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Abstract
The present report illustrates the results of a survey conducted in six European 

countries (France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland and Spain) to assess public 

sentiments towards EU Foreign and Security Policy (EUFSP). Notably, the survey 

reveals a strong demand for more EUFSP, with a majority supporting a move 

away from the unanimity rule toward majority voting. Although there is support 

for greater defence capacities at the EU level, the majority remains unwilling to 

relinȱuish national armies for a uni˛ed force. The conteɮt of the ªussiaٌÇǲraine 

war introduces potential dissonance: majorities in most countries express 

readiness to support Çǲraineة but differences in support levels and approaches 

emerge, particularly in Greece and Italy. The survey suggests that while conditions 

for a more integrated EUFSP exist, political elites need to articulate a persuasive 

argument for rebalancing the relationship between member states and the EU 

in foreiǐn and defence matters in favour of the Çnion. The study acǲnowledǐes 

the possibility of public opinion shifting in the face of politicisation, leaving open 

questions for future research efforts.
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Introduction: Public opinion and European Foreign 
and Security Policy

The rulesٌbased order is in crisisة and support for international cooperation is 

increasingly questioned at the domestic level in Europe.1 Tradeة miǐrationة ˛scal 

and monetary policies and even coordination on Covidׁٌ׉ response measures are 

sources of domestic political controversies in several European countries.2 Less 

perfectly clear, however, are the mechanisms through which such dynamics of 

increasinǐ political controversiality taǲe place ى why this affects some sectors 

and issues more than others, and why it is particularly intense in some countries 

rather than others. From this viewpoint, the European Foreign and Security Policy 

(EÇI²§)ة a concept that encompasses actions taǲen by the EÇ within formalised 

frameworǲs such as the Common Ioreiǐn and ²ecurity §olicy (CI²§) and Common 

²ecurity and (efence §olicy (C²(§) as well as national foreiǐn policy endeavours 

carried out in coordination with EU institutions, is a particularly interesting case to 

analyse.

On the surface, both public opinion and data from political and bureaucratic elites 

show vast support for further cooperation, even integration, on foreign, security 

and defence issuesة a sentiment widely acǲnowledǐed by eɮperts and scholars.3 

Actions that fall under our broad concept of EUFSP stand out because of the 

generally strong support they enjoy in public opinion. In addition, support for 

more EÇ foreiǐn policy appears to have increased as a conseȱuence of the Çǲraine 

1 ²ee hohn J. Xǲenberryة ٗ The End of miberal Xnternational �rderد  .yo ةׄ׉ .ßol ةin International Affairs ة٘
ׁ (hanuary ׂ׈ׁ׀)ة p. ׇׂٌة׃ httpsششبdoi.orǐش׃׉׀ׁ.׀ׁشiaشiiɮׁׂׄس Columba §eoplesة ٗThe miberal Xnternational 
�rderinǐ of Crisis ׇ ةin Xnternational ªelations ة٘  �ctober ׂ  ;ׇ׈ׁ׈ׁׁׂׂׂ׈ׇׇׁׁׄ׀׀شׇׇׁׁ.׀ׁشdoi.orǐششبhttps ةׂׂ׀
hohn h. wearsheimerة ٗ ound to Iailب The ªise and Iall of the miberal Xnternational �rder  in ة٘
International Securityة ßol. ׄة׃ yo. ׄ (²prinǐ ׂ׉ׁ׀)ة p. ׇٌׅة׀ httpsششبdoi.orǐشׂ׆ׁׁ.׀ׁشisecصaׂׄ׃׀׀ص; Elias 
JȖtɹة ٗThe Crisis of miberal àorld �rder  ةªenƋta Çitɹ and ²tephen Rolmes (eds) ةin �ndrƋs ²aǯȍ ة٘
ªoutledǐe Randbooǲ of Xlliberalismة mondonشyew æorǲة ªoutledǐeةׂׂ׀ׂ ة p. سׂׂ׉ׇٌ׀׉ ªiccardo 
�lcaroة ٗContestation and Transformation. Iinal Thouǐhts on the miberal Xnternational �rder  in The ة٘
International Spectatorة ßol. ׅة׃ yo. ׁ (warch ׂ׈ׁ׀)ة p. ׁׁׂٌׅ׆  س׃׃ׅ׉ׁׂׄ.׈ׁ׀ׂ.׉ׇׂׂ׃׉׃׀ش׀׈׀ׁ.׀ׁ �X) ةׇ
ªobert hervis et al. (eds)ة Chaos ªeconsidered. The miberal �rder and the Iuture of Xnternational 
Politicsة yew æorǲة Columbia Çniversity §ress׃ׂ׀ׂ ة.
2 ²ee Catherine E. (e ßries² ةara  . Robolt and ²tefanie àalterة ٗ§oliticiɹinǐ Xnternational 
Cooperationب The wass §ublicة §olitical Entrepreneursة and §olitical �pportunity ²tructures  in ة٘
International Organizationة ßol. ׇׅة yo. ׂ (²prinǐ ׁׂׂ׀)ة p. ةׂ׃׃ٌ׆׀׃ (�X ׁسׁ׉ׄ׀׀׀׀ׂ׃׈ׁ׈׀ׂ׀׀²شׇׁ׀ׁ.׀ 
hulia C. worse and ªobert �. jeohaneة ٗContested wultilateralism  in The ªeview of Xnternational ة٘
Organizationsة ßol. ة׉ yo. ׄ ((ecember ׁׂׄ׀)ة p. ةׁׂٌׅׄ׈׃ httpsششبdoi.orǐشׇ׀׀ׁ.׀ׁشsׁׁׂٌׅׅ׈׈ׁ׉ׁٌׄ׀ٌ׈.
3 Ibid.

https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix241
https://doi.org/10.1177/00471178221128187
https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00342
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-014-9188-2
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war.4 �n analysis of available lonǐitudinal data for the ׂ׀ׂ׀ׂٌ׀׀׀ period con˛rms 

stable public support for and increasing familiarity with EUFSP throughout 

Europe, with the neutral countries (which at the time still comprised Finland and 

²wedenة now member and soonٌtoٌbe member of y�Tة� respectively) and the 

Çnited jinǐdom (Çj) showinǐ a somewhat attenuated enthusiasm.5 Similarly, 

data indicate widespread support for further integration among political, business 

and social elites.6 àhen it comes to foreiǐnة security and defence policiesة the issue 

seems not to be ٗwhether٘ة but rather ٗhow much٘ة this set of policies should be 

Europeanised.

On the other hand, foreign, security and defence policies remain under the sole 

authority of member states, and there are no signs that this state of play is going 

to underǐo siǐni˛cant advancements in the near future. (espite the widespread 

support from both masses and elites, why has there been so little progress in 

achievinǐ deeper inteǐration in the foreiǐn and defence policy areasد àhyة 

despite the broad and crossٌsectional support for further inteǐration on defence 

and foreiǐn policy mattersة is the proǐress so slow and incompleteد This miǐht be 

the result of a combination of factors. On the one hand, the public support that 

does exist at the mass level might in fact be shallow or ignorant, or both. Support 

could be shallow because, as argued, Europeans may not want to pay for their 

defence (free riding), may not want to bear the human costs of the use of force 

(casualty aversion), or may not favour the use of force (soft vs. hard power). It could 

be iǐnorant because few people ǲnow much of foreiǐnة security and defence 

issues and fewer are motivated to get informed. This combination of shallowness 

and iǐnorance ȱuali˛es support for a EÇI²§ as a form of ٗpermissive consensus٘. 

