyHOro/cnewiansHoro TpaHCnopTy 6% 3% 9% 4% 8%
Tpawcnopr | floporu 70% 71% 69% 69% 71%
BigHoBNEHHRA, No6yaoBa [opir 35% 39% 31% 38% 31%
JocTynHICTb rpOMafCHKOro TPaHCMopTy 22% 21% 22% 18% 26%
BigkpuTi Ta npawuooyi MOCTI Ta A4opori 18% 34% 3% 23% 12%
HangHicTb eBakyaujiiHoro TpaHcnopTy 22% 12% 32% 22% 22%
PoBoTa 3anisHW4HOro TpaxcnopTy 2% 4% 0% 2% 2%
XKutno | PemoHT 68% 59% 78% 73% 61%
HeobxiaHicTb yKpWTTiB, NOKPALLEHHA CTaHy YKPWTIB 44% 24% 64% 47% 41%
MarepiansHa aonomora y BigHOBNEHHI NOWKOAXEHOr0 XuUTNa 29% 29% 29% 34% 22%
HeobxigHicTb MTNa Ha TprBannin TepMiH 4% 7% 0% 3% 5%
MoNiNWEeHHA XMTNOBO-NOBYTOBUX YMOB TUMUACOBOIQ XUTNa 4% 3% 5% 6% 2%

HeobxiaHicTe TUMYACOBOrO XUTNA 3% 6% 0% 4% 2%

urce: fleokynosar




Social support is more relevant for the Sumy Oblast - legal assistance and assistance in restoring documents seems
to be as important as psychological assistance.

PerioH O6nacTe Tun rpomagn
MpiopureTHi npoGnemu rpomaamn AeokynosaHi Kuiscbka Cymcbka MicbKa cennwHa
CoujansHa nigTpumka 67% 57% T7% 74% 57%
MewxonorivHa aonomora 34% 35% 33% 45% 19%
MoninwuTk ACCTYN A0 BUNNAT Ta NOCNYT COLIANBHONO 3aXMCTY 1% 7% 15% 8% 14%
Kpuanuna gonomora 20% 28% 25% 13%
Honowmora y gi, P i 27% 34% 26% 27%
JocTynHICTE AUTAYKX CaaKis 6% 4% 8% 3%
MoxnMBICTE AiTAM HABYATWCA Y CEPEAHIA WK (ACCTYN A0 CEPEAHLOT OCBITH) 4% 3% 5% 3%
L Typa, AoCTy 59% 73% 57% 61%
TpoTyapw, NiWoXoaHi Nepexoan,BynuLi 18% 12% 24% 19% 16%
Nanayew anm iHBanigHWX Biakie y rpomanceknx GyaienAx 16% 14% 19% 14% 20%
3afesaneyeHHA KOMGOPTY rPOMANCLKOrO TPAHENOPTY ANA MIGAEN 3 OBMEXEHUMN MOKNMBOCTAMMA 14% 12% 16% 13% 15%
ALanTuBHI TyaneTHi KiMHaTK Y rPOMAACEKIMX MICLAX 15% 16% 14% 15% 15%
s;iﬁ?;z’;au;;u M3AAHY Y T| npocTopax Ta GynisnAx 3 MeTolo 3abe3neveHHA kombopTy Ta AOCTYNHOCTI ANA 6% 6% 6% 59 7%
BCTaHOBNEHHA TAKTUMBHWX NOKPUTTIB Ta CUrHanie, BUKNAAeHHA iHdhopmauii wpudbTom Bpaiina AnA nioaei 3 NopyLeHHAM 30py 3% 6% 1% 3% 4%
IHTepaKTHBHI CMCTeMM HaBirauii, AKi AONOMAaraioTh MIOAAM 3HaTH CBIl WNAX 8% 3% 13% 8% 8%
ApanTauin Be6-cainTie Ta MOBINEHNX AOAATKIB ANA 3PYYHOrO BUKOPWUCTAHHA NIOALMY 3 (RISNYHUMY Ta KOTHITUBHMMN 0OMEXEHHAMN 4% 4% 5%
Bopa | EnexTpuka | Fas 45% 51% 39%
3abeaneyenHA AKICHOK NUTHOK BOAOKD 14% 16% 12%
CrabinbHe (6e3 nepebois) enekTPonocTa4aHHA 20% 19% 21%
MoninwuTk AKICTE ragy, Wo nocTavaeTeCh 5% 6% 5%
TennonocTa4aHHA 3% 5%
EnexTponocTayaHHA HOPMankHOT Hanpyr1 7% 12%
lapAye BofonoGTauaHHA 3% 3%
BinHoBNEHHA BoAONOCTaY@HHA 3% 4% 3% 1% 7%
BinHoBNEHHA rasonocTavyaHHA 2% 4% 0% 2% 2%
BinHOBNEHHA ENEKTPONOCTAYAHHA 2% 3% 2% 3% 2%

Table: IPSOS + Source: fleokynosari N= 401 Kuiscexa N= 200 Gymeska N= 207 wicoka N= 231 cenvuma N= 170 + Created with Datawrapper

The need in tools for online consultations with specialists from various fields is also more emphasized in Sumy
compared to Kyiv region.

PerioH O6nactb Twn rpomapun
MpiopuTeTHi npobnemu rpomaau )BaHi Kui Cy Micbka cenvwHa
Incopmautiiiva nocTynHicTs 45% 43% 47% 38% 54%
3abesaneveHHA AOCTYNY A0 IHTEPHETY B YCIX MPOMaACHKMUX MICLAX 1% 13% 10% 10% 14%

HaneHicTe akTyanbHol iHhopMauii Ha odbijiiHux BeGpecypcax MicLueBoi Bnaaw, y colianbHUX Mepexax
rpoMag Woao PO3MiLLeHHA, NOCNYT, NPaueBNaWTyBaHHA, 'YMaHiTapHOI A0NOMOrK TOWO ANA rpyn, AKi 9% 8% 11% 7% 12%
noTpebyioTs onomoru (BeTepanu, IMNH, Hanpwknan)

PoamileHHA iHhopMawii akTyansHoT ANA N0AeHR 3 IHBANIAHICTIO B rPOMAaACEKWX MICLAX (B TpaHCNOpTi, Ha

BOK3anax, y 3aKnafax xap4yBaHHA, NiKapHAX, anTexkax Tollo) 9% 5% 18% 10% %
IHCTPYMEHTI OHNARH-KOHCYNLTALR 3 chaxiBuAMK piaHuX cchep 1% 5% 17% 8% 15%
CuCTeMV eNeKTPOHHOIO YPAAYBaHHA A1A 3PYYHOro AOCTYNY A0 AEPXaBHUX NOCNyr 6% 5% 7% 7% 4%
HaBuaHHA rpoMafaH BUKOPUCTOBYBATK LCDPOBI TexHONOril Ta iHTepHeT-pecypcu 4% 6% 3% 4% 5%
OHnaiH-nNaTehopMu ANA ANCTAHLIAHOrO HABYAHHA Ta OCBITU 3% 6% 1% 2% 5%
BnposamkeHHA eNeKTPOHHUX CUCTEM OLHKW AKOCTI NOCNYT Ta 380POTHLOrO 3B'A3KY Bif, rpoManAH 5% 7% 3% 4% 6%
docTyn Ao enekTpoHHMX BiBnioTek Ta iHWWX OCBITHIX pecypcis 2% 4% 0% 2% 3%
31:?—.?:.4?;?;@053&*6““ KOPEKTHOI TePMIHOMONi LWOAC BHYTRIWHLC NepemiweHmx ocio | niogei 3 29 39 1% 19 4%
BWKOPUCTAHHA XECTOBOI MOBM ANA HEUYIOUMX NIOAEN B aAMIHICTPATUBHMUX Ta COLIANLHX YCTAHOBAX 2% 1% 4% 4% 0%
Tenexom | ITepHeT 23% 26% 21% 37%
CrabinbHuin MOBINBHWIA 38'A30K, MOBINLHWA IHTEpHeT 20% 21% 20% 32%
BigHoBUTK cTabinbHe iIHTepHeT-3'eHaHHA 3% 6% 0% 1% 5%
JHocTynHa 3amiHa BTpa4eHoro/NowKoaxeHoro MobinbHoro TenedoHy 1% 2% 0% 0% 2%

Table: IF

cuka N= 201 micska N

Source: fleokynoaasi N= 401 Kuiscexa N= 20

9.2. Frontline Territories

Frontline regions of Ukraine are characterized by a low level of Social Cohesion (SCl =-18), which is especially evident
in the Common Good component (-52). Internally displaced persons (IDPs), low-income groups, elderly people and
groups that were impacted by significant military experience and destruction of housing, families of defenders of
Ukraine are significantly represented among the focus groups in the region. The problems that are significantly
relevant in the region include social inequality and poverty (ranking second among challenges after the war).
Respondents also note an insufficient level of human rights observance and ensuring social justice. Additionally,
concerns about political instability and emigration are relevant in the region.



The region has a low level of trust towards various social groups (especially representatives of other ethnic groups
—only 16%) and institutions (except for the Armed Forces of Ukraine and the education system). Support for the
integration of IDPs is the lowest among all regions of the country (46%). At the same time, the region records a high
level of perceived gender equality and support for LGBTQ#+, although only 20% of respondents believe in the
importance of creating safe and accessible spaces for all genders.

Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Improving the security situation (42% report an increase in violence over the past 12 months). Almost half
of respondents are not sure that children are protected from bullying.

2) Ensuring the availability of medical services and medicines (79% note this need). In particular, 48% need
access to inexpensive medicines, 15% require the availability of a family physician, while 20% are in need
of emergency medical services.

3) Solving the problems of transport logistics, housing (especially temporary housing for IDPs), and water
supply (40% need quality drinking water). This need has been exacerbated by the destruction of the
Kakhovka Hydroelectric Power Plant (HPP) and dam.

4) Providing social support, especially psychological (54%). There is also a significant demand for the
accessibility of educational institutions - kindergartens (10%) and secondary schools (8%).

5) Ensuring accessible infrastructure (50%), especially sidewalks, crosswalks, and streets for people in
wheelchairs, with strollers, and people with reduced mobility, vision, or hearing impairments.

6) Improving information accessibility: providing access to the Internet in public places (16%), posting relevant
information on web resources for groups in need of assistance (IDPs, veterans), information for people with
disabilities in public places.

7) Ensuring stable mobile communications and Internet connection (24%).

° Social Cohesion Index in the Region

The lowest Social Cohesion index among the Frontline regions is observed in Mykolaiv Oblast (-74) due to negative
values being assigned for all three components of the index. In Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, the Social Cohesion index is
significantly higher and has a neutral value (-1) due to the low score of the Focus on the Common Good component.
In Odesa Oblast, the Social Cohesion index is the highest among the Frontline regions due to the high indices of the
Social Relations and Inclusion components. In general, the region is characterized by lower Social Cohesion indicators
among residents of rural communities (-30).

PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomanun

Net (Bucokuii — Husbkuit) MpudbpoHToBI [ninponeTpoBcbka Mwukonaiscbka Opecbka Micbka cenvwHa

MNokasHuk CoujiansHoi arypToBaHocTi (Social
Cohesion Index)

KomnoHeHTu:

CoujansHi BigHocuHu (Social Relations Sub-Index) 01

BkntouenHa (Connectedness Sub-Index) 16.7

Cninbte Bnaro (Common Good Sub-Index) -51.6

Table: IPSOS - Source: MNpuchporTosi N=408 JuinponeTposcbka N=202 Mukonaisceka N=100 Oaecora N=100 micoka N=293 cennwra N=109 - Created with Datawrapper
° Aspects of Social Cohesion in the Region
o Trust towards Social Groups

The Frontline regions demonstrate low (compared to other regions) indicators of trust towards all groups. The level
of trust towards volunteers corresponds to the national level. In Mykolaiv Oblast, the level of trust towards
volunteers (64%) is significantly higher than towards other social groups. In communities of Odesa Oblast, on the
contrary, the level of trust towards volunteers is lower compared to general regional score. In Mykolaiv Oblast,
neighbors are trusted less (14%) than other groups (the trust indicator is lower than towards people from other
ethnic groups).




Perion O6nactb Twun rpomagn

Hackinbku B Linomy By poBipAeTe (Top2Box

(MosHicTio 6o Mepe 0 ROBIPAIC) )... MpudppoHTOBI [xinponeTpoBckka Mukonaiscbka ~ Opecbka Micbka cenuiHa

... BONOHTEpam 53% 55%

... CBOIM cycinam 29%

... oAAm 3i ceoroe cena / rpomagu/ micta 25% 28% 21% 24% 24% 28%
... NIOAAM 3 BNACHOI THIYHOT YX MOBHOI rpynu 24% 24% 21% 27% 23% 28%
... NIOAAM 3 iHWMX 8THIYHUX Y1 MOBHUX rpyn 16% 15% 22% 13% 15% 18%

Table: IPSOS + Source: MNpudporTosi N=408 [HinponeTposcska N=202 Mukonaiscska N=100 Oaecska N=100 micbka N=293 cenmwna N=109 - Created with Datawrapper

o Trust Towards Institutions

The Armed Forces of Ukraine (95%) and the education system (80%) boast of the highest level of trust, which is
significantly higher compared to the national level (75%).

In the Odesa Oblast, the level of trust in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (86%), the police (55%), the healthcare system
(53%) and other law enforcement agencies (47%) is lower than in the Frontline regions in general.

The level of trust in the President (11%) is one of the lowest in Mykolaiv Oblast, as is trust in the Cabinet of Ministers
(8%) and the Parliament (8%).

In the Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, a low level of trust in the media (41%) is recorded. Also, in the Dnipropetrovsk and
Odesa Oblasts, it is worth paying attention to the low level of trust in the courts (26% and 30%, respectively).

