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Introduction
This report was drafted by Ipsos on behalf of the International Renaissance Foundation (IRF)
based on the results of the second iteration of quantitative research (the first round was
conducted in 2024) carried out as part of a project to identify tools for the systematic assessment
and prioritization of the 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.

Survey objectives:
e  Analysis of social cohesion:

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

o Compare the key indicators against 2024 findings to see the dynamics

e  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 Analysis of changes in dynamics against 2024 by key indicators

o ldentifying affected and vulnerable groups, including veterans and displaced persons, and gaining
insights as regards their unique needs, experiences, and contributions to the community

o Identifying community assets, strengths and resources that can be used to promote social cohesion
and resilience.
o Prioritization of measures:
o  Using information from regional assessments, analyzing social cohesion and available resources to
prioritize program activities.
o Identifying initiatives that directly target groups with low levels of social cohesion.
. Monitoring and evaluation
o  Defining indicators to measure the program's success in strengthening social cohesion / unity.
O  Regular monitoring of the progress and impact of activities as well as adjusting the approach based
on evaluation results.

For the purposes of this report, Ipsos analyzed specific tasks using quantitative methods and a methodology for
measuring social cohesion that was developed by Ipsos and has already been used in various 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.
¢
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1.1 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”. 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 (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

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.

At the same time, the Report notes that there is no single accepted definition of social
cohesion, but there are several general approaches:

. Social cohesion is a broad concept that encompasses several dimensions at once: a sense of
belonging and active participation, trust, inequality, alienation, and mobility.

. The concept of social cohesion is often associated with the narrower concept of “social
capital”. The definition of social capital states that cohesion is a necessary, albeit insufficient,
condition for the existence of society. However, social capital refers to a group of individuals,
while social cohesion is a more comprehensive concept that applies to society as a whole.

. Challenges related to accurately defining social cohesion are often overcome by focusing on
conditions in which social cohesion is considered absent or undermined (definition of the
opposite concept). Examples include studies that emphasize dimensions of income
inequality or those that demonstrate the negative effects of violence or civil conflict, the
prevalence of antisocial behavior, or newer social indicators of cohesion, such as bullying.
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Scientists and experts highlight the importance of social cohesion and social capital for the
recovery of society. They note that ‘what have you done for me' mindset arises in conditions of
low social cohesion and can ultimately tear society apart. People address governments and
companies with complaints about “what was done wrong” instead of uniting and working
together to do what is right for the development and reconstruction of society. However, it
should also be taken into account that any crisis situation disproportionately affects certain
demographic groups more than others, which significantly complicates the process of
unification.

1.2 Ipsos' approach to defining social cohesion

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”.

* GeorgiDragolov, Zs6fiIgnac, Jan Lorenz, Jan Delhey, Klaus Boehnke. Social Cohesion
Radar. An international comparison of social cohesion. Bertelsmann Stiftung. Druck.haus
Rihn GmbH, Blomberg. 2013

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

According to these primary sources, the term "social cohesion" is related to how geographically
defined community members live and work together. 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. 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. Connectedness
means positive connections between people and their country and its institutions. 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. These are the
three main domains of cohesion.

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 (connectedness) 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.
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The figure below shows the relevant components and their dimensions.

Figure 1 The three domains of social cohesion and their respective dimensions

Social cohesion Characteristic of a collective
Multidimensional
Measured at the micro, meso and macro levels

2.1 Identification
2.2 Trust in institutions
2.3 Perception of fairness

1.1 Social networks
1.2 Trust in people
1.3 Acceptance of diversity

3.1 Solidarity and helipfulness
3.2 Respect for social rules
3.3 Civc participation

Accordingly, the Ipsos Social Cohesion Index (Ipsos SCI) reflects the presence of shared norms,
values and perceptions that promote interaction within a community across the three
components of social cohesion:

. Social Relations.
. 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.
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13 Social Cohesion Index Metrics

This being the case, the Ipsos Social Cohesion Index is a combination of metrics generated from
responses to key questions in three main domains:

Social Relation (measured by questions about trust in people, shared priorities, acceptance of
diversity):

[ have the same views about life, the same opinions on important issues as other Ukrainians
Presence of diversity, different ethnic groups and cultures, etc. is very good for a country

[ trust other citizens of Ukraine to do what is best meeting Ukraine's interests.
Connectedness (measured by questions about trust in the system, identity, perception of
justice):

I define myself as a citizen of Ukraine in a first place

[ trust the government / our political institutions to do what is right

[ get fair treatment as a citizen of Ukraine.

Focus on Common Good (measured by questions about helping others, respect for the
law, perception of corruption):

[ have a responsibility to help other citizens of Ukraine

[ respect our laws and ways of doing business

o  Ibelieve that our society / system is corrupt.

® O O O ® O O O

o O

14 Hypothesis regarding Social Cohesion Index in Ukraine

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.

Social ~ Cohesion in the Pandemic Age.  Global Pers;z)ective. Ipsos. 2020

https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2020-10/report-social-
cohesion-and-pandemic-2020.pdf

At the same time, before launching the second iteration of the survey, we anticipated a possible
decline in social cohesion indicators. As the IPSOS global study during the pandemic has
demonstrated, when faced with a crisis situation for an extensive period of time, society not
only adapts but also becomes more critical of systemic institutions, assessing how effective
and fair the response of the systems to challenges is.

© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
SURVEY — FOCUS ON UKRAINIAN

COMMUNITIES IN WAR CONTEXT —
2-d round M


https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2020-10/report-social-cohesion-and-pandemic-2020.pdf
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2020-10/report-social-cohesion-and-pandemic-2020.pdf

Defining Social Cohesion 5/5 R

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

1.5 Clarification regarding terms used in the report

A social group is defined as a group of 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 (set) of differences between people, including all their varying
characteristics, such as age, gender, nationality, culture, language, experience, and religious or
political beliefs.

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.
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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
2024 survey: N=1900, planned (1903 - actual sample).

2025 survey: The main sample N = 1900, planned (1905 - the actual sample), as well as an additional
sample (boost) N = 200 IDPs (the actual sample totaling 201) and N = 200 veterans who defended
Ukraine from Russian aggression since 2014 (the actual sample totaling 202).

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 - wurban 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).

The social profile of respondents for the purposes of this study is characterized by four
criteria: income, marital status, employment, and level of education. The income level of
respondents was determined by self-assessment.

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 (final control and revisions included):

2024 round: from January 22 to March 15, 2024.
2025 round: from March 26 to May 12, 2025.
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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.

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

N = number of

N = number Maximum Maximum
of respondents Sample Error* respondents  ganle Error

De-occupied 400 +/- 4.90% | [Front-line 400 +/- 4.90%
Kyiv 200 +/-6.93% Dnipropetrovsk 200 +/-6.93%
Sumy 200 +/-6.93% Mykolaiv 100 +/-9.80%
Transitional 400 +/- 4.90% Odesa 100 +/-9.80%
Vinnytsia 100 +/-9.80% | Rear 500 +/- 4.38%
Zhytomyr 100 +/-9.80% Zakarpattia 100 +/-9.80%
Kirovohrad 100 +/-9.80% Ivano-Frankivsk 100 +/-9.80%
Poltava 100 +/-9.80% Lviv 100 +/-9.80%
Kyiv 200 +/- 6.93% Rivne 100 +/-9.80%
Khmelnytskyi 100 +/-9.80%

Total 1900 +/- 2.25%

The regions are grouped according to the level of the military situation. The complete list of areas
according to regions (used to estimate the population when weighting data) is as follows:

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

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

. Regions in transition (Vinnytsia, Zhytomyr, Kirovohrad, Poltava, Cherkasy Oblasts).

Regions in the rear (Zakarpattia, Ivano-Frankivsk, Lviv, Rivne, Khmelnytskyi, Chernivtsi, Ternopil,
Volyn Oblasts).

2.4. Additional samples (boost)

In 2025, the survey was expanded with additional samples (boost) for IDPs and veterans.
Interviews for the additional sample were conducted in the same settlements as the main
sample, with an even distribution across five regions.

The analysis of IDP and veteran groups in the report was based on the total number of relevant
interviews from the main sample and additional samples.

The total number of IDPs surveyed was 402 respondents (including 163 of those who moved
after 2014 and 364 who gotrelocated after 2022, of whom 295 changed their region of residence
and 69 moved within their region).

The total number of veterans surveyed was 261 respondents (including 55 of those who were
discharged or released from the military service before the full-scale invasion, and 206 after
2022).
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2.5. List of focus communities by region Ry
The study sample included residents from 51 communities (91 settlements). The list of
communities for the Main Sample in 2025 was the same as the list of communities in 2024,
except for changes in the Sumy region (the Trostianets urban community was replaced by the
Okhtyrka urban community in 2025, and the Krasnopillia rural community was replaced by the
Stepanivka rural community).

Front-line De-occupied
community name type community name ty
Dnipropetrovsk Kyiv B
Dnipro urban Bucha urban
Kryvyi Rih urban Irpin urban
llarionove rural Kotsiubynske rural
Slobozhanske rural Borodianka Fural
Mykolallv Dymer rural
Mykolaiv urban Ivankiv rural
Kazanka rural Sumy
Voskresenske rural Konotop urban
Odesa Trostianets urban
Odesa urban Duboviazivka rural
Krasnopillia rural Stepanivka rural
Safiany rural Nova Sloboda rural
Bochechky rural
Rear Transitional
Zakarpattia type
Uzhhorod urban Vinnytsia
Mizhhiria rural Vinnytsia urban
Ust-Chorna rural Hlukhivtsi rural
Nyzhni Vorota rural Murovani Kurylivtsi rural
Ivano-Frankivsk Zhytomyr
Ivano-Frankivsk urban Zhytomyr urban
Yezupil rural Luhyny rural
Otyniia rural Hryshkivtsi rural
Lviv Kirovohrad
Lviv urban Kropyvnytskyi urban
Hrabovets-Duliby rural Oleksandrivka rural
Rivne Onufriivka rural
Rivne urban Poltava
Klevan rural Poltava urban
Hoshcha rural Kremenchuk urban
Khmelnytskyi Dykanka rural
Khmelnytskyi urban Hradyzk rural
Viitivtsi rural
Chemerivtsi rural Community of the city of Kyiv

is treated as a separate region
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The war in Ukraine as of today remains the most pressing and alarming issue for Ukrainian society,
affecting all aspects of people's lives. This situation creates a complex context in which, in addition to
the war, political corruption, social inequality, poverty, emigration, and the demographic crisis pose
significant challenges.

Violations of rights when implementing mobilization measures, violations of the rights of military
personnel, economic instability and unemployment, political instability, and injustice in the judiciary
system are the most frequently mentioned problems.

The survey highlights the significant changes in the age structure of respondents (civilians aged 18
or older or veterans who have already been discharged or released from the military service),
namely a decrease in the proportion of respondents in the 25-39 age group. The increase in the
proportion of the older generation poses certain challenges in the realm of social and medical
services.

A significant part of Ukraine's population has been directly affected by the Russian aggression.

The most common experience in a war context reported by respondents is being in a populated area
during an air attack launched by Russian military forces. Many families either have relatives enrolled
as the military personnel in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (parents, children, brothers, sisters, etc.) or
have lost close relatives to the war.

One in five declares that they have had to relocate due to Russian aggression after 2022.
Although some have returned, many have remained in a region that is new to them. Among the
displaced persons, a significant proportion of families find themselves in difficult financial
circumstances, half have family members over 60 in their households.

One-third of IDPs have experienced the destruction of their homes or damage thereto and have
lived in occupied territories. Almost half of IDPs (48%) have relatives serving in the Ukrainian
Armed Forces, and another 41% have lost their loved ones as a result of the war.

Among IDPs, the proportion of those finding themselves in difficult financial circumstances is
higher, totaling 57%.

All these changes, that are taking place against the backdrop of war, underscore the importance
of adapting approaches in social policy. The following groups require special attention: people
over 60 and their families, people with disabilities and their families, families with insufficient
financial resources, families with children, families of defenders, including those who have lost
active duty relatives, veterans, people who have been forced to relocate, as well as those who
have lost their homes or whose homes have been destroyed, and people from territories that
were occupied and are now liberated.
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The survey reflects changes in the age structure - namely, among respondents in the main sample, the
share of the 25-39 age group decreased (33% compared to 39% in 2024), while the 60+ age group
increased. This trend is observed among both genders - men and women. In terms of gender distribution,
the structure of the 2025 main sample corresponds to the 2024 figures.

Disaggregation by gender

Diagram 1.
Female 38%
40% 2024 2025
n=1903 60% Male =1905" 605,
Age (age group)
iogoﬁc} W 18-24
0 W 25-29
2024 27% arrod V24% 30-39
n=1903 22% - 21% m40-49
16% 50-59
A20% W60+

syindicates the highest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

42% (45% in 2024) indicated that their income suffices to only meet basic needs (low or basic level C) -
this group is accordingly classified as vulnerable group in the analysis. This being the case, 14% of

respondents mentioned their income had decreased significantly over the past year. The income level of
respondents was determined by self-assessment method*.

Diagram 2. Financial situation
45% 42%
36% B Clevel 37%
(basic, low)
19% BB level 21%
Alevel
2024 survey (n=1903) 2025 survey (n=1905)

.y indicates the highest/lowest significant difference between groups with confidence interval of
95%+

* INCOME is determined by answering the question “Which of the following best describes your financial situation in terms of
what you can regularly afford?”:

Level C - Only the bare necessities (e.g., food, utilities, rent)

Level B - Occasional small luxuries (e.g, restaurant meals, movie tickets) in addition to the bare necessities.

Level A - Regular leisure activities (e.g., monthly trips, theater, concerts) and periodic large purchases (e.g, electrical appliances) or more
expensive items.
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The war in Ukraine remains the biggest challenge for the country in the perception of respondents,
even though the share of respondents who consider it relevant has decreased over the past year
(from 89% in 2024 to 87% in 2025). Political corruption at the national level ranks second, as a
pressing issue for almost half of respondents (46%). Certain issues are now perceived as more
relevant, such as social inequality and poverty (from 36% in 2024 to 43% in 2025) and emigration
as well as the outflow of people from the country (from 32% in 2024 to 39% in 2025), as well as the
demographic crisis, i.e., population decline (from 28% in 2024 to 34% in 2025). Respondents also
mention violations of rights when implementing mobilization measures (39%), violations of the
rights of military personnel (33%), economic instability and unemployment (37%), political
instability (33%), and injustice in the judiciary system (33%) among the most frequently mentioned
problems.

At the community level, respondents most often highlight the same problems.

Table 3. Issues relevant at present - dynamics
Main Main
sample sample
Country level 2024 | 2025 Community level 2024 | 2025
1903 | 1905 1903 | 1905
War in Ukraine _ 85% |87%V War in Ukraine _ 89% |83%V
Political corruption and governance - 44% | 46% | Social inequality and poverty - 27% | 36% A
Social inequality and poverty - 36% |43%A| Political corruption and governance - 31% [35%A
Violations of rights when implementing Violations of rights when implementin,
mobilization measures [ i} 39% mobilization mgeasures P & B 32%
Emigration and outflow of people from - 32% |399% 4| Economic instability and unemployment -
the fountry P ’ ’ Emierati doutfl P le f :ig:jo ZZ;%A
3 OE migration and outflow of people from ) o
Fonamc oSy s et 37% | 37% | the sounny .
emographic crisis (population decline
i (pop - 28% |34%A| Inequity of justice system - 17% |26% A
Violation of military personnel rights o ey - -
](Jln](;ll.ldlln.g fiug plggl) B - - 33% | Demographic crisis (population decline) - 18% | 25%4
olitical instability and conflicts Violation of military personnel rights
|| 30% | 33% (including fair pay) [ | - 25%
Inequity of justice system - 25% [33%A| Political instability and conflicts - 20% | 23% A
Insufficient level of respect for human -
rights - 30% Insufficient level of respect for human o
- rights - - 23%
National security and terrorism - 23% [29%A | Insufficient level of social justice . _ 23%
iirilgf)li;l?ér;néiiatlon' ternal | 22% |28%A| National security and terrorism . 14% |21%A
Insufficient level of social justice o Internal migration, internal
- - 27% displacement ’ - 19% | 20%
Health care and public health - 18% |230% 4| Health care and public health - 14% | 18% A
Environmental issues and climate Educati T d t lit
change ] o 16% |20%A| cqucation ~ 1 10% | 17%A
ucation system and access to quality Envi tali d climat
education - 15% [20% A C}l:;/rlg;nmen al issues and climate . 12% | 15%A
Insufficient measures for the Inad te infrastruct d
1development of Ukrainian culture and . 11% |16%A t?:nse];l(;ﬁ € ihirastructure an . 12% | 15%A
anguage = Insufficient measures for the o 0
Inadequate infrastructure and transport . 13% | 16% gen‘ggg?ent of Ukrainian culture and . 9% |13%A

4y indicates the highest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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33 Experience of war FOUNBATION

A significant part of Ukraine's population has been directly affected by Russian aggression. The most common
experience in a war context reported by respondents is being in a populated area during an air strike
launched by Russian military forces (57%).11% percent claimed their homes were damaged or destroyed.
Another 11% said they lived in occupied territory that has since been liberated.

Twenty-nine percent of respondents also said they have members of their family (parents, children, brother,
sister, etc.) that joined the Armed Forces. Another 15% said they had lost close relatives due to the war. 17%
were personally wounded or had family members wounded as a result of military operations.

Veterans who defended Ukraine from Russian aggression make up 3% of the main sample. Almost one in
three in this group (30%) have a disability. 33% have close relatives in the ranks of the Armed Forces, and
another 38% have lost loved ones as a result of the war.Among veterans, 16% are involved or have been
involved in volunteer activities related to trips close to the front line (among the main sample, this figure
amounts to 4%).

Diagram 4.
57%

Experience of war, 2025 survey

29%
17% 15%
- - = =
Experienced an Have active duty Were personally Lost a close Experienced Resided at the
air attack personnel among injured, have relative who damage to their occupied territory
targeting their the members of relatives who served with the property or its which has already
settlement their family were injured Armed Forces destruction been liberated

19% of respondents highlight that they have had to relocate due to Russian aggression after 2022: 10%
have returned, 3% have moved within their home region, and 6% have moved to another region. 2% of
respondents have had to relocate due to Russian aggression both after 2014 and after 2022. Among IDPs,
43% have people over 60 years of age in their households. 63% of IDPs have experienced destruction of
their homes or damage thereto, and 27% have experience of living in occupied territories. Almost half of
IDPs (48%) have relatives in the ranks of Ukraine's defenders, and another 41% have lost relatives as a
result of military operations. Among IDPs, the proportion of those finding themselves in difficult financial
circumstances is higher, at 57%, while the employment rate (66%) is in line with the national average
(69%).

Diagram 5.
IDP’s experience after 2022 Financial situation of IDPs

¥ [DPs, who changed the
region of their residence

= Clevel
W DPs, who didn’t change 31% (basic)
the region of their residence
12% u

Left but came back ’ Blevel
M Didn’t change the place of

residence since 2022

Alevel

No answer provided IDP, 2025 survey (n=402)
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Diagram 6.
Disaggregation by gender Age (age group)
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13% 2529
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Diagram 7.
Financial situation Level of education
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(basic) surve 41% 28%
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Diagram 8.
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Diagram 9.
Disaggregation by gender Age (age group)
m 18-24
9%
33(%) 80/0 | 25'29
2025 Female 2025 22% 30-39
n=402 survey
Male n=405 25% B 40-
67% 40-49
50-59
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60+
Diagram 10.
Financial situation Level of education
2025
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Diagram 11.
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4. Integrated Social Cohesion Index

The overall social cohesion index in Ukraine has a positive value of +9.5 and remains at
last year's level (+12.5 in 2024).

The existence of high share of ambivalent groups in terms of social cohesion remains an important
characteristic of Ukrainian society: 35% - low, 44% - high.

High scores for the components of Inclusion and Social Relations remain strong aspects of
social cohesion in Ukrainian society. The Inclusion component remains stable with an
improvement in identity indicator, but loses balance to some extent due to an increase in the
number of those who do not consider the attitude towards them to be fair.

The Social Relations component also remains balanced due to strong indicators of trust in other
citizens. However, the increase in the proportion of those who deny that a diverse population
with different ethnic or cultural groups is very good for the country may signal a negative trend
in the acceptance of social diversity.

The Focus on the Common Good component has a negative balance (despite a slight
improvement compared to 2024 in terms of responsibility to help others indicator) and
significantly weakens the overall social cohesion indicator. Perception of the Ukrainian system
as corrupt, remains a negative factor within this component, which highlights the need to
combat corruption in order to strengthen social cohesion.

Compared to Poland and Germany, Ukraine remains more cohesive in critical conditions due to
stronger components of Inclusion and Social Relations, although the component Focus on the
Common Good is significantly weaker.

The fact that employed population groups and groups with average or above-average financial
status demonstrate higher levels of social cohesion remains stable in terms of dynamics. At the
same time, these same groups show a tendency toward declining levels of social cohesion. The
group with a high level of education also shows a decline in social cohesion.

There is also an increase in the gap in social cohesion between women and men. At the same
time, there are no significant differences in social cohesion among age groups.

Despite the fact that the overall indicator of social cohesion in Ukraine has not shown significant
changes in dynamics over the past year, the survey indicates significant changes in the regional
dimension, namely an increase in the level of social cohesion in the frontline and de-occupied
regions, and a significant decrease in the indicator of social cohesion in Kyiv and the regions in
the rear. Currently, the positive balance of social cohesion at the national level is maintained by
positive values in rear regions, while other regions show negative (frontline, de-occupied
regions, Kyiv) or zero social cohesion (regions in transition). See section 11.
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41 Changes in social cohesion in dynamics RENAISSANGE

FOUNDATION
The overall indicator of social cohesion in Ukraine is positive and remains at last year's level. In

March-April 2025, this indicator stood at +9.5 points, which is 3 points lower (a statistically
insignificant deviation) than in February-March 2024 (+12.5 points).

Ukraine (both in 2025 and in 2024) is characterized by a significant proportion (44%) of respondents
with a high level of social cohesion (which is an expected sign of social unity in critical periods).

However, it's worth mentioning an important aspect of Ukrainian society - that is the smaller
share of the group with moderate social cohesion (21% in 2025), while the polar groups have
high shares: 44% of respondents show a high level of social cohesion, and 35% show a low level.

Diagram 12.

SOCIAL COHESION INDEX

Net (High - Low)

+ i

Moderate
(fluctuating)

Main sample of 2024 survey (n=1903)

22%
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Net (High - Low)

I N

Moderate

0
(fluctuating) 21%

Low

Main sample of 2025 survey (n=1905)

+yindicates the highest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of
95%+
the confidence interval for both parts of the indicator is taken into account to calculate NET
indicators
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42 Differences in the profiles of respondents with varying levels of social cohesion RENASSANCE
The demographic profile of the group with low SCI is characterized by a larger share of urban
population (63%) and includes respondents with high level of education (26%) compared to the

overall structure of respondents. - Master’s degree and above.

Accordingly, in the group with a high level of social cohesion among the urban population, there
are comparatively fewer (53%) respondents with a master's degree or higher (15%), and at the
same time, many of them are employed (72%) and assess their financial situation as above
average (24%).

The group with high social cohesion consists of respondents who perceive the existing
challenges faced by the country more acutely, and the problem of rights violations resulting from
measures of forced mobilization is as relevant to them as corruption, compared to respondents
with low social cohesion. At the same time, war remains the most pressing challenge for all
groups, regardless of their level of social cohesion.

The key challenges for the country at present - in terms of

segments by level of social cohesion

Diagram 13
All respondents (n=1905)
B Low SCI Moderate SCI ® High SCI
(n=406) (n=840)
War in Ukraine 87% I 85%
Political corruption and governance A50% s v 38%
Social inequality and poverty 46% I V37%
Emigration and outflow of people 41% v 35%
Violations of rights within mobilization measures 40% Y 29%
Economic instability and unemployment 40% I V32%
Demographic crisis A3%% I V26%
Inequity of justice system 34% I V27%
Violation of military personnel rights (including fair pay) 36% . V25%
Political instability and conflicts 35% Y 27%
Insufficient level of respect for human rights 32% Y 22%
National security and terrorism 30% VY 23%
Internal migration, internal displacement A34% mm V24%
Insufficient level of social justice 29% B Vi8%
Healtlh care andl public l}l)ealth 25% B Vi7%
Environmental issues / climate change o
Education system / acc/ess to educatifn ZAZZ/:% — 17:/0
Inadequate infrastructure and transport 18% — 160/0
Insufficient measures for the development of Ukrainian 19% i
W V12%

culture and language

2025
survey
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43 Components of the integrated indicator of social cohesion RENASSANCE

FOUNDATION

The positive balance of social cohesion in Ukrainian society is based on the strong components
of Inclusion and Social Relations.

The Inclusion component is stable compared to 2024, balancing between a strengthening of the
Identity parameter (68%, compared to 62% in 2024, fully agree that Ukrainian citizenship is a
priority for them) and an increase in the share of respondents who deny feeling that they are
treated fairly (27% versus 23% in 2024).

The Social Relations component is also balanced by strong indicators of Trust in other citizens.
At the very same time, an increase in the proportion of those who disagree that having a diverse
population, with different ethnic or cultural groups, is very good for the country (25% in 2025
versus 22% in 2024) may signal a negative trend in terms of accepting social diversity.

The Common Good component has a negative balance (despite a slight improvement compared
to 2024 in terms of responsibility to help others) and significantly weakens the overall social
cohesion indicator. Perception of the Ukrainian system as corrupt (consistently, 91% of
Ukrainians agree with this statement) remains a negative factor within this component.

Diagram 14.
Social Relation - trust in people, Connectedness - trust in the G SR LR
shared priorities, diversity system, identity, fairness Tespect 100 e ‘aw, Pelception oL HIg
system as corrupt
Net (High - Low) Net (High - Low) Net (High - Low)

+20 (v 2) +34 (v 2) _35(A—I)

Common

e Perception of
vawwm“:;tu'ss Civic identity v corruption m. I
Ukrainians) soclety / system
Trust in

Res onsibili
elp others( c1t|zen
of Ukraine)

Respect for laws
and regulations
Completely .

*» indicates the hishest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence
imterval of 95%+

Acceptance of
otherness /

social
diversity

Trust in the
political system

others Sense of fair
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4. Integrated Social Cohesion Index
4.3 Components of the integrated indicator of social cohesion FouneATIon

Diagram 15.
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4. Integrated Social Cohesion Index

4.4 Changes by demographic group
Employed population groups, as well as groups with average or above-average financial status, demonstrate
higher levels of social cohesion. At the same time, these same groups show a tendency toward declining social

cohesion.

H
N
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FOLUMDATION

There is also an increase in the gap in social cohesion between women (SCI=6) and men (SCI=16). The group
with a high level of education also shows a decline in social cohesion.
There are no significant differences in social cohesion among age groups.

Diagram 16.
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syindicates the highest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%-+
the confidence interval for both parts of the indicator is taken into account to calculate NET indicators
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4.5 Social Cohesion Index in Ukraine - comparison with indicators in Poland and FOUNDATION
Germany

An Ipsos study measuring the Social Cohesion Index in Poland and Germany revealed a lower level of
social cohesion in these countries compared to Ukraine, as confirmed by data from both 2024 and
2025.

In comparison, Ukrainian society proved to be more cohesive, thanks to high levels of “Inclusion”
and “Social Relations” indicators, which is an expected response of a society during a period of
existential challenges such as war.

Poland and Germany show negative values for all three components of the social cohesion index. At
the same time, the indicator for the Focus on the common good component in Poland and Germany is
higher than in Ukraine, in particular because the corruption of the system in Ukraine, even in a
situation of war, is more pronounced in Ukrainian society. At the same time, Poland and Germany
have a higher level of respect for norms and laws, although Ukrainian society shows higher levels of
trust in the system.

Research in Poland also shows a strengthening of the Focus on the common good component over
the past year (due to the Responsibility to help other citizens of the country indicator). On the other
hand, there has been a weakening of the Social relations component (due to the Acceptance of
otherness / Social diversity indicator).

Diagram 17. Social cohesion index - comparison with neighboring countries
NET (High - Low) UKraine 2024 Poland 2024 Germany 2024
2025 2025 2025

Social Cohesion Index 1

| i
|I 9.5 12,5 -30.:- -31.2 -21.6 . -20.7
! ] ]

Components
Social Relation
22 - -27 - -
Connectedness 20 3 v 24 19
Common Good 3¢ 36 12 1 15 16
-3 -36 -15 ) A 23 8 -13

Ukraine n=1903 2024, n=1905 2025. Poland n=500 2024, n=500 2025. Germany h=500 2024, n=500 2025.

* The survey in Germany and Poland is conducted using the CAWI method (online panel) among respondents aged 16-75. The data for 2025
reflects the results collected between February 21 and March 7, 2025.

syindicates the highest/lowest significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
the confidence interval for both parts of the indicator is taken into account to calculate NET indicators
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Social relations in Ukrainian society are characterized by high declarative assessments
of the level of trust towards the groups that are relevant in the context of war, such as veterans and
volunteers.

Although respondents declare a high level of trust towards veterans as a social group, only half
of veteran respondents confirm that they feel a high level of trust towards themselves,
indicating a more moderate level of trust. The level of trust felt among internally displaced
respondents generally corresponds to the declarations of other respondents.

Most respondents demonstrate a welcoming attitude towards the inclusion of veterans and people
with disabilities, although slightly fewer respondents demonstrate a welcoming attitude towards
IDPs.

Ukrainians generally demonstrate a high level of tolerance for social and cultural diversity, especially
among those with a high level of social cohesion.

Compared to 2024, the proportion of respondents who do not support attacks on people based on
their ethnic origin or religion has increased. Despite the strengthening of trust indicators over the
past year, less than half of respondents trust people from other ethnic or linguistic groups, especially
among respondents with low and medium levels of social cohesion.

To strengthen social cohesion, it is important to increase trust in ethnic and cultural diversity and
address existing fears about groups such as veterans and IDPs. The main concerns about mistrust
towards veterans relate to possible mental health problems and aggression. In 2025, respondents
focus more on the need to adapt to communication with veterans. On the other hand, concerns about
a possible increase in alcohol and drug use among veterans as a result of post-traumatic stress
disorder are decreasing. Concerns about IDPs mainly relate to competition for jobs and possible
conflict situations.

Participants with a high level of social cohesion are also more likely to support gender equality
issues, emphasizing the importance of equal opportunities for all genders. Although overall support
for gender equality has declined over the past year, support for policies and legislation that promote
gender equality and inclusion remains stable, as does the feeling of comfort when discussing gender
issues.

Yet another strong characteristic of Ukrainian society that has a positive impact on social
cohesion is people's willingness to help each other in their communities, especially in everyday
matters such as assistance with medication or medical services. Less support is expected in
business or housing restoration matters. This highlights the need for appropriate interventions
to support social cohesion.
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5. Social Relations and Mutual Assistance

51 Trust towards Various Social Groups

Trust towards various groups in Ukrainian society is one of the indicators of social cohesion.
Overall, respondents with low levels of social cohesion demonstrate lower levels of trust
towards all groups considered within the survey.