Xf such a ٗpermissive consensus٘ on these topics does actually eɮist and is shallowة 

it means that it can easily be shaǲen.7 Politicians, no matter how enthusiastic they 

4 Catarina Thomson et al.ة ٗEuropean §ublic �pinionب Çnited in ²upportinǐ Çǲraineة (ivided on 
the Iuture of y�T� //:https ة׀׀ׂٌׅׅ׈ׂׄ .p ة(׃ׂ׀ׂ yovember) ׆ .yo ة׉׉ .ßol ةin International Affairs ة٘
doi.orǐش׃׉׀ׁ.׀ׁشiaشiiadׁׂׄ.
5 meonardo §uleo²ٗ ةummary of §arty §ositions on EÇ Ioreiǐn² ةecurity and (efence §olicy. Case 
²tudiesب Iranceة Jermanyة Jreeceة Xtalyة §oland and ²pain  hune) ׉ .yo ةin h�XyT ªesearch §apers ة٘
 Xnventory of EÇI²§ٌrelatedٗ ة.ieranǐelo Xsernia et al§ س׆׆׀ׁڙpدشwww.ǯointproǯect.euششبhttps ة(ׂׂ׀ׂ
§ublic and Elite �pinion ²urveys .https://www ة(ׂׂ׀ׂ hune) ׀ׁ .yo ةin h�XyT ªesearch §apers ة٘
ǯointproǯect.euدشp׃׀ׁׁڙ.
6 §ieranǐelo Xsernia et al.ة ٗXnventory of EÇI²§ٌrelated §ublic and Elite �pinion ²urveys .cit ة٘
7 ²ee miesbet Rooǐhe and Jary warǲsة ٗ� §ostfunctionalist Theory of European Xnteǐrationب Irom 
§ermissive Consensus to Constraininǐ (issensus  ة׉׃ .ßol ةin  ritish hournal of §olitical ²cience ة٘

https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiad241
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiad241
https://www.jointproject.eu/?p=1066
https://www.jointproject.eu/?p=1103
https://www.jointproject.eu/?p=1103
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are in principle, are reluctant to scale up Europeanisation in these areas because 

they worry that domestic policy entrepreneurs, including opposition parties, could 

agitate and politicise the issue. This could turn the permissive consensus into a 

constraining dissensus. Once an issue gets politicised, grounds for disagreement 

amonǐ European publics are more liǲely to emerǐeة as symbolic favourability 

will be put to the test, potentially leading to disagreement among continental 

Europeans.

 e that as it mayة the fundamental step to inȱuire into that issue is to assess the 

extent to which such consensus does indeed exist and what its actual content is. 

This report is an attempt to answer this question. It explores the attitudes of the 

general public toward EUFSP and the extent to which public opinion of six EU 

member states is ready to contemplate changes in the structures underpinning 

EU foreign and security policy. The six countries have been selected based on their 

demographic and economic size and general orientation with regard to European 

inteǐration. àhile public opinion in these siɮ countries may not be reflective of 

public preferences in the other EU member states, it is indicative of whether 

changes to EUFSP structures may at least rely on a critical mass of public support, 

ǐiven that these countries enǯoy siǐni˛cant influence in intraٌEÇ neǐotiations.

The report starts with eɮplaininǐ the methodoloǐy of the survey (²ection ׁ). Xt then 

breaǲs down into four sections. ²ection ׂ focuses on how the public views the 

international systemة looǲinǐ in particular at three dimensionsب threatsة distribution 

of power and patterns of amity and alliances. ²ection ׃ eɮamines the public 

perception of the EÇ as an international actor. ²ection ׄ ɹeroes in on arǐuably the 

most important security issue affectinǐ the EÇة the Çǲraine war. Xn this section 

we discuss the attitudes toward the war of the public and the support for two 

yo. ׁ (hanuary ׂ׉׀׀)ة p. ׁׂٌة׃ (�X ׁ² س׉׀ׄ׀׀׀׈׀ׄ׃ׇׁׂ׀׀׀²شׇׁ׀ׁ.׀wen Rutterة Edǐar Jrande and 
Ranspeter jriesi (eds)ة Politicising Europe. Integration and Mass Politics, Cambridge, Cambridge 
Çniversity §ressس׆ׁ׀ׂ ة wichael ðɖrnة wartin  inder and watthias EcǲerٌEhrhardtة ٗXnternational 
�uthority and Xts §oliticiɹation  �X) ة׆׀ׁٌ׉׆ .p ة(ׁׂ׀ׂ warch) ׁ .yo ةׄ .ßol ةin International Theory ة٘
 �n the role of permissive consensus in foreiǐn and security policy see .ׁׂ׀׀׀׀ׁׂ׉ׇׁ׉²ׇׁׂׅشׇׁ׀ׁ.׀ׁ
also ªichard C. Eichenberǐة ٗ y�T� and European ²ecurity after the Cold àar. àill European Citiɹens 
²upport a Common ²ecurity §olicyد  ªobert æ. ²hapiro and §ieranǐelo Xsernia ةin  riǐitte m. yacos ة٘
(eds), (ecisionmaǲinǐ in a Jlass Rouse. wass wediaة §ublic �pinionة and �merican and European 
Ioreiǐn §olicy in the ׁׂst Centuryة manhamة ªowman ۋ mittle˛eldة׀׀׀ׂ ة p. ׇׁׁٌׅׅس׆ and jaiǯa ²childeة 
²tephanie  . �nderson and �ndrew (. Jarnerة ٗ� wore wartial Europeد §ublic �pinionة §ermissive 
Consensusة and EÇ (efence §olicy  �X) ةׇׁׂٌ׃ׁׅ .p ة(׉ׁ׀ׂ) ׂ .yo ة׈ׂ .ßol ةin European Security ة٘
.ׇׇׁׂׅ׆ׁ.׉ׁ׀ׂ.׉׃׈ׂ׆׆׉׀ش׀׈׀ׁ.׀ׁ
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of the main policies adopted by the EÇب sanctions toward ªussia and shipment 

of weapons to Çǲraine. Iinallyة in ²ection ׅ we eɮplore how public opinion sees 

possible chanǐes to EÇI²§ policies and structures. àe focus aǐain on three 

dimensions. The ˛rstة which we refer to as ٙconceptualٚ chanǐesة concerns the role 

of the EU in international security. The second is about the unexploited potential 

for more EÇ cooperation in selected policy areas. The third and ˛nal dimension 

revolves around handing over greater competences in foreign and security policy 

to EU institutions through formal changes to voting procedures. Our aim is to 

determine the extent to which public opinion is supportive of these changes and 

account for national differences, while also considering whether public support for 

ٙmore Europeٚ is thicǲ or shallow. àe thus lay the ǐroundworǲ for further research 

on the conditions under which EUFSP can be politicised, which is going to be the 

focus of a second report.

1. Methodology

The data in this report are drawn from a multiٌcountry survey conducted in the 

˛nal two months of ׂ׃ׂ׀ in Iranceة Jermanyة Jreeceة Xtalyة §olandة and ²pain.8 The 

survey questionnaire was designed by the research team of the University of Siena 

(UNISI) with inputs from the other partners in the JOINT project. In formulating 

the questionnaire, careful consideration was given to insights derived from the 

focus ǐroups conducted in sprinǐ ׂׂׂ׀ and ˛ndinǐs obtained from the nine case 

studies the project has investigated.