PerioH Obnactb Tun rpomagy
OuiniTs, Gyab Nacka, piseHb Bawoi goeipy oo
HaCTYMHUX AePXKaBHUX IHCTUTYLNA.. Top3Box MpucppoHTOBI [HinponeTpoBcLKa Mukonaiscbka Opecbka micbka cenuwHa
(AosipAioTk MomipHo abo Ginblue)
36poiiHi cunu 95% 98% 97% 94% 96%
Cuctema ocBiTH 80% 79% 87% 75% 76%
Moniuia 70% 70% % 71% 70%
CucTema OXOPOHM 300P0B'A 70% 69% 69% 74%
IHWi NPaBOOXOPOHHI OpraHn 64% 60% 62% 71%
lonosa Haloi TepuTopianbHOT rpoMaamn 61% 61% 60% 65%
Cwctema couiansHoi noniTrkm 59% 53% 60% 56%
lonosa (Mep) micTa / cenwvia ae A NpoXxveaio 58% 56% 55% 65%
lonosa OBA (ob6nacHoi sificbkoBoi agMiHicTpauii) 57% 50% 67% 62% 55% 62%
3acobu macoBoi iHchopmallii/npeca 53% 47% 54% 51%
Micuesa pepxaeHa agmiHicTpauia 52% 47% 61% 52% 51% 54%
MpesupeHT 47% 52%
Cyan A1% 41% 42%
KabineT MiHicTpis 29% 31% 26%
MapnameHT 20% 23% 14%

Table: IPSOS « Source: MpudporTosi N=408 JHinponeTposckka N=202 Mukonaisceka N=100 Ogeceka N=100 micbka N=293 cenuwHa N=109 « Created with Datawrapper

° Attitude towards Human Diversity
o Other ethnic, social origin or religion
Respondents in Mykolaiv Oblast are more likely to declare mutual respect in their attitude towards people of a
different ethnic origin or another social group.
PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomManu

Hackinbku B ocobrcTo noromxyerecs aéo He
MOroppKyeTech 3 HAaCTYNMHUM... Top2Box (MosHicTio abo MpuchpoHToBI [HinponeTpoBcbka Mukonaiscbka Opecbka Micbka cenvuHa
4acTKOBO 3rofHi)

A BBaXaK0 NPOBNEMOID, AKLLO Ha NIOAEN HANaaalTh

o o

Yepes IXHE eTHIYHE NoxoaXeHHA abo peniriio 78% 76%

H maio 3MICTOBHY B3aEMO/IIO 3 NIOAbMK PIZHOTO

MOXOMKEHHA 7% 75%
W CTAaBNATLCA WH HOT nosar T

ﬂIOD.f)aﬂ CA GAWH A0 OAHOro 3 NOBAroK Ta 73% 73%

PO3YMIHHAM

ETHi4Hi BigMIHHOCTI MiDK NIOABMI NOBaXKaKThCA 72% 67%
1 PI3HOMT i2NbHOMO NOXOLKEHHA

Niopu pisHOro couianbHoro Noxoaxe nobpe 67% 51%

nagHalTb MiXX o600

Table: IPSOS - Source: Mpucppontosi N=408 Juinponetpobcska N=202 Miukonaisceka N=100 Opeceka N=100 miceka N=293 cenuuisa N=109 - Created with Datawrapper



o Inclusivity

Support for IDP integration scored the lowest (46%). Support for the inclusion of veterans (75%) and people with
disabilities (70%) is lower than other regions. The lowest rates are recorded in Mykolaiv Oblast, while the acceptance
of veterans and people with disabilities corresponds to the national level in Odesa and Dnipropetrovsk Oblasts.
Support for IDP integration in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast is as low as in Mykolaiv.

Perion O6nactb Twvn rpomagn
(Eg;‘:;;iﬁ)o"“m ©B0E CTABNEHHA AO...Top2Box MpudpoHToBi [HinponeTpoBcbka Mukonaiscbka Opecbka Micbka cenvwHa
...A0 BETEPaHiB 75% T7% 69%
...00 nogein 3 iHBanigHIicTo 70% 74%
...40 BHYTPILWHLO NepemileHnx ocié 46% 47% 42%

Table: 1

* Source: MpudbpoHTosi N=408 OxinponeTposcska N=202 Myvkonaiscska N=100 Oaecerka N=100 micbka N=293 cenniwHa N=109 - Created with Datawrapper

o Gender Equality
Mykolaiv Oblast is characterized by low level of belief in equal rights for women and men — despite high indicators
of active personal involvement.

PerioH O6nacTte Twn rpomagu
Byap nacka, ouiHITL CBOE cTaBNeHHA [o...Top2Box (MpUAHATHO) MpudbponTosi JHinponeTposcbka Mwukonalacbka Opecbka Micbka cenviuHa
PIBHI MOX/IMBOCTI 1A BCIX CTATEA
A BipIO B PiBHI MOXMBOCTI Ta NPEACTABHULITBO BCiX CTATEN Ha KepiBHUX nocanax 59% 74% 15% 70% 59% 58%
A Bipio B reHepHY PIBHICTL Ta piBHI NpaBa ANA BCix 53% 40% 89% 43% 48% 66%
IHKMIOBUBHA FrEHAEPHA NOMITUKA
A BIpIO Y BaX/MBICTb CTBOPEHHA GeaneyHix Ta iIHKNIO3VBHIX NPOCTOpPIB ANA BCiX 20% 219 13% 25% 24% “
reHaepis
TH NIGTRUMYIO NONITUKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTBO, AKI CNPUAKDTE reHAepHIK PIBHOCTI Ta 30% 31% 10% 47% 31% 26%
IHK/TKO3WMBHOCTI
A Gepy y4acTb B opraHisauiax 4M iHiLiaTMBax, AKi NpocyBaloTb reHAepHy piBHICTL Ta o
HKIIOIMBHICTD 48% 53% 39% 48% 49% 46%
A akTuBHO NiaTpUMyto Ta 3axvwar npaea JITBTK+ Ta iHKNI31BHICT 80% 76% 75% 77% 86%
OCOEMCTA MOBEAIHKA LWWOAO rEHAEPHUX NMATAHB
A nouyBalocA KOMOPTHO, 0BrOBOPIOIOYN FreHOSPHI NUTaHHA 41% 40% 44%
1 3HaI0 Ta NOBAXAD Pi3Hi reHAEPHI iAeHTUUHOCTI Ta (hOPMU CAMOBUPAXKEHHA 30% 29% 30%
A BM3HAID Ta A0Nal0 BNacHi ynepeaxeHHA Ta 3a6060HW, NOB'A3aHi 3 reHAepoMm Ta 5% 6% 2%
IHK/IO3UBHICTIO
A cBIAOMO BUKOPHUCTOBYIO iHKNIO3NBHY MOBY Ta YHVKAIO reHAEPHNX CTePeoTHniB. 7% 69% 74%
A Kuaa BUKNWK reHAEPHAM HOPMaM Ta OUiKYBAHHAM Y BNACHOMY XWTTI Ta
3a0X04YI0 IHWMX POBUTU Te came 7% 6% 49%
A aKTUBHO HABYAIO IHWIKX LWOAO FeHASPHUX NUTaHbL Ta NPOCYBAalD IHKNI3UBHICTL 36% 38% 29%

Table: IPS

si N=408 [ninponeTposcska N=202 Mukonaiscska N=100 Oet

° Key Problems and Challenges

Social inequality and poverty are becoming increasingly important in the region (ranking as second most important
challenges after the war); respondents also note an insufficient level of human rights observance and social justice.
Additionally, concerns about political instability and emigration are becoming more important in the region.

° Needs Emphasized by Communities in the Region

SECURITY: The security situation in the region is scored the same as in the De-occupied Regions. Lower security
scores across all indicators (70% agree with the statement “My neighborhood is generally peaceful and quiet”).
Almost half of respondents are in doubt whether children are protected from bullying. Many respondents (42%)
indicate that the level of violence has increased over the past 12 months.

MEDICAL NEEDS: The highest demand is for meeting medical needs (79%), in particular access to inexpensive
medicines (48%), availability of a family physician (15%) and emergency medical care (20%).

TRANSPORT, HOUSING, ROADS, WATER AND ENERGY: High demand for solving transport logistics problems,
housing needs. Urgent need for temporary housing (probably for IDPs, whose share is significant in the region). But
most of all, respondents highlight the need for municipal services, especially in providing high-quality potable water
(40%), which reflects the water supply problems in the region that arose as a result of Kakhovka Hydroelectric Power
Plant (HPP) and dam destruction.

SOCIAL SUPPORT: High demand for social support in general (54%), in particular psychological assistance. The region
is significantly focused on the availability of educational institutions - kindergartens (10%), the opportunity to study
in a secondary school (8%).



ACCESSIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE: High demand in general (50%); sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for people
in wheelchairs, with strollers, people with reduced mobility, vision and hearing impairments are mostly emphasized.
INFORMATION ACCESSIBILITY: A request for ensuring access to the Internet in all public places (16%) is highly
relevant, as well as posting important information on official web resources for groups in need of assistance (IDPs,
veterans, etc.), posting information for people with disabilities in public places.

TELECOM / INTERNET: the need for stable mobile communication, mobile Internet (24%) get a significant number
of mentions.

° Communities’ Safety Profile

In Mykolaiv Oblast, the overall perceived safety level is lower than in the region (compared to Dnipropetrovsk and
Odessa Oblasts). At the same time, in Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, more than half (54%) of respondents noted that the
level of violence has increased over the past 12 months. Overall, the perception of the security situation in rural
communities is higher in Frontline Regions.

PerioH O6nacTb Twn rpomagu

Beanekosuii npodink rpomaam MpucpoHToBi [OxinponeTposcbka Mwukonalecbka Onecbka Micbka cenuwHa
Hackineku Bn Hi CBOIM T iLUHIM PAVIOHOM AK MICLIEM ANA NPOXUBAHHA?

% 3apnosoneHi cBoiM micuem npoxveaxHA (Ton 3) 85%

MosHicTio 3aposoneHnii/a 10%

Ayxe sanosonexnid/a 17%

MomipHo 3anoBoneHunit/a 58%

Mano 3apoBoneHuii/a 13%

3oscim He 3anoBonenHuii/a 2%

CymKkeHHR npo 6eaneky - 3roaxi (Ton2)

A sinuysalo cebe B Geanell, KONW cam/ cama Ay y CBOEMY PaioHi B AeHHUIA Yac 73%

V MoeMy paitoHi B LINoMy MUPHO, CNOKIAHO 70%

A einvysato cebe B 6eaneli, konu cam/ cama Ay y CBOEMY paiioHi B HIMHUIA Yac 53%

[itv saxuweni sin Gynninry, o6pas B wkoni 57%

it 3axuweni sig Gynnivry, oGpas Ha Bynuui 49%

PiBeHb HACUNLCTBA 36INbIWMBCA NPOTATOM OCTaHHIX 12 MicALiB 42% 54% 13% 47% 45% 36%
Table: IPSOS « Source: NpudporTosi N=408 AninponeTposcska N=202 Mukonaiscska N=100 Ogecska N=100 micska N=293 cammupa N=109 - Created with Datawrapper

. o
o) Region’s Priority Needs

Dnipropetrovsk Oblast emphasizes medical needs more than transport and housing needs. Special emphasis is
placed on the availability of medical clinics and outpatient clinics (17%).

In Mykolaiv Oblast, almost all types of needs are more relevant than in other oblasts of the region. The request for
road restoration and material assistance in housing restoration is critical for more than 90% of respondents in the
region.

Medical needs are prioritized in Odesa over the transport and housing needs. The need for shelters and improving
their condition is also emphasized (40%).



PerioH O6nacte Twun rpomagm

MpiopuTeTHi npobnemy rpomaau MpudbponTosi JHinponeTpoBcbKa Mwukonalscbka Opecbka Micbka cenuviyHa
Memuni nocnyru | Jliku 79% 76% 77% 84%
[HocTyn Ao Henoporux nikis 43% 45% 39% 51%
JocTynHICTb CiMeAHoro nikapA 20% 18% 19% 22%
JoCTYNHICTE MEAWYHKX NPenaparis ANA KPUTUHHOTO/ PEryIAPHOTO NPUIAOMY 12% 1M% 16%
JoCTyNHICTb WBWMAKOI MEAVNHHOI AONOMOTH 18% 15% 26%
MoxnumeicTe 3pobuTh NNaHoBy XipyprivHy onepauio 7% 7% 7%
JHocTynHicTe MeauYHKMX noniknixik, amGynaTopii 10% 11% 6%
ﬂomypﬂicrb nocnyr JOrNAZY 3a NiTHIMKM NoAbMN (BYAVHKY, IHTEPHATH ONA NITHIX 8% 13% 39, 5% 8% 9%
noaei)

JHocTyn Ao Meau4Horo/cnewiansHoro TPaHenopTy 3% 5% 0% 4% 3% 5%
Tpancnopr | Qoporu 56% 38% 97% 49% 53% 63%
BigHosnenns, nobynosa gopir 42% 21% 90% 35% 37%
[OCTYNHICTE FPOMALCHKOro TPAHCNOPTY 7% 7% 11% 5% 7% 8%
Binkputi Ta npauoioyi MOcTW Ta A0pOrK 1% 9% 17%
HanABHicTb eBakyauiiHoro TpaHcnopTy 7% 8% 3%
PoboTa 3anisHW4HOro TpaHCNopTy 4% 4% 4%
HwuTno | PemoHT 61% 60% 64%
HeobxiaHicTs yKpUTTIB, NOKPALLEHHA CTaHY YKpUTIB 25% 26% 21%
MaTepianbHa fonoMora y BiHOBNEHHI NOLWKOOXKEHOT0 XXuTna 29% 25% 39%
HeobxigHicTb uTna Ha TpUBANWA TEPMIH 14% M% 23%
MoninWweHHA XWTNOBO-NOBYTOBMX YMOB THM4ACOBOIQ XWUTna 5% 5% 3%
Heob6xiaHicTs TUMHYacoBOro xutna 5% 5% 6%

Table: IPSOS - Source: MpuchponTosi N=408 [xinponeTposceka N=202 Mukonal

Onecoxa N=100 micoka N=293 cenmura N=109 - Created with Datawrapper

Accessible infrastructure is more emphasized by Mykolaiv Oblast - sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (33%) and
ramps in public buildings (30%).

For the Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, the needs for communal services are more in priority: heating (24%) and hot water
supply (11%).

Besides, one of the greatest needs of the region is the provision of high-quality potable water (54% in Mykolaiv and
45% in Dnipropetrovsk Oblasts respectively).

Perion O6nacts Tun rpomaau

MpiopuTeTHi npobnemu rpomany n F T Opecbka Micbka cenvuHa
CoujianbHa niaTpumka 54% 54% 49% 58% 55% 50%
Menxonoriyxa nonomora 21% 18% 28% 20% 22% 19%
MoninwmTi A0CTYN A0 BUNAAT Ta NOCAYN COLIANLHOMO 3aXMUCTY 13% 13% 1% 15% 13% 13%
HOpuanyHa nonomora 9% 10% 8% 12%
Nonomora y BigHOBNEHHI BT PKEHUX AOKYMEHTIB 6% 6% 4% 9%
LocTynHicTe AMTAYMX Caakis 10% 12% 1%
Mo nuBIiCTE AiTAM HABYATMCA Y CEPeHIi WKONI (Q0CTYN A0 cepeaHbOi 0CBiTy) 8% 12% 10%
IHKAio3uBHa IHDPaCTPYKTYPa, ACCTYMHICTL 50% 48% 47%
TpoTyapw, NiWOXoAHI Nnepexoamn,synuui 19% 19% 18%
MaHayen ANA iHBaNIAHMX Bi3KiB Y rPOMaACHKMX BYAIBNAX 14% 8% 1%
3abesneyeHHA KOMOPTY rPOMANCLKOrO TPAHCNOPTY ANIA NIOAEA 3 OBMEKEHUMI 8% 14% 7%
MOXKNMBOCTAMMW
AnanTvBHi TyaneTHi KIMHaTh y rpOMaACLKUX MICLIAX 6% 12% 7% 6%
336g3neue11ﬂﬂ KomcopTy Ta n\)m'yn:‘lémi onA Bciu;:r:g?wmj:x o suere 5% s% 3% o% % 5%
PN Gpinn A7 e S PO Ry - 5 0% s | & u
IHTEpaKTUBHI CUCTEMM Hasirauji, AKI AONOMAraTe NIOAAM 3HAATH CBIA WNAX 3% 4% 0% 5% 4% 2%
2 w72 orrvasaan oo e PAETER R oA 3 = " Ll T
Bopa | EnekTpuka | Mas 62% 72% 67% 36% 67% 47%
3abeaneyeHHA AKICHOIO NUTHOIO BOAOKD 40% 45% 54% 16% 43% 30%
Crab6insHe (6e3 nepebois) enekTponocTayaHHa 6%
MoninwWTi AKICTH raay, Wo NOCTa4aETheA 9%
TennonocTa4aHHA 15%
ENexTponocTadaHHA HOPMaNbHOT Hanpyr 7%
lapA4Ye BOAONOCTAYaHHA 6%
BinHoBNeHHA BOAONOCTaYaHHA 1% 0% 5% 1% 1% 2%
BigHOBNEHHA rasonocTavyaHHA 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%

enexkTpor 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%

able: IPSOS + Source: MpudponTosi N=408 fpinponeTposcska N=202 Mukona

Ensuring access to the Internet in all public places (26%) is more emphasized by Mykolaiv Oblast.
In Odesa Oblast, information accessibility (58%) is the most relevant among other frontline regions: there is a request
for the availability of up-to-date information on official web resources of local authorities (25%) and the placement



of up-to-date information for people with disabilities in public places (18%), as well as access to the e-government
system for convenient access to public services (12%).

