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Project on international expert survey "Threats to security of Ukraine and other countries of the Eastern
Partnership region and possible responses” was implemented by the East European Security Research Initiative
Foundation in December 2017. The questionnaire method was applied to interview 62 experts from the leading
analytical centres of Ukraine and other Eastern Partnership countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,
and Moldova), as well as neighbouring countries of Central and Eastern Europe (Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania,
Poland, and Slovakia).

The study was focused on the six selected post-Soviet states (Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova,
and Ukraine) experiencing lack of security and hard pressure of Russia that seeks to retain them in its zone of
influence. These states are united within the EU Eastern Partnership and despite their different foreign policy
orientations are interconnected in geopolitical and security perspectives.

In the majority of questions, the opinions of experts from different countries turned out to be similar. But in few
issues there were significant differences in regional positions — in these cases we presented separate diagrams
reflecting regional peculiarities in expert assessments from Ukraine, the Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries,
and Central and East European (CEE) countries.

The aggregate percentages of responses on some questions may differ from 100% for the following reasons:
- Some questions allowed up to three response options at a time; - For simplicity the value of all calculated
percentage data was presented as integers.

Threats to security of the EaP countries

Almost all of the respondents (98%), including experts from Ukraine and other countries of the Eastern
Partnership (EaP), as well as from the Central and Eastern European (CEE) states considered Russia’s
aggressive policy as the major threat to security of the EaP countries. Among other important external threats
were named the following: regional conflicts (61%); tensions with neighbouring countries including those
driven by growing populist sentiments (47%); location of the EaP states at the centre of the NATO —
CSTO/Russia competing interests (39%).

It is important to note that none of the experts selected the option "' Strengthening of NATO?s eastern flank™
as a threat.

Among the own options suggested by experts were the following: global weakening of the West; transit location
of the EaP countries leading to struggle for control over them; and the war unleashed by the Russian Federation
against Ukraine.

What are the major external threats to security of the Eastern Partnership countries? (no more than three
options)

Russia's aggressive policy 98%

Regional conflicts

Tensions with neighbouring countries
NATO - CSTO/Russia competing interests
EU - EAEU/Russia competing interests

Other

Refugees and migrants

Strengthening of NATO’s eastern flank
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It is noteworthy that experts, while selecting factors most negatively influencing abilities of the EaP
countries to address external threats, identified the lack of reliable international mechanisms and security
guarantees (53%) closely followed by a set of domestic problems, such as internal institutional weakness and
high levels of corruption (44%); oligarchic models of the EaP states (32%); weak economies and low living
standards (26%); weakness of democratic institutions in the EaP countries (24%).

One fifth of experts, both Ukrainian and those from other states, determined the problem of "*fifth columns"*
in the EaP countries and infiltration with agents of external influence.

Unexpectedly, only 8% of the experts chose the option "Armed forces are not in line with current threats™
among the factors most negatively influencing abilities of the EaP countries to address external threats.

The personal options suggested by experts were the following: high economic dependence of the EaP countries
on Russia; inconsistency of political goals and economic capabilities of the EaP countries.

What factors the most negatively influence abilities of the EaP countries to address external threats? (no
more than three options)

Lack of reliable international mechanisms & security guarantees ] 53%
Internalinstitutional weakness and high levels of corruption ] 44%
Oligarchic models of EaP states 32%
Weak economies of EaP countries, low living standards i 26%
Weak democratic institutions in EaP countries 24%
Staying outside of military-political blocs (except Armenia, Belarus) 24%
"Fifth columns" and infiltration with agents of external influence 21%
Lack of common approaches of EaP countries to external threats 18%
Western powers opposing assistance & integration with EaP 16%
Vulnerability to external propaganda 16%
Armed forces are not in line with current threats 8
Low level of societies' consolidation in EaP countries 5%
Insufficient effectiveness of foreign policy 2%
Other 2%
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Regional distribution of responses turned out to be similar for the majority of options, excepting two ones.

Only 8% of Ukrainian experts chose the option of vulnerability to external propaganda among the factors
most negatively influencing abilities of the EaP countries to address external threats. At the same time, this
option was chosen by 21% of the surveyed experts from other EaP countries, and by 36% of experts from the
CEE countries — the EU and NATO member states.