The ȱuestionnaireٚs ǐeneral aim is to eɮplore peopleٚs acceptability of an enhanced 

EUFSP. The survey also includes questions about latent opinions, individual 

predispositionsة ideoloǐical orientations as well as socioٌdemoǐraphic bacǲǐround 

of participants.

The questionnaire was initially drafted in English and then translated into the 

lanǐuaǐes of the siɮ countries by native speaǲers. The ȱuestionnaire employed 

8 The results of the focus ǐroups are analysed by Carlotta winǐardi et al.ة ٗ Iraminǐ §ublic §erception 
of the Challenǐes to the EÇ Ioreiǐn ²ecurity and (efence §olicy. Iocus Jroups as a wethod of 
Xnvestiǐation ׁ .yo ةin h�XyT ªesearch §apers ة٘ ׁ (�ctober ׂ  .ׂ׃׃ׁڙpدشwww.ǯointproǯect.euششبhttps ة(ׂׂ׀
The reports on the nine case studies are available at JOINT website: https://www.jointproject.eu.

https://www.jointproject.eu/?p=1332
https://www.jointproject.eu
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ǐenderٌneutral lanǐuaǐe to avoid the use of words that miǐht be construed as 

biased, discriminatory or demeaning by implying that one sex or social gender is 

the standard or norm.

Iieldworǲ was subcontracted to the professional survey company Tolunaة which 

was responsible for survey scriptinǐة preٌtestinǐ and implementation. The samples 

were drawn from Toluna optٌin panels in the siɮ countries. Toluna offered rewards 

(i.e., points that can be accumulated and used for online purchases) to its panellists 

for each completed survey. The survey was administered online usinǐ the C�àX 

(Computerٌ�ssisted àeb Xnterview) techniȱue.

�nline panels rely on nonٌprobabilistic samplinǐ proceduresة where individuals 

voluntarily enrol to taǲe part in the ǐeneral panel. This potentially introduces a 

selfٌselection bias. To mitiǐate this biasة a robust samplinǐ frame and effective 

procedures were established. ²peci˛callyة ȱuotas were formulated to ǐuarantee 

that survey outcomes could serve as a basis for accurate estimations of the target 

populations in the siɮ countries. �ll siɮ optٌin samples set ȱuotas for aǐe by ǐenderة 

reǐion of residency (accordinǐ to Eurostatٚs yÇT²ׂ classi˛cation)ة and educational 

attainment (soft quotas). Quota targets are based on Eurostat demographic data.

The UNISI team conducted multiple tests of the online questionnaire before the 

survey launch. Additionally, to ensure proper functionality, the survey underwent a 

preٌtest with a sample of ׁ׀׀ respondents per country in �ctober ׂ² .׃ׂ׀tatistical 

tests on the preٌtest data were performed by the ÇyX²X teamة and preٌtest 

interviews were not included in the ˛nal datasets.

The survey ˛eldworǲ spanned approɮimately two months. Xnvitations were sent 

out in two separate launches: soft launch and full launch.

§articipants who did not comply with security checǲs or survey reȱuirements (e.ǐ.ة 

respondents who completed the survey in less than ׄ׀ per cent of the median 

response timeة that isة our cutٌoff ȱuality threshold for ٙspeedersٚ) were ˛ltered out. 

�dditionallyة individuals were eɮcluded if their demoǐraphic pro˛le had already 

met the reȱuired ȱuota. Xn the endة the survey was completed by a total of ׁ׃׈ׅة׈ 

individuals aǐed ׁ  residinǐ in the siɮ countries and enrolled in Tolunaٚs ةand above ׈

optٌin panel.
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Table 1 | Survey participants (full launch and soft launch) by country

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total
׀׀׀ة׃ ׀׀׀ة׃ ׀׀׀ة׃ ׀׀׀ة׃ ׅ׈ׂة׃ ׈׉ׂة׃ ׈׃ׅة׈ׁ

(espite the aforementioned efforts in desiǐninǐ a robust samplinǐ frameة it is 

essential to acǲnowledǐe that online panels may sometimes disproportionately 

represent certain population segments. Notably, younger and older age groups 

are less represented in certain countries, as are respondents with lower education 

levels. àeiǐhtinǐ will be applied to address samplinǐ bias. (ue to the lacǲ of 

ǲnown probabilities of selection in optٌin samplesة all respondents are ǐiven a 

base weiǐht of ׁ. ²ubseȱuentlyة the base weiǐht for each sample is adǯusted to 

aliǐn with population benchmarǲs in the samplinǐ frame.

2. The image of the international system

In this section, we explore what are the images of the international system 

held by public opinion in the six countries. Following the tradition of images in 

international relations,9 we delve into three main dimensions of the public image of 

the international system: the most relevant perceived threats, the feelings towards 

the main international actors, and the relative power of the main actors across 

three dimensions, namely cultural, military, and economic power. Understanding 

participantsٚ worldviews is crucial for conteɮtualisinǐ the world in which public 

opinion in our six countries believes the EU is entering, especially as we approach 

the end of the second year of the war in Çǲraine and other areas of Europe and the 

world are eɮperiencinǐ outbreaǲs of open conflict.

9 ²ee ªobert hervisة The moǐic of Xmaǐes in Xnternational ªelations, Princeton, Princeton University 
§ressة ׁ ٗ ة.and ªichard j. Rerrmann et al س׀ׇ׉ Xmaǐes in Xnternational ªelationsب �n Eɮperimental Test 
of Coǐnitive ²chemata ٌ׃׀ׄ .p ة(ׇ׉׉ׁ ²eptember) ׃ .yo ةׁׄ .ßol ةin International Studies Quarterly ة٘
.׀ׅ׀׀׀.׃׃׈׈ٌ׀ׂ׀׀شׁׁׁׁ.׀ׁشdoi.orǐششبhttps ة׃׃ׄ

https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-8833.00050
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2.1 International threats

The most threatening issues that EU societies must address in the near future, 

accordinǐ to respondents (Table ׂ)ة include international terrorism (׈׈ per cent)ة 

tensions between ªussia and the àest (ׇ׈ per cent)ة and climate chanǐe (ׅ׈ 

per cent). These threats are followed by cyberٌattacǲs (׃׈ per cent) and tensions 

between China and the àest (ׇׇ per cent). mastlyة respondents identi˛ed miǐration 

.as siǐni˛cant threats (per cent ׇ׆) liǲe pandemicsٌ׉and Covidׁٌ (per cent ׉ׇ)

Table 2 ے �ttitudes towards international threats (ٙvery importantٚ or ٙsomewhat 

importantٚ threatة in ڭ)

International threats France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

Large numbers of migrants and 
refugees coming into [Country]

ׇׄ ׅ׈ ׂ׈ ׀ׇ ׂ׈ ׇׅ ׉ׇ

International terrorism ׀׉ ׅ׈ ׃׈ ׈׈ ׉׈ ׁ׉ ׈׈

The global spread of a disease 
such as Covidׁٌ׉

׆ׅ ׄ׆ ׄ׆ ׉׆ ׇׄ ׇׇ ׇ׆

The effects of climate change ׅ׈ ׉ׇ ׄ׈ ׈׈ ׅ׈ ׈׈ ׅ׈

Tensions between the àest and 
China

׉׆ ׀׈ ׆׆ ׈ׇ ׂ׈ ׂ׈ ׇׇ

Tensions between the àest and 
ªussia

ׂ׈ ׇ׈ ׁ׈ ׈׈ ׄ׉ ׉׈ ׇ׈

Cyberٌattacǲs on ؾyationalityؿ 
institutions and companies

׃׈ ׃׈ ׀ׇ ׀׈ ׈׈ ׀׉ ׃׈

©uestion ׁ.ׁب Rere is a list of possible international threats to ؾCountryؿ in the neɮt ׁ׀ years. §lease 
select if you thinǲ each one on the list is a very importantة somewhat importantة not very important 
or not an important threat at all.