Periox O6nacte Tun rpomagn
MpiopuTeTHi npo6nemu rpomaau MpudbponTosi [OninponeTposcbka Muxonaisceka Opecoxa Micbka cenvwHa
Inchopmangiiina AocTyNHICTL 43% 44% a7% 33%
3abeaneyeHHA AOCTYNY A0 IHTEPHETY B YCiX rPOMAACEKMX MICUAX 16% 12% 17% 12%
HarBHicTb akTyansbHol iHchopmaulii Ha odiuifHux Be6pecypcax Micuesol Bnaam, y
couianbHUX Mepexax rpoMan WoAo PO3MILLEHHR, NOCNYT, NPaUeBNAWTYBaHHA, 12% 129 13% 10%
ryMaHiTapHoi AONOMOTM TOLWO ANA rPYN, AKI NOTPE6YIOTL AoNOMOrk (BeTepani, INH,
Hanpuknan)
PoamileHHR inchopmaLil akTyansHol Ana nioaei 3 iHBaniaHIcTIO B rpoMaackkux
Micuax (B TpaHCnopTi, Ha BOK3anax, y 3aknafax xapuysaHHA, NiKapHAx, anTtekax 8% 8% 8% 10%
Towo)
IHCTPYMEHTM OHNAH-KOHCYNbTaUH 3 haxiBuAMM pisHux cep 3% 2% 3% 2%
CuncTemn eneKTPOHHOMO YpRAYBAHHA LA 3PYYHOrO AOCTYNY A0 AePXaBHUX NOCNyr 6% 6% 7% 5%
Hae4aHHA rpomagAH BukopucToByBsaTv Ludgposi TexHonorii Ta iHTepHeT-pecypeun 2% 3% 2% 3%
Oxnais-nnardopmu ANA AUCTAHUIRHONO HABYAHHA Ta OCBITH 2% 2% 0% 5% 3% 0%
BrposamkeHHA eNeKTPOHHIMX CUCTEM OLHKM AKOCTI NOCNYT Ta 3BOPOTHLOM 38'A3KY o
Bili rpomanm 3% 3% 0% 5% 4% 0%
DocTyn A0 enekTpoxHIX GiGRIOTeK Ta iHwwMX OCBITHIX pecypcia 3% 4% 0% 6% 3% 4%
Saxoau ANA BNPOBALKEHHA KOPEKTHOI TEPMIHONOM LIOAO BHYTPILIHEO NepemilieHix 3% 3% 0% 6% 9% 29
oci6 i nioaei 3 iHBaNIAHICTIO.
E!uK‘cpMc'raan ECTOBOI MOBU [I/1A HEUYIOUMX NIOAEHA B aAMIHICTPATUBHUX Ta 3% 3% 0% 5% 39 29
couianbHuX ycTaHoBax
Tenekom | IHTepHeT 30% 33% 35% 18% 32% 24%
CrabinbHuin MOGiNbHWI 3B'A30K, MOBINEHWI iIHTEpHeT 24% 25% 32% 15% 27% 18%
BigHoBuTH cTabineHe iHTEPHET-3'€AHaHHA 4% 6% 2% 2% 3% 6%
OocTynHa 3amiHa BTpa4eHoro/nowKogxeHoro MobineHoro Tenedgoxy 2% 3% 1% 2% 3% 1%

9.3 Regions in Transition

Transitional regions of Ukraine demonstrate a Social Cohesion index (SCI = +4) that is lower than the national level,
especially in terms of Inclusion component. People with insufficient level of income (Poltava Oblast), large families
and households that include people with disabilities (Vinnytsia Oblast) are significantly represented among the focus
groups in the region. All in all, the rating of challenges in the region is similar to the national one - the war in Ukraine
and political corruption are considered the biggest ones. However, there are significant differences at the Oblast
level. Thus, for Poltava Oblast, the problem of economic instability and unemployment (52%), as well as social
inequality and poverty (44%) are significantly relevant. Compared to others, Poltava Oblast more often points to
problems with access to education. In other Oblasts of the region, these problems are less pronounced. Separately,
insufficiency of measures to revive Ukrainian culture is emphasized in Kirovohrad Oblast (21%) and the insufficient
level of ensuring human rights and social justice —in Vinnytsia Oblast (21%). The region has the highest level of trust
towards those from the same locality (60%). Level of trust towards people from other ethnic groups (43%) is lower
than towards those from their own ethnic group (51%). At the same time, 83% of respondents have meaningful
interaction with people of different social status.

The Armed Forces of Ukraine (97%), education (77%) and healthcare (74%) facilities are the most trusted among
institutions, but in Poltava Oblast trust towards educational system is lower (65%). Trust in local and central
authorities is in line with the national level, but it is lower in Poltava and Kirovohrad Oblasts. The media is trusted
less (47%), especially in Zhytomyr and Poltava Oblasts. The region demonstrates the highest rates (>90%) of support
for the integration of IDPs, veterans and people with disabilities.

Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Ensuring accessibility of medical services and medicines (51%), in particular access to inexpensive medicines
(19%) and medicines to be taken regularly / critical medicines.

2) Rehabilitation or construction of roads (35%), the need for shelters and their improvement (21%), solving
problems of heat supply (10%) and gas quality (12%).

3) Access to social protection payments and services (15%).

4) Development of accessible infrastructure, especially sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for low-
mobility groups of the population (22%).

5) Improving information accessibility: providing Internet access in public places (14%), posting relevant
information on web resources for vulnerable groups (11%), developing e-government and online resources
for educating citizens (Vinnytsia Oblast).

6) Ensuring stable mobile communications and the Internet, especially in Vinnytsia Oblast (46%).

° Social Cohesion Index in the Region



The lowest Social Cohesion index among the transitional regions is recorded in Kirovohrad region (-32), negative
values are assigned within two components of the index — Inclusion and Common Good. In Poltava Oblast, the Social
Cohesion Index is higher, but also has a negative value (-10), mainly due to the critically low scores given to the Focus
on Common Good component.

Overall, the region has lower Social Cohesion scores among residents of urban communities.

PerioH O6nacTb Tun rpomaamn
Net (Bucokuii — Huabkuit) I}Eﬁ::;" BiHHVLUBKaA Hutomupcebka KipoBorpapcska Montascbka micbka cenvwHa

MokasHuk CouianeHoi arypToBaHoCTi
(Social Cohesion Index)

KomnoHeHTu:

CoujansHi BinHocuHu (Social Relations
Sub-Index)

BkntouenHa (Connectedness Sub-Index)

CninbHe Bnaro (Common Good Sub-
Index)

Table: IPSOS - Source: MepexioHi (Lentp) N=354 BinHmnubia N=100 XKntommpeska N=100 Kiposorpagcska N=100 Montaecoia N=100 micbka N=250 cenvwna N=150 - Created with Datawrapper

° Aspects of Social Cohesion in the Region

o Trust towards Social Groups

Kirovohrad Oblast boasts of the highest level of trust in volunteers (74%), people from one’s own community (85%),
and neighbors (70%) among the regions in transition.

Communities in Zhytomyr and Poltava Oblast have a significantly lower level of trust towards people from their
own community than in other Oblasts of the region (44% and 46%, respectively), but this is in line with the
national figure of 48%.

Perion Obnactb Tun rpomagn
Hackinbky B Linomy B1 noBipAeTe Mepexiaki
(Top2Box (MoeHicTio a6o MepeBaXkHO (Llp;'l 'n) BiHHWUBKA 2Kutommpcbka Kiposorpaacbka MonTaBckka Micbka cenuwHa
AOBIPAIO) )... i
... CBOIM cyciaam 54% 48% 61% 53% 55%
... oaam 3i ceoro cena / rpomaau/ Micta 60% 66% 59% 63%
... NKDAAM 3 BNACHOI € THIYHOI Y1 MOBHOI o o
FynA 51% 48% 57%
... BONOHTEpam 56% 51% 59% 52%
;F.];:JAHM 3 IHWWX eTHIYHWX Y1 MOBHMX 43% - 39% 50%

Table: IPSOS + Source: MepexigHi (LieHTp) N=354 BikHnuska N=100 Xutommupeska N=100 Kipoeorpagnceka N=100 Montaeceka N=100 mickka N=250 cenuwHa N=150 - Created with Datawrapper

o Trust Towards Institutions

Vinnytsia Oblast has the highest overall trust in state institutions among Regions in transition.

It is worth noting the low level of trust in law enforcement (but not the police) agencies (52%) and parliament (23%)
in Zhytomyr Oblast. The level of trust in the social policy system (71%) is higher here compared to Kirovohrad and
Poltava Oblasts.

The level of trust in the head of the territorial community (47%), the President (41%), local state administrations
(46%), the social policy system (45%) and the Cabinet of Ministers (25%) is nonsufficient in Kirovohrad Oblast. At the
same time, respondents trust the courts more than elsewhere (51%).

It is worth noting the low level of trust in the education system (65%), mayors of cities and towns (46%), local state
administrations (48%), the social policy system (34%), courts (27%), and the Cabinet of Ministers in Poltava Oblast.



PerioH O6nacTb Tun rpomagun

OuiniTs, 6yabL nacka, piseHs Bawoi nosipy

#pgaacg?agxelnp:mﬁ:;‘l;fg“mn l}m’:g;' i BiHHULBLKa XKutomupcbka Kipoeorpapcbka MonTaecbka micbka cenvwHa
6inblue)

36poiiHi cunu 97% 93% 99% 98% 98% 98% 96%
CucTema ocBiTH T7% 84% 72% 79% 74%
CucTema OXOPOHM 3[0pPOB'A 74% 80% 78% 69% 70% 76% 72%
Moniuia 64% 74% 58% 63% 60% . 68% 56%
IHWi NPaBOOXOPOHHI opraHv 63% 69% 65% . 68% 55%
lonosa Hawoi TepuTopianbHOT rpoMaau 63% 56% 60% 69%
E:ﬂ:ﬁ:ﬂaagfp) micTa / cenvwa ae A 63% 56% 75%
gzz?iiﬁjgaig"ﬁ"ac"m BlficLoaor 62% 65% 64% 60% 58% 56%

MpesnpeHt 60% 58% 64%
MicueBa nepxagHa agmiHicTpauia 60% 58% 63%
Cuctema couianbHoi NONITUKK 57% 55% 59%
3acobu macosoi iHhopmauii/npeca A47% 54% 37% 52% 44% 44% 51%
Cyan 40% 44% 31%
KabiHeT MiHicTpis 39% 39% 38%
MapnameHT 36% 40% 28%

Table: IPSOS - Source: Mepexiani (LiexHTp) N=354 BinHnubka N=100 XKntommpeeka N=100 Kipoorpancska N=100 Montaecbica N=100 micbka N=250 cenvwna N=150 - Created with Datawrapper

° Attitude Towards Human Diversity

o Other ethnic, social origin or religion

In general, respondents declare more mutual respect in their attitude towards people in general, in particular
towards people of a different social status or another ethnic group in Vinnytsia Oblast.
PerioH ObnacTb Twvin rpomagy

Hackinbky B1 0co6KCTO NOromxyeTech abo He
MOrOAXKYETECh 3 HACTYNMHUM... Top2Box (MosHicTio abo MpucbpoHToBI [OHinponeTpoBcbKa Mukonalecbka Opecbka Micbka cenuwHa
YaCTKOBO 3roHi)

A BBaxalo NpobnemMoio, AKLIO Ha JII0AeA HananawTs

4yepes IXHE 8THIYHEe NOXOAXKEHHA abo penirilo 78% 76%
H Maio 3MICTOBHY B3aEMOAII0 3 NIOAEMM PISHOrO
MOXOMKEHHA 77% 75%
Tioan cTasNATLCA OAMH A0 OAHOMO 3 NOBArolo Ta

A AR 0 OR 73% 73%
PO3YMIHHAM
ETHi4Hi BiaMiHHOCTI MK NIOABMW NOBaXKAIOTLCA 72% 67%
TNoaw pisHoro couianbHoro NoxoaXkeHHA nobpe

AN p il Jib £00p 67% 61%

NaaHalTb MiX cobolo

Table: IPS0S + Source: MNMpudppoxTosi N=408 AxinponeTpoackka N=202 Mukonaiaceka N=100 Opeceka N=1 icbka N=293 cenmuiHa N=109 - Created with Datawrapper

o Inclusivity

Respondents are less welcoming of veterans (92%) in Vinnytsia Oblast.

Perion O6nactb Tun rpomagn
Bynb nacka, oLiHITL CBOE CTaBNEeHHA MepexigHi
fo...Top2Box (TPUAHATHO) (LlenTp) BiHHMLbKA XKnrommpebka Kiposorpaacbka MonTascbka Micbka cennwHa

...A0 BeTepaHiB 97% 97% 100% 100% 98% 97%

...00 Ntoaen 3 iHBanigHicTio 95% 90% 93% 98% 98% 95% 94%

...[00 BHYTPIlWHLO NepeMiLLeHnx oci 93% 90% 92% 95% 95% 91% 97%

Table: IPSOS - Source: MNepexiaHi (LieHTp) N=354 BinHunubka N=100 XuTomupceka N=100 Kiposorpaacska N=100 Montascbka N=100 micbka N=250 cenmiyqa N=150 + Created with Datawrapper

o Gender Equality

Vinnytsia Oblast has a low level of perceived gender equality and rights for all (19%) and almost all scores of
inclusive gender policies are negative. Oblast also has low scores for active personal behavior regarding gender



equality — “I feel comfortable discussing gender issues” (24%), “I consciously use inclusive language and avoid
gender stereotypes” (28%).