The weakness of democratic institutions as the most negative factor was chosen by 11% of Ukrainian experts
and 43% of their colleagues from other EaP countries, as well as by 45% of experts from the CEE countries.

11%
Weak democraticinstitutions in EaP countries iy
45%
| 8 Ukraine
e 21%
Vulnerability to external propaganda 36% mEaP
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Options to enhance security in the region

Among the options that would most likely enhance security of the EaP countries, more than a half of the
experts chose membership in NATO (76%) and in the EU (52%0). 40% of the experts pointed out options on
establishing new regional security formats without involvement of Russia. Nobody selected the formats with
participation of Russia.

At the same time, there was an imbalance between the level of support for the option "Membership in NATO"
(76%) and significantly lower percentage of those experts who in another question chose the option "Staying
outside of military-political blocs" (24%) among the factors most negatively influencing abilities of the EaP
countries to address external threats (see diagram on page 2).

Which of the following options would most likely enhance security of the EaP countries? (no more than
three options)

Membership in NATO 7 76%
Membershipin EU 1

Status of U.S. Major non-NATO ally [

New Central-Eastern Europe security format (without Russia)
New Black Sea nations security format (without Russia)
Neutrality with international security guarantees
Non-alignment

New regional security formatwith participation of Russia

Membership in Eurasian Economic Union

Membership in CSTO
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Regional differences in choosing security options were indicative. Membership in NATO as a security option
for the EaP countries was more popular among Ukrainian experts (84%o) than among experts from the CEE
countries — active members of the Alliance (55%).

Membership in the EU as a security option was equally highly appreciated by experts from the CEE countries
(55%) and from Ukraine (54%), and somewhat less by experts from other EaP countries (43%).

Support of experts from the CEE countries for the option of U.S. Major non-NATO ally status was not so strong
(18%), while experts from Ukraine (38%) and other EaP countries (57%) gave more preference to this option.

36% of the surveyed experts from the CEE countries, 27% of their Ukrainian colleagues, and only 7% experts from
other EaP countries chose the option of establishing a new Central-Eastern Europe security format without
participation of Russia. Instead, 36% of experts from the EaP countries (except Ukraine) believed in option of
neutrality with international security guarantees, while only 5% of Ukrainian experts chose this option.

g m CEE

o a3 ) 54%
Membershipin EU 55%
8%
Status of U.S. Major non-NATO ally T 57%
New Central-Eastern Europe security format (without 7%
Russia) 36%
Neutrality with international security guarantees 36%
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NATO

Among measures that NATO could take to strengthen security in the EaP region, experts most often chose
the option "Assistance in reforming security and defence sector™ (69%). There were the following most
popular options were: "Broadening military-technical cooperation™ (47%), "Granting aspirant status to countries
seeking membership" (45%), "Engaging to cooperation on strengthening NATO eastern flank™ (44%).

As their own option experts proposed the strengthening of NATO presence in the Black Sea basin.
Only 5% of the surveyed experts believed that NATO lacked capacities/willingness to strengthen security in the

EaP region — rather small quantity of pessimists especially when comparing with experts’ opinion on the OSCE
capacities/willingness (see the next page).

What measures could NATO take to strengthen security in the Eastern Partnership region? (no more than
three options)

Assistance in reforming security and defence sector ‘ Jg%

Broadening military-technical cooperation with EaP countries 47%

Granting aspirantstatus to countries seeking membership 45%

Engaging to cooperation on strengthening NATO eastern flank 44%

Granting Enhanced Opportunities Partnership to countries seeking EOP 29%

Enhancing cooperation within existing Partnership for Peace projects 15%
Assistance in economic and social reforms 10%

Deployment of peacekeeping/security missionsin conflict zones 6%

NATO lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP region 5%

Other 2%
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European Union

Among measures that the EU could take to strengthen security in the EaP region, experts most often chose
the option ""Assistance in economic and social reforms™ (55%). Among the most popular options were the
following: engaging the EaP countries to the EU Common Security and Defence Policy (47%), granting
membership prospects to the EaP countries seeking it (44%), assistance in reforming security and defence
sector (40%).

As in case of NATO, only 5% of the surveyed experts did not believe in EU’s capacities/willingness to
strengthen security in the EaP region.