Respondents with an intermediate social cohesion index show higher levels of trust towards

groups that are gaining relevance in the context of the war: veterans, volunteers; while the level

of trust towards IDPs in this group is the same as towards all other residents of the settlement.

Overall, trust indicators have strengthened over the past year, but less than half of respondents trust people
from other ethnic or linguistic groups less, especially respondents with low (33%) and moderate (37%) levels
of social cohesion.

Trust towards social groups by segment in terms of social cohesion

Diagram 18.

TOP2 — Trust
level
(completely or mostly) M All respondents M Low SCI Moderate SCI M High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
* 73%
et - | N
I I .
60% Y49% v53% A71%
Trust towards neighbors _
I
Trust towards volunteers _ 57% _ V51% 56% °
Trust towa.rds pgoplg fr.om one’s own _ 56% _ V45% V49% _ A69%
ethnic or linguistic group
Trust towards people from one’s own
village / town / community / city A67%
Trust towards IDPs in their own _ 54% - V42% V7% _
village / community / city
0,
Trust towards people from other _ 48% - Y40% 48% _ ASS%
ethnic or linguistic groups
. .
indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a
confidence interval of 95%+
*For ethical reasons, the question of trust towards veterans was not posed to veteran respondents
2025 Survey
Y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
Diagram 19. . . .
9 Trust towards social groups —in dynamics
TOP2— Trust level
47%
43%
Trust towards people from one’s own ethnic or linguistic group _ A56%
48%
Trust towards people from one’s own village / town / community / city A54%

Trust towards people from other ethnic or linguistic groups
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52 Perception of trust towards veterans and IDPs among representatives of this same groups
Despite the fact that respondents declare a high level of trust towards veterans as a social group
(75% trust them completely or mostly), only half of the veteran respondents (54%) confirm that
they feel a high level of trust towards themselves; their answers indicate a moderate level of
perceived trust towards them.

The level of trust that internally displaced respondents feel towards themselves (49% feel that
they are completely or mostly trusted) generally coincides with what other respondents declare.
In de-occupied regions, significantly more IDPs (58%) feel a high level of trust towards
themselves.

The discrepancies in trust ratings between groups mainly concern the degree of trust. The proportion
of those who do not trust IDPs or veterans at all is low.

, Trust as perceived by veteran
Diagram 20. Trust towards veterans p Y
towards themselves
® Respondents, except for veterans, 2025 § _
survey (n=1849) m Veterans (n=261)
TOP2-trust TOP2-trust

Complete trust Complete trust

Mostly trust Mostly trust

Moderate trust Moderate trust

Somewhat trust Somewhat trust

Do not trust Do not trust

Diagram 21. i i i
a9 TrustIDPs in the.lr own village / Trust as perceived by IDPs towards themselves
community / city
B Allrespondents, 2025 survey (n=1905) B IDPs(n=402)
TOP2-trust TOP2-trust

Complete trust
Mostly trust
Moderate trust
Somewhat trust

Do not trust
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53 Attitudes toward the inclusion of social groups
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Attitudes toward social groups in the context of their inclusion also correlate with the level of social cohesion
among respondents. The vast majority of respondents declare a welcoming attitude towards the inclusion of
veterans (87%) and people with disabilities (87%), but among respondents with a high level of social
cohesion, this figure exceeds 90%. Regarding the inclusion of IDPs, 73% of respondents declare a welcoming
attitude. Similarly, the highest level of acceptance is declared by respondents with a high level of social
cohesion.

The main concerns about distrustful attitudes towards veterans relate to fears about mental health issues
that require special communication (47%) and possible aggressive behavior (38%). Responses that suggest
respondents need to adapt their communication style with veterans are becoming more frequent in 2025.
On the other hand, concerns about a possible increase in alcohol and drug abuse among veterans as a result
of post-traumatic stress disorder are decreasing.

Concerns about IDPs mainly relate to a possible increase in competition for jobs (34%) and a possible
increase in conflict situations (32%).

Diagram 22. Attitudes toward the inclusion of social groups in terms of segments by level
of social cohesion
TOP2- welcoming or highly

welcoming
B All respondents H Low SCI Moderate SCI M High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
disabilities
87%
...to internally

73%

displaced persons

Y 65% 74% - A78%
2025

survey +¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Diagram 23. Key concerns as regards veterans

may have mental health issues and require a special approaches when
communicating

47% A 33%

may behave aggressively due to their military experience _ 38% 39%
possible increase in alcohol and drug use among veterans due to post-traumatic stress o
: 29% v 37%
disorder

may lead to situations involving the uncontrolled use of weapons - 26% 24%,

may require medical rehabilitation and place an excessive burden on the healthcare - 21% 0
system ° 26%

I am not sure how to behave or communicate with them (so as not to offend them, to be o

. 21% A 8%

ethical) °
may violate rules (community safety, domestic violence, traffic rules, etc.) - 19% A 13%
© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION SURVEY may require excessive support or resources, privileges - 18% v 27%

— FOCUS ON UKRAINIAN COMMUNITIES

IN WAR CONTEXT - 2-d round
4¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence
interval of 95%+
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Diagram 24. Key concerns as regards IDPs

possible increase in competition for jobs _ 34% 359%

possible increase in conflict situations

32% 36%
their presence may lead to an increase in crime - 26%
( 27%
may have significantly different political, religious, or cultural views - 24% 27%
may require excessive support or resources, privileges, leading to an increased financial
burden - 22% v 31%
will bring changes to the usual way of life and traditions of our city / settlement / village - 21% v 30%

[ am unsure how to behave and communicate with them (so as not to offend them and to o
. 0,
beethical) [ 1% A 12%
may use limited community resources (housing, educational and medical services, etc.) o
B - v 26%
2025 “¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence

survey interval of 95%+

* The question was answered by respondents who indicated that they had a neutral or reserved attitude toward inclusion of IDPs, or expressed low levels of trust towards IDPs

54 Perception of social diversity in the immediate environment

In general, Ukrainians declare high level of tolerance towards social and cultural diversity - most among those
who demonstrate a high level of social cohesion.

Compared to 2024, the proportion of respondents who do not support attacks on people based on their ethnic
origin or religion has increased (89% in 2025 compared to 86% in 2024).

Diagram 25. Perception of social diversity in the immediate
environment - in terms of segments by the level of social
cohesion
( TOP2 = All respondents = Low SCI Moderate SCI = High SCI
Agree completely or _ =840
partially (n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
I consider it a problem when people are
attacked because of their ethnic origin _ 89% - 84% VY 89% _ 94% A
or religion
I have meaningful interactions with - o - 69% o - 87% A
people from different backgrounds 79% °V 7%
Ethnic differences between people are - o - 0
People treat each other with respect
and understanding - 76% 62% V¥ 77% - 87% A
People from different social
backgrounds get along well with each - 71% 59% V¥V 71% - 81% A
other
2025
survey syindicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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55 Attitudes toward gender issues

Respondents with a high level of social cohesion are generally more likely to support gender equality issues,
most often referring to equal opportunities and representation of all genders in leadership positions (49%). A
similar correlation can be seen in behavioral support indicators: one-third of respondents with a high level of
social cohesion say they avoid gender stereotypes in their own behavior, and more than a quarter say they
educate and encourage others. However, overall support for gender equality issues has declined over the past
year (negative dynamics is recorded due to the group with higher education / degree). At the same time,
indicators of support for gender equality policies remain stable, as does the indicator of feeling comfortable
when discussing gender issues.

Diagram + Table 28. Attitudes towards gender issues
- in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion
. L 1 Mod 1 High SCI
TOP2 (Agree completely or partially) All respondents (n=1905) (nf‘é"szg (:_ :52; esc (n'§ 82:):)
I believe in equal opportunities and representation of all _ 0, 0 o o
genders in leadership positions 45% 38% v 46% 49% A
I believe in gender equality and equal rights for all I /2% 3%V 48% A 47% A
I feel comfortable discussing gender issues _ 41% 38% ¥ 4% 44%
I believe in the importance of creating safe and o 0, 0, o
inclusive spaces for all genders _ 36% 29% v 38% 40% A
I support policies and legislation that promote gender o 0, o 0
equality and inclusiveness _ 35% 28% v 36% 42% A
2025 survey 4¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Diagram + Table 29. Behavioral engagement with gender issues

- in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion

. Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
TOP2 (Agree completely or partially) All respondents (n=1905) (n-‘GNSQ) (n=406) (nE 840)
I recognize and overcome my own biases and prejudices _ 30% 0 0 0
related to gender and inclusivity issues 2% v 33% 36% A
I consciously use inclusive language and avoid gender _ 29% 0, o 0
stereotypes 20% Vv 29% 35% A
I challenge gender norms and expectations in my own life _ 23% 0 o o
and encourage others to do the same 15% v 25% 28% A
I actively educate others on gender issues and promote _ 23% 0 o 0
ety o 16% v 25% 2% A
I participate in organizations or initiatives that _ 19% 0 0 0
promote gender equality and inclusiveness 12% v 18% 24% A
I actively support and defend the rights and inclusion of 14%, 0 0 0
LGBTQ+ people L 12% v 18% A 14%
2025 survey
Diagram + Table 29. Behavioral engagement with gender issues
gag 4
+ - in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion
TOP2 (Agree completely or partially) All respondents (n=1905) (I:':wﬁs";():l IEII_:J:I ;6‘2;‘? sa E::El(‘nsg;
I recognize and overcome my own biases and prejudices _ 0
related to gender and inclusivity issues S 4% ¥ 33% 36% A
I consciously use inclusive language and avoid gender _ 299
stereotypes o 20% V 29% 35% A
I challenge gender norms and expectations in my own life _ 0
and encourage others to do the same 2% 15% ¥ 25% 28% A
I actively educate others on gender issues and promote _ 0
inclusivity 23% 16% ¥ 25% % A
I participate in organizations or initiatives that 199
premote gender equality and inclusiveness 12% ¥ 18% 24% A
I actively support and defend the rights and inclusion of _ 14% 12% ¥ 18% A 14%

LGETQ+ people

2025 survey
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Most respondents indicate that people in their community are willing to help when needed (this figure
increased to 71% in 2025 compared to 67% in 2024). 80% believe that they can count on help in their
community when it comes to finding medicines and accessing medical services, 79% on practical help in
solving minor everyday issues, and the same percentage believe that they can count on material
assistance to cover their basic needs. Respondents are least likely to expect help in developing their own
business (45%), finding a job (66%), and finding or restoring housing (64%).

Respondents with a high level of social cohesion show greater expectations regarding the willingness of

their environment and community to help.
Diagram 26.

I agree that most people in my 7%
community are willing to help in case of 71% Gi% 70%
such a need
TOP2 (Agree completely or partially)
All respondents Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
4y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
2025 survey
Diagram 27 What Kind of assistance can be expected irom the community -1n
) terms of segments by the level of social cohesion
TOP2 Can
count on (for sure
or most likely)
Al res_pl‘;‘(‘)‘sle“ts Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
I 0
Assistance in finding medication and - V73% V76% _ A88%
accessing medical services _ 29%
0,
Practical assistance in resolving minor ° - Y73% VY74% _ A87%
everyday issues _ o
(s)
Material assistance in satisfying basic 79% - Y75% Y 74% _ A85%
needs: food, clothing
0, 0,
Assistance in terms of being granted care _ 7% - V68% V73% _ A85%
during illness
I o o v [ A5
Psychological support
Assistance in terms of caring for other _ 74% - ¥ 64% 1% _ A83%
family members
Assistance with legal issues and documents o A80%
I 5 B v 6s [N As0%
Financial assistance (cash assistance)
0,
Assistance in finding employment _ 67% - V57% V62% - A78%
Assistance with housing (search, _ 66% - v57% 63% - A75%
construction, renovation 0,
structio o) B v 620 [N A72%
Assistance in developing ones own
business V¥36% 0, A51%
2025 “¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
survey
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An analysis of the dynamics of social cohesion demonstrated an increase in civic identity
within the Inclusion component. This is confirmed by data showing an increase in the
proportion of those who primarily consider themselves citizens of Ukraine.

In particular, this indicator rose from 58% in 2024 to 72% in 2025 among respondents with low
social cohesion. However, it has not yet reached the levels recorded among respondents with
medium or high social cohesion levels.

A greater sense of local identity is observed among older people, while young people under the
age of 30 mostly consider Ukrainian civic identity to be a priority. It is important to note that
there are no significant differences in this indicator between residents of cities and towns, which
indicates a general trend toward strengthening national identity.

Respondents with low levels of social cohesion tend to engage in more active local networking.
Most often, this involves membership in local groups such as neighborhood committees,
condominiums (apartment building co-owners association), parent committees (school,
kindergarten), volunteer groups, interest groups (e.g., dance, sports, art), and church groups.
This trend indicates that local ties are an important part of respondents’ identity, which can be
a tool for strengthening social cohesion within communities.

© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
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6. Associations with Social Groups

6.1 Self-Identification as a Citizen of Ukraine

Civic identity is an important factor determining social cohesion.
Most respondents identify themselves as citizens of Ukraine as their primary identity, and this
indicator has increased significantly over the past year (from 69% in 2024 to 76% in 2025). This
indicator is the same for residents of cities, villages, and towns; at the same time, it displays a
correlation with age: more than 80% among respondents under 30 consider Ukrainian citizenship to
be their primary identity, while this figure amounts to 70% among respondents over 60 (and a larger
proportion of those who primarily associate themselves with their place of residence).

As for respondents with low social cohesion, the indicator of priority identification with Ukrainian
citizenship increased significantly (from 58% in 2024 to 72% in 2025), but has not yet reached the
level recorded among respondents with moderate or high social cohesion. About 20% of
respondents with low social cohesion demonstrate a more local self-identification as a priority for
themselves.

Diagram 31. Self-identification —in dynamics

76%
A
69%
Who do you consider yourself to be
first and foremost?
10% 11% 0 0, 20/
4% 4% 20 1,/" 5% Zv/° 5% ‘v 3% 3% 1% 0%

T
Aresidentofthe  Aresidentofthe  Aresidentofthe Citizen of Ukraine  Representative of  Citizen of Europe Citizen of the world  Difficult to answer /1
village or city territorial region (oblast or your ethnic group, don’t know
where you live community to several oblasts) nation
which youbelong ~ where youlive

Main sample - 2024 survey (n=1903)® Main sample - 2025 survey (n=1905)

syindicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Self-identification

TaGauys 32. - in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion
Allrespondents | o, gcp Moderate High SCI
Who do you consider yourself to be first and foremost? (n=1905) (n=659) SCI (n=840)
(n=406)
n= 1,905 659 406 840
A resident of the village or city where you live % 11% 11% 9% 12%
A resident of the territorial community to which you belong % 4% 7% A 3% 3%V
A resident of the region (oblast or several oblasts) where you live % 1% 3% A 2% 0% Vv
Citizen of Ukraine % 76% 2% Vv 80% A 77%
Representative of your ethnic group, nation % 2% 2% 1% 1%
Citizen of Europe % 2% 2% 3% 3%
Citizen of the world % 3% 3% 1% 3%
Difficult to answer / I don’t know % 0% 1% 0% 1%

4¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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62 Networking and belonging to local groups

Respondents with low levels of social cohesion are more likely to engage in networking at the local level:
38% identified at least one group to which they belong (compared to 30% among respondents with high
levels of social cohesion). Young people are most prone to networking (49% among respondents aged
18-24).

Most often, respondents mention their membership in local groups such as neighborhood committees,
condominiums (apartment building co-owners association), parent committees (school, kindergarten),
volunteer groups, interest groups (dance, sports, art, etc.), and church groups.

Diagram 33.
Number of local groups to
which respondents belonged 54% )
within 12 months 63% v 63% 70A/°
0
22%
1 19% A 17%
17%
All respondents Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
2025
survey A¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Table 34. Belonging to local groups
- in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion
All repondents i
High SCI
(n=1905) Low SCI Moderate SCI (n’i 840)
(n=659) (n=406)
n= 1905 659 406 840
neighborhood committees, condominiums (apartment building co- % 13% 18% A 14% 9% Vv
owners association)
parent committees (school, kindergarten) % 10% 13% A 10% 7% Vv
volunteer groups % 10% 14% A 11% 6% Vv
interest groups (dance, sports, art, etc.) % 9% 12% A 10% 5% Vv
church groups % 9% 8% 7% 10%
professional union, trade union % 4% 4% 5% 4%
Support group (psychological support, self-help groups, etc.)
% 3% 3% 3% 2%V
entrepreneurial (business) community, association % 2% 4% A 3% 1% v
youth association (NGO or initiative group) % 2% 3% 2% 2%
group, association of veterans, families of veterans % 1% 2% A 1% 1%
group, association of IDPs % 1% 2% A 1% 1% Vv
civil society group % 1% 1% 1% 0%
2025
survey “¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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7. Connection to the System - Trust towards R
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Trust in the political system as a factor of social cohesion is confirmed by the example of local
and central government institutions: local councils, mayors or village heads, heads of
amalgamated territorial communities, regional state administrations, the President, the Cabinet
of Ministers, the social policy system, and the media. The group with high social cohesion
demonstrates greater trust towards these institutions than the group with low cohesion. Trust
in the Armed Forces of Ukraine is highest among the group with high cohesion, but in other
groups it also exceeds 90%.

At the same time, respondents’ attitudes towards institutions with which they may interact on a
daily basis (the State Emergency Service, the education system, the healthcare system, the police,
and other law enforcement agencies) are not necessarily predictors of the level of social
cohesion.

Over the course of the year, there has been a general trend of declining trust towards most
systemic institutions, with the exception of the Armed Forces of Ukraine and personalized
institutions such as the President and city mayors. This trend of declining trust towards systemic
institutions is also evident among those who received financial support from the state (although
trust in the President and the Armed Forces of Ukraine has increased in this group).

The survey shows a consistently small proportion (less than 20% of respondents) of those who
are involved in civic and political activities. Among those involved, the level of social cohesion has
declined across all components: social relations, connection to the system, and common good. Also
noteworthy is the negative trend in the expression of political and social opinions: fewer
respondents feel comfortable discussing political topics, and fewer express their opinions on social
issues in social media.

The share of respondents who provided financial assistance increased to 82%. Respondents with
high social cohesion consistently demonstrate high activity in providing assistance. The most
popular type of assistance is donations to support the Armed Forces of Ukraine. There is a
positive trend in medical support initiatives. However, the trend also reflects a decrease in
support for IDPs.
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7. Connection to the System - Trust towards
Institutions, Involvement

1.1 Trust towards social institutions

The link between trust towards the political system and the level of social cohesion is confirmed by
the following local and central government institutions: local councils and mayors or village heads,
heads of amalgamated territorial communities, regional state administrations and their heads, the
president, the cabinet of ministers, as well as the social policy system and the media. The group with
a high level of social cohesion declares a higher level of trust towards these institutions compared to

the group with low social cohesion. Trust in the Armed Forces of Ukraine as an institution is also
highest in the group with a high level of social cohesion, but in other groups this indicator is also

above 90%.

However, respondents’ attitudes toward institutions with which they may interact on a daily basis

(the State Emergency Service, the education system, the healthcare system, the police, and other law

enforcement agencies) are not necessarily predictors of the level of social cohesion.

Diagram 35.

Trust towards social institutions - in terms of
segments by the level of social cohesion

u All respondents
TOP2- lTrt“lst level q (n=1905) m Low SCI Moderate SCI = High SCI
(completely or mostly) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
Armed Forces of Ukraine I oo, I Y 94% 95% . 97 %
. I 5., I A 88% A88% . v79%
State emergency service ) 72%
Education system I 5o I A73% —ve3
0,
Health care system I o I 66% 68% . 65%
City / town / village council . Y 57% 60% I A69%
Head (mayor) of a city/village — IV 56% v57% I A70%
; ’ . 1% v57%
Head of community . 62% I A65%
Regional military administration —— I v 559 0% I A64%
President I V 53% 0 — 0
Other law enf t agenci — 0 61% B
° lIer aw enforcement agencies . 50 VY 53%
olice 59%
_ - . I A 61% ’ . Y 49%
Head of Regional military ° ) 53% 58
A 58%
administration I . _:45700A) S50 )
(] _‘
Social policy system I 51 _-V37‘V . o
0,
Mass media / press I o 300 ° 43% — A50%
Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine . s . 30% 29% N A3S
Courts . I 33% 28% m 32%
Verkhovna Rada (Parliament of 26%
Ukraine) ( 25 - 26% 28% . 30%
2025 4¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
survey
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The dynamics show a general trend toward declining trust towards most systemic institutions, with
the exception of the Armed Forces of Ukraine and personalized institutions such as the President, the
mayor of a city or town, and the head of a territorial community.

Among those who have received financial support from the state over the past 12 months, there is
also a trend towards a decline in trust in most systemic institutions, however, the level of trust in the
President (60% in 2024 vs 70% in 2025) and in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (93% in 2024 vs 98%
in 2025) has increased. It is worth noting that the proportion of people who declare receiving state
support has doubled (from 18% in 2024 to 37% in 2025), and among the low-income group, this
figure exceeds 50% (it also exceeds 50% in the de-occupied regions and in Kyiv). However, receiving
financial support is not a direct predictor of high social cohesion (on the contrary, respondents with
high social cohesion are less likely to declare receiving state support - 34% in 2025).

Diagram 36. Trust towards social institutions - in dynamics

TOP2- Trust level (completely or mostly)

95% 96%

75% 0
69% 71%66% 65% 66%
P 7620 63%62% 59%59% 63%s570, ysse, 9%sa0, 1%s40, 5%
V44% 390 440/0

I I I I I I I I I I 4)320/0 V31% 350‘0280/0

Armed Education Health Head Head of Presid Otherlaw Police Head of Social Mass Cabinet of Courts Verkhovna
Forces of system care (mayor) community ent enforcement regional state policy media / Ministers of Rada
Ukraine system ofacity / agencies administration system press Ukraine (Parliament
village of Ukraine)
* Such options as State Emergency Service, City / town / village council, W Main sample - 2025 survey (n=1905) © Main sample - 2024 survey
Regional military administration were added in 2025 and are not (n=1903)

reflected in the dynamics.

~vindicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval
of 95%+

Diagram 37. Obtaining financial assistance within the last 12 months - in dynamics
71%
oy V¥ 54%
A37% ’
29%
18% 14% 13% 15% 13% 15% 14% 15% 14%

State Support from  Support from the  Support from Soli};:ep:rtelzog Obtained Did not obtain
support non- local community people who live outsige tl]:e

governmental in the community

organizations community

B Main sample - 2025 survey (n=1905)  Main sample - 2024 survey (n=1903)

4¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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12 Political and civic engagement
Less than 20% of respondents declare that they are involved in civic and political activities (this indicator is

stable compared to 2024). Changes can be seen in the structure by type of activity - more respondents declare
participation in community-level projects (9% in 2025 compared to 7% in 2024), and fewer mention work in
an NGO or volunteer group (7% in 2025 compared to 9% in 2024) or political activity (6% in 2025 compared
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to 3% in 2024). Among those involved in activities, the level of social cohesion has significantly decreased
over the past year, which can be seen in all components of the index: Social relations (based on the indicator
of shared priorities among all Ukrainians), Connection to the system (based on the indicators of Fair
treatment and Trust towards the system), and Common good (responsibility to help other citizens).
In the context of social engagement, the negative trend in readiness to express political and social opinions is
also noteworthy: fewer respondents feel comfortable discussing political topics, and fewer express their
opinions on social issues on social media.

Diagram 38.

Political and social activities
—in dynamics

political activity

community-level projects, public
participation / involvement (local
initiatives)

working in a group of NGOs (non-
governmental organizations) or

6%
I ¥ 3%

7%
. A%

9%

l V7%

Diagram 39.

Communication behavior
-in dynamics

I feel comfortable
discussing political issues
with others

I regularly follow information
about current social and political
issues

volunteers

. 8%

dissemination of information

Did not participate

9%

Main sample - 2024 survey

(n=1903)

B Main sample - 2025 survey

I

82%

*¥_indicates the higher /lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95 %+

I try to inform others about social
and political issues that concern me

I express my opinion on social
issues in social media

TOP2- Agree (fully or partially)

|

|

62%
64%

55%
¥51%

50%
47%

46%
Y 40%

Main sample - 2024 survey (n=1903)
m Main sample - 2025 survey (n=1905)

L 1000
(=150J)

Political and social activities —dynamics by components of the social cohesion index

Table 40.
community-level
projects, public | Group of NGOs (Y;OH'
Political participation / governmenta Dissemination of . -,
Main sample All respondents activity involvement (local organizations) or information Did not participate
initiatives) volunteers
X824 X825 X824 X825 X824 X825 X824 X825 X824 X825 X824 XB'25
nq 1903 1905 115 66* 132 167 176 128 176 152 1555 1555
SOCIAL COHESIONINDEX | 4155 o5 37 37 4 32 10 19 - 0 1

Low SCI 33% 35% 18%  43%A  21% 35%A 23% 42%A 29% 36% 34% 33%
Moderate SCI 22% 21% 27% 30% 21% 25% 22% 26% 23% 29% 21% 20%
High SCI 45% 44% 55% 27%V  58% 39%VY 55% 32%VY 48% 35%VY 44% 47%
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13 Donations to the Armed Forces of Ukraine and other initiatives

The share of respondents who provided financial assistance to others increased over the past
year to 82% (compared to 74% in 2024) - positive dynamics can be seen in all groups regardless
of the level of social cohesion. The most popular type of assistance is support for the Armed
Forces of Ukraine (77%), fundraising for victims (30%), and support for veterans (25%).
Indicators of assistance to support IDPs have decreased significantly over the past year (29% in
2025 compared to 23% in 2024), and there is a positive trend in medical support initiatives.

Respondents with a high level of social cohesion consistently demonstrate higher rates of
financial assistance granted to others (81%), but the structure of their assistance shows a
decrease in support for IDPs, affected persons, and local community programs. Respondents
with low or moderate levels of social cohesion demonstrate higher rates of assistance over time.
The main areas in which their support is increasing are: the Armed Forces of Ukraine,
fundraising for victims, support for veterans, and medical support initiatives.

Diagram 41. Providing financial assistance to others over the past 12 months - in dynamics
77%
7108777
30%30% )
23°/~ 19% 2204,25% 26 /ov -
139% A 15% . 15% 14% I o
Armed Forces Support to Medical Support of Local One-off support for Did not provide any
of Ukraine IDPs support veterans communit affected persons assistance
(AFU) initiatives y support
programs

B Main sample - 2025 survey

- 2024 survey (n=1903)

Main
(n= 1905) sample 4y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
Diagram 42. Providing financial assistance to others over the past 12 months —

- in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion

81%

0,
82% N 82% 85%
74% 74%
62%
2024 survey (n=1903) 2024 survey (n=626) 2024 survey 24 (n=413) 2024 survey 2025
2025 survey (n=1905) 2025 survey (n=659) 2025 survey (n=406) survey
Low SCI Moderate SCI (n=864) (n=840)
All respondents High SCI
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Most respondents in all groups consider it important to honor the memory of those who became heroes
and victims of Russia's armed aggression against Ukraine (95% of all respondents) and support
initiatives such as the creation of a National Military Memorial Cemetery (90% support it overall,
including 58% who support it absolutely) and the Decree on a Nationwide Minute of Silence to honor the
memory of those who died as a result of Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine (94% support it overall,
including 65% who support it absolutely). Lower, but still high, is support for initiatives to rename
settlements, streets, and squares in honor of fallen soldiers, military personnel, and veterans (80%) or in
honor of volunteers and activists who were most active during the war (75%).

Respondents with a high level of social cohesion demonstrate the highest levels of support for such
initiatives and are also more inclined to express absolute support, while respondents with a low level of
social cohesion are more inclined to express moderate support.

INTERNATIONAL

How important are the issues of remembrance and dignified
commemoration of those who became heroes and victims of Russia's

Diagram + Table 43.

%o armed aggression against Ukraine to you personally?
Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
m Very important (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
® Rather important Ir:p%i:nt 91% Vv 93% 98% A
® Rather not important Very 54% V¥ 58% V¥ 74% A
important
B Not important at all
Rather 37% A 35% A 24% ¥
important
No answer

2025 survey

“¥indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Diagram 44. Support for initiatives to honor memory in segments based on the level of
social cohesion

TOP2- Support

(absolutely or rather)

B All respondents B [ow SCI Moderate SCI ® High SCI
(n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
85% % 91% o7% 86%
0 0 A 94% 95% A 79%
90% vy 89% v 80% 72 /0 81% A 5% 8% 760, A

Decree on a Nationwide Minute

of Silence to honor the memory

of those who died as a result of
Russia's full-scale invasion

nimi

Renaming of settlements,
streets, and squares in honor of
fallen soldiers, military
personnel, and veterans

Creation of a National
Military Memorial Cemetery

Renaming of settlements,
streets, and squares in honor of
volunteers and activists who
were most active during the
war

2025

survey +¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9. Prioritizing Community Needs

The survey revealed a general trend toward a decline in the sense of security among Ukrainians,
even though the majority of respondents (84%) declare their area of residence to be safe during
the daytime. Negative dynamics are also observed in terms of children's safety from bullying.
Although the lowest ratings of safety are more common in segments with low social cohesion, a
decline in the sense of safety is observed in all groups, regardless of the level of social cohesion.

Half of the respondents indicated an increase in the level of violence in their area of residence or
denied that crimes occur in their area. Most often, respondents point out an increase in police
brutality. They also often point to domestic and online violence (harassment or bullying arising
from the use of digital platforms).

Compared to last year, respondents are less likely to point to crimes linked to organized violent
groups (gangs). Also, community-level violence and hate crimes are less frequently mentioned
in the structure of types of violence.

There is also a correlation between the level of social cohesion and the problems in the
community that respondents consider relevant. Respondents with a high level of social cohesion
report fewer problems, but even in this group, every second respondent points to the relevance
of medical problems and social support. Transportation and roads are the most pressing issues
for the group with a high level of social cohesion (the most significant factor is the issue of road
repair and construction).

Based on the results of the survey, certain areas of concern can be identified, the relevance of
which has significantly decreased over the past year. The most significant of these are:

1. Psychological support: although it remains important for a quarter of respondents, its
relevance as a basic need is showing a downward trend (11% in 2025 compared to 17% in
2024).

2. Assistance with document restoration: the relevance of this need has decreased among
respondents in general (important for 12% compared to 15% in 2024, essential for 4%
compared to 8% in 2024), and among the group of people whose homes have been destroyed.

3. Asimilar trend can be observed in the indicator of material assistance in restoring/repairing
damaged housing (important for 17% in 2025 compared to 22% in 2024).

4. Bridges being open for transport: the issue of open bridges is becoming less relevant as a
basic need (6% in 2025 compared to 10% in 2024).