Respondents from Poltava Oblast, on the contrary, have a high level of declared desire to ensure equal opportunities
and representation of all genders in leadership positions (73%) and are characterized by high indicators of active
personal behavior.

PerioH O6nacTe Twvn rpomagm
Byab nacka, oUiHITL CBOE CTaBNEHHA A0... Top2Box (MpUAHATHO) r:ﬂlnmtl ! Bil g P Kiposor MonTascbka Micbka cenviuHa
PIBHI MOXNUBOCTI ANA BCIX CTATER
A Bipio B piBHI MOXNMBOCTI Ta NPEACTABHWLTBO BCIX CTATEWH Ha KEPIBHUX
noc 60% 54% 66% 49% 73% 56% 69%
A Bipio B renaepHy piBHICTL Ta piBHi Npasa AnA BCix 40% 19% 33% 59% 49% 42% 36%
IHKNIO3NBHA FTEHAEPHA NONITUKA
A BipI0 ¥ BEXNWBICTb CTBOPEHHA GE3NE4HMX Ta IHKNIO3UBHWX NPOCTOPIB 23% 13% 16% 28% 21% 26%

LNA BCiX reHnepis

A niaTpumyto NONITVKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTEO, AKI CNPWAIDTE FEHAEPHIR
PIBHOCTI Ta IHK/MO3MBHOCTI

20% 22% 28%
A 6epy y4acTb B opraHizauiax 4 iHiuiatveax, AKi NPOCYBalOTL reHASPHY Ak
PIBHICTE Ta IHK/MIOSMBHICTL 40% 24% 1% e
A akTVBHO NiATPYMYIO Ta 3axuwaro npaea JITBTK+ Ta iHKNIO3UBHICTL 64% 38% T7% 72%
24% 29% 41%
26% 42% 44%

26% 30% 24%

‘OCOBWCTA NOBEAIHKA WOAO FrEHAEPHUX MUTAHL

31%

54% 2%
6% 0%

A nouysaocA KOMOPTHO, 06roBOPIOIOYW reHAePHI NUTaHHA 43%

7% 2%

2%
5%
8% 6'

A 3HaI0 Ta NOBaXKaIO Pi3Hi reHaepHi iAeHTUYHOCTI Ta (hopMKn
CaMOBMPEXKEHHA
FeHAepPOM Ta iIHKNIO3WBHICTIO

6

3
1 CBIAOMO BUKOPUCTOBYIO IHKNIO3UBHY MOBY Ta YHUKAIO FeHAepHUX 61% 28% 50% 1
cTepeoTunie

4

36%

A BU3HAIO Ta AONAI0 BAACH] YNepeKeHHA Ta 3a6060HM, NOB'A3aHI 3

3% 7% 1% 2% 4%

62%

F KNAGIC BUKIK TEHACPHIAM HOPMAM Ta O4ikYBAHHANM Y BNACHOMY XMTTI 53% 46% 63% 49%
Ta 320X04YI0 IHWIWX POGUTK Te came

A aKTUBHO HaBYaIO IHLIMX WOAO reHAepPHUX NUTaHL Ta NPoCyBal
IHKNIO3UBHICTE 37% 31% 48% 33% 35% 32% 45%

52% 4

76% 6
66% 4
40% 3
2%

83% 61%
56% 56%

e Key Problems and Challenges

In general, the rating of problems in the region is similar to the national scale - the war in Ukraine and political
corruption prevail. The problem of economic instability and unemployment (52%), as well as social inequality and
poverty (44%) are significantly more relevant for Poltava Oblast. Compared to others, the region more often points
out problems with access to education. In other Oblasts of the region, these problems are less pronounced. Separate
emphasis is placed on the insufficiency of measures to revive Ukrainian culture in Kirovohrad Oblast (21%) and the
insufficient level of ensuring human rights and social justice for Vinnytsia Oblast (21%).

° Needs Emphasized by Communities in the Region

SAFETY: High levels of perceived feeling of safety across all indicators (83% agree with the statement “My
neighborhood is generally peaceful and quiet”) — due to scores of Vinnytsia and Zhytomyr Oblasts. At the very same
time, Poltava and Kirovohrad Oblasts scored lower. 24% of respondents (the lowest score among regions) indicate
that the level of violence has increased over the past 12 months.

MEDICAL NEEDS are the most popular request though scoring lower than in other regions (51%); the main needs
are access to inexpensive medicines (19%) and access to medications for long term use / critical medications.
TRANSPORT, HOUSING, ROADS, WATER AND ENERGY: Respondents consider the restoration or construction of
roads (35%), the need for shelters and their improvement (21%) to be the most critical issues. The needs pertaining
to heat supply (10%) and gas quality (12%) are also relevant for the region.

SOCIAL SUPPORT is less relevant than in other regions, but access to social protection payments and services (15%)
the main need in this cluster.

ACCESSIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE: The main emphasis is placed on sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for people
in wheelchairs, with strollers, people with visual or hearing impairments (22%).

INFORMATION ACCESSIBILITY: Respondents mainly indicate the need to provide the Internet in all public places
(14%), as well as posting relevant information on official web resources for groups (11%) that need assistance (IDPs,
veterans, etc.). Additionally, the request focuses on e-government systems for convenient access to public services
and online resources for educating citizens in Vinnytsia Oblast.

TELECOM / INTERNET: Vinnytsia Oblast is characterized by significant number of mentions of the need for stable
mobile communication, mobile Internet (46%).

° Communities’ Safety Profile



Vinnytsia and Zhytomyr Oblasts boast of a generally higher perception of safety, compared to the Regions in
transition as a whole. However, more than a third of respondents (35%) in Vinnytsia Oblast noted that the level of
violence has increased over the past 12 months.

Perion O6nacTs Tun rpomagu

B DBUIA NPodink r r:ﬂ);x_lj_;’;l BiHH1LbKA KuTomupchbika Kiposorpagcska MonTtascbka Micbka cenuviyHa
Hacxki BU i CBOTM T iLHiM paioHoM AK MicLem ANA NPpoXUBaHHA?

% 3aposoneHi ceoiM micuem npoxueanHA (Ton 3) 98% 98% 99% 96% 99% 98% 99%
MoeHicTio 3aposoneHni/a 31% 27% 28% 25% 43% 26% 39%
Hyxe 3aposoneHuii/a 44% 50% 54% 42% 30% 45% 43%
MomipHo 3anoBoneHviA/a 23% 21% 17% 29% 26% 27% 17%
Mano sanosoneHuit/a 2% 2% 1% 3% 1% 2% 1%
3oBcimM He 3anoBoneHuii/a 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%

CymxeHHA npo 6eaneky - 3rogwi (Ton2)

A sinuysato cebe B 6eaneli, konu cam/ cama ay y CBOEMY paiicHi B

Z 91% 91% 91% 91% 93% 91% 92%
AEHHUIA Yac
V MOEMY paiioHi B LiNOMy MUPHO, CNOKIHHO 83% 83% 83%
A sinuysato cebe B Geanel, konu cam/ cama Ay y cBoeMy paiioHi 8 ; o
HiMHMI Yac 84% 84% g 85% 82%
AiTn 3axmweni Big GynniHry, 06pas B wkoni 70% 60% 64% B80%
Aitn 3axuweni Big Gynninry, cbpas Ha Bynvui 70% 69% 70% 62% 78% 63% 81%
Pisetb HacunbcTBa 36iNBWKMBCA NPOTAFOM OCTaHHiX 12 MicAliB 24% 35% 9% 27% 26% 21% 29%

Table: IPSOS + Source: Mepexiasi (LiewTp) N=354 Bisknuesxa N=100 dXwuTomupceka N=100 Kiposorpanckka N=100 Montasceka N=100 micoka N=250 cemuia N=150 « Created with Datawrapper
. -
o) Region’s Priority Needs

Needs emphasized by Vinnytsia Oblast: availability of emergency medical care (22%), availability of elderly care
services (13%), material assistance in restoring damaged housing (14%), need for long-term housing (19%),
improvement of living conditions in the temporary housing (14%), and need for temporary housing (9%).

There is a high demand for access to inexpensive medicines (38%), road rehabilitation and construction (53%), need
for shelters and improvement of shelter conditions (48%) in Zhytomyr Oblast.

Perion O6nactb Twn rpomaan
MpiopuTeTHi npoGnemu rpomagu I}ml Bil Kiposor n Micska cenuwHa
Meguuni nocnyrua | Jliku 51% 73% 56% 29% 50% 53%
OocTyn no Hepoporux nikie 19% 15% 38% 16% 19% 19%
[LocTynHicTs ciMeiiHoro nikapa 4% 8% 1% 5% 1% 4% 3%
Eg:;z::;ic'rb MeAMYHWX Npenaparis ANA KPUTHUIHOO/ perynApHoro 14% 12% 15% 17% 12% 17%
[ocTynHICTb WBMAKOT MearyHOI 40NOMOr 9% 7% 5% 8% 1%
MosknusicTb 3pobrTti NnaHosy XipypriyHy onepauio 5% 7% 3% 9% 6% 4%
[LocTynHicTe MeANYHKMX NONIKNIHIK, ambynaTopii 7% 9% 8% 6% 6% 6% 9%
Eno:'z:::;:r‘::::;;tr ACrNAAY 3a NiTHIMK NIoALMK (BYAWHKKY, iHTEPHATH 5% 6% 29 1% 5% 7%
[LocTyn no Mean4HOro/cnewiansHoro TpaHcnopTy 2% 2% 1% 4% 0% 1% 3%
Tpancnopt | foporn 50% 64% 56% 29% 50% 48% 52%
BigHoBneHHA, nobyaosa aopir 35% 40% 53% 2% 45% 34% 37%
[ocTynHICTL rpOMaaCcLKOro TPAHCNOPTY 8% 14% 3% 12% 4% 6% 13%
BIOKpPUTI Ta NPaLIoioyi MOCTH Ta A0POrk 3% 6% 0% 7% 0% 4% 3%
HarBHICTb eBaKyaUiiHOro TpaHcnopTy 4% 5% 2% 8% 1% 6% 0%
Pob6oTa 3anisHu4YHOro TpaHCnopTy 4% 5% 4% 6% 1% 2% 7%
HKurno | PemonT 39% 16% 40% 38%
HeobxiaHicTs YKPUTTIB, NOKPALLEHHA CTaHy YKPUTIB 21% 13% 23% 19%
MarepianbHa AONOMOra y BiAHOBNEHHI NOWKOMKEHOro XnTna 5% 0% 4% 7%
HeobxigHicTb XWUTNa Ha TPMBANNIA TEPMIH 7% 5% 9% 5%
MoninweHHA XUTNOBO-NOGYTOBKX YMOB TMMYACOBOTO XUTNA 5% 0% 5% 5%
HeobxiaHICTs TMMY4ACOBOro XUTNa 4% 1% 4% 3%

Table: IPSOS - Source: Mepexiani (LienTp) N=354 Bimisxa N=100 JKuTomupceka N=100 Kipoeorpancexa N=100 Nontascexa N=100 mickka N=250 cenira N=150 - Created with Datawrapper

Social support is most emphasized for Vinnytsia Oblast, which includes psychological assistance (19%), access to
social protection payments and services (25%), legal assistance (8%) and assistance in restoring lost / damaged
documents (13%). The Oblast also has a request for solving utility services problems: stable electricity supply (20%)
and improving the quality of gas supplied (20%). The need for heat supply is urgent (20%) for Poltava Oblast.



PerioH 0O6nactb Tun rpomagy

MplopuTeTHi npoGnemu rpomaayn Tmi BiHHUUbKa SbKa n Micbka cenuHa
CoujansHa nigTprmka 35% 34% 37%
Mewmxonoriyna aonomora 8% 4% 9% 6%
MoninwMTi AOCTYN A0 BUNNAT Ta NOCNY COWIANBHOND 3axMCTy 15% 8% 13% 17%
OpuauyHa nonomora 3% 0% 3% 3%
[onomora y BinHOBNEHHI BTPaueHNX/NOWKOAKEHUX JOKYMEHTIB 5% 0% 4% 5%
DocTynHiCTs AUTAYMX cankis 4% 3% 5% 3%
gdczmv)‘a‘rc'rb AITAM HABHATMCA y cepepHiit wkoni (nocTyn Ao cepeaHsol a% 0% 4% 5%
YPa, A0CTY 42% 48% 34%

TpoTyapu, niWoxoaHi nepexoau Bynuu 2% 25% 24% 19%
Mawnpycu anA i iAHAX BI3KIB Y If yai 13% 20% 18% 7% 9% 15% 1%
covxcmmmwoxmmacon e mones ™~ ™ 0% - ™ g
AnanTveHi TyaneTHi KiMHaTK y rPOMaACEKWX MICLIAX 6% 6% 6% 8% 4% 10% -
Pospobka yHisepcansHoro AW3ainHy y rpoMaacbkux npocTopax 1a

ull 3 MeTol KOMOPTY Ta AOCTYNHOCTI ANA BCIX 1% 3% 0% 2% 0% 2% 0%
rpoManAH
oy T or i i e e o = ™ s o
E«;zsakmani CUCTeMM HaBirauli, AKi JONOMaraloTe NIOAAM 3HARTK CBIA 29 5% 0% 2% 0% 29 1%
NOpHCTar T ot T3 kOB OOEXOHHAIN ™ 2 ™ * o = %
Bopa | EnexTpuka | Fas 44% 62% 23% 51% 42% 50% 35%
3abeaneyeHHA AKICHOIO NUTHOIO BOAOIO 1% 15% 16% “
Cra6ineHe (63 nepe6ois) enekTponocTayaHHA 8% 8% 8% 9%
MoninwuTK AKICTb rasy, Wo NocTa4aeTbea 12% 1% 10% 15%
TennonocTa4aHHA 10% 7% 26% 12% 7%
EnekTponocTayasHA HOPMankHOI Hanpyrin 7% 12% 6% 8% 5%
'apRye BoponocTa4aHHA 3% 6% 1% 2% 3%
BinHOBNEHHA BOAONOCTAYAHHA 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
BiaHoBneHHA razonocTavaqHA 2% 0% 1% 2% 1%

- Source: Mepexiani (Llentp) N=354 E xa N=100 Jurommpcoxa N=100 Kiposorpaacexa N Bobka N=100 mickka N=2

In Vinnytsia Oblast, the demand for information accessibility is generally higher, especially the demand for e-
government systems for convenient access to public services and online resources for citizen education. Vinnytsia
Oblast is also characterized by a significant mention of the need for stable mobile communication, mobile Internet

(46%).
The demand for posting relevant information on official web resources (20%) is emphasized in Zhytomyr Oblast.
PerioH O6nactb Twn rpomagu

MpiopuTeTHi npo6nemn rpomaau r:ﬂ):;ﬁg;“ Bil Ku p Kiposor Mon Micbka cenuviyHa
IHchopMaLliiiHa AOCTYMHICTL 44% 70% 45% 46% 43%
3abeaneyeHHA AOCTYNY A0 IHTEPHETY B YCIX rPOMaACckKMX MiCUAX 14% 18% 13% 16%
HaReHicTb akTyaneHoi iHcbopmauii Ha oiuiiiHnx BeGpecypcax micLesoi
BNaau, y couianbH1x Mepexkax rpomMaa LWOAO Po3MILLeHHA, NOGNYT, 11% 6% 1% 1%

npauesnalTyBaHHA, r'yMaHiTapHOi A0NOMOri TOWO ANA rpyn, AKI
noTpebyraTs aonomoru (setepanu, INH, Hanpuknag)

PoamiweHHA indopmauil akTyansHol AnA nioaeit 3 iHeanigHicTio B
rpoMafckKUX MicuAx (B TpaHCnopTi, Ha BoK3anax, y 3aknanax 4% 3% 8% 6% 0% 5% 3%
XapuyBaHHA, NIKapHAX, anTeKax Tow|o)

IHCTPYMEHTI OHNaRH-KOHCYNLTALLIA 3 haxiBLAMK pisHux cthep 5% 1% 6% 6% 6% 3%
CuUCTeMU eNeKTPOHHOrO YPAAYBAHHA ANA 3PYYHOro AOCTYNY A0 2% 1% 6% 0% 59 3%
[epaBHUX nocnyr

HaBuaHHA rpoMafaH BUKOPUCTOBYBATM LMDPOBI TEXHONOTT Ta iHTepHeT- 7% 5% 29 2% 129
pecypcu

OHnaiiH-nnatcopMu ANA AUCTAHLIRHOrO HaBYaHHA Ta OCBITU 6% 12% 5% 8% 6% 7%
Bnpoaa,qmennn‘enex'rponumx CUCTEM OLIHKM AKOCTI NOCAYT Ta 2% 19 3% 5% 2% 3% 3%
3BOPOTHLOMO 3B'A3KY Bif rpOManAH

HocTyn no enekTpoHHux GiGnioTek Ta iHWKX OCBITHIX pecypcis 3% 5% 0% 6% 0% 2% 3%
Baxoav anA BNPOBAAXEHHA KOPEKTHOI TEPMIHONOTT LIOAC BHYTPIWHEO 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 29, 0%
nepemilieHnx ocit | Nioaer 3 iHBanigHICTIO.