What measures could the European Union take to strengthen security in the Eastern Partnership region?
(no more than three options)

Assistance in economic and social reforms in EaP countries 55%

Engaging EaP countries to EU Common Security and Defence Policy 47%

Granting membership prospects to EaP countries seeking membership 44%

Assistance in reforming security and defence sector in EaP countries 40%
Joint military formations of EU member states and EaP countries 26%
Security cooperation within framework of Eastern Partnership 23%
Broadening mil-tech cooperation with European Defence Agency 21%
Deploymentof peacekeeping/security missionsin conflict zones 16%

EU lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP region 5%

other |10%
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OSCE

Experts from all of the countries covered in the survey appeared to be rather sceptical about the OSCE. 45% of
experts stressed the option "OSCE lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in the EaP region ".

At the same time, 39% believed that positive effect could be reached through overall strengthening of the
OSCE field presences in the EaP countries; 34% hoped for the OSCE positive role in re-establishing
conventional arms control regime and modernizing of the existing confidence and security building
measures in military sphere.

Such assessments indicate that on the current backdrop, experts mainly expected from the OSCE performing
technical security functions in the Eastern Partnership region, while the political potential of the OSCE was
considered as almost exhausted.

What measures could the OSCE take to strengthen security in the Eastern Partnership region? (no more
than three options)

OSCE lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP region 45%

Overallstrengthening of OSCE field presences in EaP countries
Re-establishing conventional arms control regime, modernizing CSBMs
Deploymentof peacekeeping/security missionsin conflict zones
Assistance in reforming security and defence sector

Assistance in economic and social reforms

Using OSCE conflict cycle capacities (incl. ODIHR, HCNM)

Other
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Regional differences in responses indicated that the most sceptical about the OSCE capacities/willingness to
enhance security in the EaP region were the experts from Eastern Partnership countries: 41% of Ukrainian
respondents and 71% of their colleagues from other EaP countries.

It is noteworthy that Ukrainian experts were significantly less sceptical about the capacities/willingness of the
EU (only 3%) and NATO (none) than their colleagues from other EaP countries (14%). As for NATO,
Ukrainian experts were even more optimistic than their colleagues from the CEE countries — NATO member
states.

T | | 1% Ukraine
OSCE lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP 71% | mEaP
region 27% m CEE
3%
EU lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP region 0% 14
- - L 0%
NATO lacks capacities/willingness to enhance security in EaP 14
region 9%
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CSTO

It is remarkable that there were significantly more experts who believed that Belarus membership in the
CSTO rather weakened its security (35%) than those who believed that it strengthened security of Belarus (6%).
The most frequent answer was "In one way strengthening, in other way weakening security of Belarus" (47%).

Is Belarus' membership in the CSTO strengthening or weakening its security? (only one option)

In one way strengthening, in other way weakening | a7%
Weakening/Ratherweakening security of Belarus 1 35%
Not affecting security of Belarus 11%
Strengthening/Ratherstrengthening security of Belarus 1 6%
0% 5:% 1(;% 15I% 2(;% 25'% 3(;% 35'% 4(;% 45'% SOI%

In a similar question about Armenia's membership in the CSTO, the option "Weakening/Rather weakening
security" was also chosen by more experts (29%) than the option "Strengthening/Rather strengthening security"
(16%), but the gap between these options was significantly smaller than in case of Belarus. The most frequent
answer was also "In one way strengthening, in other way weakening security"” (50%).

Is Armenia's membership in the CSTO strengthening or weakening its security? (only one option)

In one way strengthening, in other way weakening 50%

Weakening/Rather weakening security of Armenia 29%

Strengthening/Rather strengthening security of Armenia 16%

5%

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Not affecting security of Armenia

0%

Eastern Partnership

The relative majority of surveyed experts (47%) believed that participation in the EU Eastern Partnership
was rather strengthening security of the countries of the region. No expert chose the option
"Weakening/Rather weakening security."

Is participation in the EU Eastern Partnership policy strengthening or weakening security of the
countries of the region? (only one option)

Strengthening/Rather strengthening security 47%

In one way strengthening, in other way weakening 31%

Not affecting security 23%

Weakening/Rather weakening security
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It is noteworthy that while answering the question ""What kind of external assistance is most needed to
strengthen security of the EaP countries?"" (without naming a specific contributor/donor), many experts
chose the options not directly related to security: "Assistance in creating anti-corruption bodies and in
reforming legal systems™ (52%), and **Assistance in reforming democratic institutions™ (35%).