5. Unobstructed access to public / administrative buildings: significantly fewer people consider
this a primary need (8% in 2025 compared to 13% in 2024).
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Key Community Needs:

1. Medical Services and Medicines:
- Access to affordable medicines (29% highlighted this as the key challenge)
- Access to a family doctor
- Availability of drugs for critical or regular use
- Availability of emergency medical care
- Availability of medical clinics and outpatient clinics
- Availability of care services for the elderly
- Access to medical/special transport

2. Social support:
- Psychological assistance
- Simplified access to social protection benefits and services
- Legal assistance and support
- Infrastructure for children and young people
- Resocialization measures (for veterans, people returning from occupation, internally displaced
persons)

3. Transport and roads:
- Road repair and construction (35% highlighted this as the key challenge)
- Affordable public transport
- Availability of evacuation transport

4. Safety:
- Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition (30% highlighted this as the key
challenge)
- Access to shelters (20% highlighted this as the key challenge)

5. Utility services needs and communication services:
- Provision of high-quality potable water
- Stable electricity supply
- Stable mobile communications and internet

6. Accessible infrastructure:
- Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for people with disabilities
- Comfortable public transport for people with disabilities
- Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (space for wheelchairs, ramps, sufficient
width of passageways, handrails)

/. Information accessibility:
- Providing internet access in all public places

Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
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9.1 Security situation in the community
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Although most respondents (84%) declare their neighborhood to be safe during the day, there is a general trend
towards a decline in the sense of security: significantly more respondents report an increase in violence over the
past year (40% compared to 30% in 2024), and there is a decrease in the proportion of those who feel safe in
their neighborhood at night (68% compared to 75% in 2024) There are also fewer people who believe that

crime is rare in their neighborhood (68% compared to 75% in 2024).

Negative dynamics can also be observed in terms of children's safety in terms of bullying at school and
on the street - this indicator has decreased among all groups of respondents, but most significantly
among young people aged 18-14 (in terms of safety from bullying at school, a decrease to 49% from 67%
in 2024, and for safety from bullying on the street, a decrease to 42% from 62% in 2024).

Although the lowest ratings of safety are more common in the segment with low social cohesion, the
decline in the sense of safety is observed in all groups, regardless of the level of social cohesion.

Diagram 45. Sense of security - in dynamics TOP2 Agree
(partially or completely)
85% 84% 68% 80% 77%
75% 0,
v o 7% 55%
40% 65% v 60% "y °
A
30%
| feel safe when | walk | feel safe when | walk Crimes rarely occur in The level of violence has Children are protected Children are protected
alone in my neighborhood | alone in my neighborhood | my neighborhood increased over the last 12 from bullying and from bullying and insults
during the day at night months insults at school on the street
Main sample, 2024 survey B Main sample, 2025 survey
Table 46. 4y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+

Sense of security - in terms of segments by the level of social cohesion

All respondents
( arﬁ:l‘l()lz)zr,/:g:eletel ) (n=1905) Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
partially pletely. (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
[ feel safe when I walk alone in my neighborhood during 84% 81% Vv 82% 87% A
the day
| feel safe when | walk alone in my neighborhood at night 68% 62% Vv 64% 74% A
Crimes rarely occur in my neighborhood 77% 71% Vv 79% 81% A
The level of violence has increased over the last 12 months 40% 34% Vv 40% 44% A
Children are protected from bullying and insults at school 57% 49% v 55% 64% A
Children are protected from bullying and insults on the street 55% 46% Vv 54% 62% A
My city/town rarely suffers from shelling by the Russian 60% 50% V¥ 59% 67% A
Federation
In my city/town, I do not feel threatened by Russia or 49% 39% Vv 47% 58% A
military action.
2025
survey “¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9.2 Violence Types

Half of respondents (52%) indicated an increase in violence in their neighborhood or denied that
crimes occur in their neighborhood (43% in 2024). Most often, respondents point to an increase in
police brutality (28% in 2025 compared to 21% in 2024). Respondents also often point to domestic
violence and online violence (harassment or bullying arising from the use of digital platforms).
Crime associated with organized violent groups (gangs), on the contrary, shows a downward trend.
Community violence and hate crimes are also less frequently mentioned in the structure of types of
violence.

Diagram 47. Types of violence where an increase in cases has been noted - dynamics

Police brutality: excessive use of force by law enforcement agencies

Domestic violence: incidents occurring at home or between family
members

Online violence: harassment or bullying arising from the use of digital
platforms

Community-level violence: violence between individuals who are not
related, usually occurring in public places

Violence at school: incidents that occur on school grounds or relate to
school activities, including bullying

Political violence: violence committed by a political organization, group, or
individual, or against the aforementioned

Terrorism: violence aimed at instilling fear for political purposes

Elder abuse: usually occurs at home or in care facilities

Sexual violence: unacceptable sexual acts or acts committed against
consent

Hate crimes: violence motivated by ethnic, sexual, religious, or other
prejudices

Child abuse: physical, sexual, or emotional abuse of children

Organized violent groups or gangs: violent acts committed by gang
members or between them

Workplace violence: violent acts related to the workplace, including
bullying, insults, and violence in the workplace

2024 survey (n=815) B Xg. 25 (n=994)

Baseline: respondents who indicated an increase in the level of violence

4y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9.3 Most important categories of issues

The largest clusters of needs requiring immediate resolution relate to medical care (important
for 78% and most important for 59%), social support (important for 77% and most important
for 56%), transport and roads (important for 76% and most important for 54%), and security
issues (important for 66% and most important for 44%).

In general, there is a correlation between the level of issues and the level of social cohesion -
respondents with a low level of social cohesion report fewer problems overall, but even in this
group, every second respondent points out the relevance of medical problems and social
support. Transport and roads are the most pressing issues for the group with a high level of
social cohesion, specifically due to the restoration and construction of roads (42% in the group
with a high level of social cohesion and 28% in the group with a low level).

Diagram — + Issues in the community that require immediate resolution

Table 48.

Key (most important) All important

Medical services and medicines _ 59% 78%

Social support _ 56% 77%

Transportat | Roads _ 54% 76%

safety [N NRREEEDE <7 66%

Water | Electricity | Gas _ 38% 58%

Accessible infrastructure _ 36% 64%

Information accessibility _ 34% 61%

Telecom | Internet | Digital services _ 30% 55%

2025 survey Housing | Repair and renovation - 21% 46%

Table 49.The most important issues in the community - broken down by segments according to the level of
social cohesion

Categories of issues - most All respondents Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
important ones (n=1905) (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)

Medical services and medicines 59% 70% A 62% 49% v
Social support 56% 64% A 54% 50% v
Transport | Roads 54% 54% 49% Vv 57% A

Safety 44% 49% A 44% 40% v

Water | Electricity | Gas 38% 41% A 43% A 3%V
Accessible infrastructure 36% 41% A 41% A 30% Vv
Information accessibility 34% 38% A 37% 29% Vv
Telecom | Internet | Digital services 30% 34% A 32% 25% Vv
Housing | Repair and renovation 21% 25% A 23% 18% v

2025 survey

+y indicates the higher / lower
significant difference between the
rounds with a confidence interval of
95%+
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Medical services and affordability of medicines.

Access to affordable medicines remains the main need in this group - this issue is important
for almost half of respondents (an increase to 47% compared to 41% in 2024), and for 29% it
is one of the main issues. This issue is more pressing in the group with low social cohesion
(34%), but even among those who demonstrate high social cohesion, one in four (25%) needs
access to affordable medicines.

For 23%, access to a family doctor is important (with no significant changes in dynamics),
including 11% for whom this need is a primary one.

The survey saw an increase in the number of respondents who considered the availability of
medicines for regular use / critical medicines (26% compared to 19% in 2024), the availability
of emergency medical care (24% compared to 19% in 2024), the availability of medical clinics
and outpatient clinics (21% compared to 17% in 2024), and the availability of care services for
the elderly (21% compared to 16% in 2024) an important issue. At the same time, there is no
significant change in the basic needs indicators.

Instead, access to medical / special transport is becoming increasingly important (important
for 17% compared to 8% in 2024, essential for 6% compared to 3% in 2024).

Table 50. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in dynamics
Important Essential
Medical services and medicines (78% important / 59% essential) 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey —survey survey —survey

Access to affordable medicines 41% | 47% A 31% 29%
Availability of medications for critical/regular use (e.g.,, blood pressure control, diabetes treatment, o o N o
cancer treatment, hormone therapy, etc.) 19% | 26% A 11% 12%
Access to a family doctor 21% 23% 11% 11%
Accessibility of emergency medical care 19% | 24% A 10% 10%
Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics 17% | 21% A 8% 8%
Access to healthcare services (primary care, chronic diseases, trauma care, care for children, 19% 8%
pregnant women, etc.) B ° ) °
The possibility of performing a scheduled surgery 16% 19% 8% 7%
Accessibility of care services for older people (social care services, state compensation for care

v people ( P ) 16% | 21% A % | 6%
Access to medical / special transport 8% 17% A 3% 6% A

¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of
95%+
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9.4 Most important issues - elaboration A
Social support.

Psychological assistance remains important for a quarter of respondents, but is becoming less
relevant in terms of basic needs (11% compared to 17% in 2024), regardless of the level of
social cohesion.

Respondents rate the importance of improving access to social protection benefits and services
and the need for legal assistance and support at the same level, showing growth in dynamics.
The need to develop infrastructure for children and young people, as well as to implement
resocialization measures (for veterans, people who have returned from occupation, and
internally displaced persons) in safe spaces, has also been identified at around 20%.

At the same time, the data reflects an improvement in assistance with document restoration -
the relevance of this need is decreasing among respondents in general (important for 12%
compared to 15% in 2024, essential for 4% compared to 8% in 2024).

Transport and roads.

The need to repair and build roads has become more pressing over the past year and is now
important for almost half of respondents and essential for one third of respondents (35%
compared to 31% in 2024). It is most pressing for respondents with high level of social cohesion.
The importance of accessible public transport (28% compared to 23% in 2024 ) and the availability
of evacuation transport (18% compared to 15% in 2024) is also increasing.

On the other hand, the issue of bridges being open for transport is losing relevance as a basic need
(6% compared to 10% in 2024).

Table 51.  Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in dynamics (continued)

Important Essential
Social support (77% important /56% essential) 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey survey survey survey
Psychological assistance 28% 26% 17% | 1%V
Improved access to social protection payments and services 21% | 25% A 12% 11%
Infrastructure for children and young people - 23% - 11%
Legal assistance and support 18% | 24% A 9% 10%
Resocialization measures (for veterans, people returning from occupation, IDPs) in safe spaces
- 21% - 8%
Accessibility of kindergartens 16% 16% 6% 6%
Spaces for children so that women can work and study - 16% - 6%
Recreational and cultural events - 14% - 5%
Assistance in restoring lost / damaged documents 15% | 12% V¥ 8% 4% Vv
Opportunity for children to attend secondary school (access to secondary education) 11% 12% 49, 49,
Psychological assistance - 13% - 4%
Improved access to social protection payments and services - 9%, - 3%
Important Essential
Transport | Roads (76% important /54% essential) 2024 | 2025 2024 | 2025
survey survey survey, survey
Reconstruction of roars, road construction 43% | 49% A 31% | 35% A
Accessibility of public transport 23% | 28% A 13% 12%
Availability of evacuation transport 15% | 18% A 7% 8%
Open and functioning bridges and roads 18% 18% 10% 6% V¥
Operation of rail transport 11% 12% 3% 3%
¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
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9.4 Most important issues - elaboration

Safety

The proportion of Ukrainians (up to 50%) for whom the availability of shelters and improvement
of their condition is an important need, including as a basic need (30% compared to 24% in
2024), has increased significantly. The largest number of such people are in the group with low
social cohesion (35%).

Besides, the issue of access to shelters is relevant for a third of respondents (for all groups)
(important for 39%, including 16% for whom this is a primary need).

Utility srvices needs and communication services

Almost all utility services issues have grown in importance over the past year.

The most popular are the provision of high-quality potable water (important for 29% compared
to 19% in 2024) and a stable (uninterrupted) electricity supply (important for 29% compared
to 25% in 2024). For respondents with a high level of social cohesion, these needs are less
pressing.

The relevance of the need for stable communication and internet connection is also growing. To
be more specific, stable mobile communication and mobile internet are important for one-third
of respondents (important for 36% compared to 31% in 2024).

Table 52.  glaboration on the most important issues in the community - in dynamics (continued)

Safety (66% important /44% essential)

Availability of shelters, improvement of shelter conditions
Access to shelters during air raids / alerts

Demining of territories

Water | Electricity | Gas (58% important / 38% essential)

Stable (uninterrupted) power supply
Provision of high-quality potable water
Heat supply

Hot water supply

Restoration of water supply
Restoration of power supply

Restoration of gas supply

Telecom | Internet | Digital services (55% important /30% essential)

Stable mobile connection, mobile internet
Replacement of lost/damaged mobile phone available
Restoration of stable internet connection

Access to electronic services for receiving services / vouchers / assistance, etc. (e.g.,
availability of a smartphone)

Ability to use government e-services

Important
2024 2025
survey survey

34% | 50% A

Essential
2024 | 2025
survey| survey

24% | 30% A

- 39% - 20%
- 17% - 6%
Important Essential
2024 2025 2024 2025

survey| survey
19% |29% A

25% | 29% A
11% 11%
9% | 11% A
5% | 8% A
6% | 10% A
6% 7%

Important
2024 | 2025
survey survey
31% | 36% A
6% 12% A

12% | 17% A
- 12%

- 12%

survey —survey
10% | 17% A
17% 16%

6% 4% V
3% 3%
2% 2%
1% 2% A
1% 1%
Essential
2024 | 2025

survey| survey
18% 18%

2% 3% A

4% 5%
- 3%
- 3%

sy indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9.4 Most important issues - elaboration

Accessible infrastructure

The need for sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, and streets for people in wheelchairs, suitable for
strollers with children, people of retirement age, people with prosthetic limbs, etc. remains the
most pressing need in this group, and is even growing in importance (important for 34%,
including a primary need for 16%). The importance of ensuring the comfort of public transport
for people with disabilities is also growing (currently important for 27%, including a primary
need for 10%).

More people also consider it important to install tactile coverings and introduce signals, provide
information in Braille for people with visual impairments (14% compared to 11% in 2024), and
interactive navigation systems that help people find their way (11% compared to 9% in 2024).
On the other hand, compared to the previous year, significantly fewer people consider barrier-
free access to public / administrative buildings to be among their top priorities (8% compared
to 13% in 2024).

Table 53. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in dynamics (continued)
Important Essential
Accessible infrastructure (64% important /36% essential) 2024 | 2025 2024 | 2025
survey, survey survey, survey

Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (for people in wheelchairs, suitable for strollers with children,
seniors, people with prosthetic limbs, people with partial or complete loss of vision or hearing, people

with musculoskeletal disorders, etc.) 28% | 34% A 15% 16%
Ensuring the comfort of public transport for people with disabilities

19% | 27% A 9% 10%
Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (space for strollers, ramps, sufficient width of
passageways, handrails) 26% 23% 13% | 8%V
Accessibility of financial services (availability of ATMs, banks, and cards)

- 16% - 5%

Installation of tactile coverings and introduction of signals, provision of information in Braille for people
with visual impairments 11% | 14% A 3% 4%
Adaptation of websites and mobile applications for convenient use by people with physical and cognitive
impairments 10% 11% 3% 3%
Interactive navigation systems that help people find their way

9% 11% A 3% 2%

“¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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Information accessibility
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Overall, the needs in this area are growing in importance, but not as basic needs. The most
important need in this context is ensuring Internet access in all public places (important for 28%,

including a basic need for 12%).
Housing | Repair and renovation

Financial assistance for the restoration / repair of damaged housing is not as relevant as it was

a year ago (important for 17% compared to 22% in 2024).

Instead, there is a growing importance of providing temporary housing for a short period with
decent conditions for people who have lost their homes or whose homes have been damaged
(important for 15% compared to 12% in 2024) and improving the living conditions of
temporary housing (important for 17% compared to 12% in 2024), but these needs are less

important for 10%.

Table 54. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in dynamics (continued)
Important Essential
Information accessibility (610/0 important /340/0 essential) 2024 2025 2024 2025

survey survey
Ensuring Internet access in all public places 22% | 28% A

Providing up-to-date information on official local government websites and community social networks

regarding accommodation, services, employment, humanitarian aid, etc. for groups in need of assistance 15% | 18% A
(e.g., veterans, people with disabilities)

Placing information relevant to people with disabilities in public places (in transport, at stations, in

catering establishments, hospitals, pharmacies, etc.) 12% | 18% A

Teaching citizens to use digital technologies and Internet resources 11% | 15% A
Online consultation tools with specialists in various fields 13% | 15% A
E-government systems for convenient access to public services 12% 13%
Online platforms for distance learning and education 11% 13%
Access to electronic libraries and other educational resources 8% | 14% A
Introduction of electronic systems for assessing service quality and feedback from citizens 9% | 12% A
Availability of information materials on the use of electronic public services / digital literacy. n

- 0

Important
Housing | Repair and renovation (46% important / 21% essential) 2024 2025

survey| survey

Financial assistance for the restoration / repair of damaged housin
/rep & & 2% | 17% ¥
Provision of temporary housing for a short period with decent conditions for people who have lost their

homes / whose homes have been damaged 12% | 15% A

Improvement of living conditions in temporary housin
P 8 poraty 8 12% | 17% A

Cash assistance program for short-term rental housing for people who have lost their homes / whose 16%

homes have been damaged B °

Need for long-term housing 149 16%
0 0

survey —survey

11% 12%

8% 6% V
5% 5%
4% 4%
5% 4%
5% 3% V
4% 3%
3% 3%
4% 3%
- 2%
Essential
2024 2025

survey| survey

15% | 6% V

4% 5%

4% 5%
- 5%

6% | 4%V

¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9.5 The most important issues in terms of social cohesion levels among different groups

Table 55.  Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in terms of segments by level of

social cohesion

All respondents
m z N m (n=1905) Low SCI Moderate SCI High SCI
Categories of issues - most important (n=659) (n=406) (n=840)
n= 1,905 659 406 840

The most pressing needs (>10% in at least one group in terms of social cohesion)

Medical services and medicines

Access to affordable medicines % 29% 34% A 29% 5% Vv
Availability of medications for critical/regular use (e.g., blood
pressure control, diabetes treatment, cancer treatment, hormone | % 12% 17% A 12% 7%V
therapy, etc.)
Access to a family doctor % 11% 13% A 11% 9% Vv
Accessibility of emergency medical care % 10% 14% A 10% 8% Vv
Access to healthcare services (primary care, chronic
diseases, trauma care, care for children, pregnant women, % 8% 11% A 7% 6% V
etc.)
Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics % 8% 10% A 8% 6% Vv
The possibility of performing a scheduled surgery % 7% 8% 10% A 5% Vv

Social support

Psychological assistance % 1% 11% 11% 12%
Improved access to social protection payments and services % 1% 13% A 10% 10%
Infrastructure for children and young people % 1% 13% A 11% 9% Vv
Legal assistance and support % 10% 13% A 7% ¥ 9%
Resocialization measures (for veterans, people returning from o o o o 0
occupation, IDPs) in safe spaces Yo 8% 10% A % %
Transport | Roads
Reconstruction of roars, road construction % 35% 28% V¥ 30% V¥ 42% A
Accessibility of public transport % 12% 14% 1% 11%
Availability of evacuation transport % 8% 1% A 8% 6% V¥
Open and functioning bridges and roads % 6% 10% A 50 4% V¥
Safety
Availability of shelters, improvement of shelter conditions % 30% 35% A 299% 26% V¥
Access to shelters during air raids / alerts % 20% 229 21% 19%
Water | Electricity | Gas
Stable (uninterrupted) power supply % 17% 21% A 19% 12% v
Provision of high-quality potable water % 16% 18% 19% 14% ¥

4y indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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9. Prioritizing Community Needs

9.5 The most important issues in terms of social cohesion levels among different groups

H
N
INTERNATIONAL

RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

Table 56. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in
terms of segments by the level of social cohesion (continued)

All respondents
. } . (n=1905) Low SCI Moderate SCI
Categories of problems - most important ones (n=659) (n=406)
n= 1,905 659 406

The most pressing needs (>10% in at least one group in terms of social cohesion)

Accessible infrastructure

Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (for people in wheelchairs,
suitable for strollers with children, seniors, people with prosthetic | | o o o
limbs, people with partial or complete loss of vision or hearing, %o 16% 17% 17%
people with musculoskeletal disorders, etc.)

Ensuring the comfort of public transport for people with disabilities

% 10% 11% 14% A
Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (space for
strollers, ramps, sufficient width of passageways, handrails) % 8% 8% 1% A
Telecom | Internet | Digital services
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet % 18% 23% A 17%

High SCI
(n=840)

840

14%

7%V

6% Vv

15% Vv

sy indicates the higher / lower significant difference between the rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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Policies Requiring Interventions




9. Population groups that require interventions 1@
101 Social cohesion indicator in terms of targeting groups INTERNATIONAL

In almost all vulnerable or war affected groups considered in the analysis the social cohesion index s
is below average. Only families with members over 60 years of age demonstrate the national average
level of social cohesion.

A significant decline in social cohesion over the past year has been observed among families with
children. Social cohesion has also declined significantly over the past year in households with people
with disabilities (including 27% of such families where the respondent themselves has a disability).
Compared to the previous year, the proportion of military families in this group has increased (36%
compared to 25% in 2024), as well as the proportion of those who have lost their loved ones (33%
compared to 17% in 2024).

Among veterans, the social cohesion index is also significantly lower compared to the overall level (by
9 percentage points), as is the case among military families (by 8 percentage points) and those who
have lost a close relative in the military (by 12 percentage points). Among women who have lost a close
relative due to military service, this index is even lower (by 19 percentage points).

Among groups that have suffered damage or destruction of their homes, as well as people who
lived in occupied territory that has been liberated, the social cohesion index remains negative,
despite a slight improvement in dynamics. It is also in this group that the survey reveals a positive
dynamic in terms of the sense of safety and security in their neighborhood. It should be noted that
about 70% of these groups are comprised of women, and the social cohesion index among them is
significantly lower (-21 percentage points).

Persons whose homes have been damaged or destroyed,

Diagram  + Social cohesion index in terms of vulnerable or war affected
Table 57. groups - in dynamics
2024 2025
Families with children (under 18 years old) _ 22°_ +18 +44
Households with people over 60 years of age % _ +7 +6
Households with people with disabilities 22% _ +15 +04
Households with insufficient income levels, n 26% A _ +0 +2
EE -7

N
-
(o)}

23%

People who lived in occupied territory that has been liberated

N

U

~
|

= 214 22%

23%

Families of service members

Lost a close relative who served in Ukraine’s Armed Forces - 291 24%

Veterans 17%

IDPs in general (after 2022 or earlier) 23.84%

[
1]
=y
N

IDPs (exclusively after 2022) 25%

]
'
(="
[

..IDPs (after 2022, changed region) 25%

..IDPs (both after 2014 and after 2022)

I
*

14%

21% +12.5 +9.5

All respondents (main sample)

2025 *With due account of the boost

survey interviews B Low SCI “Moderate SCI ®High SCI

*¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+

l, indicates the lower significant difference in the SCI indicator from among survey rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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10. Population groups that require interventions D“

RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

101 Social cohesion indicator in terms of targeting groups

The social cohesion index is higher than 0 in households with people over 60 (+6 pp) and in
households with insufficient income (+2 pp). However, the social cohesion index is lower among
men compared to women in these groups.

The social cohesion indicator is also positive in families with children under the gae of 18 (+4,
but decreasing by 12 pp over the year), with no significant differences between men and women.
Families with two or more children show a similar level (+5 pp) of social cohesion.

Among IDPs in general, the social cohesion indicator has a negative value (-10 pp). The lowest
values are among IDPs who were forced to change their place of residence after 2014 and after
2022 (-11 pp), as well as IDPs who moved to another region (-10 pp). It should be noted that
more than half of the respondents in these groups also suffered from the destruction or loss of
their homes (68% among those who changed regions and 65% among those who have multiple
experiences of forced relocation). Female IDPs demonstrate the same level of social cohesion as
internally displaced men.

Diagram + Social cohesion index in terms of vulnerable or war affected groups — by
Table 58. gender
2025survey Al Woman Man
Families with children (under 18 years old) A 68% +4 +4 +5
Households with people over 60 years of age 63% +6 +3 +12
Households with people with disabilities A 70% 0 0 +1
Households with insufficient income levels 64% +2 -3 +10
Persons whose homes have been da&z:giigg A 69% -13 21 _
People who lived in occupied tertr)igz;);it;l:rta}tl:; A 71% 8 21 -
Families of service members A 71% -9 -8 -12
Lost a close relative who serve;‘i rlrr;l gg;)i:ciz A 69% 12 -19 +5
IDPs in general (after 2022 or earlier) 68% -10 -10 -
IDPs (exclusively after 2022) 68% +2 +2 -
..IDPs (after 2022, changed region) 65% -10 -9 -
..IDPs (both after 2014 and after 2022) 58% -11 - -
All respondents (main sample) 62% +9.5 +6 +16
*With due account of the boost interviews
(SClis only demonstrated for samples >100 respondents ) % of woman M % of man

*¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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INTERNATIONAL

10. Population groups that require interventions

RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

102 Needs emphasized in the context of targeting groups

Families with children under 18 (the group is by 68% comprised of women) — SCI +4

This group requires assistance in the areas of infrastructure for children and youth,
education, child safety, communications and logistics, transport accessibility, medical care,
and financial support

Infrastructure and education: focus on infrastructure for children and young people (14%),
access to electronic libraries and other educational resources (6%), spaces for children so
that women can work and study (7%).

Child safety: the problem of bullying - about 20% strongly disagree that children are
protected from bullying at school and on the street.

Communication and logistics: stable mobile communication, mobile Internet (21%),
affordable phone replacement (6%), access to electronic services via phone (4%), Internet
access in public places (14%).

Transport and infrastructure: road repair and construction (36%), ensuring comfortable
public transport for people with prams (11%, 14% among families with more than one
child).

Safety: availability of shelters, their improvement (30%).

Medical needs: access to affordable medicines (28%), access to healthcare services (8%,
12% in families with two or more children).

Support: this group relies less on government financial support and focuses more on the
possibility of earning money independently. They are confident that they will receive help
from the community if needed in finding a job (72%) or developing their own business
(49%).

Households with people over 60 - SCI +6

This group needs assistance in the areas of healthcare, social protection, transport accessibility,
and financial support.

Medical needs: focus on access to affordable medicines (32%, which is one out of three
respondents, although less than the 38% registered in 2024), availability of medicines for
critical/regular use (14%).

Social protection: access to social protection benefits and services (14%).

Transport and infrastructure: issues of affordable transport for medical needs or evacuation,
road conditions (34%) are becoming more pressing.

Support: these households depend on financial support from both the state (50%) and other
institutions. At the same time, they feel that they are unlikely to receive assistance in other areas,
such as employment.

Households with insufficient income levels — SCI +2 (-3 among women)

This group needs assistance in the areas of healthcare, utilities, communications and internet
access, as well as financial support.

Medical needs: focus on access to affordable medicines (35%), availability of medical clinics
(10%).

Infrastructure: stable (uninterrupted) electricity supply (24%), heat supply (6%).

Also, focus on communications and the internet (especially relevant for women): ensuring stable
communications (21%), internet access in public places (14%).

© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
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10. Population groups that require interventions I

102 Needs emphasized in the context of targeting groups INTERATIONAL
Households with insufficient income levels (continued) FoUNGRTION.
Support: This group depends on financial support from both the state (52%) and other
institutions. For 16%, it is important to improve access to social protection benefits and services.
At the same time, they feel that they are unlikely to receive assistance in other areas, such as

employment and housing.

Households with people with disabilities (by 70% comprised of women) - SCI =0

This group needs assistance in the areas of healthcare, transport accessibility, safety, and
financial support. Particular attention should be paid to the accessibility of medical services and
medicines, as well as the adaptation of public transport to the needs of people with disabilities.
Medical needs: focus on access to affordable medicines (38%), family doctors in rural areas
(16%), access to emergency medical care (15%), medical clinics and outpatient clinics (12%),
access to care services for the elderly (10%), transport, namely the availability of evacuation
transport (16%), access to special medical transport (11%), rail transport (6%). Over the past
year, there has been a significant increase in demand for comfortable public transport for people
with disabilities (15%).

There has been an increase in demand for safety measures: availability of shelters (36%), access
to shelters during air raid alerts (29%).

Support: this group is dependent on financial support from both the state (49%) and other
institutions.