BMK_OPMCTaHHH KECTOBOI MOBM ANIA HEUYIOUMX NICAEH B 1% 1% 0% 2% 0% 1% 19
AAMIHICTPATUBHIX Ta COLIANLHNX YCTAHOBAX

TenexoM | IHTepHeT 29% 55% 22% 21%

CrabinbHuin MOBINBHWIA 38'A30K, MOBINLHWA IHTEpHeT 25% 46% 21% 17%

BigHoBUTK cTabinbHe iIHTEpHET-3'€qHaHHA 4% 8% 1% 4% 2% 3% 5%
[HocTynha 3amiHa BTpayeHoro/nowxkomxeHoro mobinbHoro TenechoHy 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 2% 0%

S - Source: Mepexiani (LienTp) N=354 Binnnusxa N=100 XXuTomupceka N=100 Kiposorpaacska N=100 Montasceka N=100 micoka N=25 Created with Datawrapper



9.4. Regions in the Rear

The rear regions of Ukraine demonstrate the highest Social Cohesion index (SCl = +57) compared to other regions,
especially in the components of Social Relations (+52) and Inclusion (+72). People with insufficient level of income,
households with elderly people (Khmelnytskyi region), large families (Rivne Oblast), as well as households with
people with disabilities (Rivne and Khmelnytskyi Oblasts) stand out among the focus groups in the region.
Respondents in the region identify the war in Ukraine the biggest challenge, other problems are felt much less than
in other regions (the lowest scores are registered in Zakarpattia Oblast). At the very same time Lviv Oblast is
characterized by similar rating of challenges as at the national level, so concerns about economic instability and
unemployment are also significantly emphasized (39%). The region has a high level of trust towards people from the
same locality as respondents (58%), especially in Zakarpattia and Ivano-Frankivsk Oblasts, a bit lower in Lviv (34%)
and Rivne (22%). Trust towards people from other ethnic groups (41%) is lower than towards those from one’s own
ethnic group (53%). The Armed Forces of Ukraine are most trusted (93%) among institutions, but trust in the
education (66%) and healthcare (61%) systems is lower than in other regions, and lower than the level of trust in
local authorities (75%) and the media (68%). Trust in local authorities is high, especially in Zakarpattia, Ivano-
Frankivsk and Khmelnytsky Oblasts. Trust in central authorities is in line with or higher than at the national level. The
region demonstrates high levels of support for the integration of IDPs (74%), veterans (88%) and people with
disabilities (80%), but in Zakarpattia and Lviv Oblasts, support for the integration of IDPs is lower.

Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Accessibility of medical services and medicines (38%), in particular inexpensive medicines (21%), medicines for
long term use and availability of a family physician (Lviv and Rivne Oblasts).

2) Rehabilitation or construction of roads (25%), accessibility of public transport (Lviv and Rivne Oblasts - 23%), need
for shelters and their improvement (Lviv Oblast - 53%).

3) Psychological assistance (12%) and access to social protection payments and services (15%).

4) Development of accessible infrastructure, especially in Lviv Oblast: sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for
low-mobility groups of the population (25%), ramps in public buildings (37%), as well as comfort of public transport
for people with disabilities (21%).

5) Ensuring stable mobile communication and Internet connection (30%), restoration of a stable Internet connection
(22%), especially in Rivne Oblast.

° Social Cohesion Index in the Region
The Rear Regions, generally have high indicators of Social Cohesion across all Oblasts of the region — due to high
scores within the Social Relations and Inclusion components.

PerioH O6nacTb Tun rpomagn

IsaHo-
®dpaHkiBcbka

Net (Bucokuii — Huabkuid) Tunosi 3akapnarcbka NbBiBCBKA PiBHeHcbka XmenbHULbKa Mmicbka cenvwHa

Mokasznuk CouianeHoi
srypTosaHocTi (Social
Cohesion Index)

KoMnoHeHTu:

CoujaneHi BinHocuHu (Social
Relations Sub-Index)

BknioyeHHna (Connectedness
Sub-Index)

CninbHe Bnaro (Common
Good Sub-Index)

Table: IPSOS - Source: Tunosi N=606 3akapnarceka N=100 |saso-Ppankisceka N=100 Nbeisctka N=100 PisreHcbka N=100 XmenbHrubika N=100 micbka N=300 cenwiHa N=200 - Created with
Datawrapper

° Aspects of Social Cohesion in the Region

o Trust towards Social Groups

The region has high (compared to other regions) scores of trust towards people from one’s own settlement (58%) —
mainly due to high level of trust in rural communities, especially in Zakarpattia and Ivano-Frankivsk Oblasts. While
these indicators are significantly lower (34%) in Lviv Oblast, and the level of trust towards people from other ethnic
groups is much lower (18%). In Rivne Oblast, a critically low level of trust is recorded for all groups surveyed.



Perion O6nactb Tun rpomapu

Hackinbku B Linomy Bu

JAosipAeTe (Top2Box IBaHo-
(TloBHICTIO 860 MepeBakHo Tunosi 3akapnarcbka dparkischKa INbBiBCHKA PiBHeHCbKa XMenbHULbKa micbka cenuiHa
AOBIPAIO) )...

... BONOHTEpam 61%

- NfOAAM 3i cBoro cena / 589%

rpomaan/ micta

... NIOAAM 3 BNACHOI eTHIYHOT 53%

Y1 MOBHOI rpynu

... CBOIM cycinam 50%

... NIOAAM 3 iHWWX eTHIYHWX 47%

4K MOBHMX rpyn

Table: IPSOS + Source: Tunoei N=606 3akapnarcexka N=100 Isaxo-®paHkisceka N=100 Nlesiscska N=100 PieHeHctka N=100 XmensHuubika N=100 miceka N=300 cenmnwna N=200 - Created with
Datawrapper

o Trust towards Institutions

High scores of trust towards the mayor of a city/town demonstrated in Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast are also typical for
Zakarpattia and Khmelnytskyi Oblasts. This score is lower for Lviv and Rivne Oblasts and corresponds to the national
level. Lviv Oblast also has the lowest level of trust in the Cabinet of Ministers and Parliament in the region, and trust
in the courts is significantly lower than at the national level. In Zakarpattia Oblast, the level of trust in many
institutions, except for local authorities, is generally lower.

PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomagn
OuiniTe, 6yab nacka, Qlaem: Bawol nosipy 4o HACTYMHUX |BaHo-
g;;:um;?uwx iHcTUTYLRA.. Top3Box (fdosipAloTs MomipHo abo Twunosi Sakapnarcbka paHKiackka JeBi P Xmer Micbka cenunwHa
36poiiHi cunm 93% 91% 94% 94% 93%
Fonoea (Mep) MiCTa / cenuila ae A NPOXUBaI0 75% 82% 73% 79%
3Bacobu macosoi iHthopmadii/npeca 68% 60% 66% 71% 63%
Micuesa nep>xkaBHa agMiHicTpauin 67% 73% 61% 58%
CucTema ocsiTh 66%
CucTema couiansHol NoniThkK 65% 65%
lonoea HaWoi TepuTopiansHoi rpoMaaun 64%
Moniuia 61%
CucTema 0XOpoHM 3A0POB'A 61%
Mpeangent 60%
IHWi NpaBooXopoHHi opraHK 59%
Fonoea OBA (06nacHoi BiliceKoBoT agMiHicTpauii) 54%
KabiHeT MinicTpis 51%
MapnameHt 50%
Cyan 47%

Table: IPSOS - Source: Tunosl N=606 Saxapnartceka N=100 leano-Dpankiecska N=100 fesiecska N=100 Pisnercoka N=100 Xuenstiusika N=100 miceka N=300 cenmwumna N=200 - Created with Datawrapper

° Attitude towards Human Diversity

o) Other ethnic, social origin or religion

Overall, the region is characterized by a high level of declared tolerant attitude towards people of different social
status and ethnic origin, with a high level of meaningful interaction with people of different origins - the highest
indicators are reported in lvano-Frankivsk and Zakarpattia Oblasts, and vice versa, lower scores are in Rivne Oblast.



PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomagn

Hackinbku B1 ocobucto

norogpkyereck abo He

NOrojpKyeTech 3 . IBaHo- . " .

Ha HUM... Top2Box Tunoei Sakapnartcebka paKiBcska JbBiBCEKA PiBHeHCbKa XmenbHuubKa MiCbKa cenviHa
(MosHicTio abo 4acTKoBO

3rofHi)

A BBaxkaro Npobnemoro, AKLLO
Ha niofel HanaaaloTs Yepes

. ! 91% 91% 91% 90%
iXHE eTHI4HEe noxoKeHHA abo

penirito

A maro 3MICTOBHY B3AEMOAIO 3 87% 83% 87% 87%
NoAbMM PIBHOIC NOXOAXKEeHHA

Joam cTaBnATLCA OAVH A0

OJIHOTO 3 NoBaroke Ta 87% 80% 85% 89%
PO3YMIHHAM

ETHi4HI BiAMIHHOCTI Midi o o
NI0ABMW NOBAXKAKOTLCA 86% 81% 84% 88%
Toaw pizHoro couiansHoro

noxoakeHHA nobpe 85% 82% 85% 87%

nagHalTb MixX co60oi0

Table: IPSOS + Source: Tunoei N=606 3akapnarcska N=100 Isako-®paHkisceka N=100 Mesisceka N=100 PiekeHctka N=100 XmensHuubika N=100 miceka N=300 cennwna N=200 - Created with
Datawrapper

o Inclusivity

The region boasts of high support for integration of IDPs (74%), but not as high as that of veterans (88%) and people
with disabilities (80%), even in Khmelnytskyi Oblast, where the highest support for integration for these groups is
recorded. However, these figures are significantly lower in Zakarpattia Oblast, and support for IDP integration is also
lower in Lviv Oblast.

Perion O6nactb Tun rpomagm
Bynk nacka, ouiHiTL cBOE |BaHo-
cTaBneHHA no...Top2Box Twunosi 3akapnarcbka KIBCbKA JNbBiBCHKA PiBHeHCbKa XnMenbHULBKa MicbKa cenvilHa
(MpHiAHATHO) PpaH
...Jl0 BETepaHis 88% 87% 88% 91% 83%
.10 niofei 3 iHBanigHicTIO 80% 75% 82%
...A0 BHYTPILWHBO 74% 82% 80%

nepemileHux ocié

Table: IPSOS + Source: Tunosi N=606 3akapnarceka N=100 IsaHo-®pa+kisceka N=100 Nesieceka N=100 PieneHcska N=100 XmensHuueska N=100 micska N=300 cenvwna N=200 + Created with
Datawrapper

o Gender Equality
Perion O6nactb Twvn rpomaam
Eg::;.m)w"m CBOE CTABIBHHA AO... Top2Box Tunosi Bakapnarceka ¢p:::;m JNeBiBCEKA Pi X Micbka cenuwHa

PIBHI MOX/IUBOCTI 1A BCIX CTATEW

A Bipto B PiBHI MOXNMBOCTI Ta NPEACTABHULTBO BCiX CTaTe

Ha KepiBHKX nocagax 53%

A Bipio B reHaepHy pIiBHICTbL Ta piBHi Npasa ANA BCiX 40%

IHKMIOSMBHA TEHAEPHA MONMITUKA

A BipIO y BAXNMBICTL CTBOPEHHA BE3NeYHNX Ta 34%

IHKNIO3MBHUX NPOCTOPIB ANA BCiX reHaepis

A NigTPUMYIO NONITUKY Ta 3aKOHOAABCTBO, AKI CPURIOTHL 20%

reHfiepHii piBHOCTI Ta IHKNHO3WBHOCTI

A 6epy yyacTs B opraHisaiax um iniuiaTneax, Aki 339

NpocyBaloTh reHAepHY PiBHICTL Ta IHKMK3WUBHICTD

A akTuBHO NiATPUMYIO Ta 3axuialo npaea JITBTK+ ta 50%

IHK/IO3MBHICT

OCOBWCTA NOBEAIHKA LWOAO rEHAEPHUX NMIATAHD

A nodyeatoca KOMGOPTHO, 0BroBOPIOIOYM FreHAEPHI NUTaHHA 35%

A 3Halo Ta NnoBaXkalo piaHi reHaepHi igeHTYHOCTI Ta hopmin 300

CaMOBUPaXeHHA

A BU3HAIO Ta JONAI0 BNACcHi ynepeaykeHHA Ta 3a6060HM, 7% 9%

NOB'A3aHI 3 reHAEePOM Ta IHKMIO3UBHICTIO

A CBIAOMO BUKOPUCTOBYIO IHKMIO3UBHY MOBY Ta YHUKAIO

reHAepH1X CTepeoTHnis 49% 59% 48%
A KMpal BUKNMK reHAEPHUM HOPMaM Ta OYikyBaHHAM y 3% 0% 34%

BNACHOMY XMTTi Ta 380X04YI0 iHWWX POBUTH Te came

A aKTUBHO HaBYaI0 IHILMX FEHAEPHUX NUTaHb T
al 0 HEABHAIO IHLNX LOAO reHaep aHb Ta 1% 62% 51%
NPOCYBaI0 IHKMK3UBHICTL

Table: IPSOS + Source: Tnosi N=606 3axapnarcexa N=100 leaso-bpankiscerka N=100 Nesieceka N=100 Pisrenceka N=100 XueneHiubka N=100 miceka N=300 cenmuna N=200 - Created with Datawrapper



Indicators of perceived gender equality and equal rights for all genders in the region are in line with the national
level, with high scores in Lviv, Zakarpattia and Ivano-Frankivsk Oblasts. However, Rivne and Khmelnytskyi Oblasts
show significantly lower scores on many gender aspects.