Experts also often pointed to the need for assistance in reforming armed forces and military training (48%),
as well as advisory support in reforms, including in security and defence sector (37%).

It is interesting to note that the options "Arms assistance including with lethal weapons" (26%), and "Financial
aid/loans/investments"” (24%) got less priority in assessments of surveyed experts compared to other kinds of
assistance.

What kind of external assistance is most needed to strengthen security of the EaP countries? (no more
than three options)

Assistancein creating anti-corruption bodies, reforming legal system | 52%
Assistance in reforming armed forces and military training 48%
Advisory supportin reforms, including security and defence sector 37%
Assistance in reforming democratic institutions 35%
International peacekeeping missions in conflict zones of EaP region %
Diplomatic support, including within international organizations 26%
Arms assistance including with lethal weapons 26%
Financial aid/loans/investments | 24%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Security options for Ukraine

Only 13% of the respondents considered as high the probability for Ukraine to be granted the NATO aspirant
country status in the coming years.

On the other hand, as a positive indicator should be considered the fact that none of the experts chose the
options ""Ukraine will never become NATO aspirant country™ and ""Ukraine does not need membership
in NATO."

What is Ukraine’s perspective to be granted with the status of NATO aspirant country in the near future?
(only one option)
Low probability of becoming NATO aspirant country 52%
Ukraine will not become NATO aspirant country in near future 35%
High probability of becoming NATO aspirant country 13%

Ukraine will never become NATO aspirant country I o%

Ukraine does not need membership in NATO J| 0%
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As for the regional differences, Ukrainian experts were the most optimistic about Ukraine’s perspective to be
granted with the status of NATO aspirant country in the near future, although their expectations were not too
high (19%). The surveyed experts from the CEE countries — actual NATO member states were the most
sceptical ones on the topic: 64% of them were convinced that in the near future Ukraine would not be granted
with the status of NATO aspirant country, and nobody of them marked the option of "high probability" for such

development.
ﬂ—‘—| 19% Ukraine

High probability of becoming NATO aspirant country ¥ 1% m EaP
0% m CEE
) 0,
0,
Low probability of becoming NATO aspirant country 36% 71%
(]
Ukraine will not become NATO aspirant country in near o, ) 329
future 64%
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The experts were also sceptical on the probability for Ukraine to be granted the status of U.S. Major_non-
NATO ally in the near future. Only 21% of respondents considered such probability as high.

What is Ukraine’s perspective to be granted with the status of U.S. Major non-NATO ally in the near
future? (only one option)

Low probability of becoming U.S. Major non-NATO ally 56%
Ukraine will not become U.S. Major non-NATO ally in near future

High probability of becoming U.S. Major non-NATO ally

Ukraine will never get this status

Ukraine does not need this status

f 1
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Respondents appeared to be much more optimistic on Ukraine’s perspectives to get the lethal weapons from the
United States in the near future. The probability of such perspective was estimated as high one by 66% of the
experts.

At the same time, only 6% of the respondents replied that in the near future Ukraine would not be provided with
lethal weapons.

Those 2% of experts who were in favour of the option "Ukraine does not need lethal weapons from the U.S."
argued that the provision of weapons could lead to escalation of the conflict.

What is Ukraine’s perspective to get lethal weapons from the U.S. in the near future? (only one option)

High probability of getting lethal weaponsin near future ] 66%
Low probability of getting lethal weaponsin near future 1 26%
Ukraine will not get lethal weaponsin near future 1 6%
Ukraine does not need lethal weapons from the U.S. 1 2%
0% 1(')% 2(;% 3(;% 4(;% 5(])% 6(;% 7(;%
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Among the most likely scenarios for possible developments in the Donbas in the next 1-2 years, only 5% of the
respondents chose the option of deployment of the UN peacekeeping mission in all uncontrolled territories
(Kyiv’s current proposal). Only 2% of the experts considered that in the next two years restoration of
Ukraine's sovereignty over all areas of Donbas would be possible.

The majority of experts (56%) believed that the current intensity of confrontation would be maintained.