Table 59.Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in terms of vulnerable or war

affected groups
Losta
People
H hol Persons ho lived close
Families [HouseholdHousehold © OS¢ whose | WNOVed| pamilies | relative
All . - - ds with .
2025 d with s with swith |, fici homes ied of service who |War
survey reSPONG children | people | people | MSUMC€ have been (t)ccu{ne members | servedin |veterans
ents (under | over 60 with n damaged (;lrrl }(1) v Ukraine’s
18 years | yearsof | disabilitie] M€°™€ or t ba thas Armed
old) age s levels | gestroyed libeizled Forces
ns 1905 838 7M1 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Medical services | Medicines 59% 60% 64%A | 71%A | 65%A 64% 67%A | 66% A 63% 66% A
Access to affordable medicines 29% 28% 32% 38%A | 35%A 32% 46%A | 34%A | 36%A 32%
Availability of medications for 2% 1% | 14% | 15% 1% | 21%A | 15% | 1% | 1% | 17%A
critical/regular use
Access to a family doctor 11% 11% 13% 16% A 12% 14% 17% 13% 12% 8%
Accessibi]ity of emergency medical care 10% 10% 12% 15% A 10% 12% 9% 11% 11% 11%
Accessibility of medical clinics and 8% 8% 10% 9% 8% 9% 4%V 9% 8% 13%A
outpatient clinics
Access to healthcare services 8% 7% 10% | 12%A | 10%A | 7% | 2%Y | 8% 6% 7%
The possibility of performing a scheduled 7% 7% 8% 8% 7% 7% 5% 7% 4%V 9%
surgery
ACC"SIS“’““Y of care services for older 6% 6% 8% | 10%A | 9%A 6% 7% 8% 8% 7%
people
Access to medical / specia] transport 6% 6% 6% 11%A 6% 6% 7% 8% A 6% 8%
sy indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
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10. Population groups that require interventions
10.2 Needs emphasized in the context of targeting groups

2

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANGE
FOUNDATION

Table 60. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in terms
of vulnerable or war affected groups (continued)
Losta
People
Persons P close
Fam_il}iles House_hﬁ)ld Househ}?ld H(fsusvei?}? ' ‘Whose | Whelived families relaﬁive W
wit] S wit] it . i mes . i
2025 survey respond chilgren | people Sevt\),ijle insufficie have been 0ccupied FATVCES oo Vedin veterans
ents under | over 60 with . nt damaged tte;lrrtltk(l)ry Ukraine’s
1 ¥ears years of | disabilitie| PCOMe a tOT d l?eenas Armed
old) age S estroye liberated Forces
n= 1905 838 711 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Social support 56% 58% 55% 59% 59% 64% A 56% 62% A 59% 67% A
Psychological assistance 11% 12% 11% 10% 11% 14% 9% 15% A 14% 18%A
improved access to Social protection 11% 8%V | 14%A | 14% | 16%A | 14% | 1% = 1% | 17%A | 20%A
Infrastructure for children and young 11% 14% A 8%V 9% 13% 11% 10% 14% 15% A 6%V
people
Legal assistance, support 10% 9% 11% 10% 9% 14% 9% 11% 8% 16%A
Resocialization measures 8% 9% 8% 8% 8% 12%A 16% A 11%A 10% 22%A
Accessibility of kindergartens 6% 7% 5% 3%V 4% 8% 12%A 5% 2%V 4%
e i sy 1 0 that women can 6% = T%A | 4% 4% 6% | 1%V | 2%V | 7% 5% 4%
Recreational and cultural events 5% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4% 2% 6% 3% 3%
0 tunity for children to attend
secondary school (access to secondary 4% 5% 3% 4% 4% 6% 3% 5% 4% 2%
education)
Assi i ing 1 d
Assistance n restoring lost/damage % | 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 2% 4% 3% 5%
Assistance with preparing documents to
receive compensation for destroyed 4% 3% 5% 5% 4% 7% A 3% 4% 3% 3%
housing
A bility of administrati .
(availability of Conters of administrative | 3% | 3% | 4% | 7%A | 4% 3% 0% | 3% 4% 3%
services provision)
B4
Lost a close
People i
Persons relative who
A | Families House_eh}(l)ld Housqhﬁ)ld H&“&g?ﬁl whose who_nlved Famil_ies lsjtle(rvgd in
2025 survey respond Childtren Sevt\)/gle ;S)e;/‘(;gle insufficie haVentl)%sen occupied ?nésr%rggg Af“?rllgsi ° Ve\tAg?;ns
ents under | over60 | with ot damaged tt%rrtlt}(l)ry Forces
1 Xears years of | disabilitie I{Ig\?g}; d tor d k?e er?s
old) age s eSOV Jiberated
n= 1905 838 71 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Transport | Roads 54% 56% 55% 55% 52% 51% 53% 56% 58% 55%
Reconstruction, road construction 35% 36% 34% 27%V 31%V 24%V 29% 32% 32% 34%
Accessibility of public transport 12% 12% 13% 14% 10% 14% 13% 13% 14% 12%
Availability of evacuation transport 8% 9% 9% 16% A 13% A 15% A 26% A 15% A 23%A 8%
Open and operational bridges and roads 6% 7% 6% 7% 4%V 7% 6% 7% 4% 6%
Rail transport operations 3% 2% 5% 6% A 4% 6% A 5% 4% 3% 2%
Safety 44% @ 46% 42% 54% A 46% 49% 67%A | 50% A 51%A 43%
Availability of shelters, improvementof 350, | 3005 | 2995 | 36%A = 30% = 32% @ 58%A | 35%A  35% | 25%
shelter conditions
Accesstosheltersduring airraidalerts | 500, 5100 | 199 | 20%A | 22% | 26% | 30%A | 21% | 26%A | 26%A
Demining of territories 6% 5% 6% 7% 7% 11%A 5% 8% 7% 6%

A¥ MO3HAYEHO BUIILY/HKYY 3HAYYLLY PI3HHULIO MDK IPYIOI0 BiJHOCHO BUGIPKH B LisoMy 3 0BipuMM iHTepBasiom 95%+
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10. Population groups that require interventions H“

RENAISSANCE

10.2 Needs emphasized in the context of targeting groups FOUNBATION
Table 61. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in terms of vulnerable
or war affected groups (continued)
People who L?St a cloie
Persons : ; relative whag
Al Families ' Households|Households Hosu‘i,ei?l;)ld wh Jé‘éﬁ%lm Families of [Sﬁ:{rved in
2025 survey responde chvi\ﬁjt;len W‘g}e’i"gg le Wlt}‘l,\,[fte}? ple irtls_ufficien hom%s have tef]rrit}?ry f-:;m%%rs All::;gg : vey‘e]?;ns
nts (under 18 |years of age disabilities incolme damaged or| thathas Forces
years old) evels | “destroyed | | 0¢en |
n= 1905 838 711 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Water | Electricity | Gas 38% 40% 36% 38% 44%A 43% 44% 47%A | 47%A 35%
Stable (uninterrupted) power supply 17% 18% 17% 19% 24% A 2% 33%A | 25%A | 32%A 17%
Provision of high-quality potable water 16% 16% 13% 14% 17% 11%YV 3%V 17% 14% 16%
Heat supply 4% 4% 3% 3% 6% A 3% 1% 4% 2% 3%
Hot water supply 3% 4% 3% 2% 2% 4% 3% 3% 2% 4%
Housing | Repair and renovation 21% 23% 24% 21% 22% 37% 23% 25% 20% 21%
Financial assistance for the restoration/repair of
damaged housing 6% 5% 7% 7% 6% 11%A 6% 7% 5% 7%

Cash assistance program for short-term rental

housing for people who have lost their homes or 5% 7% 6% 3% 5% 10% A 6% 6% 5% 4%
whose homes have been damaged

Lr;ls;onvgement of living conditions in temporary 50 5% 6% 6% 7% 8% 4% 7% 5% 4%
Provision of short-term temporary housing with
decent conditions for people who have lost their 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 7% 6% 5% 3% 5%
homes or whose homes have been damaged
Need for long-term housing 4% 4% 4% 2% 4% 11%A | 8%A 5% 5% 6%
Lost a close
People who :
Families ' Households Households Household PEI}?OHS li\]/Jed in Families off reslglt‘sleedvyr}lm
All with with people with people ; ith ho;/nveg have| o¢cupied sere\‘zri?:leleS 0 kraine’s War
2025 survey responde. children | over 60 with utlsigif(l)%lleén bee tter;‘tlt};):gr members Armed | veterans
n (under 18 |years of age disabilities levels dgmaged gr been Forces
years old) estroyed | . o ted
ns 1905 838 711 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Accessible infrastructure 36% 39% 38% 42% 39% 42% 39% 41% 46% A 42%

Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (for

people in wheelchairs, suitable for strollers 16% 17% 14% 17% 14% 18% 12% 15% 20% 17%
with children, etc.)

E ing th fort of public t t f 1
ith e ilitea o O PUDICHANSPOTIOTPEOPIE 1005 11% 9% 15%A | 14%A 12% 17%A | 13%A | 23%A | 16%A
Unobstructed access to public / administrative

premises (space for strollers, ramps, sufficient goj, 9% 9% 7% 9% 12%A 10% 9% 11% 9%
width of passageways, handrails)

Accessibility of financial services (availability of
ATMs, banks, and cards) 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 5%

Installation of tactile coverings and introduction

of signals, provision of information in Braille for 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 7% A 4%, 4% 3% 7% A
people with visual impairments

Adaptation of websites and mobile applications

for convenient use by people with physical and 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 4%, 3% 4% 2% 4%
cognitive impairments

Interactive navigation systems that help people

find their way 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 2% 2% 1%

A¥ MO3HAYEHO BUIILY/HKYY 3HAYYLLY PI3HHULIO MDK IPYIOI0 BiJHOCHO BUGIPKH B LisoMy 3 0BipuMM iHTepBasiom 95%+
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10. Population groups that require interventions D“

RENAISSANCE
10.2 Needs emphasized in the context of targeting groups FounpATIoN

Table 62. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - in terms of vulnerable or war affected
groups (continued)

Losta
People
Persons close
Famil}i]es Househ}?ldHouseh}?ld Hé)su‘igg?l whose | Who lived Families relaﬁive
witl s wit s wit ; A mes ..y of service who War
XBuis'25 resp?nd children | people | people insufficie have been (thcu‘%ned members | servedin veterans
ents | (under 18 | over 60 wi .1 damaged t%rrtl }(1) ry Ukraine’s
years old) | years of |disibilities I{ICOTe or t? as Armed
e evels  destroyed | been
n= 1905 838 711 309 809 216 214 545 291 261
Telecom | Internet | Digital services 30% @ 36%A 27% 27% 31% 28% 37%A | 34%A 34% 27%

Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet |0 * 51004 ysouy | 16% | 20% | 17% | 28%A | 24%A | 24%A | 17%

Restoration of stable internet connection

5% 7% 4% 4% 3%V 3% 1%V 4% 4% 5%
Ability to use government e-services 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3% 2% 3%
gﬁgfgg’g‘;;{‘;b‘fg lost/damaged mobile 3% 5% 5% 4% 3% | 6%A | 6% 3% 5% 2%
Information accessibility 34% 38% 30% 35% 34% 35% 35% 38% 36% 34%
Providing internet access in all public places 12% 14% 9%V 1% 14% 11% 17% A 15% A 14% 9%

Providing up-to-date information on official local

overnment websites and community social
ietworks regarding accommodation, services, 6% 6% 4% 6% 4% 7% 4% 5% 5% 5%

employment, humanitarian aid, etc. for groups in

need of assistance (e.g., veterans, etc)

Placing information relevant to people with

disabilities in public places (in transport, at

stations, in catering e%tablis(hments, P 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% = 8%A | 6% 6% 6% 6%
hospitals, pharmacies, etc.)

A lectronic librari h
Access to efectronic libraries and other 3% | 4% 3% 2% 4% 5% | 6%A | 6%A | 6%A 3%

svindicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+

(1C3 mokazauuit imiue Asst BU6ipok >100 pecrioHeHTiB )
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Table 63. Cross-cutting of vulnerable groups

Lost a close
Persons People relative who

Families \Household Household Hé)sus\g?}?l whose homes . Who lived Families served in

2025 survey with s with swith | . ith | "have been | i Occupied foorvice | Ukraine’s War
o respond|  piidren | people eople | insufficie | qamagedor | territory ;o pors Armed t
(% of group per column) ents | (Ghder 18 c?verp ) _pwi_*?h_ nt]leI:/Ce(igle destioyed th}?et ehr?S Armed veterans
years old) ye:;sé of |disabilities liberated

n= 1,905 838 711 309 809 216 214 545 291 261*
o s oames NAeDeen | 100 | 119 | 16% A | 14% | 16% A - 48% A | 19%A | 2B%A | 16%
People who lived in occupied 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0
territory that has been 11% 12% 14%A 13% 15% A 47% A - 19% A 24% A 21%
Families of service members 29% | 34% A 29% 36% A | 33% A 49% A 50% A - 53% A 33%
Losta close relative who 15% | 16% | 16% | 29% A | 20%A | 32%A | 33%A | 28%A - 33%
Forces
Households with Insufficient 4% | 35%V | 60%A | 59% A - 60% A | 58% A | 49% A | 60% A | 39%
Households with people over 60 | 37% | 24% V - 64% A | 52% A 52% A 46% A 38% 40% 31%
years of age
Households with people with 16% 15% 28% A - 23% A 20% 18% 21% A 31% A 45%
disabilities
Families with children (under 18 44%, = 28% Vv 39% 36% V 44% 48% 52% A 46% 48%
years old)
Families with 2+ children (under | 149, 32% A 8%V 15% 14% 14% 17% 20% A 18% A 16%
18 years old)
War veterans 3% 3% 3% 7% A 3% 4% 2% 4% 4% =

sy indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with
a confidence interval of 95%-+

*With due account of the boost interviews

(1C3 mokazauuit imiue Asst BU6ipok >100 pecrioHeHTiB )
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10. Population groups that require interventions I
10.3 Needs emphasized in the context of veterans’ groups and families of defenders
War veterans (87% are men) — SCI = -9

This group needs assistance in the areas of medical care, social support, psychological assistance,
accessible infrastructure, security, and financial support. Particular attention should be paid to the
issues of resocialization, legal support, and psychological support for veterans.

Medical needs: focus on the availability of critical or regular medication (17%), access to
healthcare services, including assistance with chronic diseases and injuries (13%).

Social support: need for psychological support (18%). Need for improved access to social
protection benefits and services (20%). Measures are needed for resocialization (22%) and legal
assistance and support (16%). Only one-third have undergone skills development training, and
one-third declare that they belong to a veterans' association. Moreover, involvement in these social
activities does not demonstrate a positive correlation with a sense of social cohesion.

Among veterans, 30% have disabilities (this group is characterized by the lowest level of social
cohesion is -43 pp), and therefore also need accessible infrastructure, in particular, comfortable
public transport for people with disabilities (16%), the installation of tactile coverings and signals,
and information in Braille for people with visual impairments (7%).

It is important that shelters are accessible during air raid alerts (26%).

Support: More than 70% declare that they cannot count on psychological support, practical
assistance in minor household matters, assistance in caring for other family members, assistance
with legal issues, with finding housing and amenities, or with finding employment. It should be
noted that the opportunity to work is not only a necessity for veterans, but also has a positive
connection with social cohesion (employed veterans are the only group where the social
cohesion index has a positive value of +2).

Table 64.

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANGE
FOUNDATION

Indicators of social cohesion in terms of veterans’ subgroups

Belongtoa

Completed | Received group,

Discharg

With Married / skills financial |3ssociation of
Al d All ed / disabilit Ble El}ong(’;o BeLogl g Emgloy havea | developme | assistance | veterans,
respondent| veterans |released - tod0+ | e partner | nttraining (any families of
S from_ age age (12 amount | veterans

service group | group months) | over 12

after months)

2022

0, =
V/gtse?:ﬁz gfs Z”‘E’Vﬁgf;”ps among 100%  79% = 30% 3%  61%  60% 75% | 37% 76% 31%
n= 1903 261 206* 78* 101* 160* 157* 195 96* 198* 80*
Social Cohesion Index +95 9 8 -4 13 +2 9 -20
Groups by level of social cohesion
Low SCI 35% 46% 45% 63%A  42% 49% |40%VY | 48% 51% 51%A 64% A
Moderate SCI 21% 17% 17% 16% 20% 15% 18% | 13%V 20% 18% 16%
High SCI 44% 37% 37% 20%VY | 38% 36% [ 42%A 39% 28%V 31%V 20%V
Indicators by index components
Social Relation
+20 +10 +13 +19 +5 +14 +14 +4
Connectedness
+34 +14 +14 +15 +12 +25 +12 +3

Common Good -34 -36 -36 44 | 31 30 | 36 -42

4y indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample of veterans with a confidence interval of 95%+
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RENAISSANGE

10.3 Needs emphasized in the context of veterans’ groups and families of defenders FoUNDATION

At the very same time, 76% of veterans received financial assistance over the past year—both
from the state (65%) and from other institutions (33% received support from non-governmental
organizations and 41% from the local community). The level of assistance from individuals was
also higher than in other groups: 42% received financial support from people in their own
community and 39% received financial assistance from people outside the community.

The fact of receiving financial support in itself does not have a positive correlation with the level
of social cohesion. Comprehensive support from both the state and the community is important,
including initiatives to honor the memory of war heroes and the fallen. This is important for
almost all veterans (95%), and very important for 72% of respondents, but only 53% of veterans
(67% among veterans with disabilities) report participating in official commemorative events
(27% at the state level and 43% at the community level), more among those who belong to

veterans' associations (42% participated in commemorative events at the state level and 54% at
the community level).

Table 65. Attitudes towards memorialization initiatives among veterans

Attitude toward initiatives - TOP-2 Support (absolutely or

The importance of remembering and honoring the heroes somewhat)

and victims of Russia's armed aggression against Ukraine

Very or rather important 95% Establishment of the National

Military Memorial Cemetery
Very important

72% [a national  place  of 93%
remembrance and

commemoration...) |
Rather important 23%

Decree on a Natienwide Minute of _ 95%
Silence to honer the memery of

those who died as a result of
Russia’s full-scale invasion s

Benaming of settlements,

streets, and squares in honor - 89%
of fallen soldiers, military
persennel, and veterans

Renaming of settlements, streets, and
Participation in events honoring the heroes and victims of . . 8%
sguares in honer of volunteers and activis

Russia’s armed aggression against Ukraine (over 3 years) who were most active during the war

Yes, private events (at the

family level, close circle level) 45%

Yes, official events at the state

level 7%

Yes, official events at the
community, city, and township 43%
levels

No 28%
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10. Population groups that require interventions D“
10.3 Needs emphasized in the context of veterans’ groups and families of defenders FoUNDATION
Families of service members and those who have lost a close relative among Ukraine's defenders
are expressing similar characteristics and problems. Both groups express significant concern
about human rights violations during mobilization, violations of military rights, social inequality,
and political corruption. The prevalence of these issues ranges from 44% to 54%, indicating the
severity of these issues for these groups.

It is also important to note that these groups often overlap with other vulnerable categories. In
particular, they are twice as likely to face damage to or loss of housing compared to other groups.
About half of the representatives of these categories have children, with every fifth raising more
than one child. A significant proportion of these families also belong to the basic income category.
Such a high level of overlap with other vulnerable categories highlights the complexity of the
problems these families face and the need to develop multidimensional approaches to support
them.

Families of service members (71% are women) - SCI = -9

This group needs assistance in the areas of utilities, medical care, transport accessibility,
communications, psychological support, and security.

Electricity supply and communications: focus on stable electricity supply without interruptions
(25%). Also, stable mobile communications (24%), ensuring Internet access in all public places
(15%).

Medical services: access to affordable medicines (34%), availability of medicines for regular use /
critical medicines (12%).

Transportation: Availability of evacuation transport (15%, up from 11% last year), access to
special medical transport (8%), ensuring the comfort of public transport for people with
disabilities (13%).

Psychological and social support: resocialization measures, in particular for veterans and people
who have returned from occupied territories (11%), psychological assistance (15%).

Safety: availability of shelters, improvement of shelters (35%).

Support: 49% received state financial assistance over the past year.

Lost a close relative who served in Ukraine’s Armed Forces (69% are women)

—-SCI=-12 (among women -19)

Particular attention should be paid to issues of stable electricity supply, access to medicines and
evacuation transport, as well as social support and security.

Electricity supply and communications: focus on stable electricity supply without interruptions
(32%), stable mobile communications, mobile internet (24%).

Medical services: access to affordable medicines (36%).

Social protection and infrastructure: improved access to social protection benefits and services
(17%), infrastructure for children and young people (15%).

Safety: access to shelters during air raid alerts (26%).

Support: 57% received financial support from the state. A high percentage (77%) agree that there
are many people in their community who are willing to help, with more than 80% being confident
that, if necessary, they can count on material assistance with basic necessities, psychological
support, practical help in everyday life, as well as care during illness, including assistance in finding
medicines and medical facilities.
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10. Population groups that require interventions
104 Needs emphasized in the context of groups whose homes have been damaged or FouNpATION
destroyed

47% of persons whose homes have been damaged or destroyed belong to the group of those who
lived in the occupied territory that has already been liberated, so both groups demonstrate
similar characteristics and problems.

Itis also important to note that in these groups, about half of the respondents belong to families
of defenders, and about a third have lost a close relative among Ukraine's defenders.

In addition, about 60% belong to the category of families with basic or low level of income, and
half are members of households with people over 60.

Persons whose homes have been damaged or destroyed - SCI =-13 (69% are women with SCI at
the level of -21)

This group needs assistance in the areas of housing restoration, medical care, social support,
infrastructure accessibility, security, and utilities. Despite positive developments compared to
last year, housing issues remain a priority for this group.

Housing restoration: Although the need for material assistance to restore or repair damaged
housing has decreased (53% last year), it remains relevant for 11% of the group. Cash assistance
programs for short-term housing rentals (10%), the provision of temporary housing with decent
conditions (7%), the improvement of living conditions in temporary housing (8%), and the
provision of long-term housing (11%) remain relevant.

Utilities: The importance of having good potable water has gone down (11% compared to 24%
last year). Instead, more people need a steady power supply (22%, compared to 12% last year).
Medical needs: the need for access to medicines for regular use / critical medicines has increased
(21% compared to 7% last year). Access to affordable medicines, although less so, remains a
pressing need (32% compared to 43% last year).

Safety: there has been a significant increase in the need for access to shelters and improvements
to their condition (32%, compared to 19% last year). 11% also express a pressing need for
demining of the territory (11%).

Social support and infrastructure accessibility: resocialization measures (12%), assistance with
paperwork for compensation for destroyed housing (7%), adaptation of infrastructure for
people with disabilities, in particular barrier-free access to public and administrative buildings
(12%) are mentioned as important.

Support: there has been a decrease in support from the local community (33% compared to 42%
last year), which highlights the need to strengthen assistance mechanisms at the state level.
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10. Population groups that require interventions s
104 Needs emphasized in the context of groups whose homes have been damaged or FounpATION
destroyed

People who lived in occupied territory that has been liberated - SCI = -8

(71% are women with SCI at the level of -21)

This group needs assistance in the areas of utilities and communications, medical care, housing,
transportation, social support, education, and security. There has been a significant increase in
needs in many areas compared to the previous year, especially in terms of electricity supply,
medical services, and security.

Utilities and communications: There has been a significant increase in demand for stable,
uninterrupted electricity supply (33% compared to 18% last year). There has also been an
increase in the need for stable mobile communications and mobile internet (28% compared to
20% last year). Providing internet access in all public places was voiced out as a pressing issue
(17%).

Medical needs: Access to affordable medicines remains a critical need (46%).

There has been a significant increase in the need for access to a family doctor (17% compared to
8% last year) and the availability of medicines for critical or regular use (15% compared to 3%
last year).

Housing and transportation: The need for long-term housing remains relevant (8%). The need
for evacuation transport has increased significantly (26%).

Safety: The need for shelters and improvements to their condition has increased significantly
(58% compared to 40% last year). Access to shelters during air raid alerts is also important
(30%).

Social support and education: Resocialization measures (16%), accessibility of kindergartens
(12%), ensuring the comfort of public transport (17%), and access to libraries and other
educational resources (6%) remain relevant.

Support: 68% received financial assistance from the state over the past year (significantly more
than last year's 18%). More respondents also reported receiving financial support from non-
governmental organizations (22% compared to 13% last year).

There is also a growing sense of confidence that community members are willing to help when
needed (75% compared to 62% last year).

It should be noted that most respondents in this group live in the region of de-occupied
communities in the Kyiv and Sumy regions. Therefore, the escalation of the military situation in
the Sumy region is likely to be a factor in the growth of needs in many areas, especially in terms
of shelter, evacuation, and access to medical services and medicines.
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RENAISSANCE

10.5 Needs emphasized in the context of forced displacement (IDPs) group FOLNDATION

IDPs (68% are women) - SCI =-10

IDPs continue to require comprehensive assistance, primarily in the areas of housing, social
support and adaptation, security, medical care, and access to basic infrastructure. Although there
has been some positive progress compared to the previous year, particularly with regard to
certain infrastructure issues, problems with long-term housing and social integration remain the
most acute for this group.

Itis important to note that the needs of IDPs often overlap with those of other vulnerable groups,
such as people who have lost their homes, families of military personnel, and people with low
incomes, which calls for a particularly careful and individualized approach to providing
assistance.

The experience of IDPs significantly overlaps with the loss or damage of housing (more than 60%
in various groups, except for IDPs who moved within their region, declare that their homes were
damaged or destroyed). At the same time, IDPs who lived in the now liberated but previously
occupied territory account for less than 30% of all IDPs.

Also, almost half of IDPs belong to yet another category - families of service members (the largest
group, and more specifically 58%, is among IDPs who moved after 2014 and after 2022), and
28% of IDPs have lost loved ones who were among Ukraine's defenders.

There are also many families with people over 60 among IDPs (the largest group, 50%, among
IDPs who had their first experience of forced displacement after 2022). In addition, more than
half of IDPs belong to the category with a basic or low income level, although 66% have a job
(which corresponds to the national average). Forty percent have full-time jobs, and this is the
only group where the social cohesion indicator displays a positive value.

Table 66. Overlap of IDPs with other vulnerable groups
Al All IDPs IDPs since IDPs IDPs since IDPs since
2025 survey (since 2022 2022 (did not since 2022 and
respon . 2022 .
(% of group per column) St and since | move before 2022 thout since 2014
2014) 2022) (change (wi hou (double
of changing the experi
. perience)
region) region)

n= 1,905 402* 239* 295 69* 125*
Persons whose homes have been damaged or destroyed 11% 63%A 66% A 72%A 38%A 65% A
People who lived in occupied territory that has been liberated 11% 27% A 25% A 27% A 21%A 28%A
Families of service members 29% 48% A 43% A 48% A 50% A 58% A
Lost a close relative who served in Ukraine’s Armed Forces 15% 28% A 27% A 30% A 17% 28% A
Households with insulfficient income levels 42% 57% A 57%A 58% A 49% 55% A
Households with people over 60 years of age 37% 43%A 50% A 44% A 40% 30%
Households with people with disabilities 16% 18% 16% 18% 14% 19%
Families with children (under 18 years old) 44%, 49% 48% 48% 49% 49%
Families with 2+ children (under 18 years old) 14% 17% 17% 16% 17% 16%
War veterans 3% 9% A 5% A 8% A 9% A 13%A

*With due account of the boost

interviews “¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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10. Population groups that require interventions
RENAISSANCE
10.5 Needs emphasized in the context of forced displacement (IDPs) group FOUNBATION
Table 67. Social cohesion indicators among subgroups of IDPs
) Level C - Completed | Received
Al - ;Nﬁl;l'(mg (basic, Fam.élrl‘es <kills financial Belongtoa
AllIDPs | 18-39 40+ mploy | TUIEUME T jow) w development assistance sroup,
respondent ed children training (any 12 association
S (under (over 12 months) of IDPs
18 years months)
old)
0, -
\fgtfe?g;es gfs Z”aﬁgf;”ps among 40% = 60% = 66% @ 40% @ 56% @ 49% = 32% 76% 14%
n= 1903 174 72 102 265* 162* | 227 198* 130* 133
Social Cohesion Index +95 -10 5 2 +17 -4 -14 1 12
Low SCI 35% 43% 41% 40%  30%V 38% 46% 44% 44%
Moderate SCI 21% 24% 24% 22% 22% 28% 23% 22% 24%
High SCI 44% 33% 35% 38% 47%A 34% 32% 33% 32%

*With due account of the boost interviews

(SCI analysis is not recommended for samples <100 respondents)
*¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample of IDPs with a confidence interval of 95%+

As in other groups, medical needs are one of the largest clusters of needs for IDPs. However, the
need for social support is even more pronounced. Housing issues, despite some positive
developments, also make up for an important segment of needs.

Housing: The need for long-term housing remains a problem for IDPs (18% of all respondents).
This being the case, cash assistance programs for short-term housing rentals (18%) or the
provision of temporary housing for a short period (14%) are relevant for this group. The need to
improve the living conditions of temporary housing also remains relevant (15%). At the same
time, the need for material assistance to restore or repair damaged housing has significantly
decreased, but remains more relevant for IDPs than for other groups (10% compared to 46% last
year among IDPs who changed their region after 2022). It is also worth noting that it is in the group
of IDPs with double displacement experience that respondents demonstrate a significantly lower
sense of security in the area where they currently live (73% feel safe during the day in their
neighborhood, while among IDPs in general this figure is 83%). 30% of IDPs with double
displacement experience focus on the problem of access to shelters (25% among IDPs in general).
Social support: easier access to social protection payments and services (20%) and
psychological assistance (16%) remain important for IDPs. There is also a continuing need for
legal assistance and support (14%), help with paperwork to receive compensation for lost
housing (10%), and restoration of lost or damaged documents (8%). Resocialization measures
are important (13%), although for IDPs who have experienced two displacements (both after
2014 and after 2022), psychological support is more relevant (23%), and resocialization
activities are less of immediate interest (7%). It is also in the group of IDPs with double
displacement exposure that respondents report they are less sure that children are protected
from bullying (only 51% agree that children are protected from bullying at school, and 50%
agree that they are protected from bullying at the streets).
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RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

10.5 Needs emphasized in the context of forced displacement (IDPs) group
Medical needs: Access to affordable medicines is the most pressing issue, as in other population
groups. For 13%, access to a family doctor is a pressing issue (19% for IDPs with double
displacement experience). The importance of access to critical or regular medication is growing
(11% compared to 4% last year).

Infrastructure and utilities: The issues related to infrastructure restoration are gaining less
importance, particularly roads (17% compared to 47% last year), stable mobile communications
or the Internet (14% compared to 26% last year), provision of quality drinking water (13%
compared to 30% last year), and heat supply (4% compared to 17% last year).

Support: More than 60% of IDPs received state financial assistance over the past year (51%
among IDPs who remained within their region). In addition, 39% received financial assistance
from non-governmental organizations (only 28% in the group of IDPs with double displacement
experience) and 41% from the local community.

The mere fact of receiving financial support does not have a positive correlation with the level
of social cohesion. Comprehensive support from both the state and the community is important.
It is worth noting the positive changes in the dynamics among IDPs who changed their place of
residence after 2022—the data reflects the normalization of relations in the community—IDPs
have become more trusting of people in the community, their neighbors in particular. Sixty-nine
percent of IDPs are confident that in case of critical need, they can count on help from other
people in the community, including help with basic material things, practical help with
household matters, and getting hold of medicine. However, there are still more than 40% of IDPs
who do not trust people from their community (less among IDPs who have double experience),
and more than half of IDPs do not feel trusted by the community.