The EU and the United States are the actors towards which the public in all six 

countries eɮpress the warmest feelinǐs (Iiǐure ׁ). Irance has the hiǐhest averaǐe 

score (almost ׉׈) for the EÇة while Jreece ranǲs the lowest with ׈׆. The Ç² ǐets 

similar results, with some variations across countries. In particular, French and 

§olish respondents eɮpress the warmest feelinǐs (׈׈ and ةׂ׈ respectively)ة while 

Jermans and Xtalians hover around ׇ  and Jreeǲ and ²panish publics fall between ة׀

 and ةªussia ةIeelinǐs are cooler towards nonٌEÇ actors such as China .ׅ׆ and ׄ׆

y�T�. §olish interviewees eɮpress the coldest feelinǐs towards ªussia (ׇׂ). Xn 

contrastة warmer feelinǐs towards ªussia are found in Irance and Jreece with 

averaǐe scores of ׅ׆ (Irance) and ׅ׉ (Jreece)ة respectively. Jermanة Xtalianة and 
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²panish respondents score around ׅ׀ per centة with the ²panish sample sliǐhtly 

on the lower end of the spectrum at ׂׄ.

Figure 1 ے Ieelinǐs towards different countries and institutions (׀׀ׁٌ׀ scaleة 

averages)
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©uestion ׁ.ׂب yow we would liǲe to rate your feelinǐs towards some countries and institutions with 
 and ةunfavourable feelinǐ ةmeaninǐ a very cold ٚ׀ٙ ةfavourable feelinǐ ةmeaninǐ a very warm ٚ׀׀ׁٙ
.׀׀ׁ to ׀ meaninǐ not particularly warm or cold. æou can use any number from ٚ׀ׅٙ
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China is generally perceived quite warmly, with the highest average score recorded in 

Irance at ׇׂ and a relatively hiǐh minimum of ׅ׃ in §oland. ²imilarlyة feelinǐs towards 

Turǲey are ǐenerally warmة eɮcept for Jreeceة where the averaǐe feelinǐs are cooler 

at ׄ׆. Çǲraine is warmly perceivedة with averaǐe scores ranǐinǐ from ׄ׆ in Jreece 

and §oland to ׈׈ in Irance. ²imilarlyة y�T� ǐarners warm perceptionsة with scores 

ranǐinǐ from ׅ׉ in Jreece to ׅ׈ in §oland and an uneɮpectedly hiǐh ׇ׉ in Irance.

Turning to the distribution of power in the international system as perceived by 

public opinion in the six countries, the focus was on four main actors: the US, China, 

ªussia and the EÇ. The Ç² is perceived as the most powerful in military termsة with 

an averaǐe of ׇ׆ per cent of respondents considerinǐ it very powerful (Iiǐure ׂ).

Figure 2 ے §erceptions about international actorsٚ power in military terms (ٙvery 

powerfulٚة in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ دtell us how powerful you thinǲ each of the followinǐ actors is in military terms ةlease§ بׁصׂ.

Xn ²painׇ׈ ة per cent of respondents share this viewة followed by Jreece (ׇ׉ per 

cent)ة §oland (ׇ׈ per cent)ة Xtaly (ׇ׆ per cent)ة Irance (׉׆ per cent) and Jermany 

 per cent of respondents see China as ׀׈ ²pain is the country where .(per cent ׈׆)

neɮt in military termsة with an averaǐe response of ׃׆ per cent across countries 
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considerinǐ China very powerful in this dimension. ªussia rates much lowerة with 

an averaǐe of ׅ׀ per cent of respondents across countries viewinǐ this country as 

a very powerful military actor. The EU is by far considered the least powerful actor 

in military terms.

The picture sliǐhtly chanǐes when considerinǐ economic power (Iiǐure ׃). �s 

expected, the US and China are perceived as the two most powerful economic 

actors. �n averaǐe of ׄ׆ per cent of respondents thinǲ China is very powerful in 

economic termsة a view held in particular by ׁ׈ per cent of the ²panish respondents. 

ªussia is neɮt whileة uneɮpectedlyة the EÇ is at the bottom of the list. Xn none of 

the selected countries did respondents seeinǐ the EÇ as ٙvery powerfulٚ eɮceed 

 and Xtaly the (per cent ׅ׃) with ²pain havinǐ the hiǐhest percentaǐe ةper cent ׅ׃

lowest (ׁ׃ per cent). Considerinǐ the role of the EÇ in the ǐlobal economyة this 

perception is clearly out of sync with reality and might suggest that perceptions 

here are affected by the low level of satisfaction for the actual performance of the 

EÇٚs economy.

Figure 3 ے §erceptions about international actorsٚ power in economic terms (ٙvery 

powerfulٚة in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ.ׂبׂص �nd how powerful do you thinǲ each of the followinǐ actors is in economic termsد
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Xn cultural termsة the perceived distribution of power varies (Iiǐure ׄ). àhile none 

of the actors emerǐes as clearly the most powerful׃ׄ ة per cent of respondents 

identify the EU as the most powerful actor in cultural terms, followed by the US 

and Chinaة with an averaǐe around ׀׃ per cent. mast comes ªussia. Xnterestinǐlyة 

China is deemed very powerful in cultural terms in Greece and Spain, exceeding 

.per cent ׀׃ per cent compared to the crossٌcountry averaǐe of ׀ׄ

Figure 4 ے §erceptions about international actorsٚ power in cultural terms (ٙvery 

powerfulٚة in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ.ׂب׃ص �nd how powerful do you thinǲ each of the followinǐ actors is in cultural termsد

In conclusion, China and the US stand out as the two countries perceived as the 

most powerful actors in most domains. Even if one can presume that the war in 

Çǲraine miǐht have impacted the perception of its powerة ªussia maintains a 

strong position in the view of the public in all six countries in almost all domains, 

including the economic one. In contrast, public perception of the EU fails to 

accurately reflect its true economic influenceب despite beinǐ widely seen as havinǐ 

a dominant cultural roleة the EÇٚs military siǐni˛cance andة uneɮpectedlyة its 

economic strength, are underestimated.
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2.2 Relations with China, the US and Russia

A set of questions delved deeper into the relationship between the EU and 

ǲey actorsة seeǲinǐ to understand how the public perceives the nature of the 

relationships between their own country and the ǐreat powers. ²peci˛callyة we 

eɮplored respondentsٚ views of the nature of the relationships between each of 

the siɮ EÇ countries and Chinaة ªussiaة and the Ç². àe tapped into whether the 

respondents considered each of them to be an ally they share interests and values 

with; a partner to cooperate with; a rival to compete with; or an enemy to confront. 