° Key Problems and Challenges

The biggest challenge highlighted by the respondents is the war in Ukraine, while other problems are felt much less
than in other regions (the lowest indicators are in the Zakarpattia Oblast). In Lviv Oblast, the rating of challenges is
close to the national level; concerns about economic instability and unemployment are also significantly emphasized
(39%).

° Needs Emphasized by Communities in the Region

SAFETY: High levels of perceived feeling of safety across all indicators (89% agree with the statement “My
neighborhood is generally peaceful and quiet”) — lowest in Rivne Oblast (64%) and over 90% in other Oblasts. 26%
of respondents (less than in other regions) indicate that the level of violence has increased over the past 12 months.
MEDICAL NEEDS are the most popular request though scoring lower than in other regions (38%). The main needs
are access to inexpensive medicines (21%). Access to medicines to be taken regularly / critical medicines and the
availability of a family doctor are also relevant for Lviv and Rivne Oblasts.

TRANSPORT, HOUSING, ROADS, WATER AND ENERGY: Respondents consider the following to be the most critical:
road rehabilitation or construction (25%) and the availability of public transport in Lviv and Rivhe Oblasts (23%). In
Lviv Oblast, 53% indicate the need for shelters and their improvement.

SOCIAL SUPPORT: Less relevant than in other regions. The main needs are psychological support (12%) and access
to social protection payments and services (15%).

ACCESSIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE: relevant mainly for Lviv Oblast: sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for people
in wheelchairs, with strollers, people with reduced mobility, vision or hearing impairments (25%), ramps in public
buildings (37%), as well as the comfort of public transport for people with disabilities (21%).

INFORMATION ACCESSIBILITY: relevant mainly for Lviv and Rivne Oblasts: respondents indicate the need to provide
Internet access in all public places (11%).

TELECOM / INTERNET: is relevant mainly for the Rivne Oblast, it refers to the need for stable mobile communication,
mobile Internet (30%), as well as restoration of a stable Internet connection (22%).

° Communities’ Safety Profile

In lvano-Frankivsk and Lviv Oblasts the level of satisfaction with the place of residence is the highest among the
Regions of the Rear and significantly higher compared to Rivne Oblast. In Rivne Oblast, the feeling of safety is
generally lower (compared to the Regions in the Rear as a whole), half of respondents note that the level of violence
has increased over the past 12 months. In Khmelnytskyi Oblast, the level of confidence that children are protected

from bullying is low.
Perion O6nacte Twn rpomagu

a wa B

Beanexosuii npocink rpomanu Tunosi PieHerHcbKka XmenbHuubKa Micbka cenvilHa

Hackinbki B1 3a4080N€Hi CBOIM TenepilHiM PaRoHOM AK MICLEeM ANA NPOXMBAHHA?

% 3apoeoneHi cBoIM Micuem npoxwuBaxHA (Ton 3) 92% 92% 91%
MosHicTio 3apoBoneHuii/a 20% 23% 17%
Ryxe 3anosonexnii/a 36% 37% 34%
MomipHo 3aposoneHuin/a 35% 33% 40%
Mano 3afoBonexuit/a 7% 8% 6%
3oecim He 3anosonexwii/a 1% 0% 3%

CymkenHA npo Geaneky - 3roawi (Ton2)

A einyysato cebe B Geaneu, Konu cam/ cama iy y ceoemy 03%
PanoHi B ABHHWIA Yac
Y MOEMY paioHi B LINOMY MMPHO, CIOKIAHO 89%

A sinuysaio cebe B Geaneuj, Konu cam/ cama iay y ceoemy 89%
paWoHi B HiYHWA Yac °
Litv 3axuweni Bip GynniHry, o6pas 8 wkoni 66%
Litn saxvweni eig 6ynniHry, obpas Ha Bynmui 64%

PiseHb HacunbcTBa 36iNLWMBCA NPOTArOM OCTaHHIX 12

MicALiB 26%

able: IPSOS + Source: Tunosi N=606 3axapnatcska N=100 lBano-Opankiacesa N=100 Nesiscexa N=100 PisHescsxa N=100 XmensHiuska N=100 wicska

o Region’s Priority Needs

Needs most emphasized for Lviv and Rivne Oblasts are almost identical: access to inexpensive medicines, availability
of a family doctor, availability of medicines to be taken regularly / critical medicines, availability of public transport.



Moreover, the problems of availability of emergency medical care (14%), scheduled surgical interventions (10%),
availability of medical clinics (25%), availability of services for care of the elderly (10%), material assistance in the
restoration of damaged housing (19%), improvement of living conditions of temporary housing (8%) and the need
for temporary housing (10%) are more urgent in Rivne Oblast, compared to other Oblasts of the region.

In Lviv Oblast, there is a high demand for the restoration and construction of roads (50%) and the need for shelters
and their improvement (53%).

PerioH O6nactb Tun rpomagm

MpiopuTeTHi nponemn rpomaam Tunosi <apnatcbka -~ Ism:o- Neei Pii X Micbka cenuwHa
Mepuuni nocnyrw | Fliku 38%

Doctyn po Hepoporux nikis 21%

DocTynHicTb ciMeiHoro nikapa 12%

LoctynHicTs MefMUHX penaparis AN1A KPUTU4HOro/ 10%

PErynApHOro npuAcMy

[ocTynHICTb WBKWAKOI MeAWYHOT A0NOMOrA 7%

MonueicTs 3po6uUTi NNaHoBy xipypriuHy onepauio 4%

DocTynHicTs MeanyHux Noniknikik, amGynaropii 10%

[ocTynHicTs Nocnyr AornAay 3a NiTHIMU NioAbMM (GyanHKK,

iHTEpHAaTK ANA NiTHIX Nloaei) 5%

[OocTyn o MeavyHOro/cneuiansHoro TpaHcnopTy 2%

Tpascnopt | foporn 37%

BinHoBnexHA, nobyaosa Acpir 25% 28% 22% 30%
DocTynHicTs rpoMaacsKoro TpaHenopTy 14% 8% 12% 16%
BinkpuTi Ta npautooyi MOCTH Ta A0pori 6% 3% 3% 9%
HanBHICTb eBakyaUiiHOro TpaHcnopTy 1%

Po6oTa 3anisHU4HOro TpaHcnopTy 3%

Kuno | PemoHT 22%

HeobxiaHICTb YKPUTTIB, NOKPALIEHHA CTaHY YKPUTIB 12%

MarepiankHa A0MNOMOra y BiQHOBNEHHI MOLWKOMKEHOTO %

HUTNA

HeobXiaHICTb XUTNA Ha TPUBANKIA TEPMIH 1%

MNoninWweHHA XMTNOBO-NOBYTOBMX YMOB TMMHACOBOr0 X1TNa 3%

HeobXiaHiCTe THMYACOBOr0 XKHUTNa 3%
Table: IPSOS - Source: Tunosi N=606 3axapnarcska N=100 Isano-Dpankiacera N=100 flssisctxa N=100 Pisvencexa N=100 XuensHiusxa N=100 uicska N=300 cenvusa N=200 - Created with Datawrappe

The demand for social support is more emphasized in Lviv and Rivne Oblasts: improving access to social protection
payments and services. Psychological support is relevant for Lviv (31%), while legal assistance and help in restoring
documents, accessibility of kindergartens is emphasized in Rivne Oblast. Moreover, Rivne Oblast expressed urgent
needs related to utility services, to be more specific: provision of high-quality potable water (12%), stable electricity
supply (18%), gas quality (7%).

Development of accessible infrastructure is more relevant for Lviv Oblast, namely sidewalks, pedestrian crossings,
streets (25%), ramps in public buildings (37%), accessible public transport for people with disabilities (21%) and
accessible toilets (11%). The Oblast also has a problem of unstable electricity supply.



Perion O6nacTb Twn rpomagm

Isano-

MpiopuTeTHi npoGinem rpomaay Tunosi 3axapnarceka parkincska
CoujanbHa niaTpumka 28%
Mewxonoriyna aonomora 12%
MoniNWWTI AOCTYN 0 BUNNAT Ta NOCAYT COUIANBHONG 3aXACTY 1%
HOpMAMIHA NONOMOTa 4%
[Monowmora y gij i BTpa il i 3%
DoGTYRHICTL AMTAUNX CajKis 5%
MoxnuBicTb [iTAM HABYATUCA y CepeHilt Wkoni (AoCTYN A0 cepepHsoi ocsiTi) 1%
19%

TpoTyapw, NiWoxoaH nepexoau,Byn1ui 7% 6%
Maraycw AnA iHBaNiAHAX BI3KIB Y rPOMAACHKIX ByaiBNAX 9% 4% 3

KOMBOpTY ] OrQ TPAHCNOPTY ANA NOAEH 3 OGMENEHUMH MOXKNMBCCTAMN 7% 3% 9% 4%
AAANTWBHI TYANeTHI KIMHATA Y FPOMAACHKMX MICLAX 2% 0% 4% 0%
:g:&fuﬁpk:y i ﬂg’—cwancTai ﬂ.ﬁt?:gpgmnﬂ" ot pax Ta GyAiBNAX 3 METOI0 3a6e3neyeHHA 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Efo?:;:fmi reau:;?;::; NOKPHTTIB Ta CMrHaNis, BUKNAAGHHA iH(opMaLlil wpudTom Bpaina anA 1% . 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 1%
IHTEepPaKTHBHI CHCTEMM HaBiraull, AKi ACNOMAraloTe NIOAAM 3HARTM CBIM WNAX 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0%
AnanTauin Be6-caiTie Ta MoGINEHUX NOAATKIE ANA 3pYYHOTD BUKOPUCTAHHA NIOALMA 3 (H3UUHKMK Ta 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1%

KOTHITUBHIMM OB MEXEHHAMY

Boga | EnexTpuka | Faa 19% 21% 18%
3abeaneqeHHn AKICHOK NMTHOK BOAOKD 5% 6% 3%
Crabis (6ea enex 7% 8% 5%
MloninwnTi AKICTE rasy, WO NOCTA4AETLCA 3% 1% 6%
TennonocTavaHHA 0% 0% 1%
EnexTponocTa4aHHA HOPMANLHOI HAaNpyr 3% 2% 0% 6% 5% 2% 2% 4%
FapAvue BoponocTauaHHA 1% 0% 1% 0% 3% 1% 1% 1%
BIAHOBNEHHA BOAONOCTAYAHHA 2% 0% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 0%
BinHoBneHHA rasonocTa4axta 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 1% 1%
BinHOBNEHHA ENEKTPONOCTaYaHHA 1% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1% 1%

The demand for stable mobile communication, mobile Internet (30%) and restoration of stable Internet connection
(22%) is more emphasized in Rivne Oblast. In two Oblasts of the Rear Regions — Lviv and Rivne — the demand for
ensuring Internet access in all public places is higher (totaling 11%).

PerioH O6nacTs Tun rpomanum
Isaro-
MpiopuTeTHI NpoGnemis rpoManm Tunosi Bakapnarcbka DpaHKil Nbsil Pit X Micbka cenuLHa
IHchopmawiina foCTyMHICTE 16%
BabesneyeHHA NOCTYNY A0 iHTEPHETY B YCIX POMA/CHKMX MICLAX 5%
HaneHicTb aKTyankHoi inhopmauil Ha odiuiHnx sebpecypcax Micuesol enagw, ¥
couianbHuX Mep rpomaz Wwono p nocnyr, np TYBaHHA, 2%
rymaHiTapHoi ACNOMOr TOLWO ANA rpyn, AKI noTpe6yoTs Aonomoru (seTepani, IMH,
Hanpuknaa)
PO3MilLeHHA iHOpMALT AKTYANsHOT ANA NIOASRA 3 IHBANIIHICTIO B FPOMAACHKMX MICLAX (8
TpancnopTi, Ha v puy . anTexax Towo) 2% 2% 0% 5% 1% 0% 2% 2%
IHCTpyMeHTH Il auin 3 il pizHmnx cchep 2% 0% 0% 4% 7% 0% 3% 2%
CHCTEMU eNeKTPOHHOTO ANA 3py ARocTyny Ao nocnyr 3% 1% 0% 3% 9% 0% 3% 3%
I rpOMagAH BUKOF UMPOBI TEXHONOT Ta IHTEepHeT-pecypeu 2% 1% 2% 3% 5% 1% 3% 2%
Onnaiin-nnatgopmu anA iAHOro Ta oceiTM 2% 0% 0% 0% “ 1% 1% 3%
BnpoBafKeHHA ENEKTPOHHIX CHCTEM OLIHKM RKOCTI NOCNYT Ta 3BOPOTHLOMG 38'AIKY BIR, 2% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
rpomanaH
NocTyn A0 enekTpoHHMX GIBNIOTEK Ta iHwMX 0CBITHIX pecypeis 2% 1% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3%
Saxoav ANA BNPOBAIKEHHA KOPEKTHO! TePMIHONON WOAO BHYTPILHL0 NepemilueHmx ociG i
nioaei 3 iHBanigHicTIo. % 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0% 2%
1 MOBM ANA HeYy! nogei s iHil Ta couiansHnx
yCTaHoBax 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Tenexom | InTepreT 16% 9% 6% 17% 15% 18%
CrabineHnii MoGinsHWi 38'A30K, MOGINLHKA iHTepHeT 1% 5% 4% 16% 1% 1%
BinHoBWTK cTabinbHe IHTEPHET-3'EQHaHHA 5% 1% 0% 2% 4% 7%
[ocTynHa 3amiHa BTPaYEHOro, 0 Mobil TenedoHy 2% 4% 2% 1% 1% 4%

0 loao-Ppaniiaceka N=100 flosiecoxa N=100 Pisnercoxa N=100 XmensHuuska N=100 mictika N=300 cen

9.5 Kyiv City

Kyiv demonstrates a social cohesion index (SCI = +13), which corresponds to the national level, but in terms of the
Inclusion component, the index is lower compared to the national level. A significant proportion of families of
veterans, defenders of Ukraine and those who were injured as a result of hostilities are among the focus groups in
the region. Emigration (30%), as well as health care issues (26%) are highlighted among the problems for the Kyiv
community significantly more often than in other regions. Also, the lack of measures to revive Ukrainian culture is
more relevant (16%) in Kyiv. The region has a high level of trust towards people from one's own ethnic group (53%)
- it is the same as for neighbors and people residing in the same city. Trust towards people from another ethnic
group corresponds to the national level. Trust towards volunteers is the same as at the national level (61%). The
greatest level of trust among institutions is in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (94%), the healthcare system and



education (>80%). Trust in local authorities is significantly lower than in other regions, while trust in central
authorities corresponds to the national level, with the exception of low trust in courts (32%). Indicators of support
for the integration of IDPs, veterans and people with disabilities are lower than at the national level. Fewer
respondents declare mutual respect and understanding within relationships between people. At the same time, a
significant proportion (68%) expressed belief in gender equality and equal rights for all genders.

Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Ensuring security — although 90% feel safe, 31% still indicate an increase in violence over the past 12
months.

2) Accessibility of medical services (54%), in particular the possibility of having a scheduled surgical
intervention (20%) and the availability of drugs for long term use / critical medications (15%).

3) Reconstruction of bridges and roads (15%), provision of high-quality potable water (23%).

4) Provision of legal (16%) and psychological (15%) assistance.

5) Development of accessible infrastructure: comfort of public transport for people with disabilities (14%),
accessible toilets (23%), universal design of public spaces and buildings (14%).

6) Improving information accessibility: online consultations with specialists (10%), online learning platforms
(11%), access to electronic libraries and educational resources (9%), implementation of electronic systems
for assessing the quality of services and providing feedback (13%).

e Key Problems and Challenges

The rating of problems and challenges for Kyiv community is generally similar to the national indicator. The war in
Ukraine is the biggest challenge for Kyiv, but this score is lower than in other regions. Also, fewer respondents in
Kyiv city indicate an insufficient level of human rights observance and ensuring social justice (10%). Emigration and
the outflow of people from the country (30%), as well as health care issues (26%) are significantly relevant among
respondents in Kyiv. Besides, the lack of measures to revive Ukrainian culture is more relevant for Kyiv (16%).

° Needs Emphasized by Communities in the Region

SAFETY: High safety scores across all indicators (90% agree with the statement “My neighborhood is generally
peaceful and quiet”). About 80% of respondents agree that children are protected from bullying. At the same time,
31% indicate that the level of violence has increased over the past 12 months.

MEDICAL NEEDS: The demand for medical needs (54%) corresponds to the national level. Significant emphasis is
placed on: the ability to perform a planned surgical operation (20%) and the availability of drugs for long term use /
critical medications (15%).

TRANSPORT, HOUSING, ROADS, WATER AND ENERGY: The demand for solving problems with transport is lower
than in other regions, the need for open and functioning bridges and roads is highlighted (15%). Compared to other
regions, the demand for providing quality potable water is high (23%).

SOCIAL SUPPORT: The need for legal assistance (16%) is as important as the need for psychological assistance (15%).
ACCESSIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE: High demand across all indicators, with particular emphasis on: providing accessible
public transport for people with disabilities (14%), accessible toilets in public places (23%), and developing universal
design in public spaces and buildings to ensure comfort and accessibility for all citizens (14%).

INFORMATION ACCESSIBILITY: Demand is focused on online tools, such as tools for online consultations with
specialists in various fields (10%), online learning platforms (11%), and access to electronic libraries and other
educational resources (9%). There is also a demand for the implementation of electronic systems that enable
assessing the quality of services and obtaining feedback from citizens (13%).

9.6. Community Resources

Emergency response services, large enterprises (in communities where they are present), small and medium
businesses, and volunteer initiatives are considered the most efficient among the community resources studied in
the survey. Conversely, libraries are rated as the least effective resources (although widely represented).

. Availability of Resources

From 80% to 100% of respondents in almost all regions note the availability of resources necessary for proper
community dynamics. It is noted that many types of resources are less represented in the De-occupied regions, as
well asin rural areas, in particular, psychological support services (76%), historical and cultural tourist centers (74%),
theaters, museums, historical monuments (75%), universities (47%). Also, respondents are less likely to indicate the
presence of opinion leaders (76%), public spaces, hubs (62%) in the De-occupied regions.



PerioH npoxmBaHHA (3apas) Tun rpomaan

Pecypcy rpomanm Bel MpucpoHTosi OeokynosaHi K“';'B '}ml Tunosi micbka  cenuvwHa
Wkonm 99% 99% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 99%
Opraxu Miuesol Bnaaw Ta aaMiHICTPYBaHHA 99% 99% 100% 100% 99% 99% 99% 99%
Meamuki yeTaHosu 99% 99% 100% 100% 98% 99%

Manuii Ta cepeaHin NPUBaTHWA BisHec 99% 98% 100% 100% 98% 99%

KomyHanbHi cnyx6m 99% 98% 100% 100% 97% 100%

Cny6W pearysaHHA B HaA38M4aliHMX CUTyauAX (LBMAKA MeaWYHa, NOXEXHA A0MNOMOra Ta iH.) 99% 100% 99% 98%

Lepxan 99% 100% 98% 99%

BonoHTepeski iHiuiaTHen 98% 99% 98%
IHdhopmauiiini pecypen 96% 99% 98%
pomancski opraxizauii 96% 99% 97%

BiGnioTeku 95% 97%

BnaroniiHi opranisauii 95%
CnopTuBHi 3aKnanu 95%
Benuki nignpueMcTaa 93%
Cny>ic6K NCMXENOTIYHOT AONOMOTI 91%
Nipepu ayMok (Hanpuknaa akTUBICTH, BIAOMI MUTLI) 89%

Ipomanceki npocTopK, xabum 89%
ICTOPUKO-KYNETYPHI TyPUCTUMHI pecypeu 88%

Teatpw, My3ei, ICTOPUYHI NaM'ATKK 87%
VHiBepcuteTH 80%
N= 1903

Performance Level

Emergency response services are highlighted by respondents as the most effective community resource (72%
consider them effective or extremely effective). Large enterprises (69% effective in those communities where they
are present), small and medium businesses (65%) and volunteer initiatives (67% are considered effective) are ranked
second in terms of effectiveness. Libraries are characterized by the lowest level of effectiveness (42%), while this
resource is widely available in different communities.

PenesaHTHIcT: Ta echekTHEHICTE AR rPOMAAN Bryme Ha cTanicTs | possuTOK rpomasH
Pecypcu rpomaai N= Epaicriant Hapasu4aitho YacTkoBo He
CrywBu pearysaHhA B HansauuaiHux cuyauinx (weuaka meauana, noxexa ponomora ain) [ NNEEEEEER o7 24% 47% 25% 3%
Benuki ninnpuemcTea T 1775 [ 25% a4% 26% 5%
BonoHTepcsKi iiLjaTMEM rge7 [ 19% 8% 29% 4%
Manuii Ta Cepennif npuaaTHAi GisHec D 21% 43% 30% 6%
Meuuti yeTaHoBI res7 (T 17% 5% 33% 5%
Komywanski cnyw6n I oo 16% 6% 31% 8%
LWkonm T 13% 46% 35% 6%
TPOMAACEK] NPOCTOPH, Xa6I | e 1700 |G 12% 45% 34% 9%
Gy O NCHXONGr4HOT AONOMOTH 1,726 14% 44% 34% 9%
VhisepcuTetin | ey 1523 [ 14% 44% 34% 9%
Bnarogmifini oprasiaau | s 1,807 13% 3% 38% 6%
rpomanceki opramizauii 1,823 1% 44% 38% 7%
CropTvei 3aknaau | ss3] 1,804 13% 40% 34% 13%
Lepken I o 16% 37% 3% 17%
IHhopmauiiHi pecypeu 1,826 8% 43% 38% 1%
Oprauy Miuesoi Bn1aay Ta aaMiicTpyBanHA T 0 T 9% 39% 41% 1%
ICTOpMIO-KYALTYPHI TYPUCTHAHI peCyput T ie7e [ R 9% 38% 39% 14%
Tinepy pymok (Hanpuknaa akTMBIcTH, BIAoMI MUTLY) | e 1703 (R 8% 38% 39% 15%
Teatpw, myael, icTopiHi nanaTku 1,654 9% 36% 40% 15%
BibnioTexut [ sy 1813 S 7% 36% 40% 18%

Available Effective Community Resources depending on the Region

¢ A smaller share of respondents from Kyiv city consider response services to be effective (62% versus 65-75% in
other regions). Volunteer initiatives (65%) are ranked first in terms of effectiveness.

¢ As for the majority of available resources in the De-occupied Regions, their effectiveness is noted by a smaller
share of respondents. The lowest scores are given by opinion leaders (20%) and universities (29%).

¢ Respondents from the Regions in the Rear appear to be the most optimistic, considering most resources to be
more effective compared to other regions.



PerioH npoxuvBaHHA (3apas) Thn rpomaau

E (Ton2) % po Bci | Mpwhponrosi  [leokynosani | M '}"p"’dﬂ“m) | Twosi | wmicska  cenmuma
Cnyx61 pearysaHHA 8 HaN3BUYAGHIX CUTYaWAX (LIBMAKA MEUIHE, NOXKEXHA ACMOMOra Ta iH.) 71% 72% % 6 75% 70% 74
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Social Cohesion Index in Ukraine, determined based on the data of a quantitative study conducted in February-
March 2024, comprised 12.5 and is positive. At the same time, Ukrainian society is characterized by a high
proportion of opposing groups - 45% of respondents demonstrate a high level of Social Cohesion, while a third (33%)
demonstrate a low level.

Social Cohesion Index in | Index Components
Ukraine ) ) )
Social Relations Inclusion Focus on Common
Good
+12,5 +22 +36 -36

The high level of Inclusion (Identity) and Social Relations are the strengths of Ukrainian society, while the
weakness is found in the Common Good component, especially due to the high level of perceived corruption within
the system (91% of respondents fully or partially agree that society/system is corrupt).

Social Cohesion indicators are heterogeneous across various regions (from -20 to +57) and social groups (from -24.3
to +17), which is a potential threat to the sustainability and development of society. Significant negative values of
Social Cohesion (<-20) are observed among respondents who have suffered damage or destruction of housing (-23),
who have had critical military experience (-21), women from de-occupied territories (-24.3) and women whose
housing has been destroyed (-21.8). Reduced incomes, forced displacement of the population and significant critical
experience as a result of military actions are the main challenges faced by Ukrainian society in the context of the
war.

These risks and challenges can affect the stability of society, cause social isolation and worsen the socio-economic
situation. Therefore, it is important to focus on supporting vulnerable groups of the population and promote
initiatives aimed at strengthening Social Cohesion both in Ukrainian society as a whole and in individual regions
according to certain indicators highlighted by the research.

Groups requiring special attention in the context of social cohesion:

*  Population from territories that have been occupied, people who have suffered the destruction of their
homes — based on the results of assessing indicators in the De-occupied and Frontline regions.

*  Families of defenders (having relatives in the ranks of the defenders of Ukraine or those who were injured
as a result of hostilities) — based on the results of assessing indicators in the De-occupied and Frontline
regions, as well as in the city of Kyiv.

*  Those who changed the area of residence (IDPs) — indicators are significantly expressed in the Frontline
regions (Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, some communities of Mykolaiv Oblast).

*  Vulnerable population groups — focus on the De-occupied and Frontline regions, where the level of Social
Cohesion is lower than in the Regions in the Rear and Transitional Regions.
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In the context of these distinct social groups, the survey demonstrates:



1) as regards INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS (4% have changed their area of residence and remain there
permanently):

Social Cohesion Index: -7.

Challenges and needs:

o Internal displacement is highly likely to mean a deterioration in the financial conditions of respondents
—in the group that changed their area of residence, 76% indicate a decrease in income after February
24, 2022 (every third indicates a significant decrease).

o 31% are neutral or reserved about the inclusion of IDPs. The main concerns regarding internally
displaced persons relate to possible conflict situations, as well as competition for resources (jobs,
benefits, increased financial burden on the local budget).

o Access to inexpensive medicines, availability of a family doctor — relevant needs in medicine.

o The need for housing, assistance in improving living conditions, in particular access to quality potable
water, heating, access to Internet.

o IDPs feel significantly less safe when walking in their neighborhood (<60%).

Recommendations:

o Promoting the adaptation of IDPs to the linguistic and cultural environment by the host community.
o Developing and implementing local solutions and comprehensive integration support programs, taking into
account the local context, as well as the profile and needs of IDPs, searching for long-term solutions:
= housing programs;
= access to medical and educational services, including full-fledged psychological support;
= searching for and creating systemic solutions in the field of employment.
o Carrying out measures to strengthen social cohesion, implementing dialogue practices (as a tool for building
security in the community), preventing and overcoming conflicts at the community level.
o Fostering communication and overcoming stereotypes about IDPs.
2) as regards ELDERLY PEOPLE:
Social Cohesion Index: +15.
Challenges and needs:
o Medical needs are becoming more urgent: access to inexpensive medicines, as well as medical products
for long term use / critical medicines, availability of diagnostic centers and outpatient clinics.
o Itisimportant to improve access to social benefits and services as highlighted by 21%.
Recommendations:
Implementation of social protection programs for the population.
Receiving social services in online format, informing and training on how to use them.
Assistance in ensuring the right to health.
Emotional and psychological support.

o O O O

3) as regards HOUSEHOLDS WITH PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES:
Social Cohesion Index: -7.

Challenges and needs:

o Medical needs are becoming more urgent: access to inexpensive medicines, a family doctor, medical
diagnostic centers and outpatient clinics, as well as the availability of emergency medical care.

o It is important to improve access to social benefits and services.

o There is also a pressing need to improve accessible infrastructure, to ensure accessibility, in particular,

arrange sidewalks and pedestrian crossings.

Recommendations:

o Help boosting inclusivity at community level.

o Improve accessibility of infrastructure, especially at health care facilities.

4) as regards FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN (26% in families with 2+ children and 27% in families with children under 3
years of age had experience of displacement after February 24, 2022):

Social Cohesion Index: +15.

Challenges and needs:

o Accessibility of medical services (family doctor, vaccination) regardless of the region of residence.

o The need to improve shelters at educational institutions.

o One third is not sure about the protection of children from bullying (on the street, at school).
Recommendations:

o Programs for the integration of children, regardless of their region of origin, institutions for part time stay

(kindergartens, educational institutions of all levels) - consider libraries as a potential resource.



o Programs to help parents (mothers) who find themselves alone with their children in a new environment,
creating conditions and employment support.
o Separate campaigns for parents: how to recognize bullying, what to do if bullying is identified, and how to
protect a child.
5) as regards FAMILIES WHOSE RELATIVES SERVE TO DEFEND THE COUNTRY:

Social Cohesion Index: -10.

Challenges and needs:
o Under the conditions of high levels of tolerance towards veterans, 15% of respondents are still neutral or
reserved about inclusion of veterans. Barriers to acceptance of veterans mainly relate to concerns about their
aggressive behavior, alcohol and drug use, and possible mental instability.

o The need for psychological support is becoming more urgent.

o) Support in restoring documents.