Table 68. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP groups
Al All IDPs (since|IDPs since 2022 . IDPs since
respondent| 2022 and | (did not move IDPs since 2022 and
- . 2022 . All IDPs from

2025 survey s since 2014) | before 2022) : since 2014

(without 2022
. (double
changing the .
. experience)
region)

n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125* 364*
Medical services | Medicines 59% 63% 61% 65% 68% A 64%
Access to affordable medicines 29% 31% 32% 33% 27% 31%
Availability of medications for critical/regular use 12% 11% 12% 11% 6% 10%
Access to a family doctor 11% 13% 10% 14% 19% A 13%
Accessibility of emergency medical care 10% 12% 11% 12% 15% 13%
Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics 8% 9% 10% 8% 5% 8%
Access to healthcare services 8% 7% 9% 7% 5% 8%
The possibility of performing a scheduled surgery 7% 6% 7% 7% 5% 6%
Accessibility of care services for older people 6% 6% 5% 7% 9% 7%
Access to medical / special transport 6% 7% 6% 6% 9% 7%

*With due account of the boost
interviews 4y indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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FOUNDATION

Table 69. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP
groups (continued)
All AllIDPs  IDPs since 2022 . IDPs since
respondents | (since 2022 | (did not move IDPssince | 5022 and
2025 survey . 2022 . All IDPs
and since | before 2022) . since 2014
(Wlthout from 2022
2014) . (double
changing the .
. experience)
region)
n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125* 364*
Social support 56% 71%A 70% A 70% A 70% A 70%A
Psychological assistance 11% 16% A 14% 16% A 23%A 17% A
Improved access to social protection benefits and services 11% 20% A 21%A 20% A 15% 19% A
Infrastructure for children and young people 11% 10% 12% 9% 6% 10%
Legal assistance, support 10% 14% A 14% 13% 14% 14% A
Resocialization measures 8% 13%A 14% A 12%A 7% 12%A
Accessibility of kindergartens 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 6%
Spaces for children so that women can work and study 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Recriational and cultural events 5% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2%
&pfe(lrggg;tr};fgglf?;lt?gg? to attend secondary school (access 4% 5% 4% 5% 7% 5%
Assistance in restoring lost/damaged documents 4% 8% A 9% A 9% A 7% 8% A
Assistance with preparing documents to receive 4% 10% A 10% A 11%A 11%A 10% A

compensation for destroyed housing

+y_indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
Table 70 Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP

groups (continued)

All All IDPs IDPs since IDPs since IDPs since
respondents | (since 2022 | 2022 (did not 2022 and ALl IDPs fi
2025 survey and since | move before 2_252 " since 2014 Zozzrom
2014) 2022) (withou (double
changing the .
. experience)
region)

n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125* 364*
Water | Electricity | Gas 38% 34% 38% 34% 31% 35%
Stable (uninterrupted) power supply 17% 13% 14% 13% 12% 13%
Provision of high-quality potable water 16% 14% 14% 13% 15% 15%
Heat supply 4% 4% 6% 4% 1% 4%
Hot water supply 3% 4% 4% 4% 5% 4%
Housing | Repair and renovation 21% 49% A 53%A 52% A 44% A 50% A
Financial assistance for the restoration/repair of damaged 6% 10% A 13% A 10% A 6% 11%A
housing
Cash assistance program for short-term rental housing for
people who have lost their homes or whose homes have 5% 18%A 20%A 20%A 16%A 18%A
been damaged
Improvement of living conditions in temporary housing 50 15% A 17% A 17% A 14% A 16% A

Provision of short-term temporary housing with decent
conditions for people who have lost their homes or whose 5% 14% A 15% A 15% A 11%A 13% A
homes have been damaged

4y indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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10.5 Needs emphasized in the context of forced displacement (IDPs) group FounbaTon
Table 71. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP

groups (continued)

All All IDPs IDPs since IDPs since 2022 IDPs since
respondents | (since 2022 | 2022 (did . 2022 and
2025 survey ; (without ; All IDPs
and since not move haneing th since 2014 from 2022
2014) before | CMANEME I I (qouble
2022) region) experience)
n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125* 364*
Transport | Roads 54% 41%V 42%V 41%V 39%V 41%V
Reconstruction, road construction 35% 18%V 20%V 17%V 13%V 18%V
Accessibility of public transport 12% 11% 12% 11% 9% 11%
Availability of evacuation transport 8% 10% 10% 10% 9% 10%
Open and operational bridges and roads 6% 6% 4% 6% 11% 6%
Rail transport operations 3% 4% 6% A 4% 2% 5%
Safety 44% 44% 43% 42% 45% 44%
Availability of shelters, improvement of shelter conditions 30% 26% 26% 24%V 23% 259
Access to shelters during air raid alerts
20% 25%A 22% 23% 30% A 25%
Demining of territories 6% 7% 8% 7% 4% 6%
4y indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
Table 72 Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP
groups (continued)
All All IDPs IDPs since IDPs since IDPs since
2025 survey respondents | (since _2022 2022 (did not 2022 (without 2022 and |,y IDPs from
and since | move before hanging the | SMce 2014 2022
2014) 2022) | CMANEIMEE T (qouble
region) .
experience)
n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125* 364*
Accessible infrastructure 36% 36% 40% 34% 30% 37%
Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (for people in
wheelchairs, suitable for strollers with children, etc.) 16% 17% 18% 16% 17% 18%
E ing th fort of public t t f le with
dinssal;)rilﬁltgiges e comfort of public transport for people wi 10% 10% 1% 9% 7% 10%
Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises
(space for strollers, ramps, sufficient width of passageways, 8% 8% 10% 8% 5% 8%
handrails)
Accessibility of financial services (availability of ATMs, 0 o o 0 o o
banks, and cards) 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
Installation of tactile coverings and introduction of signals,
provision of information in Braille for people with visual 4% 5% 6% 4% 2% 5%
impairments
Adaptation of websites and mobile applications for
convenient use by people with physical and cognitive 3% 3% 5% 3% 1% 4%,
impairments
Interacti igati t that hel le find thei
nteractive navigation systems that help people find their 2% 3% 50 4% 2% 4%

way

sy indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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Table 73.
Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — among IDP
groups (continued)
All All IDPs IDPs since IDPs since IDPs since
respondents | (since 2022 | 2022 (did not 2022 and
2025 survey . 2022 .
and since move before ithout | Since 2014
2014) 2022) (withou (double
changing the .
. experience)
region)
n= 1905 402* 239* 295* 125*
Telecom | Internet | Digital services 30% 27% 24% 26% 29%
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet
18% 14% 11%V 14% 17%
Restoration of stable internet connection
5% 5% 4% 5% 9%A
Ability to use government e-services
3% 4% 5% 3% 1%
Replacement of lost/damaged mobile phone available
3% 4% 5% 5% 2%
Information accessibility 34% 34% 34% 34% 329
Providing internet access in all public places
12% 8%V 7%V 8%V 9%

Providing up-to-date information on official local government

websites and community social networks regarding accommodation, o o, o, o o
services, employment, humanitarian aid, etc. for groups in need of 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
assistance (e.g., veterans, etc)

Placing information relevant to people with disabilities in

public places (in transport, at stations, in catering 5% 7% 9% A 7% 3%
establishments, hospitals, pharmacies, etc.)

Access to electronic libraries and other educational

resources 3% 2% 3% 3% 2%

sy indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+

Table 74. Relationships within the community - in terms of IDP groups
Al ALl IDP IDPs since | [pps sj IDPs since
responde| (since 20522 2022 and 2?);12nce l21 22 d g(})lr?ln%‘i"sed
i 2014 change
2025 survey nts and since S‘Fjguble (without |the reg%on) to 2024
2014) experience) | changing the iﬁgggt for
region) d%tsplaced
n= 1905  402* 125% 69+ 295 B a0R?
the region)
Feel the trust of those around them as IDPs
(TOP-2 trusted) = 49% 56% 48% 48% -
Trust their neighbors % o o o o o
(TOP-2 trusted) 60% 55% 66% A 54% 55% +26%
Trust people in the village / town / community / city
(TOP-2 trusted) 54% 56% 71%A 54% 59% +30%
Have meaningful interactions with people from different
backgrounds (TOP-2 agree) 79% 81% 75% 75% 82% -6%
Most Eeople in this community are willing to help if needed
(TOP-2 agree) 69% 68% 72% 72% 67% -

4y indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample of IDPs with a confidence interval of 95%+
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RENAISSANCE

Annex to Chapter 10. Dynamics in the cross-section of the most important needs among FOUNDATION

targeting groups

Table 75. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community — in dynamics

(only categories that demonstrate significant changes in dynamics are included)

Persons whose People who lived Households Households IDPs since 2022
homes have in occupied Families of Households with people with people Families with (changed the
Allrespondents ~been damaged territory thathas o i 1o bers with over 60 years of with disabilities 14 en (under region)
Categories of problems - most ordestroyed  been liberated insufficient age 18 years old)

important income levels

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey = survey ~ survey =~ survey survey survey =~ Survey survey  survey survey  survey survey = Survey  survey Survey  survey  survey  survey

n= 1903 | 1905 | 260 216 325 214 506 545 857 809 609 mn 190 309 778 838 75 295

Medical services | Medicines

32% 32%

Access to affordable medicines 31% | 29% | 43% | Ty | 50% | 46% | 39% | 34% | 32% | 35% | 38% | Ty | 45% | 38% 28% | 28% | 40% | 33%
S - o
AV_a_"a:’/‘hty "lfmed‘ca“"“s for 10 | 1% | 19% | 14% | 8% | 0| 15% | 13% | 12% | 12% | 14% | 13% | 15% | 16% 9% | 11% | 21%  14%
critical regular use
Access to a family doctor 1% | 12% | 7% 2&’/" 3% 15A% 9% | 12% | 11% | 11% | 14% | 14% | 17% | 15% 10% | 12% | 4% 11A°/°
2%
Accessibility of emergency medical care, 8% | 8% | 5% | 7% | 5% vo 7% | 8% | 10%  10% | 10% ' 10%  14%  12% 7% | 7% | 4% | 7%
0,
Accessibility of medical clinics and 8% 7% 8% 7% | 15% >% 9% 7% 7% 7% 9% | 8% | 9% 8% 9% 7% 4% 7%
ty v
outpatient clinics
i 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Access to healthcare services 3% | 6% | 4% | 6% | 5% | 7% | 3% | oo | 2% | O | 3% O av | P 4w 6% | 0w OF
Water | Electricity | Gas
Provision of high-quality potable 9 0, 0 0 0 0
| rater grautiyp 17% | 16% | 24% nf’ 11% 3v/° 24% 17,/" 24% 17,/" 20% 13f’ 14% | 14% | 15% | 16% | 30% 13,/°
Stable (uninterrupted) electricit; v 0 0 0 Y 9 9 0
Supply( pred) Yo Lo | M0 1w | 22 |1 | B3 gase | 20w | 2% | gee | 17| gt | B gaop | 8% | sep | 13
Restoration of electricity supply 3%
1% 2% | 1% | 4% | 3% 2% | 1% 2% 1% 3% | 0% | T, | 0% 2% | 2% | 2% | 0% @ 4%
Heat suppl 9 o 0 9
Py 6% | 4% | T | 3% | 4% | 1% | % | o0 10% | 8%  u | 5% | 3% | 5% | 4% | 1% |
Housing | Repair and renovation
Financial assistance for the o 0 o 0 o o o )
restoration/repair of damaged 15% | 6% 53 163300 % 319 T a6 | O aom | TP 0w 7 12 | 0| 6% | 10
housing v v v v v
Cash assistance program for short- 4% 5% 4% 4%

term rental housing for people who 6% v 13% | 11% | 4% 8% | 9% v 7% v 8% v 4% | 2% | 5% | 4% | 26% | 21%
have lost their homes or whose homes

have been damaged

Improvement of living conditions in

temporary housing 4% | 5% | 9% | 8% | 5% | 4% | 5% | 7% | 4% 71/" 4% | 6% | 5% | 6% | 4% | 5% | 11% | 17%
Transport | Roads

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

Reconstruction, road construction 319 | 30 aso |2V a0 | 2% a3 0 4% | 31% | 38% | 34% | 33% | 27% | 3% | 00| 476 a

i i % 7% % 7% 4% % 7% %

f(f’:;s"‘“d operational bridgesand | g0, 6v° 5% 'y | 21% 6," 4% |y | 8% |y | 1% 6," S% | 7% | 10% | 'y | 22% 6,"
. .1 . 0, 0, 0, 0, 0/

Availability of evacuation % | 8% | 12% | 15% | 16% 070 | 119 PP 8o | PP | 50 | 9% a0 % 700 | 900 | 6% | 10%
transport A A A A A

Telecom | Internet | Digital services

Stable mobile connection, mobile 28% 14%
Internet 18% | 18% | 22% | 17% | 20% |, 24% | 24% | 23% | 20% | 17% | 15% | 18% | 16% | 19% | 21% | 26%

Replacement of lost/damaged mobile

phone available 2% | 3% | 2% O 1 %1% | 3% | 2% | 3% | 2% 2| 3% 4% | 2% | 2 0% | 5%

“¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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RENAISSANCE

Annex to Chapter 10. Dynamics in the cross-section of the most important needs among targeting groupsrenen

Table 76. Elaboration on the most important issues in the community - dynamics
(only categories that demonstrate significant changes in dynamics are included)
(continued)
Persons whose People who lived Households Households Households Families with  IDPs since 2022
homes have in occupied Families of  With insufficient  with people withpeople i 4ren (under  (changed the
- Allrespondents  been damaged territory thathas g, o ombers inCome levels over 60 years of with disabilities 18 years old) region)
Categories of problems - most ordestroyed  been liberated age
important
2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey  survey  survey  survey survey  survey  survey  survey  Survey  survey  survey = survey  survey  survey  survey  survey = survey  survey
n= 1903 | 1905 | 260 216 325 214 506 545 857 809 609 n 190 309 778 838 75 295
Social support
14% 9% 15% 12%
Psychological assistance 17% | 11%V | 33% | "y ° | 37% vo 8% |y P 12% | 11% | 15% | 11%Y| 13% | 10% 19% vo 24% | 16%
. 9% 9%
Legal assistance, support 9% | 10% | 11% | 14% | 21% v 9% | 11% | 6% A 8% | 11% | 6% | 10%| 10% | 9% | 9% @ 13%
Assistance in restoring lost/damaged o o o o o o
documents 8% | A% | 19w | 0% 28 2% | 15w | A% g0 A% 5o 4% | 5% 5% | 10% | % | 8% | 9%
v v v v v v
. . 4%
Accessibility of kindergartens 6% | 6% | 5% | 8% | 7% | 12% | 6% | 5% | 7% v 5% | 5% | 7% | 3% | %% | 7% | 7% | 6%

Accessible infrastructure

Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings,
. . 0, 0,

streets (for people in wheelchairs, | yoo, | 1600 | 169 | 18% | 17% | 12% | 20% | 3 | 19% | 00| 16% | 14% | 22% 7% 15% | 17% | 24%  16%

suitable for strollers with children,

etc.)
Unobstructed access to public /
administrative premises (space for | 13% 8:/° 16% | 12% | 15% “f/" 20% 9:/° 14% 9:/° 13% 9:/" 1% | 7% | 14% 9:/° 14% | 8%

strollers, ramps, sufficient width of

passageways, handrails)

. . 0, 0, 0,
Ensuring the comfortof public 1 g0 | 4000 | 700 | 10 | 119 | | 119 | 13% | 10% | 0| 7% | 9% | 8% | 9% | 1% | 8% 9%
transport for people with disabilities A A A

Installation of tactile coverings and

introduction of signals, provision of 3% | 4% | 4% 7% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 2% | 4% 1% 4% 2% | 4% | 4% 4% 1% 4%
information in Braille for people with A

visual impairments

Adaptation of websites and mobile o

applications for convenientuseby | 3% | 3% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 3% | 1% | A/" 1% | 3% 4% | 3% | 0% | 3%

people with physical and cognitive
impairments

Information accessibility

Providing up-to-date information on
official local government websites
and community social networks

regarding accommodation, services, 8% 6% 4% 7% 8% 4% 9% 5% 9% 4% 6% 4% | 10% @ 6% 8% 6% 0% 6%
4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

employment, humanitarian aid, etc. v v A

for groups in need of assistance (e.g.,

veterans, people with disabilities)

Online consultation tools with 0 0 0 0

specialists in various fields 5% | 4% | 6% | 3% | 7% | X0 8% 4v/° 7% 4v/° 5% | 3% | 6% | 4% | 6% | 4% | 0% | © A/"

E-government systems for convenient

access to public services 5% | 3% | 4% | 4% 6% 4% 5% 3% 5% 3% 5% 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% | 4% 2%

Online platforms for distance learning

and education 4% | 3% | 3% | 2% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 3% 4% | 3% | 3% 2% 2% 2% | 5% | 4% 2% | 1%

Access to electronic libraries and 5% 6%

0, o o ) 0 0 o o 0, o, o, 0 0 o 0 0
other educational resources 3% | 3% | 2% A 2% A 4% | 6% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3%  2%| 4% 4% 1% 3%
Safety
Availability of shelters, improvement of| o, | 30% o, | 32% ., | 58% ., | 35% o, | 30% o | 29% ., | 36% . o o o
shelter conditions 24% A 19% A 40% A 29% A 25% N 19% N 24% N 29% | 30% | 14% | 24%

“¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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101 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics

Although the overall indicator of social cohesion in Ukraine has not shown any statistically
significant changes over the past year, the current survey points out significant changes at the
regional level.

The social cohesion index has seen an increase in the frontline and de-occupied regions, but still
has a negative value (-4 pp for the frontline regions and -6 pp for the de-occupied regions).

In contrast to this, the social cohesion index of Kyiv city has fallen significantly and shows a
negative value (-8 pp). While in the previous wave the indicator in Kyiv city was at the level of
the country as a whole, in 2025 it approached the level of frontline and de-occupied
communities.

A decrease in the social cohesion indicator is also witnessed in regions of the rear.

Despite this, the level of social cohesion in this region remains the highest (+39 pp).

The social cohesion index of the Regions in transition is 0 pp with no significant changes in
dynamics.

Thus, the positive balance of social cohesion at the national level is maintained due to the
positive value in the Regions located in the rear of the country.

N

Diagram Social cohesion index across the regions - dynamics
Table 77.

-18!

»

XB.2024
2025 survey
All respondents | Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Reglo.n.s n Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
(Center)
2024 2024 2024 2024 2024 2024

2025 survey 2025 survey 2025 survey survey 2025 survey

survey survey survey survey

2025 survey survey 2025 survey

n=
1903 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501

Social Cohesion Index

NET (High - Low) 125 {5 | s | A |20 -1A B3  fv | 4 ( 57 N

% Low SCI 33% 35% 48%  40%V 49% 42% 28%  40%A 37% 38% 12% 24%A
% Moderate SCI 22% 21% 22% 25% 22% 22% 33% 29% 22% 25% 19% 14%V
% High SCI 45% 44% 30% 36% 29% 36%A |40% 32% 41% 38% 69% 63%V
Components:

Social Relation 22 0 0 1 3 Bga 18 v 18 1‘ 52 v
Connectedness 36 o . T " } 25 iol 23 i 72 sav

Common Good

-36 B3 51 [y 53 Ho -31 Ev -35 E -17 I

14

syindicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence

interval of 95%+
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics

In Frontline regions, the social cohesion index has a negative value (-4 pp), despite its increase
in dynamics (-18 pp in 2024) - the growth of the index in dynamics is recorded in the
communities of Mykolaiv (-35 pp, compared to -74 pp in 2024) and Odesa regions (+46 pp,
compared to +5 pp in 2024). In the Dnipropetrovsk region, the social cohesion index has a
negative value not displaying any statistically significant changes in dynamics (-13 pp, compared
to -1 pp in 2024).

In particular, the level of trust in neighbors, people from one's own community, one's own ethnic
group, and other ethnic groups has more than doubled in Mykolaiv region. At the same time, the
Mykolaiv region has a higher proportion of internally displaced persons (16%), people whose
homes have been destroyed (23%), households with people over 60 years of age (62%), and
families of military service members (46%) compared to other oblasts in the region.

Trust towards the mayor of a city, town, or village, as well as towards the president, the
Verkhovna Rada, and the Cabinet of Ministers, has also grown over the past year in Mykolaiv
region.

The study records an increase in the acceptance of social diversity over the past year in Odesa
region, with more than 90% of respondents agreeing that they have meaningful interactions
with people of different backgrounds and consider it a problem when people are attacked
because of their ethnic origin or religion (in 2024, this figure was less than 70%). Also, 85%
agree that ethnic differences between people are respected (71% in 2024). The level of trust
towards the Cabinet of Ministers has also increased in Odesa region.

It is worth noting a decrease in the proportion of respondents who express their opinions on
social issues on social media (21%, compared to 32% in 2024) in Dnipropetrovsk region, while
the level of regular monitoring of information on current social and political issues is increasing
(65%, compared to 54% in 2024).

In the De-occupied regions, the social cohesion index also has a negative value of -6 pp, despite
its increase in dynamics (-20 pp in 2024). To be more specific, in the communities of Sumy
region, the social cohesion index reached a positive level of +12 pp (-9 pp in 2024), while in Kyiv
region, the index remains negative (-24 pp, compared to -31 pp in 2024).

Both Sumy and Kyiv regions have seen an increase over the past year in trust towards neighbors,
people from their own community, their own ethnic group, other ethnic groups, and meaningful
interaction with people of different backgrounds is observed. Overall, the region has a high
proportion of respondents whose homes have been damaged or destroyed (29%), who lived in
occupied territory that has now been liberated (51%), households with people over 60 (43%),
households with people with disabilities (28%), families of military personnel (43%), and
internally displaced persons (15%).

The De-occupied regions also have the highest proportion of respondents (50%, the same as the
previous year) for whom economic instability and unemployment are pressing issues.
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics

In Kyiv city, the social cohesion index has a negative value of -8 pp, showing a decline in
dynamics (+13 pp in 2024).

Similar to the de-occupied areas Kyiv city has a high proportion of internally displaced persons
(15%), households with people over 60 (46%), and households that have people with
disabilities (23%). At the same time, respondents in Kyiv city show an increase in the acceptance
of social diversity: 79% agree that people from different social backgrounds get along well with
each other (67% in 2024), and another 80% agree that people treat each other with respect and
understanding (68%).

Kyiv city (as well as Kyiv region) also shows high levels of concern about demographicissues, with
51% (40% in 2024) concerned about emigration and the outflow of people from the country, and
41% (26% in 2024) - about internal migration and internal displacement.

At the same time, fewer respondents in Kyiv city (compared to the previous year) report
participating in public events or local self-government (29% compared to 39% in 2024), donating
or volunteering (48% compared to 62% in 2024). Fewer respondents in Kyiv city also say they
have provided financial assistance to others: donations to the Armed Forces of Ukraine, support
for internally displaced persons, fundraising efforts for victims, medical support initiatives, etc.

It is worth paying special attention to the dynamics of civic identification in Kyiv city: while last
year 22% of respondents in Kyiv city identified themselves primarily as citizens of the world or
Europe, in 2025 this figure fell to 7% (instead, more respondents identify themselves primarily
as citizens of Ukraine - 83% compared to 68% the previous year).

The Regions in transition can boast of the balanced social cohesion index at the level of 0 pp (for
comparison, it reached +4 pp in 2024). Within the broader region there is an increase in the
index in Poltava oblast (+22 pp, compared to -10 pp in 2024), while the social cohesion index
has decreased in Vinnytsia oblast (+7 pp, compared to +41 pp in 2024), and there is also a
negative trend in Zhytomyr oblast (-2 pp, compared to +17 pp in 2024). At the same time, the
lowest SCI level here is observed in Kirovohrad oblast (-26 pp) without significant changes in
dynamics.

Communities in Vinnytsia oblast have the highest proportion (among oblasts in the region) of
respondents belonging to vulnerable groups: families of military personnel (57%), those who
have lost a relative among the ranks of Ukraine's defenders (23%), veterans (11%), internally
displaced persons (16%), families with insufficient level of income (54%), and families with
members over 60 years of age (53%).

[t is worth noting a decrease in the proportion of respondents who declare that they have
meaningful interactions with people of different origins in Zhytomyr oblast (62%, compared to
80% in 2024), and fewer respondents indicate that they trust people from other ethnic or
linguistic groups (23%, compared to 40% in 2024), while the level of trust towards neighbors is
increasing (56%, compared to 37% in 2024). There is also a large proportion of respondents
who primarily identify themselves with their local community or their own settlement (28%)
here.
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Kirovohrad oblast also has a high proportion of respondents who primarily identify themselves
with their local community or their own settlement (26%, compared to 11% in 2024).

In contrast, there is a growing level of trust towards neighbors and people from one's own ethnic
group in Poltava oblast, and more respondents here say they believe in the importance of
equality and social justice (75%, compared to 49% in 2024).

It is worth noting the growth in trust towards many social institutions in the region, which is
particularly evident in Poltava, Kirovohrad, and Zhytomyr oblasts.

Regions in the rear are characterized by the social cohesion index of +39 pp, which is
significantly higher than in other regions, due to Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, and Zakarpattia oblasts,
while in Rivne and Khmelnytskyi oblasts social cohesion indices are lower (+10 pp and -10 pp,
respectively). Over the course of the year, there has been a decline in the regional social cohesion
index (in 2024, the index was +57 pp), in particular, a decline in Ivano-Frankivsk oblast (+60 pp,
compared to +95 pp in 2024), as well as in Khmelnytsky oblast (-10 pp, compared to +48 pp in
2024). At the same time, it is worth noting the growth of the social cohesion indicator in the
Zakarpattia oblast (+95 pp, compared to +80 pp in 2024). Lviv and Rivne oblasts display no
statistically significant changes in the social cohesion indicator.

While the proportion of respondents in the rear regions who belong to various vulnerable
groups is lower than in other regions, Khmelnytskyi and Rivne oblasts are distinguished by a
significant proportion of service members’ families (more than 30%), households with
insufficient level of income (36% in Khmelnytskyi region and 63% in Rivne region), and families
with people with disabilities (more than 20%). Also, 10% of respondents in Khmelnytskyi oblast
report that their homes have been damaged or destroyed, while in Rivne oblast, 58% of
respondents indicate that they have people over 60 years of age in their households, with 29%
reporting they have lost a close relative who was defending the country.

In general, the region has seen a decline in trust towards law enforcement agencies, the Cabinet
of Ministers, the Verkhovna Rada, the courts, the head of the regional state administration, the
social policy system, and the media. For the Khmelnytskyi oblast specifically, it is also important
to note a decline in trust towards the mayor of the city, town, or village.

Khmelnytskyi and Ivano-Frankivsk oblasts demonstrate a decline in trust towards various social
groups and acceptance of social diversity. At the same time, the proportion of respondents who
say they feel comfortable discussing political issues with others is decreasing in these regions.

Zakarpattia oblast, on the contrary, boasts of increased level of trust towards various social
groups which is at the highest compared to other oblasts in the region.
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics

Table 78. Social Cohesion Index

— dynamics by region and oblasts

Social Cohesion % % %
Index . Social % % %
= LowSCI | Moderate | High SCI n= Cohesion Low SCI | Moderate | High SCI
sa Index SCI
Front-line regions
2024 survey | 402 .18 48% 22% 30% Regions in transition (Center)
2025 survey | 402 |4 -4 ¥ 40% 25% 36% 2024 survey 400 4 37% 22% 4%
Dnipropetrovsk 2025 survey | 400 0 38% 25% 38%
2024 survey | 202 -1 39% 23% 38% Poltava
2025 survey | 201 -13 44% 25% 31% 2024 survey | 100 -10 45% 20% 35%
Mykolaiv 2025 survey | 100 |4 22 ¥ 30% 18% | 4& 52%
2024 survey | 100 -74 77% 20% 3% Kirovohrad
2025 survey | 100 |4 -35 W 55% 25% & 20% 2024 survey 100 -32 55% 22% 23%
Odesa 2025 survey | 100 -26 57% 12% 31%
2024 survey | 100 5 37% 21% 42% Vinnytsia
2025 survey | 101 |a 46 v 15% 25% & 60% 2024 survey 100 41 20% 19% 61%
. . 2025 survey | 100 'w 7 26% (& 41% (¥ 33%
De-occupied regions Zhytomyr
- 0, 0, 0,
2 o :g; _ 2_% :;Z’ 5;0;: _ 239 6{:’/0 2024 survey | 100 17 2% | 5% | 46%
Kyiv 2025 survey | 100 -2 37% 28% 35%
2024 survey| 200 -31 56% 20% 25% Regions in the rear
2025 survey | 202 -24 51% 23% 26% 2024 survey 500 57 12% 19% 69%
Sumy 2025 survey| 501 |'¥ 39 A 24% ¥ 14% |V 63%
2024 survey | 201 -9 42% 24% 33% Khmelnytskyi
2025 survey | 200 |4 12 34% 21% A 46% 2024 survey | 100 48 12% 28% 60%
. 2025 survey | 101 |'¥ -10 & 45% 21% ¥ 35%
Kyiv city Rivne
0, 0, 0,
2025 survey | 100 10 4 36% 18% 46%
Lviv
2024 survey | 100 35 21% 23% 56%
2025 survey | 100 41 20% 19% 61%
Ivano-Frankivsk
2024 survey | 100 95 1% 3% 96%
2025 survey | 100 |'W# 60 A 17% 6% v 77%
Zakarpattia
2024 survey 100 80 4% 12% 84%
2025 survey | 100 |4 95 v 0% 5% £ 95%

syindicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval of
95%+
the confidence interval for both parts of the indicator is taken into account for NET indicators
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Table 79. Indicators of trust and perception of social diversity

— dynamics by region and oblasts

Dnipropetrovsk

Allregions | Front-line Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city
TOP2 - Trust level regions regions
(trust completely or mostly) 2024 2025 | 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 | 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 & 2024 2025
survey survey Survey survey SUrvey survey SUrvey survey Survey survey Survey survey SUrvey survey survey survey = survey  survey
n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 100 101 401 402 200 202 201 200 200 200

Towards social groups - TOP-2 (trust completely or mostly)

Trust towards neighbors 47% 2% 38%  30% 14% 25%  28% 53% 61% 45% 52% 55%
~60% A35% 5% ~74% 290% ~59%
Trust towards people in the village / town /community
Jaity 8% 25% % 2% 2% u% /% 4% 50% 35% 5% 4%
as5a% a35% a53% as59% a71% aar
Trust towards people fi 2 thni
e 43% 2% W0 2% 20% 7% 2% | 2% 46% 1% S% 5%
~56% ~34% ~53% A67% A% ~50%
Trust towards people from other ethnic or linguistic
groups 35% 6% 1% 1% % 2% 3% 1% 2% 6% 5% 2% 4%
o 238% asg% ar a3
Trust towards volunteers
S8% 5% 5%  48% 5%  S0%  64% 5% 3% 4% | 5%  63%  40% 7% 61%  54%
£81% V5%
Trust towards veterans
- T - e% - 6% - 7% - S8% 0% 8% - 9% - | 6% - 7%
Trust towards IDPs in one’s own village / community /
city - A% - 3% - 0% - S0% - 6% 0% 5% - 0% - 4% | - 4%

Perception of social diversity - TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially)