Iiǐures ׅ to ׇ display the results by actor. �s can be seenة there is a ȱuite de˛ned 

picture of how citizens of the selected countries see the world and the relations of 

their own countries.

Even thouǐh feelinǐs towards China are ȱuite warm׃ׄ ة per cent of respondents 

consider China a rivalة with no siǐni˛cant difference amonǐ countriesة eɮcept for 

Jreece (Iiǐure ׅ). Consistent with the previous ˛ndinǐs of this report on ǐeneral 

perceptions of Chinaة over ׅ׀ per cent of Jreeǲ respondents identi˛ed China as a 

partner and ׁׅ per cent as an ally. The situation reverses in Irance and Jermanyة 

showinǐ the hiǐhest percentaǐe (above ׅ׀ per cent) of respondents who see 

China as a rivalة and around ׁ׀ per cent of respondents identifyinǐ China as an 

enemy. àhile both ²pain and §oland have an averaǐe of ׄׄ per cent seeinǐ China 

as a rivalة ׁׁ per cent of respondents in ²pain also frame it as an ally.

The United States is consistently regarded as a partner and as an ally across the six 

countriesة with an averaǐe of ׄ ׅ per cent and ׇ׃ per cent of respondents indicatinǐ 

soة respectively. Iranceة Jermanyة and §oland also report more than ׁ׀ per cent of 

respondents considering the US as a rival (Iiǐure ׆).

�lmost two years after the outbreaǲ of the war in Çǲraineة on averaǐe׀ׅ ة per 

cent of respondents across all siɮ countries identify ªussia as an enemy, with 

the hiǐhest percentaǐe (ׇׄ per cent) in §oland (Iiǐure ׇ). Roweverة two notable 

outliers emerǐeب Jreece stands out with ׂׄ per cent of respondents seeinǐ ªussia 

as an ally and around ׀׃ per cent as a partnerس converselyة in Xtaly׆ׄ ة per cent of 

respondents see ªussia as an enemy and ׁ׈ per cent as a partner. yotablyة around 

.per cent of Jerman respondents view ªussia as an ally ׈
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Figure 5 ے �ttitudes towards countriesٚ relations with China (in ڭ)
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Figure 6 ے �ttitudes towards countriesٚ relations with the Çnited ²tates (in ڭ)

 

 
 
  

36
31

39
35

46

34

44
47

42
47 45 47

13 13
9 10

4

12

5 7 6 5
2 4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

France Germany Greece Italy Spain Poland

An ally, which shares our interests and values

A partner, with whom we cooperate

A rival, with whom we compete

An enemy, with whom we are in conflict



16 ٌ European §ublic �pinion on the Challenǐes and Iuture of EÇ Ioreiǐn and ²ecurity §olicy

Figure 7 ے �ttitudes towards countriesٚ relations with ªussia (in ڭ)
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©uestion ب׆.׃ àe now move to discuss the role of a few countries in international relations. àhich of 
the followinǐ terms better de˛nes the nature of the present relations between ؾCountryؿ and each 
of the followinǐ actorsد

2.3 Attitudes toward the international system

The survey also explored the general attitudes of respondents towards the 

international system. Table ׃ reports the percentaǐes of those who aǐree with 

some statements. Two main results stand out. First, possibly as a consequence of 

the war in Çǲraineة maǯorities or substantial pluralities of Europeans looǲ at military 

power as an important asset in international relations. They support the use of 

force to prevent aggression from any expansionist power. Yet, Europeans are less 

enthusiastic about considerinǐ war as a tool of conflict manaǐementة althouǐh 

majorities in all countries (except for Italy), with France and Poland leading the way 

at ׇ׃ per cent and ׇׅ per centة aǐree about the importance of a stronǐ military. 

Second, the public in all European countries, with some national variations, shows 

a remarǲably parochial and selfٌcentred view of foreiǐn policy. ªouǐhly half of the 

respondents believe that a country should pursue its own interests, even when 

allies obǯectة with ²pain presentinǐ the lowest score (׈׃ per cent).
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Table 3 ے �ttitudes towards international affairs (˛ǐures are percentaǐes of those 

who agree with each statement)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

[Country] should always do what 
is in its own interest, even if our 
allies object

ׂׅ ׅׄ ׂ׆ ׃ׅ ׃ׅ ׈׃ ׁׅ

 should taǲe all steps ؿCountryؾ
including the use of force to 
prevent aggression by any 
expansionist power

ׅׅ ׃ׄ ׃ׅ ׀ׅ ׀׆ ׂׅ ׂׅ

[Country] needs a strong military 
to be effective in international 
relations

׃ׇ ׆ׅ ׈ׅ ׉׃ ׇׅ ׃ׅ ׉ׅ

[Country] should be more willing 
to share its wealth with other 
nationsة even if it doesnٚt coincide 
with our political interest

׉ׂ ׇׂ ׉ׁ ׇׂ ׆ׂ ׀׃ ׆ׂ

[Country] should spend 
siǐni˛cantly more money on 
foreign aid

ׂׂ ׂׂ ׉ׂ ׁׂ ׃ׂ ׉ׂ ׂׄ

[Country] already does enough 
to help the worldٚs poor

׈ׅ ׉ׅ ׁׅ ׈ׄ ׇׅ ׀ׄ ׂׅ

Under some conditions, war is 
necessary to obtain justice

ׂׄ ׆׃ ׂ׃ ׈ׂ ׅ׃ ׄ׃ ׅ׃

Economic power is more 
important in world affairs than 
military power

׉ׄ ׅׅ ׄ׆ ׀׆ ׁׅ ׂ׆ ׇׅ

©uestion ب׆صׂ.ׁ.׉ �nd now tell us whether you aǐree or disaǐree with each of the followinǐ items...

Public opinion appears to hold limited enthusiasm when it comes to sharing the 

countryٚs wealth with other nationsة with levels of aǐreement ranǐinǐ between 

 per cent in the siɮ countries. ²imilar attitudes are shown on the issue of ׀׃ and ׆ׂ

foreign aid, with those in agreement with their country investing more resources 

ranǐinǐ from ׁׂ per cent in Xtaly to ׂ׉ per cent in ²pain and Jreece. ׂׅ per cent of 

total respondents believe that their country is already doing enough to help the 

most vulnerable globally.
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Summary

There are three main taǲeaways from this sectionب China and the Ç² are widely 

perceived to be the most powerful actors in the international arena across all 

domainsة with only their cultural influence surpassed by the EÇ. àhile the EÇ is 

reǐarded as very powerful in cultural termsة it is seen as less influential in economic 

termsة despite trade historically beinǐ its main source of influence. �ttitudes 

towards relations with Chinaة ªussia and the Ç² mostly reflect the current state 

of affairs in EÇ member statesٚ diplomatic relationsب with some outliers (Jreece)ة 

the Ç² is mostly considered an ally or a partnerة China mostly a rivalة and ªussia 

an enemy. Finally, attitudes towards the use of force and war in pursuit of foreign 

policy objectives are not particularly forthcoming, but military and economic 

power are considered strongpoints in international affairs.

3. The role of the EU as an international actor

In this section, we shift the focus onto the EU and how it should behave in the 

international context. The following section discusses how public opinion in the six 

countries views the role of the EU and its geopolitical ambitions, the nature of its 

actorness (whether civil or military), and what type of defence arrangements the 

EU should entertain with NATO.