The most likely scenarios for the Donbas in the next 1-2 years (only one option)

Maintaining current intensity of confrontation 56%

Freezing conflict with cessation of active hostilities 27%
Russia's declaration on "sovereignty" of self-proclaimed "republics" 5%
UN peacekeeping mission in all uncontrolled territories 5%

Deployment of UN peacekeeping mission only along contact line 3%

Restoration of Ukraine’s sovereignty over all areas of Donbas 2%

Russia's annexation of occupied territories of Donbas 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Experts were also not too optimistic on near prospects for developments in the illegally annexed Crimea. 40%
of the respondents believed that in the coming years current status quo in Crimea would be maintained; 23%
emphasized on the threat of further militarization of annexed Crimea by Russia.

The quantity of those who expected tightening sanctions against Russia (21%) was slightly higher in
comparison with those who believed that sanctions would be preserved at the current level or even moved to
ease (15%).

The most likely scenarios for Crimea in the coming years (only one option)

Maintaining current status quo 40%
Further militarization of annexed Crimea by Russia

Tightening sanctions against Russia related to annexation of Crimea
Preserving or weakening current sanctions against Russia

Renewal of Russia's attempts to capture land "corridor" to Crimea

Russia's consent to begin talks on status of Crimea

Restoration of Ukraine's sovereignty over Crimea

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Regional analysis of responses indicates that Ukrainian experts (27%) were more optimistic about prospects for
tightening sanctions against Russia, while none of experts from the CEE countries (actual EU members) chose
this option. Instead, 36% of the surveyed experts from the CEE countries believed that sanctions would be
preserved at current level or even would be weakened.

] | [ | | J 27 Ukraine
Tightening sanctions against Russia related to annexation of 21% mEaP
Crimea 0% m CEE
11%
Preserving or weakening current sanctions against Russia 36%
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List of Experts Contributed to the Survey

Andrushchenko Svitlana, Associate Professor,
Institute of International Relations, Taras
Shevchenko National University of Kyiv, Ukraine

Belitser Natalya, Expert, Pylyp Orlyk Institute for
Democracy, Ukraine

Bielieskov Mykola, Deputy Director, Institute of
World Policy, Ukraine

Chernov Mykhailo, Co-ordinator, "All-Ukrainian
Union of Peacekeeping Operations Members",
Ukraine

Dzherdzh Serhiy, Chairman of Co-ordination
Council, NATO-Ukraine Civic League, Ukraine

Gaber Yevgeniya, Second Secretary, Embassy of
Ukraine in the Republic of Turkey

Genyk Volodymyr, Head, NGO Odesa Regional
Committee "Ukraine-NATO", Ukraine

Gerasymchuk Sergiy, Deputy Chairman of the
Board, Foreign Policy Council "Ukrainian Prism",
Ukraine

Giragosian Richard, Director, Regional Studies
Center (RSC), Armenia

Goda Samuel, Researcher and Project Manager,
Slovak Foreign Policy Association (SFPA),
Slovakia

Goguadze Giorgi, Deputy Director, Georgian
Center for Security and Development (GCSD),
Georgia

Gonchar Mykhailo, President, Center for Global
Studies "Strategy XXI", Ukraine

Grabskyi Serhiy, Member of the Board, "All-
Ukrainian Union of Peacekeeping Operations
Members", Ukraine

Grigoryan Armen, Independent Expert, Armenia

Gyori Lorant, Geopolitical Analyst, Political
Capital Policy Research and Consulting Institute,
Hungary

Heletiy Mariya, Deputy Project Director of
“Citizens in Action”, Ukrainian Center for
Independent Political Research, Ukraine

Honcharenko Oleksandr, President, Center for
International Security and Strategic Studies,
Ukraine

Huseynov Rusif, Editor-in-Chief, "*ThePoliticon",
Azerbaijan

Ivanauskas Vilius, Senior Analyst, Eastern Europe
Studies Centre (EESC), Lithuania

Khylko Maksym, Chairman of the Board, East
European Security Research Initiative Foundation,
Ukraine

Khylko Olena, Associate Professor, Institute of
International Relations, Taras Shevchenko National
University of Kyiv, Ukraine