People from different social backgrounds get along well

with each other 4% 7% 67% 61% 5% 8% 61% 63% 55% 2% 67%
F60% 58% A76% AT72% A.83% ¥62% A79%
I'have meaningful interactions with people from
different backgrounds 78% 7% 77% 76% 75% 71% 87% 69% 60% 66% 54% 75% 82%
w70% £92% A85% A88% A83%
Ethnic differences between people are respected
76% 77% 72% 71% 67% 67% 82% 71% 63% 59% 68% 72% 73% 81%
¥63% #.85% #.80% #.88%
People treat each other with respect and understanding
6% 6% 3% 7%  73% 2% 8% 5% 6% 73% @ 63% 55% % | 67% @ 68%
AT72% AT76% A80%
I consider it a problem when people are attacked
because of their ethnic background 86% 78% 76% 92% 68% 86% 9%  81% 92% 84% 88%
A89% A87% #.90% F76% A.93% A.96% ¥85%
Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsin  Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia
TOP2 - Trust level transition rpazchKa the rear
(trust completely or mostly) 2024 | 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 = 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey  survey survey survey survey survey survey survey — survey
= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Towards social groups - TOP-2 (trust completely or mostly)
Trust towards neighbors 54% 70% 61% 48% 38% 37% 50% 65% 13% 33% 79% 75% 58%
A64% #.84% A76% A56% A65% 4% A51% #69% A.89%
Trust towards people in the village / town /community
/ city 60% 63% 85% 7% 46% 66% 66% 44% 41% 58% 60% 65% 22% 34% 88% 7% @ 88%
A67% w32% A45% £63% w73%
Trust towards people from their own ethnic or
Jinguistic gmulf P 52% 61% 7%  36% 6%  64% 4%  35% | 53% 61% 18% 2% 85% 68%
A60% A66% A63% 32% A50% AT1% 1% A.92%
Trust towards people from other ethnic or linguistic
groups 43% 47% 43% 32% 37% 57% 58% 40% 47% 48% 53% 16% 10% 18% 82% 64%
A71% v23% V15% A62% V68% A87%
Trust towards volunteers
57% 5% 74% 73% 55% 4% 5% 62% 46% 51% 61% 60% 78% 18% T1% 79% 55%  62%
¥50% A56% V64% V66%
Trust towards veterans
- 70% - 7% - 66% - 73% - 64% - 74% - 59% - 75% - 74% - 76% - 84%
Trust towards IDPs in one’s own village / community /
city = 54% = 78% &l 50% = 56% = 33% & 46% = 2% = 20% = 59% = 61% = 70%
Perception of social diversity = TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially)
People from different social backgrounds get along well
with each other 75% 74% 63% 69% 62% 91% 84% 76%  70% 85% 82% 74% 80% 82% 97% 94% 93%
A79% V3% V56% V60% 4%
I have meaningful interactions with people from
different backgrounds 83% 84% 7% 8% 7% 8% 8%  80% 87% 83% 7% 7% 8% @ 86% 9% 9%  91%
W75% W62% V7% V58% W84%
Ethnic differences between people are respected
8% 8%  T2% 8% 6% 70% 8% 8% 8% 75% 8% 81% 0% 6% 8% 8%  98% 91% 8%
V75% W55% V82%
People treat each other with respect and understanding
7% 80% 7% 79% 63% 73% 90% 8% 87% 78% 86% 80% 70% 66% 8% 100% 93% 9%
w78% W67% w75% w84%
I consider it a problem when people are attacked
lbecause of their ethnic background 87% 8% 8% 93% 8% 8% 9% 9% 8% 8% 9% 9% 91% 8%  74% 96% % 9% 9% %%
A87% V88%

¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence
interval of 95%+
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics
Table 80 ae Lk ir s 3s . -
. Civic identity indicators - dynamics by region and oblasts
All regions Front-line Dnipropetrovsk Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city
What do you consider yourself to be first and regions regions
foremost? 2024 | 2025 |« 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 | 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
Survey survey Survey SUrvey SUrvey Survey SUrvey Survey SuUrvey SUrvey Survey SUrvey Survey Survey Survey survey survey —survey
n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 1 101 401 402 200 202 201 200 200 200
A resident of the village or city where you live
10% 1% 10% 4% 9% 4% 28% 37% 12% 6% 18% 15% 5% 4%
A 17% A15% v 8% v 1%
A resident of the territorial community to which you
e % 4% 5% 5% 3% 4% 7% % 7% 3% 8% 16% 0% 3% 3%
v 4% - 4% 4%
A resident of the region (oblast or several provinces)
\where you live 2% M 1% 2% 0% 4% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 2% 0% 1% 2% 2%
v 1%
A citizen of Ukraine
69% 74% 7% 87% 8l% 6% 61% 61% 55% 4% 52% 46% 68%
AT6% A7% A78% A80% ~83%
A representative of your ethnic group, nation
5% 0% % 0% 0% % 0% | 16% 0% 32% % 2%
v 2% A 1% A 5% v 1% A 3% v 0%
A citizen of Europe
5% % % 0% 1% % 0% | 8% 4% 16% % 0% 16%
¥ 2% v 1% ¥ 5% ¥ 9% ¥ 6%
A citizen of the world
3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 5% 0% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 6%
v 1%
Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsinthe ~ Khmelnytskyi | Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia
What do you consider yourself to be first and transition rear
foremost? 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
survey survey survey survey survey Survey Survey survey Survey Survey survey survey Survey SUrvey survey survey Survey survey survey survey survey  survey
n= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
A resident of the village or city where you live
5% 13% 6% 2% 15%  10% A% 1% 9% 10% 1% 1% 1% 10% % 8% 1%  13%
A16% v 2% A 9% v 0%
A resident of the itorial ity to which
Dolong e rerritoria communily fowRIEhON | g9, % 10% % 6% 7% 0% % 3% 3% 4% % 0% 0% 0% 2% 4% 5% 8%
A 6% v % - 9%
A resident of the region (oblast or several provinces) o ) o ) . o o ) . . . ) . . ) o .
whore you live % 2% 1% 2% 2% 3% 4% % 2% 3% % % 6% 2% 0% 2% % 2% 1%
v 0% v 1% v 0%
A citi: f Ukrai
clfizen ol Tiaaine 63% 62% 60% 6% 7% 4% % 6% 8% 8% 8% 80%  86% 8% 8% 8% 6%  78%
A% 284% w55% 294%
A tative of thni , nati
representative of your ethnic group. nation 6% 4% 2% 5% 1% 1% 20% 0% % 3% 1% 0% 3% 9% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
v 7% v 1%

A citizen of Europe
4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 12% 7% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%

A citizen of the world
citizen of the worl 7% 2% 5% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% % 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0%

v 2% v 5% A 4% A14%

*¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence
interval of 95%+

Table 81. Social engagement indicators

—dynamics by region and oblasts

Allregions  Frontdine oo 000 Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city
TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially) regions regions
2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024

survey survey survey survey survey Survey Survey survey SUrvey SUrvey Survey survey sSurvey Survey survey survey survey —survey
402 402 202 201 [ [ 20; 201 2

n= 1903 1905 100 100 100 101 01 402 200 2 00 200 200
I regularly follow information about current social
and political issues 62%  64% | 50% 54% 3%  48% 54% 50% | 67% 68% 67% 74% 67% @ 61% 60% = 56%
A57% A65%
I participate in public events or local government
32% 31% 18% 18% 12% 12% 27% 32% 2% 16% 24%  28% @ 40% 38% 8% 3%
1% ¥29%
I express my opinion on social issues on social media
46% 31% 25%  32% 40% 37% 20% 2% @ 48% 2% 57% 54% = 40% 44% 41%
W40% 21% W29%
I regularly make donations or volunteer for causes
that are important to me 47% 4%  31% 29% 8% 23% 3% 4% 3% 27% 4% 50% @ 54% 3% 62%
AT1% 2% W48%
[ feel comfortable discussing political issues with
others 55% 38% 35% 43% 41% 38% 36% 29% 2%  55% 53% 52%  57% 50%  53%
W51% V46% V39%
I try to inform others about social and political issues
e ——— 50% 4% @ 32% 30% 30% 3% 32% 30% 35% 26% 56% 4% 57/% 51% 55% @ 48% @ 45% @ 43%
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Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsinthe  Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia

TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially) transition rear
2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey Survey survey survey survey survey survey Survey Survey survey survey  survey
n= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

I regularly follow information about current social and

political issues 56%  56%  70% 57% @ 38% 6% 68% 4% 39% 7% 3% 8% 48% %% % 7% 7%  73%
A58% w61% A66% £8%%
I participate in public events or local government
2% 32% 17% 25% 16% 27% 5%% 60% 25% 14% 44% 40% 17% 48% 20% 64% 73% 62%
#.30% V1% AA2% W50%
I express my opinion on social issues on social media
48% 43% 57% 66% 36% 3%  69% 31% 54% 4% 3%  45% 43% 50%  68% 68%  70%
W53% v18% V47% W30% ¥52%
I regularly make donations or volunteer for causes that
are important to me 46%  48% 2% 30% 54% 5% 6% 66% 34% 3%  55% 49% 36% 46% 4% 4% 4% 4% 75% %  58%
W¥53%
I feel comfortable discussing political issues with
others 53% 56% 51% 53% 63% 68% 41% 47% 69% 75% 54% 45% 5% 55% 85% 73% 81%
£.61% AT7% W58% v47% W63%
I try to inform others about social and political issues
e r—— 50% 64% 34% 39% 68% 55% 33% 26% @ 61% 64%  68% %  54% 3% 6%  68% 7%
W40% Va% W40% #.67% #.90%

+v indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval
0of 95%+
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11. Regional Dimension D“

RENAISSANCE

11.1 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics e
Table 82. Civic identity indicators
- dynamics by region and oblasts
Allregions | Front-line regions Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city

Dnipropetrovsk c
regions

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024

survey | survey | survey | survey | survey | sUrvey | survey | sUrvey | survey | survey | survey | survey | survey | survey | survey  survey  survey | survey
n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 100 101 01 402 200 202 201 200 200 200

/A resident of the village or city where you live

What do you consider yourself to be first and foremost?

0% 1% | 10% &% 9% 4% 8% % 12% 6% 1% 1% 5% | 4%
217% A15% v 8% v 1%
IA resident of the territorial community to which you belong
&% 4% 5% % 3% 4% % 9% % 3% | 8% 16% 0% % 3%
v 49 v 4% ~ 40
/A resident of the region (oblast or several provinces) where you
live 2% 3% 1% 2% 0% 4% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 2% 0% 1% 2% 2%
v 1%
A citizen of Ukraine
69% 74% 70% 87% 81% 62% 61% 61% 55% 4% 52% 46% 68%
A76% A7%% A.78% A.80% A.83%
A representative of your ethnic group, nation
5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16% 0% 32% 2% 2%
V2% A 1% A 5% V1% A 3% v 0%
A citizen of Europe
5% 4% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 8% 4% 16% 0% 0% 16%
2% V1% V5% ¥ 9% ¥ 6%
A citizen of the world
3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 5% 0% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 6%
v 1%
Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regionsin Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsinthe = Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia
What do you consider yourself to be first and transition rear
foremost? 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
Survey sUrvey survey SUrVey SUIVey SUrvey SUIVEy SUrvey sUrvey SUIVey SUrvey sUrvey SUTVey SUrvey SUIVey SUNVey survey SUrVey SUrvey survey survey  survey
n= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
A resident of the village or city where you live
15% 13% 6% 22% 15% 10% 21% 19% 9% 10% 12% 19% 1% 10% 9% 8% 12% 13%
2.16% v 2% A 9% ¥ 0%
A resident of the territorial community to which you
belong 3% 5% 10% 1% 6% 7% 0% 2% 3% 3% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 4% 5% 8%
A 6% ¥ 0% A 9%
IA resident of the region (oblast or several provinces)
whore you live W% 2% 1% 2% 2% % 4% 0% 2% 3% % 1% 6% W% 0% 2% 1% 2% 1%
¥ 0% V1% v 0%
A citizen of Ukraine
63% 62% 60% 69% 72% 43% 79% 67% 82% 80% 82% 80% 86%  84% 86% 86% 76% 78%
A71% A.84% W'55% A.94%
A representative of your ethnic group, nation
6% 4% 2% 5% 1% 1% 20% 0% 1% 3% 1% 0% 3% 9% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0%
v 7% V1%

A citizen of Europe
4% 2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 12% 7% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%

A citizen of the world
7% 21% 5% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0%

v 2% ¥ 5% A 4% A14%

¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence
interval of 95%+

Table 83. Social engagement indicators
—dynamics by region and oblasts

Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city
regions

All regions Front-line regions Dnipropetrovsk

TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially))

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey  survey | survey  survey  survey  survey | survey  survey | survey | sUrvey | sUrvey | survey  sUrvey | sUrvey | sUrvey | survey | survey  survey

n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 100 101 401 402 200 202 201 200 200 200
I'regularly follow information about current social and political
issues 62% 64% 50% 54% 37% 48% 54% 50% 67% 68% 67% 74% 67% 61% 60% 56%
A57% A65%
I participate in public events or local government
32% 31% 18% 18% 12% 12% 27% 32% 22% 16% 24% 28% 40% 38% 8% 3%
#.19% W29%
I express my opinion on social issues on social media
46% 31% 25% 32% 40% 37% 20% 22% 48% 2% 57% 54% 40% 44% 41%
W40% v21% w29%
I regularly make donations or volunteer for causes that are
important to me 47% 45% 31% 29% 28% 23% 32% 44% 37% 27% 47% 50% 54% 3% 62%
A71% 29% V48%
I feel comfortable discussing political issues with others
55% 38% 35% 43% 41% 38% 36% 29% 23% 55% 53% 52% 57% 50% 53%
W51% V46% V3%
I try to inform others about social and political issues that
concern me 50% 47% 32% 30% 30% 32% 32% 30% 35% 26% 56% 49% 57% 51% 55% 48% 45% 43%
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Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsinthe = Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia

transition rear
2024 | 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 = 2024 2025 2024 = 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey = survey survey sSurvey Survey survey SUrvey Survey Survey SUvey SUrvey SUrvey survey SUrvey SUrvey = SUrvey SUrvey Survey survey survey = survey = survey

TOP-2 (Agree completely or partially)

n= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
I regularly follow information about current social and
political issues 56% 56% 70% 57% 38% 69% 68% 48% 3% 71% 73% 82% 48% 7% 71% 72% 7% 73%
A58% W61% A66% A8%%
I participate in public events or local government
2% 32% 17% 25% 16% 27% 59% 60% 25% 14% 44% 40% 17% 48% 20% 64% 73% 62%
#30% V1% A420% W'50%
I express my opinion on social issues on social media
48% 43% 57% 66% 36% 33% 69% 31% 54% 44% 31% 45% 43% 50% 68% 68% 70%
W53% V18% V47% ¥30% 52%
I regularly make donations or volunteer for causes that
are important to me 46% 48% 32% 30% 54% 57% 62% 66% 34% 3% 55% 49% 36% 46% 48% 4% 4% 48% 75% 1% 58%
W53%
I feel comfortable discussing political issues with others
53% 56% 51% 53% 63% 68% 41% 47% 69% 75% 54% 45% 59% 55% 85% 73% 81%
£2.61% AT77% W58% W47% W63%
I 'try to inform others about social and political issues
that concern me 50% 64% 34% 3% 68% 55% 33% 26% 61% 64% 68% 4% 54% 3% 76% 68% 75%
Fa0% ¥a1% V0% #67% #.90%

+¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval
of 95%+
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics
Table84.  Tryst towards social institutions — dynamics by region and oblasts
TOP-2 Trust institutions (Moderately or extensively) Allregions  Front-lineregions ppinropetrovsk Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city

regions

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey ~ survey = survey  survey  survey  survey  sUrvey  sUrvey  survey  survey | survey  survey = sUrvey | survey | survey | survey | survey | survey

n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 100 101 401 402 200 202 201 200 200 200
Armed Forces of Ukraine
95% 96% 95% 92% 9% 9% 97% 86% 87% 97% 94% 100% 9% 94% 92%
W85% £9%% A.99%
State Emergency Service of Ukraine
= 84% = 87% = 96% = 74% = 83% = 94% = 96% = 91% = 83%
Education system
75% 80% 7% 87% 75% 67% 7% 75% 88% 70% 76% 85% 78%
W69% W68% ¥70% W65% ¥73%
Healthcare system
71% 70% 67% 69% 67% 90% 53% 65% 81% 87% 75% 70% 81%
Fe6% w70% Fes% V66% 0%
City / town / village council
- 63% - 61% - 62% - 65% - 54% - 52% - 62% - 43% - 47%
Head of our local community
65% 62% 61% 63% 61% 62% 2% 69% 51% 60% 69% 65% 63% 74% 55% 52%
¥'58% W54%
Mayor of the city / town / village where I live
63% 62% 58% 55% 56% 4% 59% 60% 48% 63% 67% 59% 54% 51%
A75% W48% W56% 3%
Regional military administration
= 60% = 63% = 67% = 65% = 54% = 61% = 62% = 61% = 52%
President
59% 59% 47% 60% 1% 57% 53% 71% 60% 83% 60% 62%
A54% V47% £69% V57% V4% V73%
Other law enforcement agencies
63% 64% 60% 51% 91% 47% 34% 65% 65% 81% 50% 64% 67%
W57% W50% W66% A90% V40%
Police
66% 70% 70% 87% 55% 1% 66% 84% 58% 65% 64%
W55% W49% W53% ¥61% W30% #.94% W39%
Head of the Regional Military Administration
59% 57% 59% 50% 55% 67% 67% 62% 57% 66% 62% 71% 57% 49%
¥54% V47% v42% W52%
Social policy system
61% 59% 54% 53% 78% 68% 50% 62% 62% 62% 62% 62% 56% 54%
W54% V43% W51% V4%
Mass media / press
58% 53% 41% 84% 47% 41% 56% 52% 60% 54% 58%
W a4% ¥'35% ¥25% VA% V'37% ¥21% V43%
Cabinet of Ministers
3% 2% 34% 3% 8% 31% 31% 35% 27% 34% 34% 27%
W32% w22% AA46% A45% V19% ¥ 4%
Courts
44% 42% 26% 23% 85% 30% 25% 51% 35% 68% 32% 25%
V31% W 28% W43% V17% v 2% ¥33%
Supreme Council (Parliament)
35% 20% 24% 24% 8% 25% 20% 2% 36% 2% 33%
w28% V12% A50% 21% ¥ 9% #33% ¥24%
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. Kirovohrad o . i . . Ivano-Frankivsk .
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsinthe = Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia
TOP-2 Trust institutions ( lyor iti rear
2024 = 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 = 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 @ 2024
survey survey Survey survey survey sUrvey Survey survey survey SUrvey Survey survey survey SUrvey survey survey sUrvey SUvey survey —survey survey — survey
n= 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Armed Forces of Ukraine
% 9%  B% %% 98% %% B% 9% 9% 93% 9% %% 8% 100% 94%  M100% 91%
91% AD97% #.98% V5% #.98%
State Emergency Service of Ukraine
= 91% = 92% = 97% = 92% = 83% = 70% = 87% = 93% = 61% = 69% = 2%
Education system
7% 72% 65% 87% 88% 84% 87% 66% 87% 78% 67% 74% 71% 55% 43% 50%
A87% #.90% #.83% W51% V46% W12%
Healthcare system
74% 69% 70% 80% 83% 78% 81% 61% 72% 75% 70% 66% 60% 55% 52% 48%
A.87% £.88% A2.94% W50% W42% v 17%
City / town / village council
- 70% - 76% - 51% - 81% - 71% - 71% - 67% - 63% - 65% - 82% - 7%
Head of our local community
63% 69% 47% 56% 43% 7% 78% 70% 1% 64% 61% 7% 72% 66% 67% 60% 51% 59% 61% 54% 53%
#84%
Mayor of the city / town / village where I live
63% 68% 60% 46% 46% 76% 84% 69% 68% 75% 75% 83% 61% 66% 64% 66% 86% 86% 82% 90%
A74% W69%
Regional military administration
= 77% = 84% = 78% = 76% = 68% = 50% = 54% = 66% = 45% = 46% = 40%
President
60% 63% 41% 5% @ 51% 52% 81% 8% 6% 6/% 60% 6% 76% 80% 7% 69% 54% 4% = 4% 4% | A%
A.65%
Other law enforcement agencies
63% 67% 65%  76% 6%  74% @ 52% 60% 76% 76% 59% 49% 38%
A76% A83% A 71% W 40% V5% v58% V40% V33% Vv 11%
Police
64% 63% 75% 60% 71% 74% 71% 58% 61% 76% 7% 60% 47% 3% 43%
AT72% A72% W38% V4% V'58% ¥37% ¥ 8%
Head of the Regional Military Administration
62% 60% 58%  68% 65% 70% @ 64% 7%  54% 72% 5%  63% @ 46% 37% 5% 45% @ 44% | 37%
A74% 4.85% W 46% W47%
Social policy system
57% 45% 34% 7% 2% 7%  70% | 66% 81% 72% 56% 65% 54%
ADT72% A68% AT7% V43% V61% V53% v38% v44% v20%
Mass media / press
47% 52% 56% 44% 53% 54% 64% 37% 68% 83% 65% 64% 66% 66% 60%
#59% A61% V45% ¥'50% Va1% F41% 29%
Cabinet of Ministers
3% 25% 17% 7%  67% @ 41%  53% | 51% 62% 67% 3% 2% 52% 41%
A51% A54% A31% W28% W38% v38% v27% V14%
Courts
40% 51% 27% 46% 51% 34% 47% 53% 50% 74% 24% 31% 48% 37%
A.58% £.380% DA% A.58% V28% V2% W25% V 5%
Supreme Council (Parliament)
36% 4% 4% 24% 26% 6% 6% 23% 50% 64% 68% 31% 5%  47% 41%
DA47% #.50% W26% W¥37% W 33% V2% Y 8%

+¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval
of 95%+
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111 Social Cohesion Index in Regional Dimension — changes in dynamics FosmpAmen
Table 85. Pressing issues for the country and community
— dynamics by region and oblasts
All regions Front-line regions Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city

Dnipropetrovsk ¢
Current issues regions

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey | survey | survey  survey  survey  survey  survey  sUrvey  survey  survey | survey  sUrvey | survey | survey  survey  survey | survey  survey

n= 1903 1905 402 402 202 201 100 100 100 101 401 402 200 202 201 200 200 200
Indicators of perceived fair treatment
Political corruption and governance

- at the level of the country 4% 6% 0% | 43% 4% 51% 19%  20% 55% 50% 6%  64% 53% 79% 47% 45%
A 71% ¥ 58%
- at the level of the community 31%  435% 2% 34% 31% 33% 15% 20% 40% 4% 48% M56%  40% @ M60% 55% 52% 36% 4%

Social inequality and poverty

- atthe level of the country 36% 4% 54% 61% 17% 50% 56% 41% 4% 51% 32% 4% 7%
A.43% A 52% A2% A 52% A 53%

.. at the level of the community 27%  ™36% 38% M47% 44% #.60% 23% 24% 42% 45% 29% A4%  33% A44% 25% MA4% 9y,  M4A5%

Human rights violations when implementing mobilization measures

- at the level of the country - 39% - 38% - 2% - 20% - 48% - 59% - 2% - 7% - 7%
- at the level of the community - 32% - 25% - 20% - 17% - 5% - 56% - 68% - 45% - 37%
Injustice of judiciary

- atthe level of the country 25% A33% @ 23% A31% @ 24% A43% 1% 14% 33% 24% 3% @ AS2% 5% A63% 2% @ A% 8% A%
. at the level of the community 17%  M26% 20% 21% 20% ™ 31% 12% 9% 2% ¥ 15% 22% A% 379 | M54% 7% A% 19%  M3B%

Violation of military personnel rights (including decent pay, right to healthcare, demobilization terms, etc.)
-.atthe level of the country - 33% - 32% - 27% - 21% - 51% - 50% - 65% - 3% - 4%
..atthe level of the community - 25% - 20% - 14% - 11% - 40% - 4% - 54% - 34% - 41%
Insufficient level of respect for human rights

-.atthe level of the country - 30% - 28% - 39% - 1% - 24% - 44% - 52% - 37% - 34%
-.atthe level of the community - 23% - 18% - 2% - 8% - 21% - 40% - 9% - 32% - 29%
Insufficient level of social justice

- at the level of the country - 27% - 32% - 39% - 14% - 35% - 4% - 57% - 31% - 33%
- at the level of the community - 2% - 26% - 33% - 8% - 29% - 3% - 48% - 30% - 31%

Perceived economic problems

and
.. at the level of the country 37% 37% 3% 3% 44% 44% 12% 2% 55% 45% 53% 50% 4% 53% 57% W 47%  48% 43%
.. at the level of the community 30% 31% 33% 33% 35% 36% 14% 20% 4% 40% 42% 46% 43% 47% 42% 45% 30% 32%

Perceptions of migration
Emigration and outflow of people from the country

. at the level of the country 3% | 439%  36% @ 38% 51% 8% 0% | A23% 2% 34% 5% 5% 4% A55%  46% 4% | 40% A 51%
..at the level of the community 1%  @28% 25% 21% 3% ¥2% 0% & 21% 32% 21% 20% A43%  30% M43% 11% A43%  30% MA40%
Internal migration, internal displacement

.at the level of the country 2% | 428% 2% 3% 41% 40% 2% A% 2% 25% 2%  A4% 3% | A% 14%  A33% | 26% A 4%
. at the level of the community 1%  20% 23% 19% 3%  T2% 2% A% 3% 18% % 3% 2% A% a6%  F2A% 0% 3%
Perceived lack of cultural events

Insufficient measures aimed at development of Ukrainian culture, language, and history

.. at the level of the country 11% A 16% 7% 1% 7% 1% 0% A 8% 15% 15% 14% 17% 23% 24% 5% 11% 17% AI8%

- at the level of the community 9% M 13% 7% 8% 6% 7% 0% M 6% 17% 13% 12% & 19%  19% 26% 5% @ MB% 1% 24%
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Kirovohrad
Regions in Poltava
AKTyasIbHi NPOG/IeMU B AaHMii Yac transition

2024 2025 2024 2025 2024

survey = survey survey survey  survey
n= 400 400 100 100 100
Indicators of perceived fair treatment
Political corruption and governance
..at the level of the country 60% 7% 49%

wah v 46%

.. at the level of the community 38% ¥26% 39% ¥21% 3%
Social inequality and poverty
.. at the level of the country 44% 38% 52% 51% 36%
.. at the level of the community 2% 24% 44% 32% 18%
Human rights violations when implementing mobilization measures
.. at the level of the country - 35% - 60% -
.. at the level of the community - 29% - 56% -
Injustice of judiciary
.. at the level of the country 2% V23% 28% 23% 26%
.. at the level of the community 16% 17% 15% 10% 17%

Violation of military personnel rights (including decent pay, right to healthcare, demobilization terms, etc.)

.. at the level of the country - 30% - 34% -
..atthe level of the community - 7% - 17% -
Insufficient level of respect for human rights
.. at the level of the country - 24% - 27% -
..at the level of the community - 16% - 20% -
Insufficient level of social justice
..atthe level of the country - 22% - 27% -
..atthe level of the community - 14% - 16% -
Perceived economic problems

ic instability and )
.atthe level of the country 4% W34% 65% W4%  35%
..at the level of the community 3% ¥25% 529% ¥36% 4%
Perceptions of migration
Emigration and outflow of people from the country
.. at the level of the country 36% 32% 49% 53% 29%
.. at the level of the community 20% 22% 27% 35% 20%
Internal migration, internal displacement
..atthe level of the country 27% 3%  40%  31%  14%
..at the level of the community 5% ¥10% 2%  13% 2%

Perceived lack of cultural events

Insufficient measures aimed at development of Ukrainian culture, language, and history

. at the level of the country
..at the level of the community

18%
21%

18%
10%

16%
14%

17%
1%

13%
9%

¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval of 95%+
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2025

survey
100

37%

2%
20%

28%
17%

36%
23%

26%

27%

24%
1%

26%

28%

A 27%
12%

23%
21%

Vinnytsia
2024 2025
survey  survey
100 100
35% 35%
35% 31%
23% 29%
23% 27%
- 14%
- 19%
12% 20%
1%  M26%
- 16%
= 18%
- 14%
= 15%
- 1%
= 12%
28% 25%
25% 26%
26% 24%
2% 1%
22% 14%
14% 12%
13% 21%
8% A 19%

Zhytomyr
2024 2025
survey  survey
100 100
77%
w4%
4% ¥ 21%
66%
v 41%
3% ¥ 13%
- 37%
- 10%
4% V¥ 18%
20% ¥ 10%
- 0%
- 16%
- 18%
- 5%
- 15%
- 2%
55% W 37%
2%  20%
40% ¥ 23%
5% 6%
33%  V20%
4% 2%
2% ¥ 6%
1% 5%

97

2024

survey

500

25%

17%

2%

17%

16%
12%

18%
18%

18%

10%

14%
9%

4%
4%

Regions in the rear

2024

survey
501

A 38%
A27%

A 33%
#.30%

26%
23%

A 26%
~22%

2%
17%

23%
16%

14%

14%

2%
2%

4 33%
A24%

18%
12%

A 13%
& 9%

Khmelnytskyi
2025 2024
survey  survey
100 101
27%
A.60%
2% Md6%
20%
A 46%
15%  “#36%
- 4%
= 44%
2% & 4%
16% 27%
- 3%
= 26%
- 4%
= 28%
- 26%
= 2%
7% & 51%
2%  M39%
19% 4 53%
16%  “»28%
2%  33%
18% 18%
6%  A22%
8% 16%

Rivne

2025

survey
100

15%

12%

19%

17%

6%
4%

8%
7%

6%

5%

7%
6%

4%
4%

2024

survey
100

A 36%
& 31%

A 32%

A.34%

26%
28%

A27%
#.26%

31%
26%

28%
21%

21%

24%

A 32%
A25%

AD22%
A 16%

10%
Y%

A 14%
A 13%

Lviv
2025 2024
survey  survey
100 100
57%
v 32%
3% ¥ 19%
34% 35%
26% 29%
- 22%
= 12%
27% 29%
19% 25%
- 16%
= 11%
- 22%
= 16%
- 10%
= 9%
41% 'V 26%
399% ¥ 13%
3% 36%
20% 29%
20% 16%
15% 13%
4% A& 15%
4% 3%

2025
survey

100

12%

12%

17%

16%

14%
12%

12%
15%

15%

3%

11%
4%

3%
1%

Ivano-Frankivsk

2024

survey
100

A 33%
~24%

25%

26%

21%
24%

21%
12%

21%
19%

16%
7%

9%
9%

A.27%
17%

20%
A24%

21%
o 14%

1%
& 8%
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Zakarpattia
2025 2024
survey  survey
100 100
13%
2.28%
5% A 16%
18% 28%
13 A25%
- 10%
= 7%
10% 12%
8% M™20%
- 4%
= 3%
- 10%
> 8%
- 3%
> 6%
12% 10%
9% 17%
% A 32%
50  M24%
10% 9%
1% & 7%
4% 4%
2% 3%
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112 Attitudes towards the inclusion of veterans and IDPs by region FouRATIGN
The survey data indicate a high level of support for the inclusion of veterans in all regions, while the
proportion of respondents who consider the inclusion of IDPs as acceptable is significantly lower.

The lowest level of acceptance of IDP inclusion is in the frontline regions, and the highest is in Kyiv and
the transitional regions.

Front-line regions: support the inclusion of IDPs (68%) and people with disabilities (84%) less than in
other regions. People are concerned about IDPs due to: possible increased competition for jobs (40%)
and possible increase in conflict situations (39%), as well as risks of increased financial burden (28%)
more than in other regions.

It is also worth noting that this region has the highest number of people who are concerned about the
possible aggressive behavior of veterans (49%).

De-occupied regions: the level of acceptance of IDPs (69%) is lower than that of veterans (88%) and
people with disabilities (89%). Residents are concerned about IDPs due to: possible increased
competition for jobs (44%) and the risks of increased financial burden (29%) or use of limited
community resources (21%) more than in other regions. Representatives of this region are also
concerned that IDPs will bring changes to the usual way of life and traditions of their city / town / village
(26%). With regard to veterans, a large proportion (42%) of the region's residents are concerned about
a possible increase in alcohol and drug use among veterans as a result of post-traumatic stress disorders.
There are also more people in the region who are concerned about aspects of communication with both
IDPs and veterans.