The vast majority of respondents believe that the EU has a role to play in 

international relations (Iiǐure ׈). Roweverة the scale of such ambition differs. �n 

averaǐeة ׄׄ per cent of respondents believe that the EÇ should pursue global 
ambitionsة while ׄ׃ per cent deem that it should mostly sticǲ to a regional 
dimension. �monǐ the least supportive of the EÇٚs ǐlobal reach we ˛nd §olandة 

with ׅׄ per cent of respondents wishinǐ the EÇ to focus on its reǐional challenǐes 

and only ׂ׃ per cent believinǐ the EÇ should aspire to ǐlobal outreach. Jreece 

followsة with ׂׅ per cent wishinǐ the EÇ to be a reǐional actor and ׄ׀ per cent 

believinǐ it should aim ǐlobally. The stronǐest supporter of EÇٚs ǐlobal ambitions 

is Xtalyة with ׇׅ per cent of respondents seeinǐ the EÇ more as a ǐlobal actor and 

 ׁׄ ةper cent of §olish respondents ׂׂ ةper cent as a reǐional actor. Xnterestinǐly ׂ׃

per cent of Irench and ׁ׃ per cent of Jerman participants do not view the EÇ as 
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an international actor at all.

Figure 8 ے �ttitudes towards the international role of the EÇ (in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ  which statement comes ةXn thinǲinǐ about the European Çnion in international affairs بׅ.
closer to your positionد

�sǲed the ȱuestion about the most appropriate strateǐy to face crises between 

diplomacy and military responses, most respondents opted for diplomatic means 

(Table ׄ). �n averaǐeة around ׀׆ per cent believed that the EÇ should only use 

diplomatic means to manaǐe a conflictة and ׂׅ per cent on averaǐe opted for 

a combination of both diplomatic and military solutions. Among the countries 

most willing to adopt a combination of strategies, both diplomatic and military, 

is Iranceة with ׄ׃ per cent of respondents preferrinǐ such an approach. àhen it 

comes to international crisesة a maǯority of ׅ׀ per cent of participants prefer an EÇ 

common response rather than relying on national responses only. Poland is the 

country with the lowest score at ׉׃ per cent.

Last, we addressed the question of the relationship between NATO and the EU. 

wore participants showed a preference for military cooperation within the EÇ (׆׃ 
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per cent) than with y�T� (ׂׅ per cent). §oland was the eɮceptionة with ׄ׈ per cent 

of respondents preferrinǐ military cooperation within y�T�. Roweverة the most 

interestinǐ result is that ׉׃ per cent of respondents locate themselves in betweenة a 

siǐn of the dif˛culty (on which we will tell more later on) to choose amonǐ the two.

Table 4 ے �ttitudes towards different defence strateǐies (˛ǐures are percentaǐes 

of those who agree with each statement)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

It is better to pursue diplomatic 
solutions ׉ׄ ׁ׆ ׇ׆ ׇ׆ ׇׁ ׄ׆ ׃׆

Xnٌbetween ׄ׃ ׇׂ ׂׄ ׂׂ ׀ׂ ׂׄ ׂׅ

It is better to pursue military 
solutions ׇׁ ׁׂ ׀ׁ ׁׁ ׉ ׁׂ ׁׂ

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

Each EU member state should 
prioritise its national interests ׂׂ ׁׂ ׁׂ ׇׁ ׂ׃ ׁׄ ׁׂ

Xnٌbetween ׁ׃ ׉ׂ ׉ׂ ׇׂ ׈ׂ ׀׃ ׉ׂ

EU member states should have 
a common response ׇׄ ׀ׅ ׀ׅ ׆ׅ ׉׃ ׅׅ ׀ׅ

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

 etter to strenǐthen military 
cooperation within NATO ׉ׁ ׈ׂ ׁׂ ׈ׁ ׈ׄ ׂׂ ׂׅ

Xnٌbetween ׀ׄ ׉׃ ׀ׄ ׁׄ ׃׃ ׁׄ ׉׃

 etter to increase military 
cooperation within the EU ׁׄ ׃׃ ׈ׄ ׀ׄ ׈ׁ ׈׃ ׆׃

©uestion ׂ.ׄ.ׁب׃صׂص ٙTo address these crisesة it is better to strenǐthen military cooperation within 
y�T�ٚ vs. ٙTo address these crisesة it is better to increase military cooperation within the European 
Çnionٚ.

To further clarify participantsٚ positionة we asǲed those who preferred a y�T� 

solution whether it was still the best option to increase military cooperation within 

NATO if this meant having to participate in military operations in which no national 

interest was involved (Iiǐure ׉). ׄ׆ per cent of the respondents previously sidinǐ 

with cooperation with y�T� con˛rmed their choice. The respondents preferrinǐ 

cooperation within the EÇ were asǲed whether they still wanted this option if this 

meant for the EÇ to act without the support of the Ç² (Iiǐure ׁ׀). ׇׄ per cent of 

participants con˛rmed their choice. ªesults were hiǐhest in Jreece (ׇ׉ per cent) 

and lowest in ²pain (ׄ׆ per cent).
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Figure 9 ے wilitary cooperation with y�T� when no national interest is involved (in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ.ׄ.بׁص׃ (o you thinǲ that to address these problems it is better to strenǐthen military 
cooperation within NATO, even if this means having to participate in military operations in which 
there is no national interest involvedد

Figure 10 ے wilitary cooperation within the EÇ without support from the Ç² (in ڭ)
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©uestion ׂ.ׄ.بׂص׃ (o you thinǲ that to address these problems it would be better to strenǐthen 
military cooperation within the EU, even if this meant that the European Union would have to deal 
with its security problems without the support of the Çnited ²tatesد
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�ur ȱuestions also probed the publicٚs attitudes towards y�T�. àith an averaǐe 

of ׇׇ per cent and some variations amonǐ countries (notably ²pain and Jermanyة 

reachinǐ ׂ׉ per cent and ׂ׈ per cent of respondents replyinǐ accordinǐly)ة the 

maǯority of respondents still consider y�T� essential to their own countryٚs security 

(Iiǐure ׁׁ).

Figure 11 ے The role of y�T� and countryٚs security (in ڭ)
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©uestion ² بׁ.׃ome people say that y�T� is still essential to our countryٚs security. �thers say it is no 
lonǐer essential. àhich of these views is closer to your ownد

æetة only ׄ׃ per cent of respondents aǐree that y�T� is enouǐh to ensure European 

territorial defence (Table ׅ)ة with §oland reǐisterinǐ the hiǐhest percentaǐe (ׅ׀ 

per cent). Concerninǐ EÇ relations with the Ç²ة ׇׅ per cent of participants aǐreed 

that the EÇ should pursue more autonomy from its historical ally. ׁ׆ per cent said 

that the EÇ should develop its military strenǐth as a pillar of y�T�. Iinallyة ׂׅ per 

cent agreed on the idea that NATO serves as a tool for the United States to exert 

control over its European allies. These data seem to con˛rm the ȱuite ambivalent 
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attitudes of most Europeans in these six countries on the issue of privileging the 

EU or NATO (and relations with the US) in security matters.