Recommendations:

o Psychological support programs aimed at veterans and their families. These programs may include
individual and group therapy, as well as long-term care programs.

o Education and awareness programs to reduce the stigma associated with mental health and increase
understanding of the specific behaviors of veterans.

o Counseling on document restoration for veterans and their families who have lost or damaged personal
documents.

o Rehabilitation programs that include professional support and counseling on employment and social
adaptation.

o Promoting the creation of communities that support veterans and their families through the organization

of joint events, support groups, and other social initiatives.
6) as regards PEOPLE WHOSE HOUSING WAS DAMAGED OR DESTROYED:
Social Cohesion Index: -23 (almost the lowest among all groups surveyed; unlike in other groups, in
particular, a low Inclusion rate is registered).
Challenges and needs:
o The top priority cluster of needs concerns housing assistance: material assistance in housing reconstruction,
temporary housing and improvement of living conditions, in particular access to quality potable water. Additionally,
there is a need to improve transport infrastructure in the area of residence (roads, bridges, evacuation transport).

o The need for psychological assistance.

o Assistance in documents restoration.

Recommendations:

o Counseling on documents restoration and obtaining compensation for housing reconstruction.

o Additional housing assistance programes, if possible.

o Programs aimed at improving living conditions and related logistics.

o Psychological support programs to help people cope with the stress and trauma caused by the destruction

of their homes.

7) as regards PEOPLE WHO LIVED IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORY (WHICH HAS ALREADY BEEN LIBERATED):
Social Cohesion Index: -19.
Challenges and needs:

o Resuming the provision of medical services, access to medicines in the de-occupied territories, access to
elective surgeries, care for the elderly.

o Restoration of infrastructure, transport, housing, in particular restoration of electricity supply.

o A separate focus is needed on improving the conditions of shelters in the De-occupied Regions.

o Psychological support, as well as legal advice.

Recommendations:

o) Assistance in infrastructure restoration, temporary solutions to improve living conditions. Initiatives to
improve shelters.

o Psychological support programs, legal counseling.

o Medical support, focus on supporting the elderly.

8) as regards WOMEN WHO HAVE PEOPLE OVER 60 YEARS OF AGE IN THEIR HOUSEHOLDS:
Social Cohesion Index: +4,7.
Challenges and needs:

o Lower levels of support for gender equality and engagement in gender issues.
o) Need for accessible health services, medicines and elder care services.
o Need to improve infrastructure and its accessibility.

Recommendations:
o Support programs and care services for family members of the elderly.




o Initiatives to raise awareness about gender equality and inclusion.
o Improving the accessibility of public spaces and transportation for elderly people.
9) as regards WOMEN WITH PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES IN THEIR HOUSEHOLDS:
Social Cohesion Index: +17.
Challenges and needs:
o Lower level of support for gender equality and engagement in gender issues.
o Increased demand for a wide range of medical needs, the need for affordable medical services, medicines
and care services (in particular, the availability of medicines for regular use / critical medicines, the availability of
emergency medical care, the availability of medical diagnostic centers, outpatient clinics).
o The need to improve infrastructure and its accessibility.
Recommendations:
Support programs and care services for family members with disabilities.
Development and accessibility of community-based services.
Initiatives to raise awareness of gender equality and inclusion.
Improving accessibility of public spaces, transportation, and digital technologies.
10) as regards WOMEN WHO HAVE TWO OR MORE CHILDREN:
Social Cohesion Index: -1,3.

o
o
o
o

Challenges and needs:

o The need for accessible health services and medicines for children.

o The need for accessible kindergartens and schools, as well as improved shelters.

o Improving inclusive infrastructure for families with children — including accessible public transport.
Recommendations:

o Support programs for large families (financial assistance, benefits).

o Ensuring access to quality education and health services for children.

o Creating public spaces and transport accessible to children.

o Promoting the opportunity for women to work — through expanding childcare and preschool education
services.

11) as regards WOMEN WHO HAVE EXPERIENCE OF DISPLACEMENT:
. Social Cohesion Index: -15.
Challenges and needs:
o Lower level of satisfaction and feeling safe in one’s own neighborhood.
Need for material assistance to restore damaged housing.
Need for psychological support and assistance in restoring documents.
Recommendations:
Support programs to provide temporary and permanent housing.
Psychological assistance and counseling to overcome the trauma of displacement.
Assistance in restoring lost/damaged documents.
Community-level integration programs
12) as regards WOMEN WHOSE HOUSING HAS BEEN DESTROYED:
Social Cohesion Index: -21,8.
Challenges and needs:

o O

O
O
O
O

o Low level of satisfaction and feeling safe in one’s own neighborhood.

o Urgent need for material assistance to restore destroyed housing, temporary housing, improved conditions,
access to potable water.

o The need for psychological support to overcome the trauma of losing home.

o The need for temporary and permanent housing.

o The availability of a family doctor is highlighted among the medical needs.

Recommendations:
Programs of material assistance and support in the restoration or purchase of new housing.
Provision of temporary housing and assistance in finding a permanent place of residence.
Psychological support and counseling to overcome the trauma of losing home.
Legal assistance in resolving issues related to property rights to destroyed housing.
13) as regards WOMEN WHOSE RELATIVES SERVE TO DEFEND THE COUNTRY:

Social Cohesion Index: -9,6.

Challenges and needs:
o The need for psychological support to overcome stress and worries for family members.
o The need for access to quality medical services and medicines to cover one’s own and family needs,
availability of emergency medical care.

O
O
O
O



e} Improving access to information on accommodation, services, employment, humanitarian assistance, etc.

o Focus on inclusive infrastructure, in particular for people (veterans) with disabilities.
Recommendations:
o Psychological support and counseling programs for women whose relatives serve to defend their country.
o Ensuring access to quality medical services and medicines for this group of women and their families.
o Strengthening advocacy and improving communication about available services and assistance.

14) as regards WOMEN WHOSE RELATIVES (OR THEY THEMSELVES) WERE INJURED AS A RESULT OF HOSTILITIES:
Social Cohesion Index: -12,1.
Challenges and needs:

o The need for psychological support to overcome trauma and support for injured relatives.
o The need for access to specialized medical services (possibility of undergoing surgery) and rehabilitation for
injured family members.
o Financial support in connection with relatives losing their ability to work.
Recommendations:
o Psychological rehabilitation and support programs for women and their family members who have suffered
injuries.
o Ensuring access to specialized medical services and rehabilitation for injured family members.
o Financial assistance and social support programs for families whose members sustained injuries.

15) as regards WOMEN FROM DE-OCCUPIED TERRITORIES:
Social Cohesion Index: -24,3 (lowest among all groups).
Challenges and needs:

o The lowest level of satisfaction and sense of safety in one’s own neighborhood.

o The need for material assistance to restore damaged housing.

o Request for infrastructure restoration, reconstruction of roads, bridges, stable electricity supply, evacuation
transport, construction of shelters and their improvement.

o The need for psychological assistance and legal support.

o Assistance in restoring lost / damaged documents.

o Ensuring access to quality medical services and medicines.

o Improving access to social benefits and services.

Recommendations:

o Psychological rehabilitation and support programs to overcome traumas associated with having to reside
in the occupied territory.
o Legal assistance in resolving issues related to the loss of property and documents.

Material assistance and support programs in the reconstruction of damaged housing.

Ensuring the availability of quality medical services and medicines.

Simplifying procedures for obtaining social benefits and services for women affected by the occupation.
Initiatives to raise awareness and support the integration of women from the occupied territories in new
communities.

O O O O

Social Cohesion Index in the regions covered by survey

Frontline De-occupied Transitional Rear Kyiv

-18 -20 +4 +57 +13

In the regional context, the survey has revealed the following:

Frontline Regions

e Characterized by a low level of Social Cohesion (SCI = -18), which is especially evident within the Common Good
component (-52).

e Internally displaced persons (IDPs), low-income groups, elderly people and groups that were impacted by
significant military experience and destruction of housing, families of defenders of Ukraine are significantly
represented among the focus groups in the region.

e  Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Improving the security situation (42% report an increase in violence over the past 12 months). Almost
half of respondents are not sure that children are protected from bullying.



2) Ensuring the availability of medical services and medicines (79% note this need). In particular, 48%
need access to inexpensive medicines, 15% require the availability of a family physician, while 20% are
in need of emergency medical services.

3) Solving the problems of transport logistics, housing (especially temporary housing for IDPs), and water
supply (40% need quality drinking water). This need has been exacerbated by the destruction of the
Kakhovka Hydroelectric Power Plant (HPP) and dam.

4) Providing social support, especially psychological (54%). There is also a significant demand for the
accessibility of educational institutions - kindergartens (10%) and secondary schools (8%).

5) Ensuring accessible infrastructure (50%), especially sidewalks, crosswalks, and streets for people in
wheelchairs, with strollers, and people with reduced mobility, vision, or hearing impairments.

6) Improving information accessibility: providing access to the Internet in public places (16%), posting
relevant information on web resources for groups in need of assistance (IDPs, veterans), information
for people with disabilities in public places.

7) Ensuring stable mobile communications and Internet connection (24%).

De-occupied Regions

. The de-occupied regions of Ukraine are characterized by a low level of Social Cohesion (SCI value = -20).

. People who survived the occupation, people with insufficient level of income, large families, as well as those
who suffered significant destruction of housing and property are significantly represented among the focus groups
in the region.

. Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Improving the security situation (33% do not feel safe, almost half are not sure that children are protected
from bullying).

2) Ensuring the availability of medical services and medicines (>70% note this need). In particular, 48% need
access to inexpensive medicines, 15% require the opportunity to have a scheduled operation, while 10%
are in need of care services for the elderly.

3) Solving the problems of transport logistics, housing, the need for shelters (70% note the importance on a
par with medical needs).

4) Providing social support, especially psychological (33%), legal assistance (20%) and assistance in restoring
documents (27%).

5) Ensuring accessible infrastructure, in particular public transport for people with disabilities (14%) and toilets
(15%).

6) Improving information accessibility: providing access to the Internet in public places (12%), online
consultations with specialists (11%).

Kyiv
. Kyiv demonstrates a social cohesion index (SCI = +13), which corresponds to the national level, but in terms
of the Inclusion component, the index is lower compared to the national level.
. A significant proportion of families of veterans, defenders of Ukraine and those who were injured as a result
of hostilities are among the focus groups in the region.
. Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Ensuring security — although 90% feel safe, 31% still indicate an increase in violence over the past 12

months.

2) Accessibility of medical services (54%), in particular the possibility of having a scheduled surgical
intervention (20%) and the availability of drugs for long term use / critical medications (15%).

3) Reconstruction of bridges and roads (15%), provision of high-quality potable water (23%).

4) Provision of legal (16%) and psychological (15%) assistance.

5) Development of accessible infrastructure: comfort of public transport for people with disabilities (14%),
accessible toilets (23%), universal design of public spaces and buildings (14%).

6) Improving information accessibility: online consultations with specialists (10%), online learning platforms
(11%), access to electronic libraries and educational resources (9%), implementation of electronic systems
for assessing the quality of services and providing feedback (13%).

Regions in Transition

. Transitional regions of Ukraine demonstrate a Social Cohesion index (SCI = +4) that is lower than the
national level, especially in terms of Inclusion component.
. People with insufficient level of income (Poltava Oblast), large families and households that include people

with disabilities (Vinnytsia Oblast) are significantly represented among the focus groups in the region.



. Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Ensuring accessibility of medical services and medicines (51%), in particular access to inexpensive medicines
(19%) and medicines to be taken regularly / critical medicines.

2) Rehabilitation or construction of roads (35%), the need for shelters and their improvement (21%), solving
problems of heat supply (10%) and gas quality (12%).

3) Access to social protection payments and services (15%).

4) Development of accessible infrastructure, especially sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for low-
mobility groups of the population (22%).

5) Improving information accessibility: providing Internet access in public places (14%), posting relevant
information on web resources for vulnerable groups (11%), developing e-government and online resources
for educating citizens (Vinnytsia Oblast).

6) Ensuring stable mobile communications and the Internet, especially in Vinnytsia Oblast (46%).

Regions in the Rear

. The rear regions of Ukraine demonstrate the highest Social Cohesion index (SCI = +57) compared to other
regions, especially in the components of Social Relations (+52) and Inclusion (+72).
. People with insufficient level of income, households with elderly people (Khmelnytskyi region), large

families (Rivne Oblast), as well as households with people with disabilities (Rivne and Khmelnytskyi Oblasts) stand
out among the focus groups in the region.

. Most emphasized needs of communities in the region are as follows:

1) Accessibility of medical services and medicines (38%), in particular inexpensive medicines (21%), medicines for
long term use and availability of a family physician (Lviv and Rivne Oblasts).

2) Rehabilitation or construction of roads (25%), accessibility of public transport (Lviv and Rivne Oblasts - 23%), need
for shelters and their improvement (Lviv Oblast - 53%).

3) Psychological assistance (12%) and access to social protection payments and services (15%).

4) Development of accessible infrastructure, especially in Lviv Oblast: sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for
low-mobility groups of the population (25%), ramps in public buildings (37%), as well as comfort of public transport
for people with disabilities (21%).

5) Ensuring stable mobile communication and Internet connection (30%), restoration of a stable Internet
connection (22%), especially in Rivne Oblast.

An analysis of available and effective community resources that can be used in planning activities in the regions has
revealed that the most effective (after emergency response services) are large enterprises (where such emergency
services are represented), small and medium-sized businesses and volunteer initiatives. There are also potential
resources, such as libraries, which are widely represented in different types of communities, but are currently
assessed as the least efficient resources. It is also worth considering the lack of resources in communities in the de-
occupied regions compared to other regions.

As a general summary based on the survey findings Ipsos company suggests that the regular measurement of social
cohesion level in Ukrainian society can become an effective tool for identifying trends in the development of society
and understanding the needs of the Ukrainian community for tailoring effective political, economic and
humanitarian interventions, as well as measuring the success of a program aimed at reinforcing social cohesion.

Also, when planning the program, it is advisable to focus on measures that can boost the indicators which have the
greatest impact on the social cohesion (outlined in the Interventions’ Impact Simulator within the Social Cohesion
Index tool), to be more specific:

Level Indicator

Trust in the authorities and
institutions, political stability level of trust in the Mayor of the city/town
level of trust in the Parliament

level of trust in the Health Care System
level of trust in the President

concern in the community due to political instability and conflicts




Social relations

e level of mutual respect in relationships between people in the community
e the level of contacts with people of different origins
e concern in the community as regards internal migration, IDPs
e level of respect for ethnic differences in the community
Critical needs
o level of need for medical services, medicines
e level of need for utility services (water, electricity, gas)
e concern in the community due to the insufficient level of infrastructure
and transport
e request for social support
e level of need for available infrastructure and availability
Mutual aid
e expanding the practice of donations to the Armed Forces
e prevalence of the practice of non-financial assistance (for example,
helping around the house, childcare, etc.)
Security
e confidence that children are not at risk of being bullied on the streets
Perception of gender issues
e support of LGBTQ+ and inclusive policies regarding them
e readiness to reconsider existing gender norms and openness to accept
more tolerant views
e using specific language, avoiding gender stereotypes.




For more information

https://www.ipsos.com/ua-ua
irina.baleva@ipsos.com
olga.garygina@ipsos.com
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