Kyiv city: High level of inclusion as regards IDPs (83%). Similar to the de-occupied regions, Kyiv city has
a high proportion of people who are concerned that IDPs may have significantly different political,
religious, or cultural views (30%).

Regions in transition: high level of IDPs inclusion (80%), but lower than acceptance of veterans (90%)
and people with disabilities (89%). The region has a high proportion of people who are concerned that
IDPs may have significantly different political, religious, or cultural views (36%).

Regions in the rear: the level of IDPs inclusion (70%) is lower than that of veterans (87%) and people
with disabilities (88%). The main factor of concern regarding IDPs is the possible increase in conflict
situations (36%).

Diagram 86. Attitudes toward the inclusion of social groups
- regional differences

TOP 2- Acceptable or Highly acceptable

B Total (n=1905) ™ Front-line regions (n=402) " De-occupied regions (n=402) " Kyiv city(n=200) = Regions in transition (Center) (n=400)
Regions in the rear (n=501)

87% gqo 89% 88% 8% 88% 87% 86% 88% ggu 90% 87% 83% 80%

0, A A
73% 6% 0% 70%

... towards people with disabilities ... towards veterans ...towards internally displaced persons
2025 survey *¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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112 Attitudes towards the inclusion of veterans and IDPs by region
. Main reasons for concerns regarding IDPs - regional differences
Diagram +Table 87.
All respondents Front-line regions De-occupied regions Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
(n=1682) (n=369) (n=340) (n=166) transition the rear
(n=338) (n=469)
possible increase in competition for jobs
- 3% 40% A 44% A 33% 28% V¥ 2% v
possible increase in conflict situations
- 32% 39% A 27% Vv 25% Vv 28% 36% A
may lead to an increase in crime rate
- 26% 29% 23% 2% 25% 26%
may have significantly different political, religious, or
cultural views - 24% 18% v 2% 36% A 30% A 2%
may require excessive support or resources, privileges,
leading to an increased financial burden - 22% 28% A 29% A 21% 22% 15% v
might bring changes to the usual way of life and traditions
of our city/town/village . 21% 2% 26% A 2% 25% 15% v
are unsure how to behave and communicate with them (so
as not to offend them and to be ethical) . 19% 13% V¥ 27% A 22% 15% ¥ 20%
may use limited community resources (housing,
educational and medical services, etc.) 19% 21% A 14% 17% 1% v

—
2
ES

* The question was answered by respondents who indicated that they had a neutral or reserved attitude toward the inclusion of veterans, or expressed a low level of trust towards veterans

“¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+

Diagram +Table 88.
2025 survey

may have mental health issues and require special
communication methods

may behave aggressively due to their military experience

there may be an increase in alcohol and drug use among
veterans as a result of post-traumatic stress disorder

may lead to situations involving uncontrolled use of
weapons

may require medical rehabilitation and place an excessive
burden on the healthcare system

are unsure how to behave and communicate with them (so as
not to offend them and to be ethical)

may violate rules (community safety, domestic violence,
traffic rules, etc.)

may require excessive support or resources, privileges,
which will lead to an increase in financial burden

Main reasons for concerns regarding veterans -
regional differences
De-occupied regions

All respondents Front-line regions

(n=1327) (n=309) (n=257)
- 7% 49% 60% A
- 38% 49% A 2%V
- 29% 28% 2% A
- 26% 28% 27%
. 21% 25% 26%
. 21% 13% v 26% A
. 19% 2% 33% A
. 18% 2% 2%

* The question was answered by respondents who indicated that they had a neutral or reserved attitude toward the inclusion of veterans, o expressed alow level of trust towards veterans
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Kyiv city
(n=133)

56% A

26% v

34%

26%

21%

25%

1% v

18%

Regions in
transition
(n=264)

50%

30% Vv

28%

29%

19%

27% A

12% v

14% v

Regions in
the rear
(n=361)

33% Vv

42%

2% Vv

23%

16% v

19%

17%

16%

4¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
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113 Support for initiatives to honor the memory of Ukraine’s defenders and veterans at
the regional level

In general, all regions show strong support for initiatives to honor the memory of Ukraine's
defenders and veterans, but certain regional characteristics can still be singled out:

Front-line regions: lower support ratings for all initiatives covered by the survey. However, 90%
still support the decree on a nationwide minute of silence to honor the memory of those who
died as a result of Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine.

De-occupied regions: Almost all (98%) support the decree on a nationwide minute of silence to
honor the memory of those who died as a result of Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine, and
93% support the creation of a National Military Memorial Cemetery.

Kyiv city: residents here support the renaming of settlements more than those in other regions.

Regions in transition: equally support the decree on a nationwide minute of silence to honor the
memory of those who died as a result of Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine and the creation
of a National Military Memorial Cemetery (95% respectively).

Regions in the rear: residents here support the renaming of settlements more than those in
other regions.

Diagram + Table 89. Support to initiatives aimed at honoring the memory of Ukraine’s defenders and
veterans - regional differences

. . . . Regions in .
TOP-2 Support All respondents Front-line regions| De-occupied Kyiv city glons’ Regions
. transition -
(absolutely or rather) (n=1905) (n=402) regions (n=200) (Center) in the
(n=402) (n=400) rear
(n=501)
Decree on a Nationwide Minute of
Silence to honor the memory of those
who died asa re§ult of Russ'la s full- 949, 90% V 98% A 92% 95% 95%
scale invasion of Ukraine
Creation of a National Military

Memorial Cemetery (a national place of
honor and commemoration for the 90%

fallen (deceased) defenders of Ukraine) 80% Vv 93% A 91% 94% A 91%
Renaming of settlements, streets, or 80%
squares in Ukraine in honor of fallen 0 62% Vv 79% 88% A 82% 90% A

soldiers, military personnel, and
veterans
Renaming of settlements, streets, or
squares in Ukraine in honor of o o o o 0
volunteers and activists who died or 75% 6% v 75% 88% A 73% 84% A
were most active during the war
2025 “¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+

survey
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114 Satisfaction with one’s neighborhood and sense of security

The survey demonstrates low levels of satisfaction with the area of residence in the frontline
regions, despite an increase in this indicator over the year (38% compared to 27% in 2024). This
indicator is also below the national level in Kyiv city (53%) with no significant changes in
dynamics. In a meanwhile, the level of satisfaction with one's area of residence is significantly
higher in the transitional and rear regions (75% and 71%), respectively). At the same time, the
de-occupied regions and regions in the rear have also seen an increase in the level of satisfaction
with one's area of residence over the past year. Similar regional trends are observed when
analyzing the sense of security in one's area.

Front-line regions: the lowest levels of perceived safety - overall and due to threats from war.
In particular, over the past year, the level of perceived safety at night has decreased (42% in
2025 compared to 52% in 2024) - due to Dnipropetrovsk and Odesa oblasts. In Mykolaiv oblast,
on the contrary, this indicator has increased.

Every second respondent in the region declares that the level of violence has increased over the
past year (50% compared to 42% in 2024) - most often referring to police brutality and
domestic violence

De-occupied regions: perceived safety indicators have improved compared to last year, thanks
to Kyiv oblast. Also, fewer people here (27%) report an increase in violence as contrasted with
other regions (compared to last year, this indicator has decreased in Kyiv oblast, while Sumy
oblast sees more respondents who indicate an increase in violence in the region). At the same
time a significant proportion of respondents feel war-related danger (shelling and military
actions) in the de-occupied regions.

Kyiv city: almost all security indicators display a decline in dynamics over the year. A high
proportion of respondents feel unprotected from war-related risks (shelling and military
action). One-third of respondents report an increase in violence, most often referring to online
violence. In particular, in Kyiv city, more than in other regions, respondents point out crime
related to online violence and organized violent groups or gangs.

Regions in transition: Overall, people feel safer in their area than in the frontline and de-
occupied regions, although they feel less safe at night than a year ago. It is worth noting the
negative trend in terms of perceived safety in Zhytomyr oblast.

Also, fewer people in Transition Regions compared to other regions (27% at last year's level)
report an increase in violence, most often referring to domestic violence and violence at the
community level.

Regions in the rear: Despite a decline in dynamics over the past year (in Khmelnytskyi, Lviv, and
Ivano-Frankivsk oblasts), the region as a whole demonstrates higher levels of perceived security
compared to frontline and de-occupied regions. There is a high level of awareness that these
areas are less affected by Russian shelling or military action. At the same time, every second
person notes an increase in crime over the past year (50% in 2025 compared to 26% in 2024).
Sexual and online violence are highlighted most often.
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112 Satisfaction with one’s neighborhood and sense of security A
1 + . . . .
Diagram Perceived sense of security - regional differences
Table 90.
L N e N SRR P PR
) ) ) ) . Regions in ) )
Assessment of the security situation All ‘iesl;.‘;'(‘)g;mts Front—lm:(;’;igluns De-occ(uplzgzr)eglons ;(Y Wzgl;}; transition g]eglons n
n= n= n= n= Center e rear
(TOP2 - Agree) En=400)) (n=501)
I feel safe when I walk alone in my neighborhood
s theday _ 84% 7%V 85% 81% 90% A 88% A
| feel safe when | walk alone in my neighborhood at night
- 68% 42% Vv 68% 71% 75% A 77% A
Crimes rarely occur in my neighborhood
_ 77% 68% V 75% 7% 83% A 79%
The level of violence has increased over the last 12 months
- 40% 50% A % v 37% 7% v 50% A
Children are protected from bullying and insults at school
- 57% 53% 43% v 65% A 60% 62% A
Children are protected from bullying and insults on the
street - 55% 53% 9% v 60% 57% 59%
My city/town rarely suffers from shelling by the
Russian Federation - 60% 34% Vv 49% v 40% v 66% A 85% A
In my city/town, I do not feel threatened by Russia or
military action. - 49% 29% v 3%V 37% v 58% A 7% A
2025 survey ¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
Types of violence where an increase in cases has been noted
Diagram + . .
9 - regional differences
Table 91.
Allrespondents L. Regions in transition
(n=994) Front-line regions De-occupied regions Kyiv city (Center) (n=162) | Regionsin
(n=245) (n=177) (n=99) the rear
(n=300)
Police brutality B 3% 47% A 31% 28% 20% Vv 17% Vv
Domestic violence _ 24% 33% A 28% 17% 33% A 13% Vv
Online violence - 23% 21% 18% 33% A 20% 26%
Community-level violence - 19% 21% 24% 18% 31% A 12% v
Violence at school - 19% 16% 20% 20% 20% 21%
Political violence 19% 27% A 22% 19% 15% v
-
Terrorism 21% 28% A 20% 15% 13% v
-
Elder abuse —— 24% A 20% 18% 17% 2% v
Hate crimes - 17% 22% A 22% 20% 12% v 13% v
Sexual violence - 17% 12% v 10% v 18% 8%V 28% A
Child abuse - 14% 18% 15% 14% 13% 12%
Organized violent groups or gangs - 2% 1% 16% 20% A 10% 9% v
Workplace violence - 11% 12% 20% A 16% 13% 5% Vv

2025 survey

Baseline: respondents who indicated an increase in the level of violence
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Diagram 92. Satisfaction with one’s neighborhood as a place to live -
regional differences

TOP 2 (Completely or extremely
satisfied) 75% 71%

61%

Total (n=1905) Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city (n=200) Regions in Regions in the rear (n=501)
regions regions transition (Center)
(n=402) (n=402) (n=400)
2025
survey 4¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
Diagram 93. Satisfaction with one’s neighborhood and perceived sense of security
— dynamics by region and oblasts
All regions Front-line regions Dnipropetrovsk Mykolaiv Odesa De-occupied Kyiv Sumy Kyiv city
regions
2024 2025 | 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey survey
- 1903 1905 02 02 202 201 100 100 100 01 01 02 200 02 201 200 200 200

Satisfied with their neighborhood as a place to live

TOP-2 Satisfied (Completely or Moderately) 51% 27% 2% 26% 7% 58% 5%% 45% 48% 42% 50% 4% 53%
A.61% #38% #A.40% A61% A73%

Perceived sense of security in the area of residence - Agree (partially or completely)

I feel safe when [ walk alone in my neighborhood

during the da 85% 84% 72% 71% 85% 83% 38% 82% 75% 76% %% 7% 0%
J Y ~71% V4% #.85% 4.98% ¥81%
| feel safe when | walk alone in my neighborhood at
night 75% 52% 63% 4% 43% 67% 68% 81% 80% 53% 5% 84%
W68% 4% W42% A58% w28% v 71%
Crimes rarely occur in my neighborhood
80% 70% 68% 79% 7% 46% 7% 67% 71% 63% 1% 0%
V7% A.70% W50% AT75% A.80% V7%
The level of violence has increased over the last 12
months 30% 42% 54% 13% 47% 26% 27% 36% 16% 32% | 37%
240% A50% w40% 243% AT7% w21% A33%
Children are protected from bullying and insults at
school 65% 56% 53% 53% 61% 60%  66% 60% 57% 54% 58% 60% 84%
¥57% V7% ¥43% V8% V65%
Children are protected from bullying and insults on
the street 60% 9% 53% 47% 5% 6% 41% 31% 47% 42% 52% 58% 42% 77%
W55% A58% w26% Y60%
My city/town rarely suffers from shelling by the
J . - 60% - 34% - 19% - 50% - 4% - 9% - 53% - 4% - 40%
Russian Federation
In my city/town, I do not feel threatened by
- 49% - 2% - 16% - 42% - 43% - 23% - 25% - 22% - 37%

Russia or military action.
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Kirovohrad Ivano-Frankivsk
Regions in Poltava Vinnytsia Zhytomyr Regionsin  Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Zakarpattia
transition the rear
2024 = 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 | 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024
survey survey survey survey SUIVEy Survey SUrvey SUrVey survey SUIVEy SUrvey Survey SUrVey = SsUrvey SUVey Survey SUrvey SUrVey = survey survey survey  survey
Total 400 400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 500 501 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Satisfied with their neighborhood as a place to live

TOP-2 Satisfied (Completely or Moderately) 75% 75% 67% 73% 76% 77% 69% 82% 56% 77% 2% 61% 88% 82% 32%
A87% F68% AT71% W38% A74% A78% A.83%

Perceived sense of security in the area of residence - Agree (partially or completely)

I feel safe when I walk alone in my

neighborhood during the day 92% 0% 9% 9% B% 0% 9% 91% 93% 98% 75% 99% 97% 95% 8%
A.99% 7% W88% ga% A.89% W90% W88%
| feel safe when | walk alone in my . . a9 . 2 - - 019 - - ® . - - o3 a9
neighborhood at night % % 5% % % % % 1% % % 70% % % % % %
v75% v62% 7% v74% 7% w81%
Crimes rarely occur in my neighborhood
83% 83% 74% 73% 72% 92% 96% 94% 8% 96% 64% 94% 96% 93% 85%
A.90% V74% V7% V84% A83% V1% ¥74%
The level of violence has increased over the
last 12 months 24% 27% 27% 24% 26% 36% 35% 34% 9% 15% 26% 1% 50% 14% 26% 28%
A50% A30% W32% £.66% A£61% A64%
Children are protected from bullying and
insults at school 70% 60% 50% 81% 69% 7% 70% 66% 62% 34% 58% 63% 67% 58% 85% 87% 7%
¥60% ¥e65% Va4% A49% V4%
Children are protected from bullying and 70% 62% 78% 69% 70% 64% 5%  38% 4% 5% 64% 56%  55% @ 83% 88%
insults on the street ° ° ° ’ ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
V5% w46% v56% 283% w44% V65% v73%
My city/town rarely suffers from shelling
b ¢ . 66% = 38% > 67% > 93% = 66% = 85% = 72% = 91% = 8% = 86% = 8%
y the Russian Federation
In my city/town, I do not feel threatened
58% - 26% - 60% - 89% - 55% - 7% - 60% - 7% - 78% - 83% - 8%

by Russia or military action.

+¥ indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence interval
0f 95%+
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When analyzing needs on a regional basis, it is important to pay attention to De-occupied
communities, where almost all vulnerable groups studied in the survey are represented more
than in other regions.

It is also worth highlighting differences between other regions. In particular, there are more
households with insufficient income in the Frontline regions (54%), while the Regions in
transition have more families with children (52%). Similar to the de-occupied territories Kyiv
city is characterized by many households with people over 60 years of age, families with people
with disabilities, and IDPs.

Among the priority needs of communities, the medical cluster remains one of the most popular
for all regions. However, in the Frontline regions and Regions in transition (Mykolaiv,
Kirovohrad, and Vinnytsia oblast), needs related to social support are also in focus. Respondents
of Regions in the rear most often indicate needs related to transport and roads. And in de-
occupied regions, security-related needs are of great importance.

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year
Front-line regions Safety Growing relevance of the needs:
* Availability of shelters, improvement of »  Stable power supply
shelter conditions (38%) * Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition
e Access to shelters during air raid alerts
(23%) Decreasing relevance of the needs:
*  Access to a family doctor
Medicine *  Accessibility of emergency medical care
*  Access to affordable medicines (38%) * Financial assistance for the restoration / repair

of damaged housing
Reconstruction of roads, road construction
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet

Infrastructure and utilities

*  Provision of high-quality potable water (37%)

*  Stable power supply (23%) Psychological assistance

¢ Reconstruction of roads, road construction Accessible infrastructure (sidewalks, pedestrian crossings,
(32%) streets, unrestricted access to administrative buildings)

Moreover, certain needs are more emphasized in certain oblasts:

Dnipropetrovsk Heat supply (22%)
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet (27%)
Reconstruction of roads, road construction (33%)

Mykolaiv Accessibility of emergency medical care (20%)
Financial assistance for the restoration or repair of damaged housing (27%)
Access to social protection benefits and services (22%)
Demining of territories (24%)

Odesa Accessible sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (28%), as well as resocialization measures (17%)
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Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year
De-occupied regions | Safety Growing relevance of the needs:

* Availability of shelters and improvement *  Access to a family doctor, to medication for

of their condition (52%) critical/regular use, to medical / special transport,
*  Access to shelters during air raid alerts polyclinics, and outpatient clinics

(30%) *  Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition
Medical needs Decreasing relevance of the needs:
»  Access to affordable medicines (40%) Provision of high-quality potable water
»  Access to a family doctor (23%) »  Access to affordable medicines

*  The possibility of performing a scheduled surgery

Infrastructure and utilities * Financial assistance for the restoration / repair
»  Stable power supply (25%) of damaged housing
*  Reconstruction of roads, road construction * Road and bridge repairs, public transport

(26%) accessibility
*  Availability of evacuation transport (24%) *  Psychological assistance

* Legal assistance, support, including that in the
restoration of lost / damaged documents
*  Accessible infrastructure

Moreover, certain needs are more emphasized in certain oblasts:

Kyiv Availability of medications for critical / regular use (21%)
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet (26%)
Resocialization measures (19%)
Ensuring comfortable public transport for people with disabilities (21%)

A trend towards growing relevance of the needs, regarding the availability of medical services: Access to a family

Sumy doctor (27%), emergency medical care (15%), Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics (13%).
Kyiv city Utilities Growing relevance of the needs:
+  Provision of high-quality potable water (33%) *  Provision of high-quality potable water
*  Accessibility of emergency medical care
Medical needs
*  Access to affordable medicines (27%)
*  The possibility of performing a scheduled Decreasing relevance of the needs:
surgery (23%) * Legal assistance, support
*  Unobstructed access to public /
Accessible infrastructure administrative premises
+  Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (20%) * Information accessibility - online consultation tools
*  Ensuring comfortable public transport for with specialists in various fields, online platforms for
people with disabilities (20%) distance learning and education, introduction of
electronic systems for assessing service quality and
Safety feedback from citizens
¢ Availability of shelters and improvement
of their condition (31%)
e Access to shelters during air raid alerts
(27%)
Regions in transition | Medical needs Growing relevance of the needs:
*  Access to affordable medicines (23%) + Stable (uninterrupted) power supply
* Improvement of living conditions in temporary
Infrastructure and communications housing
¢ Reconstruction of roads, road construction * Restoring a stable Internet connection
(34%) * Accessible infrastructure, including sidewalks,
»  Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet pedestrian crossings, streets, as well as ensuring
(30%) comfortable public transport for people with
disabilities
Accessible infrastructure * Placing information relevant to people with
»  Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (29%) disabilities in public places
*  Online consultation tools with specialists in various
Safety fields
e Availability of shelters and improvement
of their condition (21%) Decreasing relevance of the needs:
* Heatsupply
» Improved access to social protection benefits and
¢ services
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Regions in transition

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year

Moreover, certain needs are more emphasized in certain oblasts:

Poltava

Kirovohrad

Vinnytsia

Zhytomyr

Regions in the rear

Infrastructure for children and young people (29%)
Ensuring Internet access in all public places (33%)
Online consultation tools with specialists in various fields (19%)

Provision of high-quality potable water (22%)

Availability of medications for critical / regular use (20%)

Accessibility of public transport (19%)

Providing up-to-date information on official local government websites and community social networks regarding
accommodation, services, employment, humanitarian aid, etc. for groups in need of assistance (27%)

Stable (uninterrupted) power supply (34%)

Improvement of living conditions in temporary housing (26%)
Availability of evacuation transport (24%)

Access to shelters during air raid alerts (27%)

Stable (uninterrupted) power supply (20%)
Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (23%)

Medical needs Growing relevance of the needs:
*  Access to affordable medicines (21%) »  Reconstruction of roads, road construction
* Legal assistance, support
Infrastructure and communications *  Accessible sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets
¢ Reconstruction of roads, road construction * Ensuring Internet access in all public places
(49%) *  Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition

Decreasing relevance of the needs:
*  Access to a family doctor

Moreover, certain needs are more emphasized in certain oblasts:

Khmelnytskyi

Rivne

Lviv

Ivano-Frankivsk

Zakarpattia

Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet (34%)

Psychological assistance (21%)

Infrastructure for children and young people (23%)

Ensuring Internet access in all public places (27%)

Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition (26%)

Improved access to social protection benefits and services (33%)
Access to healthcare services (primary care, chronic diseases, trauma care, care for children, pregnant women, etc.)

(29%)

Access to shelters during air raid alerts (17%)

Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition (24) as well as access to shelters during air raid alerts
(19%) financial assistance for the restoration / repair of damaged housing (12%) and a cash assistance program for
short-term housing rentals (7%)

Open and functioning bridges and roads (16%)

Legal assistance, support (16%)

Utilities, in particular electricity and water supply, as well as restoring a stable Internet connection (9%)
Legal assistance, support (11%)
Accessible sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (12%)
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Table 94. Vulnerable populations requiring intervention

- penetration of groups in regions

Allrespondents Regions in
Category (affected and vulnerable groups) (n=1905) Front-line regions | De-occupied regions Kyiv city (n=200) transition Regions in the rear
(n=402) (n=402) (Center) (n=501)
(n=400)
Families with children (under 18 years old) 44% 42% 49% 36% Vv 52% A 41%
Families with 2+ children (under 18 years old) 14% 12% 17% A 13% 15% 13%
Households with insufficient income levels 43% 54% A 58% A 40% 38% V 28% Vv
Households with people over 60 years of age 38% 39% 43% A 46% A 34% 31% Vv
Households with people with disabilities 16% 1% v 28% A 23% A 10% v 14%
People whose homes have been damaged or destroyed
12% 12% 29% A 11% 5% v 4% v
People who lived in occupied territory that has been liberated
12% 3% v 51% A 3%V 1%V 0% v
Families of service members 29% 26% 43% A 32% 29% 20% v
Lost a close relative who served in Ukraine’s Armed Forces
15% 12% v 26% A 18% 10% v 13%
War veterans 3% 3% 1%V 5% 5% A 2%
All IDPs (since 2022 and since 2014) 10% 11% 15% A 15% A 8% 3%V
IDPs since 2022 9% 10% 13% A 14% A 8% 3%V
IDPs since 2022 (changed the region) 6% 7% 8% A 10% A 5% 2%V
IDPs since 2022 and since 2014 (double displacement 2% 2% 3% A 3% 1% 1%V
experience)
IDPs since 2022 (without changing the region) 3% 3% 4% A 4% 3% 1%V
2025 survey A¥ indicates the higher/lower significant difference between the group and the sample as a whole with a confidence interval of 95%+
Diagram + . . P
Key categories of needs - regional distribution
Table 95.
Categories of challenges - most pressing ones All respondents Front-line regions | De-occupied regions Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
(n=1905) (n=402) (n=402) (n=200) transition the rear
(n=400) (n=501)
Medical services and medicines _ 59% 71% A 65% A 63% 61% 46% ¥
Social support _ 56% 65% A 55% 54% 66% A 4% v
Transport | Roads _ 54% 49% v 54% 37% ¥ 57% 62% A
Safety _ 4% 56% A 64% A 46% 36% ¥ 28% v
Water | Electricity | Gas | E 59% A 34% Vv 46% A 42% 2% v
Accessible infrastructure - 36% 27% Vv 35% 44% A 60% A 27% V¥
Information accessibility B 2%V 30% v 41% A 56% A 28% Vv
Telecom | Internet | Digital services - 30% 27% 26% ¥ 2% Vv 51% A 23% ¥
Housing | Repair and renovation - 21% 27% A 20% 19% 29% A 15% ¥

2025 survey
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Table 96. Most pressing community challenges
- regional dynamics (continued)
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
Medical services | medicines 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey
N=| 1903 | 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Access to affordable medicines 31% | 29% | 43% | 38% | 49% (F40% | 24% @ 27% | 19% | 23% | 21% | 21%
Availability of medications for critical/regular use (e.g., blood pressure
control, diabetes treatment, cancer treatment, hormone therapy, etc.) 1% 12% 12% 10% 3% 149, 16% 13% 14% 16% 10% 9%
Access to a family doctor 11% 1% | 20% W 13% 6% &23%| 8% 9% 4% 4% 12% ¥ 7%
Accessibility of emergency medical care 10% 10% 18% W12% | 11% 12% 5% |4 11% | 9% 9% 7% 9%
Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics 8% 8% 10% | 10% 4% |&8% | 7% 8% 7% 6% 10% 7%
Access to healthcare services (primary care, chronic diseases, trauma
care, care for children, pregnant women, etc.) - 8% - 6% - 5% - 14% - 10% - 8%
The possibility of performing a scheduled surgery 8% 7% 7% 9% 15% 6% @ 20% | 23% 5% 8% 4% 2%
Accessmlht.y of care services for older people (social care services, state 7% 6% 8% 10% 8% 6% 8% 6% 7% 5% 6%
compensation for care) W 5%
Accessibility of medical / special transport 3% &6% | 3% 3% 6% |&10% | 4% 5% 2% |&8% | 2% 3%
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
Social support 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey
N= 1903 | 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Psychological assistance 17% W 11%  21% F14% | 34% ¥ 11% | 15% 14% 8% 8% 12% 11%
Improved access to social protection benefits and services 12% 11% 13% 13% 11% 12% 10% 12% 15% v 79 11% 10%
0
Infrastructure for children and young people o 11% o 9% o 8% = 11% o 19% = 8%
Legal assistance, support 9% 10% 9% 1% | 20% W10% 16% 8% 3% |4 9% | 4% |&10%
Resocialization measures (for veterans, people returning from
occupation, IDPs) in safe spaces ” 8% - 9% - 11% B 9% - 9% B 5%
Accessibility of kindergartens 6% 6% 10% 7% 6% 8% 7% 5% 4% 6% 5% 4%
Spaces for children so that women can work and study - 6% - 7% - 3% - 6% - 12% - 2%
Recreational and cultural events - 5% - 3% - 1% - 7% - 8% - 4%
Opportunity for d}ildren to attend secondary school (access to 4% 4% 8% 8% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 2% 1% 2%
secondary education)
Assistance in restoring lost / damaged documents
8% 6% 6% 27% 3% 2% 5% 5% 3% 3%
W 4% ¥ 2%
Assistance in preparing documents to receive compensation for o o o o o o
destroyed housing = 4% = 7% = 4% = 3% = 5% = 2%
Accessibility of administrative services (availability of Administrative
- 3% - 3% - 6% - 1% - 3% - 2%

Service Centers)
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Challenges of the community - most pressing ones

Transport | Roads

Reconstruction of roads, road construction
Accessibility of public transport
Availability of evacuation transport

Open and functioning bridges and roads
Operation of rail transport

Challenges of the community - most pressing ones

Safety

Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition
Access to shelters during air raid alerts

Demining of territories
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401
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22%
18%
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V26%
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24%
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A 5%

R

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANCE

All regions

2025
survey
1903 1905
24% |&30%
- 20%
o 6%
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Front-line
regions
2025
survey
402 402
42% ¥32%
7% 11%
7% 4%
11% W 4%
4% 2%
Front-line
regions
2025
survey
402 402
25% |4238%
- 23%
- 13%

sy indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a confidence

De-occupied

regions
2025
survey
401 402
4% | &520%
- 30%
= 7%

interval of 95%+

Kyiv city
2025
survey
200 200
12% 17%
13% 17%
4% 8%
15% 19%
1% 3%
Kyiv city
2025
survey
200 200
28% | 31%
- 27%
= 6%

Regions in
transition
2025
survey
400 400
35% | 34%
8% 12%
4% 7%
3% 5%
4% 5%
Regions in
transition
2025
survey
400 400
21% 21%
- 14%
= 5%

FOUMNDATION
Regions in
the rear

2025
survey
500 501
25% |4.49%
14% 11%
1% 2%
6% 6%
3% 2%
Regions in
the rear
2025
survey
500 501
12% |4 17%
- 14%
- 1%
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11.3 Key issues and needs of communities
Table 96. Most pressing community challenges - regional
dynamics (continued)
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear

Water | Electricity | Gas 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey

N=| 1903 | 1905 | 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501

Stable (uninterrupted) power supply 10% |#17% @ 6% |423% | 20% | 25% 12% 11% % |&17% | 7% 10%

Provision of high-quality potable water 17% 16% | 40% | 37% | 14% V4% | 23% |#33%  11% 15% 5% 6%
Heat supply 6% V4%  16% 12% 3% 1% 3% 1% 10% 2% 0% &29%
Hot water supply 3% 3% 6% 5% 3% 2% 7% 2% | 3% 2% 1% |4 3%

Restoration of water supply 2% 2% 1% &4% 3% Ti% 2% 4% 0% 1% 2% 2%

Restoration of power supply 1% |&2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% |4 5% 1% 3%

Restoration of gas supply 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1%
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in

regions regions transition the rear

Accessible infrastructure 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey

N= 1903 | 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (for people in wheelchairs,
suitable for strollers with children, seniors, people with prosthetic limbs,

people with partial or complete loss of vision or hearing, people with 15% 16% 19% 18% 18% | 20% @ 23% 7%
musculoskeletal disorders, etc.) W 11% V 11% £.29% 4 13%