Table 5 ے �ttitudes towards y�T� and EÇ territorial defence (˛ǐures are percentaǐes 

of those who agree with each statement)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

y�T� is suf˛cient for European 
territorial defence ׀׃ ׄ׃ ׂׂ ׂ׃ ׀ׅ ׆׃ ׄ׃

The main goal of European 
defence should be to achieve 
greater autonomy

ׇ׆ ׃ׅ ׃׆ ׁ׆ ׈ׄ ׁׅ ׇׅ

Europe must develop its military 
strength as a pillar of NATO ׉׆ ׂ׆ ׅׄ ׀ׅ ׆ׇ ׂ׆ ׁ׆

NATO is a way for the United 
States to control EU member 
states

ׅׄ ׇׄ ׁ׆ ׅׄ ׁׄ ׂׅ ׂׅ

©uestion بׂ.׃ §lease state whether you aǐree or disaǐree with the followinǐ statementsت ب

Summary

The results from this section reveal at least two things. First, the majority of 

respondents wish the EU to play a role in international affairs. Views diverge on 

the scale of such ambitions, with some countries (Greece and Poland) preferring 

EU action to be more focused on the regional level, and others (Italy and Spain) 

wishinǐ it to ٙǐo ǐlobalٚ.

²econdة while there is an overall acǲnowledǐement of the centrality of y�T� for 

European securityة this is not considered suf˛cient. � sliǐht maǯority of respondents 

want common EÇ responses to maǯor security threats and are ǲeen to see the 

development of an EU defence force, even autonomously from the US. There is, 

howeverة no de˛ned pictureة as Europeans from selected countries are uncertain 

about the exact balance in the relationship between the EU and NATO.
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4. The war in Ukraine

A section of the survey was devoted to exploring European attitudes towards the 

war in Çǲraineة arǐuably the most challenǐinǐ foreiǐn and defence policy issue 

the EU has faced. Our results paint a rather mixed picture.

Figure 12 ے ßiews of the ªussiaٌÇǲraine war (in ڭ)
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©uestion بׁ.׈ Xn thinǲinǐ about the conflict between ªussia and Çǲraineة which side are you onد

àe have already observed a substantial level of sympathy towards Çǲraine amonǐ 

the public in the siɮ countries. Roweverة a more speci˛c ȱuestion asǲed which 

side the respondent was on when it comes to the war (Iiǐure ׁׂ). The results reveal 

substantial differences amonǐ countries. wost respondents (ׅׅ per cent) side with 

Çǲraine. The countries with the hiǐhest rates of support are §oland (ׇׅ per cent) 

and ²pain (ׅ׆ per cent). Xn Irance and Jermany support sliǐhtly eɮceeds ׅ׀ per 

cent (ׅׅ per cent in Iranceس ׂׅ per cent in Jermany). Xtaly falls sliǐhtly below the 

 .per cent of respondents openly sidinǐ with Çǲraine ׉ׄ with ةper cent threshold ׀ׅ

The most siǐni˛cant outlier is Jreeceة where only ׂ׃ per cent of the interviewed 
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population eɮpressed support for the Çǲrainian cause. àeaǲ or relatively weaǲ 

support for Çǲraine does not entail appreciation for ªussiaة of which there is little. 

ªatherة many attempt to distance themselves from both parties. The percentaǐes 

of those sidinǐ with neither contestant ǐoes up to ׂׅ per cent amonǐ Jreeǲ 

respondents and to ׄ׃ per cent of Xtalians. �nly in §oland does less than a fourth 

of the sample side with neither. In Germany and France, that percentage hovers 

just above a third of respondents.

The different inclination of European publics to side with Çǲraine is con˛rmed by 

the support for concrete policy decisions to contribute to the defence of Çǲraine. 

The survey explored support for two of the main strategies adopted by EU countries 

to assist Çǲraineب the shipment of military eȱuipment to Çǲraine and the use of 

sanctions aǐainst ªussia (Iiǐure ׁ .The picture here is also compleɮ and nuanced .(׃

Figure 13 ے ßiews of military aid to Çǲraine and sanction aǐainst ªussia (˛ǐures are 

percentages of those who agree with each statement)
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©uestion بׂ.׈ (o you aǐree or disaǐree with the followinǐ decisions of ؾCountryؿ as a result of 
ªussiaٚs invasion of Çǲraineد To supply arms to the Çǲrainian ǐovernmentس to apply economic 
sanctions aǐainst ªussia.
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The analysis of public sentiment on arms transfers to Çǲraine reveals substantial 

support in countries liǲe §oland and ²painة where there is a prevalent consensus 

in favour of the Çǲrainian cause. Xn this conteɮt ׀׈ per cent and ׇ׀ per cent of 

respondentsة respectivelyة endorse military aid. Roweverة the issue becomes more 

divisive in other countriesة with lower levels of support observed in Jermany (ׁ׆ per 

cent)ة and Irance (ׄ׆ per cent). yotablyة Jreece and Xtaly eɮhibit the least supportة 

with only ׈׃ per cent and ׄ׈ per cent of respondentsة respectivelyة aǐreeinǐ with 

the choice.

²upport for sanctions aǐainst ªussia is hiǐh in all countriesة thouǐh the same 

pattern of variation across countries seems to emerge here as well. The staunchest 

supporters are in Poland, while approval of sanctions is more tepid in Greece. Figures 

ranǐe from ׀׉ per cent of respondents in §oland in aǐreement with sanctions to 

ׇׅ per cent in Jreeceة with an averaǐe result movinǐ from ׅ׈ per cent in ²pain to 

ׇׂ per cent in Jermany. �s eɮpectedة the hiǐhest deǐree of disaǐreement can be 

found in Jreeceة with ׂׅ per cent of respondents declarinǐ a stronǐ disaǐreement 

with this choice.

�ne important indicator of the publicsٚ orientation towards the war is related to the 

actor considered the most responsible for the war. In response to a question that 

allowed respondents to allocate blame for the war amonǐ a set of actorsة ªussia 

unsurprisinǐly emerǐed as the country mostly blamed (Iiǐure ׁ ׄ). The percentaǐe 

of blame attributed to ªussia varies across countriesة from an averaǐe ׇ׈ per cent 

in §oland to ׄׄ per cent in Jreece. Roweverة when ǐiven the opportunityة people 

tend to assiǐn responsibilities to other actors as well. Çǲraine is deemed partially 

responsible for the war by small but not insiǐni˛cant minorities in all countriesة 

with the hiǐhest percentaǐe of blame recorded in Jreece (ׁ׉ per cent)ة followed 

by Xtaly (ׁ׈ per cent)ة Jermany and Irance (ׇׁ per cent)² ةpain (ׁׄ per cent) and 

§oland (ׁׂ per cent). woreoverة substantial minorities in some countries hold the 

Ç² responsible for the war (ׂׄ per cent in Jreece׆ׁ ة per cent in Xtalyة and ׁׅ per 

cent in Jermany). � portion of Jreeǲ respondents also assiǐns some responsibility 

to y�T� (ׁׄ per cent). �verallة the actor less blamed for the present situation is the 

EU.
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Figure 14 ے ªesponsibility for the present situation in the ªussiaٌÇǲraine warٌªussia 

(˛ǐures are the averaǐe percent of blame attributed by respondents to each actor)
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©uestion ب׃.׈ �ccordinǐ to youة how much each of the followinǐ actors is responsible for the present 
situation in the ªussiaٌÇǲraine warد �ssiǐn the responsibility of each actor in percent.