Kiria Beka, Chief Executive, Gagra Institute,
Georgia

Kobets Uladzimir, Co-Chair, Belarusian House
Foundation, Poland/Belarus

Koval Mariia, Project Coordinator, Regional

Office of Friedrich Ebert Foundation to Ukraine
and Belarus, Ukraine

Koval Nadiia, Head of Centre for International
Studies at Diplomatic Academy of Ukraine, MFA
of Ukraine

Lakiychuk Pavlo, Head of Security Programs,
Center for Global Studies "Strategy XXI", Ukraine

Laurinavicius Marius, Senior Expert, Vilnius
Institute for Policy Analysis (VIPA), Lithuania

Lebanidze Bidzina, Senior Analyst, Georgian
Institute of Politics (GIP), Georgia

Legucka Agnieszka, Expert, Polish Institute of
International Affairs (PISM), Poland

Len¢ Marek, Assistant Lecturer, Matej Bel
University, Slovakia

Mahda Yevhen, Director, Institute of World
Policy, Ukraine

Maksak Hennadiy, Chairman of the Board,
Foreign Policy Council "Ukrainian Prism", Ukraine

Manole lon, Executive Director, Promo LEX
Association, Moldova

Martyniuk Vitalii, Head of the International
Programs, Center for Global Studies "Strategy
XXI", Ukraine

Meseznikov Grigorij, President, Institute for
Public Affairs (IVO), Slovakia

Mironova Margarita, Associate Professor,
Institute of International Relations, Taras
Shevchenko National University of Kyiv, Ukraine

Mykhalniuk Taras, Director, Open Ukraine
Foundation, Ukraine

Olkhovskyi lvan, Editor, "Chas Rukhu™
newspaper, Ukraine

Popsoi Mihail, Independent Expert, Moldova

Porotnikov Andrei, Head, Belarus Security Blog,
Belarus

Postica Alexandru, Director of Human Rights
Program, Promo LEX Association, Moldova

http://eesri.org



Reichardt Adam, Editor-in-Chief, "New Eastern
Europe", Jan Nowak-Jezioranski College of Eastern
Europe, Poland

Sakunts Artur, Chairman, Helsinki Citizens’
Assembly Vanadzor, Armenia

Shelest Hanna, Member of the Board, Foreign
Policy Council "Ukrainian Prism"; Editor-in-Chief,
"UA: Ukraine Analytica", Ukraine

Sivitski Arseni, Director, Center for Strategic and
Foreign Policy Studies, Belarus

Solovian Volodymyr, Coordinator of Foreign
Policy Projects, Center for Army, Conversion and
Disarmament Studies, Ukraine

Starikov Oleh, Deputy Head, "All-Ukrainian
Union of Peacekeeping Operations Members",
Ukraine

Sunhurovskyi Mykola, Director of Military
Programmes, Razumkov Centre, Ukraine

Sviderska Nataliya, Vice-President, All-Ukrainian
NGO “Democratic Action”, Ukraine

Szeligowski Daniel, Senior Research Fellow,
Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM),
Poland

Teperik Dmitri, Chief Executive, International
Centre for Defence and Security (ICDS), Estonia
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Tertychka Valeriy, Professor, National University
of Kyiv-Mohyla Academy, Ukraine

Todorov lhor, Professor, Uzhhorod National
University, Ukraine

Tytarchuk Oleksandr, Member of the Board, East
European Security Research Initiative Foundation,
Ukraine

Vesela Nataliia, Associate Professor, Institute of
International Relations, Taras Shevchenko National
University of Kyiv, Ukraine

Vorotnyuk Maryna, Member of the Board,
Foreign Policy Council "Ukrainian Prism", Ukraine

Wenerski Lukasz, Analyst and Project
Coordinator, Institute of Public Affairs (IPA),
Poland

Yakovlevsky Roman, Independent Expert, Belarus

Zakharova Olena, Director, Center for Civic
Initiatives "ldeas for Change", Ukraine

Zarubinskyi Oleg, Director, Ukrainian Institute of
Research of Extremism, Ukraine

Zelenko Galyna, Leading Science Researcher,
I.Kuras Institute of Political and Ethnic Studies,
National Academy of Science of Ukraine

Zhovnirenko Pavlo, Chairman of the Board,
Center for Strategic Studies, Ukraine

Opinions expressed by the experts are their own and do not necessary reflect the position of their respective
institutions and/or of the East European Security Research Initiative Foundation.
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