Ensuring the comfort of public transport for people with disabilities

9% 10% 8% 5% 14% 14% 15% 20% 6% 7% 7%
i 11%
Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (space for
strollers, ramps, sufficient width of passageways, handrails) 5% o 16% 5% i A 0% %
D Wy | Wy 0 (W 0 Wy i °
Accessibility of financial services (availability of ATMs, banks, and cards)
- 5% - 5% - 7% - 1% - 8% - 4%
Installation of tactile coverings and introduction of signals, provision of
information in Braille for people with visual impairments 3% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 5% 5% 6% 8% 1% 1%
Adaptation of websites and mobile applications for convenient use by
people with physical and cognitive impairments 3% 3% 3% 1% 4% 10% 6% 2% 1% 20%
WV 2% 4 6%
Interactive navigation systems that help people find their way
3% 2% 3% 2% 8% v 50, 4% 2% 2% 4% 0% 1%
0

+y  indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a
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Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
Information accessibility 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey
N= 1903 | 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Ensuring Internet access in all public places 11% 12% 16% v 79 11% 15% 15% 12% 14% 14% 5% A129
Providing up-to-date information on official local government websites
and community social networks regarding accommodation, services,
employment, humanitarian aid, etc. for groups in need of assistance (e.g, | 8o 12% 9% 10% 9% 11% 11% 2% 4%
veterans, people with disabilities) W 6% W 4% V 4%
Placing information relevant to people with disabilities in public places
(in transport, at stations, in catering establishments, hospitals, o, 0 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
pharmacies, etc.) 5% 5% 8% v 20 9% v 49 8% 7% 4% A120 2% 2%
Online consultation tools with specialists in various fields 5% 4% 3% 1% 11% 11% 5% 2% 4%
P ° ° ° ° D W C w3% | |Aaww| T °

Teaching citizens to use digital technologies and Internet resources 4% 4% 2% 2% 4% 3% 7% 8% 7% 8% 2% 2%

Introduction of electronic systems for assessing service quality and

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0/ 0, 0 0, 0,
feedback from citizens 4% 3% 3% 2% 5% 5% 13% v 79 3% 3% 2% 2%
Access to electronic libraries and other educational resources 3% 3% 3% 2% 9% 6% 3% 3% 2% 3%

¥ 1% A 6%

E-government systems for convenient access to public services 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o o
5% v 3% 6% v 3% 6% 3% 7% v 2% 5% 4% 3% 2%
Online platforms for distance learning and education 4% — 2% 2% 3% 2% 11% — 7% 50 2% 2%

0 (4

Availability of information materials on the use of electronic public _ 2% _ 2% _ 2% _ 4% _ % _ 2%

services / digital literacy

indicates the higher / lower significant difference from among survey rounds with a
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11.3 Key issues and needs of communities
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Table 96. Most pressing community challenges
- regional dynamics (continued)
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
Telecom | Internet | Digital services 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey
N=| 1903 | 1905 | 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet 18% 18% | 24% ¥ 17% 20% | 18% 6% 7% 25% | 30% | 11% 14%
Restoring a stable Internet connection 4% 5% 4% 4% 3% 2% 1% 3% 4% |&10% | 5% 5%
Ability to use government e-services o 3% o 3% o 2% @ 6% o 5% @ 3%
Replacement of lost/damaged mobile phone available o o o o o o 0 o 0
2% A 3% 2% 2% 1% A 3% 5% 5% 1% A 6% 2% 1%
Access to electronic services for receiving services / vouchers / o o o o o 0
assistance, etc. (e.g. = 3% = 3% = 2% = 6% = 6% = 1%
availability of a smartphone)
Challenges of the community - most pressing ones All regions Front-line De-occupied Kyiv city Regions in Regions in
regions regions transition the rear
Housing | Repair and renovation 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025 2025
survey survey survey survey survey survey
N=| 1903 | 1905 | 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Financial assistance for the restoration / repair of damaged housing 15% 29% 29% 7% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4%
V¥ 6% V1% V¥ 5%
Cash assistan.ce program for short-term rental housing for people who B 5% B 6% B 6% B 7% B 5% B 4%
have lost their homes / whose homes have been damaged
ivi iti i i 0, 0 0, 0 0, 0, 0, 0, 0 0,
Improvement of living conditions in temporary housing 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 6% v 20 5% A 119 3% 4%
Provision of temporary housing for a short period with decent conditions|
for people who have lost their homes / whose homes have been 4% 5% 5% 5% 3% 4% 3% 6% 4% a7 3% 3%
damaged °
Need for long-term housing 6% ¥a% 14% V6% | 4% | 4% | 6% 5% | 7% F4% | 1% | 2%
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121 Key changes in the context of war
The context of the war in Ukraine remains the most pressing and alarming issue for Ukrainian
society, affecting all aspects of people's lives. Despite a decrease in the proportion of
respondents for whom the war is the number one issue (87% in 2025 versus 89% in 2024), it
still ranks first among the problems mentioned most often. Other significant problems,
according to respondents, include political corruption, violations of rights (civil, military, during
mobilization, etc.), and the growing relevance of issues such as social inequality and poverty,
economic instability and unemployment, emigration and brain drain, and the demographic
crisis.

A significant part of Ukraine's population has been directly affected by Russian aggression. Many
families either have members of their families serving in the Armed Forces of Ukraine (parents,
children, brothers, sisters, etc.) or have lost close relatives due to the war.

The survey also notes a shift in the age structure, namely an increase in the proportion of the
older generation. This, in turn, may mean an increased burden on social infrastructure in the
coming years, especially in the areas of healthcare, old age benefits (pensions), and social
services for older people.

All these changes, taking place against the backdrop of war, underscore the importance of
adapting social policy approaches and conducting ongoing monitoring to properly assess their
impact on social cohesion. The following groups require particular attention: people over 60 and
their families, people with disabilities and their families, families with insufficient financial
resources, families with children, families of defenders, including those who have lost relatives
enrolled in the ranks of the Armed Forces of Ukraine, veterans, people who have been forced to
internal displacement, as well as those who have lost their homes or whose homes have been
destroyed, and people from territories that were occupied and are now liberated.

122 Social cohesion dynamics
The overall social cohesion index in Ukraine has declined slightly over the past year: from +12.5
points in 2024 to +9.5 in 2025.

The presence of large polar groups in terms of social cohesion remains an important
characteristic of Ukrainian society: 35% - low level, 44% - high level. There remains an
imbalance between the various components of social cohesion: Inclusion and Social relations
show strong positive values, while Focus on common good remains a weak component due to
the perceived corruption in the system.

The fact of employed population groups and groups with average or above-average financial
status demonstrating higher levels of social cohesion remains stable in terms of dynamics. At
the same time, these same groups show a tendency toward declining levels of social cohesion. A
decline in social cohesion is also observed in the group with a high level of education.

© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
SURVEY — FOCUS ON UKRAINIAN

COMMUNITIES IN WAR CONTEXT —
2-d round M

108



R

12. Conclusions and Recommendations
SOCIAL COHESION INDEX
Net (High - Low) Net (High - Low)

+12.5 +9.5

Moderate Moderate

0,
(fluctuating) 22% (fluctuating) 21%

Main sample of 2024 survey (n=1903) Main sample of 2025 survey (n=1905)

Despite the fact that the indicator of social cohesion at the national level has not shown
significant changes in dynamics over the past year, the survey indicates significant changes at
the regional level, namely an increase in social cohesion in the frontline and de-occupied regions
and a significant decrease in social cohesion in Kyiv and the regions in the rear. Currently, the
positive balance of social cohesion at the national level is maintained due to positive values in
rear regions, while other regions show negative social cohesion indicators (front-line regions,
de-occupied regions, Kyiv city) or 0 pp (Regions in transition).

Social cohesion index across the regions - dynamics

XB.2024

The positive dynamics of social cohesion indicators in frontline and de-occupied regions show
that even in a situation of prolonged military aggression, social cohesion can grow due to the
fact of facing common threats and challenges. The common goal of protection and survival
stimulates cooperation and shared responsibility, creating a basis for strengthening social ties.

This emphasizes the importance of preserving unity as a strategic resource in crisis conditions.
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Social relations
In both regions where the survey records a decline in social cohesion indicators (Kyiv city,
Regions in the rear), there is a decline in the Social relations component.

This aspect of social cohesion is balanced by strong indicators of trust towards other citizens,
which have also strengthened over the course of the year. At the same time, the proportion of
those who deny that ethnic or cultural diversity is good for the country is growing (25% in 2025
compared to 22% in 2024), despite tolerant attitudes towards representatives of other ethnic
or religious groups (89% do not support attacks on people because of their ethnic origin or
religion). This gap in the perception of social diversity may signal the need for additional
awareness raising effort to explain the benefits of cultural diversity for society.

A comparison of the levels of trust declared towards social groups and felt by the very same
social groups revealed a significant gap in the perception of veterans as a social group: despite
the fact that 75% of respondents declare a high level of trust towards veterans, only half of
veteran respondents (54%) confirm that they feel a high level of trust towards themselves. The
main concerns about distrust towards veterans relate to fears about mental health issues that
require special communication (47%) and their possible aggressive behavior (38%).

An assessment of these concerns over time indicates a need for training on how to interact
appropriately with veterans—how to behave around them and how to communicate with them
effectively.

Focus on common good

This component of social cohesion remains negative and significantly weakens the overall social
cohesion index. A negative factor within this component remains the perception of the Ukrainian
system as corrupt - more than 90% of respondents believe this to be the case, with 46%
considering political corruption and governance to be among the greatest challenges faced by
the state (giving way only to the military threat, that is viewed as the greatest challenge).

At the same time, the study revealed a fairly high and stable level (82%) of responsibility to help
other Ukrainian citizens.

In particular, there is a positive trend in the indicator of providing financial assistance to others
(growing from 74% in 2024 to 82% in 2025). The most popular type of financial assistance
remains support for the Armed Forces of Ukraine (an increase from 71% in 2024 to 77% in
2025), and there is also a positive trend in medical support initiatives. At the same time, support
for internally displaced persons is decreasing.

© Ipsos | IRF - SOCIAL COHESION
SURVEY — FOCUS ON UKRAINIAN

COMMUNITIES IN WAR CONTEXT —
2-d round M

110



12. Conclusions and Recommendations A\

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANCE
FOUNDATION

Connectivity

This aspect of social cohesion balances between a negative trend in the perception of fair
treatment (27% in 2025 versus 23% in 2024 of respondents deny feeling that they are treated
fairly as citizens of Ukraine) and a strengthening of civic identity (the share of respondents who
identify themselves as citizens of Ukraine as their primary identity has increased significantly
from 69% in 2024 to 76% in 2025).

The results of the survey confirm the link between the level of social cohesion and trust towards
the political system, using the example of local and central government institutions: local councils,
mayors or village heads, heads of amalgamated territorial communities, regional state
administrations, the President, the Cabinet of Ministers, the social policy system, and the media.
At the same time, analysis of indicators over the course of the year shows a decline in trust in most
systemic state institutions, with the exception of the Armed Forces of Ukraine and personalized
institutions such as the President or heads of settlements. This trend may indicate a critical
attitude towards the systemic response to the challenges of war and the need to reform and
strengthen trust towards institutions.

Community needs and perceived sense of security

The results of the survey confirm the existence of a correlation between the level of social
cohesion and the level of relevance of local community needs. This being the case, the social and
regional groups where needs in the medical care, social support, housing, including the
provision of utilities, communications, security measures, accessible infrastructure, and
information accessibility are more acute, are characterized by the social cohesion indicators
below the general level. The same correlation is observed for indicators of perceived sense of
security in one's region of residence.

The study revealed a general downward trend in the perceived sense of security among
Ukrainians, even though the majority of respondents (84%) declared their neighborhood to be
safe during the day. Negative dynamics are also observed in children's safety from the view point
of bullying. Although the lowest perceived sense of security ratings are more common in
segments with low social cohesion, a decline in perceived sense of security is observed in all
groups regardless of the level of social cohesion.

The need for medical care and social support remains the most pressing issue for communities.
There is a growing need in access to affordable medicines, medications for critical and regular
use, emergency medical care, polyclinics, outpatient clinics, as well as services for the elderly
and special medical transport. A growing need for improved access to social benefits and social
protection services, as well as legal assistance is observed in the area of social assistance.
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It is worth noting the need for shelters and improvements to their condition - every second
respondent (50%) considers this important (last year this figure amounted to 34%). Other
important needs that are showing a growing trend include stable electricity supply, access to
high-quality drinking water, stable mobile and internet connectivity, internet access in all public
places, road repairs and public transport accessibility, ensuring comfortable public transport for
people with disabilities, and improving the accessibility of sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, and
streets for people with special needs.

In general, the most pressing needs requiring intervention can be grouped up and summarized

as follows:
Medical needs - Access to affordable medicines (29% identified it as the main problem)
- Access to a family doctor
- Availability of medicines for critical/regular use
- Accessibility of emergency medical care
- Accessibility of medical clinics and outpatient clinics
- Access to care services for the elderly
- Accessibility of medical / special transport
Social - Psychological assistance
support - Easier access to social protection benefits and services
- Legal assistance and support
- Infrastructure for children and young people
- Resocialization measures (for veterans, people who have returned from occupied
territories, IDPs)
Transport and - Road reconstruction, road construction (35% identified it as the main problem)
roads - Accessibility of public transport
- Availability of evacuation transport
Safety - Availability of shelters, improvement of shelter conditions (30% identified it as the main
problem)
- Access to shelters (20% identified it as the main problem)
Utilities and - Provision of high-quality potable water
communications - Stable power supply
- Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet
Information - Ensuring Internet access in all public places
accessibility
Accessible - Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets for people with disabilities
infrastructure - Comfortable public transport for people with disabilities
- Unobstructed access to public / administrative premises (space for strollers, ramps,
sufficient width of passageways, handrails)

INTERNATIONAL
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At the same time, comparing the results of the study with last year's findings, we can identify certain
areas of concern relevance of which is declining. The most significant of these are:

1. Psychological assistance: although it remains important for a quarter of respondents, its
relevance as a basic need is showing a downward trend;

2. Assistance with document restoration: the relevance of this need has decreased both
among respondents in general and among the group of people whose homes have been
destroyed;

3. A similar trend can be observed in the indicator “Financial assistance for the
restoration/repair of damaged housing.”

4. Open bridges as a basic need.

5. Unobstructed access to public/administrative premises as a basic need.

124 Needs emphasized by vulnerable populations requiring interventions

Group and social cohesion
up Description of needs emphasized by the group

level
Families with children (under | Require assistance in the areas of infrastructure for children and youth,
18 years old) education, child safety (shelter), communications and logistics, transport
SCI= +4 pp accessibility, medical care, and financial support.

(68% of whom are women)
Households with people over | Require assistance in the areas of medical care, social protection, transport

60 years of age accessibility, and financial support.

SCI= +6 pp

Households with insufficient Require assistance in the areas of medical care, utilities, communications and
income levels internet access, as well as financial support.

SCI=+2pp

Households with people with | Require assistance in the areas of medical care, transport accessibility, safety,
disabilities and financial support. Particular attention should be paid to issues of access to
SCI=0pp medical services and medicines, as well as the adaptation of public transport
(70% of whom are women) to the needs of people with disabilities.

War veterans Require assistance in the areas of medical care, social support, psychological
SCI=-9pp assistance, accessible infrastructure, security, and financial support.

(87% of whom are men) Particular attention should be paid to the issues of resocialization, legal support,

and psychological support for veterans.

Comprehensive support from both the state and the community is important,
including initiatives to honor the memory of war heroes and the fallen.
Families of service members Require assistance in the areas of utilities, medical care, transportation
SCI=-9 pp accessibility, communications, psychological support, and security.

(71% of whom are women) (often overlap with other vulnerable categories)

Lost a close relative who (in terms of needs similar to the group of Families of service members)

served in Ukraine’s Armed Particular attention should be paid to issues of stable electricity supply, access to
Forces medicines and evacuation transport, as well as social support and security.
SCI=-12 pp

(69% of whom are women)
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Group and social cohesion

level Description of needs emphasized by the group
People whose homes have Require assistance in the areas of housing rehabilitation, medical care, social
been damaged or destroyed support, infrastructure accessibility, security, and utilities. Despite positive
SCI=-13 pp developments compared to the previous year, housing issues remain a priority forj
(69% of whom are women) this group.

(47% also belong to the group of those who lived in occupied territory that has
been liberated).

People who lived in occupied | Require assistance in the areas of utilities and communications, medical care,

territory that has been housing, transportation, social support, education, and security. There has
liberated been a significant increase in needs in many areas compared to the previous
SCI=-8 pp year, especially in terms of electricity supply, medical services, and security.
(71% of whom are women with

SCI=-21)

Internally displaced persons Continue to require comprehensive assistance, primarily in the areas of housing,
SCI=-10 pp social support and adaptation, security, medical care, and access to basic
(68% of whom are women) infrastructure. Although there has been some positive progress compared to last

year, especially with regard to certain infrastructure issues, problems with long-
term housing and social integration remain the most acute for this group.

(The needs of IDPs often overlap with those of other vulnerable groups, such as
people who have lost their homes, families of service members, and low-income|
groups, which requires a particularly careful and individualized approach to
providing assistance.)
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125 Key changes by region

Despite the fact that at the national level, the indicator of social cohesion in Ukraine has not
shown significant changes in dynamics over the past year, the survey indicates significant
changes at the regional level, namely an increase in social cohesion in the frontline and de-
occupied regions and a significant decrease in social cohesion in Kyiv city and regions in the rear.

Social cohesion index across the regions - dynamics

INTERNATIONAL
RENAISSANCE

All respondents

. . . Regions in . .
Fromne | Deseawied | KOV | paninon | feBlorein
(Center)
2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025 2024 2025
n= Survey survey | survey sSurvey | survey survey | survey survey | survey survey | survey | survey
1903 1905 402 402 401 402 200 200 400 400 500 501
Social Cohesion Index
NET (High - Low) +125 +95 | -18 -4A | 20 -6A | +3 -8V | +4 0 | +57 439V
Components:
Social Relation
22 20 0 1 3 26 A 18 5Y 18 1 52 40v
Connectedness
36 34 17 36A 13 8 25 20 23 26 72 58V
Common Good
-36 -35 -51 -47 -53 -50 -31 -41V -35 -37 -17 -14

Front-line regions

The social cohesion indicator has a negative value, despite its increase in dynamics - growth in
the indicator in dynamics is recorded in communities in the Mykolaiv and Odesa oblasts.
Dnipropetrovsk oblast is characterized by the social cohesion indicator with a negative value
despite the absence of statistically significant changes in dynamics.

Social Cohesion Index

Front-line regions Dnipropetrovsk Mykolaiv Odesa
2024 survey -18 -1 -74 +5
2025 survey -4 A -13 -35A +46 A

In particular, the positive dynamics in terms of social cohesion in Mykolaiv oblast correlates with
improved social relations and an increase in trust towards certain social institutions (city, town,
or village leaders, the President, the Verkhovna Rada, and the Cabinet of Ministers).

The region also has the lowest perceived sense of security indicators—both overall and due to
threats from war. To be more specific, the night time perceived sense of security indicator has
declined over the past year, mainly due to survey results in Dnipropetrovsk and Odesa oblasts.
Mykolaiv oblast, on the contrary, has strengthened this indicator.
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Every second respondent in the region declares that the level of violence has increased over the
past year - most often referring to police brutality and domestic violence.
Key needs in the region:

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year
Safety Growing relevance of the needs:
. Availability of shelters, improvement of . Stable power supply
shelter conditions (38%) . Availability of shelters and improvement of their
. Access to shelters during air raid alerts condition
(23%) Decreasing relevance of the needs:
Medicine . Accessibility of a family doctor
. Access to affordable medicines (38%) . Accessibility of emergency medical care
Infrastructure and utilities . Financial assistance for the restoration / repair of
. Provision of high-quality potable water (37%) damaged housing
. Stable power supply (23%) . Reconstruction of roads, road construction
. Reconstruction of roads, road construction (32%) | * Stable mobile connection, mobile Internet
. Psychological assistance
. Accessible infrastructure (sidewalks, pedestrian

crossings, streets, unrestricted access to
administrative buildings)

De-occupied regions

The social cohesion indicator has a negative value, despite its increase in dynamics. In particular,
in the communities of Sumy oblast, the social cohesion indicator has reached a positive level,
while in Kyiv oblast, the indicator remains negative.

Social Cohesion Index

De-occupied regions Kyiv Sumy
2024 survey -20 -31 -9
2025 survey -6A -24 +12A

Both Sumy and Kyiv oblasts have seen an increase over the past year in the level of trust towards
neighbors, people from one's own community, one's own ethnic group, other ethnic groups, as
well as in the level of meaningful interaction with people of different backgrounds.

All in all, the region has a high proportion of respondents belonging to the categories as follows:
people whose homes were damaged or destroyed (29%), people who lived in occupied territory
that has been liberated (51%), households with people over 60 (43%), households with people
with disabilities (28%), families of service members (43%), and internally displaced persons
(15%).
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Perceived sense of security indicators have improved compared to last year, thanks to Kyiv
oblast. Besides, fewer people here compared to other regions report an increase in violence
(compared to last year, this indicator has decreased in Kyiv oblast, while Sumy oblast saw an
increase in the share of respondents who indicate an increase in violence in their oblast). At the
same time, a significant proportion of respondents feel military danger (shelling and military
actions) in the de-occupied regions.

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year
Safety Growing relevance of the needs:
. Availability of shelters, improvement of shelter . Access to a family doctor, to medication for
conditions (52%) critical /regular use, medical / special
. Access to shelters during air raid alerts (30%) transport, polyclinics, and outpatient clinics
Medical needs . Availability of shelters and improvement of their
. Access to affordable medicines (40%) condition
. Access to a family doctor (23%) Decreasing relevance of the needs:
Infrastructure and utilities . Provision of high-quality potable water
. Stable power supply (25%) . Access to affordable medicines
. Reconstruction of roads, road construction (26%), « The possibility of performing a scheduled
. Availability of evacuation transport (24%) surgery
. Financial assistance for the restoration / repair
of damaged housing
. Road and bridge repairs, accessibility of public
transport
. Psychological assistance
. Legal assistance, support, including that in
the restoration of lost / damaged
documents
. Accessible infrastructure

Kyiv city

The social cohesion indicator has a negative value, showing a decline in dynamics (from +13 pp
in 2024 to -8 pp in 2025). The downward trend in social cohesion correlates with a decrease in
citizen participation in public events, local self-government, and volunteering, as well as a
reduction in financial assistance to others, including donations to the Armed Forces of Ukraine.
These changes may signal a decline in focus on the common good and a potential weakening of
civic engagement in the capital.

In addition, Kyiv city (as well as in Kyiv oblast) has a greater concern about demographic problems,
in particular emigration and the outflow of people from the country, as well as internal migration
and internal displacement. Similar to the de-occupied regions, there is a high proportion of
internally displaced persons (15%), households with people over 60 (46%), and households with
people with disabilities (23%).
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Also, according to the survey results, Kyiv city has seen a decline in annual dynamics within
almost all security indicators. A high proportion of respondents feel vulnerable to military risks
(shelling and military action). One-third of respondents report an increase in violence, most
often referring to online violence. In particular, Kyiv city residents report more crime related to
online violence and organized violent groups or gangs than residents of other regions.

Key needs in the region:

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year
Utilities Growing relevance of the needs:
. Provision of high-quality potable water . Provision of high-quality potable water
(33%) . Accessibility of emergency medical care
Medical needs Decreasing relevance of the needs:
. Access to affordable medicines (27%) . Legal assistance, support
. The possibility of performing a scheduled . Unobstructed access to public /
surgery (23%) administrative premises
Accessible infrastructure . Information accessibility - in particular: online
. Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets consultation tools with specialists in various fields,
(20%) online platforms for distance learning and education,
. Ensuring comfortable public transport intrqductiog of electronic systems f.01.' assessing
for people with disabilities (20%) service quality and feedback from citizens
Safety
. Availability of shelters and improvement
of their condition (31%)
. Access to shelters during air raid alerts
(27%)

Regions in transition

The social cohesion indicator is balanced at 0 pp, but within the region, an increase in the
indicator is recorded in Poltava oblast, while the social cohesion indicator has decreased in
Vinnytsia oblast, and there is also a negative trend in Zhytomyr oblast. At the same time, the
lowest level of the indicator in the region is observed in the Kirovohrad oblast, with no significant
changes in dynamics.

Social . .
Cohesion Reglo.n-s n Poltava Kirovohrad Vinnytsia Zhytomyr
Index transition

(Center)
2024 survey +4 -10 -32 +41 +17
2025 survey 0 +22 A -26 +7V -2

Communities in Vinnytsia oblast have the highest proportion (among oblasts in the region) of
respondents belonging to vulnerable groups: families of service members (57%), those who have
lost a relative among Ukraine's defenders (23%), veterans (11%), internally displaced persons
(16%), families with insufficient level of income (54%), and families with members over 60 years
of age (53%).
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Zhytomyr oblast is characterized by a tendency towards a decrease in meaningful interaction
with people of different origins (62%, compared to 80% in 2024), and fewer respondents
indicating that they trust people from other ethnic or linguistic groups.

In the Zhytomyr and Kirovohrad oblasts, there is also a high proportion of respondents who
primarily identify themselves with their local community or their own settlement.

In contrast, Poltava oblast is boasting a growing level of trust towards neighbors and people from
one's own ethnic group, and more respondents say they believe in the importance of equality
and social justice.

It is worth noting the growth in trust towards numerous social institutions in the region.

The region as a whole has higher levels of perceived sense of security in one’s own neighborhood
than in the frontline and de-occupied regions, although the sense of security at night is lower
than a year ago. Regions in transition, compared to other regions, less frequently (27% in 2024)
report an increase in violence, most often referring to domestic violence and violence at the
community level.

Key needs in the region:

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year

Medical needs Growing relevance of the needs:

. Access to affordable medicines (23%) . Stable (uninterrupted) power supply

Infrastructure and communications . Improvement of living conditions in

. Reconstruction of roads, road construction (34%) temporary housing

y Stable mobile . Restoring a stable Internet connection
connection, mobile .

Accessible infrastructure, including sidewalks,

Internet (30%) . . .
. pedestrian crossings, streets, ensuring
Accessible infrastructure . .
. ) ) comfortable public transport for people with
. Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets (29%) L rers
disabilities
Safety . Placing information relevant to people with
. Availability of shelters and improvement i g o ) peob
) o disabilities in public places
of their condition (21%) i i ) L .
. Online consultation tools with specialists in various
fields

Decreasing relevance of the needs:

. Heat supply

. Improved access to social protection payments and
services
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Regions in the rear

The social cohesion index amounts to +39 pp, which is significantly higher than in other regions,
due to contributions of Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, and Zakarpattia oblasts, while in Rivne and
Khmelnytskyi oblasts, social cohesion indicators are lower. Over the year, there has been a decline
in the regional social cohesion index in Ivano-Frankivsk and Khmelnytskyi oblasts (both oblasts
have seen a decline in trust towards various social groups and acceptance of social diversity). At
the same time, there has been an increase in the social cohesion index in Zakarpattia oblast (there
has also been an increase in trust towards various social groups). No statistically significant
changes in terms of social cohesion index have been observed in Lviv and Rivne oblasts.

Social

. . . . . . Ivano- .
Cohesion Regions in the Khmelnytskyi Rivne Lviv Frankivsk Zakarpattia
Index rear
2024 survey +57 +48 +27 +35 +95 +80
2025 survey +39V -10V +10 +41 +60V +95A

Although the proportion of people belonging to various vulnerable groups is lower in the rear
regions than in other regions, Khmelnytskyi and Rivne oblasts are distinguished by a significant
proportion of service members’ families (more than 30%), households with insufficient income
(36% in Khmelnytskyi oblast and 63% in Rivne oblast), and families with people with
disabilities (more than 20%). In addition, 10% of respondents in Khmelnytskyi oblast report
damage or destruction to their homes, while 58% of respondents in Rivne oblast report having
people over 60 years of age in their households, and 29% report having lost a close relative who
has joined the military to defend Ukraine.

In general, the region has seen a decline in trust towards law enforcement agencies, the Cabinet
of Ministers, the Verkhovna Rada, the courts, the head of the regional state administration, the
social policy system, and the media. It is also important to note a decline in trust towards the
mayor of the city, town, or village in Khmelnytskyi oblast.

Despite a decline in dynamics over the past year (in Khmelnytskyi, Lviv, and Ivano-Frankivsk
oblasts), the region as a whole demonstrates higher levels of perceived sense of security than
the frontline and de-occupied regions, as well as a high level of understanding that these areas
are less affected by Russian shelling or are at lower risk of suffering from military actions. At
the same time, every second person highlights an increase in crime rates over the past year
(50% in 2025 compared to 26% in 2024). Sexual and online violence are most often mentioned.
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Key needs in the region:

Most common problems Key changes in dynamics over the year

Medical needs Growing relevance of the needs:

. Access to affordable medicines (21%) . Reconstruction of roads, road construction

Infrastructure and communications . Legal assistance, support

. Reconstruction of roads, road construction (49%) . Accessible sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, streets
. Ensuring Internet access in all public places

Availability of shelters and improvement of their condition
Decreasing relevance of the needs:
Access to a family doctor

As a general conclusion of the survey, the analysis of social cohesion in the context of the war
in Ukraine reveals a complex and dynamic picture that varies significantly depending on the
region and the degree of proximity to the combat zone:
- Regional variability: there is a clear correlation between the proximity of a region to
the combat zone and the level of social cohesion. Regions in the rear demonstrate
the highest social cohesion indicators, while front-line regions and de-occupied
regions have lower levels thereof.

- Dynamics of trust towards social and political institutions: in some oblasts, there has
been an increase in trust in local authorities (Mykolaiv, Kirovohrad), which may be the
result of their effective work in crisis conditions. However, there are also opposite
trends, noticeable in the de-occupied and rear regions.

- Gap in perceptions of social diversity: despite the fact that many regions are showing a
trend toward greater tolerance towards people from other ethnic or cultural groups,
overall there is a negative trend in perceptions of cultural diversity as something that is
good for the country.

- Safety as a key factor: perceived sense of security proved to be a critical component of
social cohesion. Regions with lower levels of security also demonstrate lower levels of
social cohesion, underscoring the importance of interventions to ensure physical security.
A separate aspect is the need for shelters, their arrangement, and accessibility. Overall, the
survey notes the growing relevance of shelters in every oblast, but most of all in the
frontline and de-occupied regions

- Vulnerable groups factor: the presence of a significant number of vulnerable groups
(internally displaced persons, veterans, persons with disabilities, elderly persons) in
certain regions creates additional challenges for social integration and cohesion.
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12. Conclusions and Recommendations

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 urgently needed by Ukrainian communities, as well as for measuring the success
of programs in strengthening social unity/cohesion.

When planning programs, it is also advisable to focus on indicators that have the most significant
impact on social cohesion, to be more specific:

- Trust towards authorities and institutions, political stability, perception of fair
treatment of citizens by the system

- Relations between social groups (trust towards different social groups, acceptance
of cultural diversity in society)

- Critical needs
- Focus on helping others

- Safety (crime, protection from the impact of the military action, availability of
shelters, safety of children, particularly protection from bullying).
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