In exploring the possible end of the war, predicting its outcome remains 

an uncertain matter. àith the eɮception of Jreeceة where respondents lean 

sliǐhtly towards anticipatinǐ a ªussian victoryة and §olandة where the predicted 

outcome favours Çǲraineة the public in the other countries eɮpresses considerable 

uncertainty about the results (Iiǐure ׁׅ).
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Figure 15 ے àhich country is more liǲely to win (scale׀ׁٌ׀ ب)
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©uestion بׄ.׈ ªeǐardless of which country you would liǲe to see win the ªussiaٌÇǲraine conflictة 
which country do you thinǲ is more liǲely to winد §lease indicate your opinion on a scale from ׀ to 
.means ٗÇǲraine will certainly win٘ ׀ׁ means ٗªussia will certainly win٘ and ׀ where ׀ׁ

Summary

�lmost two years since the start of ªussiaٚs aǐǐression of Çǲraineة a maǯority of 

respondents in the siɮ countries continue to bacǲ Çǲraineة with the stronǐest 

support in §oland and the least stronǐ in Xtaly and Jreece. àhile sympathy for 

the Çǲrainian cause still holds and sympathy for ªussia is ǐenerally lowة a siɹable 

share of respondents does not wish to taǲe sides. wilitary aid to Çǲraine is not 

overwhelminǐly popularة with ׀׆ per cent of respondentsة on averaǐeة aǐreeinǐ 

on the measureة thouǐh only ׈׃ per cent of Jreeǲs aǐree. The picture chanǐes 

when considerinǐ economic sanctions aǐainst ªussia. �n averaǐe of ׇ׀ per cent 

of respondents agree with the economic sanctions, with Greece again coming 

last but still overwhelminǐly in support (ׇׅ per cent) and §oland ˛rst (׀׉ per cent). 

Finally, uncertainty about how the war will end is prevalent.
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5. European integration: Which directions?

5.1 Selected policy areas

A portion of the survey aimed to explore the changes in different policy sectors 

that Europeans may be willing to support. The survey initially compared the level 

of integration that respondents believe currently exists in various policy areas with 

the one they desire. �n averaǐeة respondents identi˛ed the EÇ as beinǐ somewhat 

insuf˛ciently inteǐrated in several policy ˛eldsة includinǐ miǐrationة social and 

foreign policy, and expressed a desire for increased integration in these areas.

Table 6 | Views of current and wished for EU integration

How much it is integrated 
(% too little)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

Migration ׁׄ ׇׅ ׀ׇ ׅ׆ ׀ׄ ׀ׅ ׅׄ

àelfare ׉׃ ׇׅ ׃׆ ׁ׆ ׇׄ ׅׄ ׂׅ

Foreign policy ׇׂ ׉ׄ ׅׄ ׂׄ ׅ׃ ׀׃ ׀ׄ

(efence ׂׄ ׅׅ ׇׅ ׀ׅ ׉ׄ ׄ׃ ׈ׄ

Fiscal ׉ׂ ׂׄ ׃ׅ ׉ׄ ׉ׂ ׇ׃ ׀ׄ

Energy ׉׃ ׃ׅ ׁׅ ׂׅ ׁׄ ׉׃ ׆ׄ

Environment ׀ׄ ׁׅ ׆ׄ ׁׅ ׆׃ ׈׃ ׄׄ

How much it should be 
(% more)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

Migration ׅׄ ׁ׆ ׆ׇ ׇׁ ׈ׄ ׇ׆ ׃׆

àelfare ׈ׄ ׈ׅ ׇׅ ׈׆ ׂׅ ׈׆ ׂ׆

Foreign policy ׅׄ ׅׄ ׉׆ ׈ׅ ׉ׄ ׂ׆ ׆ׅ

(efence ׂ׆ ׂ׆ ׇׂ ׃׆ ׃׆ ׅ׆ ׅ׆

Fiscal ׁׄ ׆ׄ ׄ׆ ׉ׅ ׉׃ ׇׅ ׁׅ

Energy ׆ׅ ׈ׅ ׉׆ ׆׆ ׃ׅ ׅ׆ ׁ׆

Environment ׇׅ ׆ׅ ׇ׆ ׄ׆ ׉ׄ ׃׆ ׉ׅ

©uestion ׄ.ׁ.ׁ and ׄ.ׁ.ׂب �n many issuesة some say that the European Çnion is too much inteǐratedة 
while others say that the European Çnion is not inteǐrated enouǐh. Row much inteǐrated do you 
thinǲ the European Çnion currently is on the followinǐ issuesد �nd how much inteǐrated do you 
thinǲ the European Çnion should be on the same issueد

The data show a general appreciation for increased integration in several policy 

domains (Table ׆). ²peci˛callyة about ׃׆ per cent of total respondents wish for more 
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integration in migration policy. A similar pattern is observed for welfare policies, 

with ׂ׆ per cent of respondents eɮpressinǐ a desire for much more inteǐrationة 

with the hiǐhest shares reported in Jreece (ׇ׆ per cent)ة Xtaly (ׇׁ per cent) and 

²pain (ׇ׆ per cent). Ioreiǐn policy and defence show results in line with data 

reǐardinǐ present inteǐration (ׅ׆ and ׅ׆ per centة respectively). � similar pattern 

is found for ̨ scal policy (ׁׅ per cent)ة enerǐy policy (ׁ׆ per cent) and environmental 

policy (ׅ׉ per cent).

These dataة combined with the ones discussed in previous sectionsة con˛rm that 

Europeans are, in fact, supportive of more inteǐration in many sectors. (espite 

national variations, there is a clear demand for more Europe, including in the 

defence and security sector.

5.2 Institutional structures

Iinallyة the survey eɮplored what ǲind of policy and institutional chanǐes people in 

Europe are more willinǐ to accept. �round ׆׆ per cent of respondents eɮpressed 

the wish for the EU to assume a greater international role and to increase its 

military strenǐthة even if this implied an increase in military spendinǐ (Table ׇ). 

²ubstantial maǯorities thinǲ the EÇ countries should combine their military forces 

(see discussion below). Conversely, Europeans appear divided on the possibility of 

the EU having its own seat in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), although 

 per cent of the Irench aǐreed to that notwithstandinǐ the fact that Irance ׆ׄ

should renounce its vetoٌwieldinǐ permanent seat in the Çy²C.

� litmus tests of the publicٚs willinǐness to further inteǐrate is the amount of 

support it shows for changes in the voting rules within the EU and the institutional 

procedure used by the EÇ to vote on security and defence matters (Table ׈). 

Çnanimity is not very popular׈ׅ ب per cent of respondents said they would prefer 

the option of ȱuality maǯority votinǐ (Jermany and ²pain ǐoinǐ beyond ׀׆ per 

cent), which involves a combination of special majorities of member states and 

overall populationة while ׂ  per cent of respondents opted for an absolute maǯority ׃

of states.
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Table 7 ے �ttitudes on how the EÇ can achieve a ǐreater international role (ڭ aǐree)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

The European Union should 
increase its military strength, 
even if this requires increased 
military spending

׃ׇ ׇ׆ ׈׆ ׉ׄ ׈ׇ ׀׆ ׆׆

The European Union should 
concentrate on economic 
power, even if this means it will 
not be able to act independently 
on military issues

ׇׅ ׁ׆ ׅ׆ ׅ׆ ׉׆ ׂ׆ ׃׆

The countries of the European 
Union should combine their 
military forces into a single 
European army, even though 
[Country] may not always agree 
with EU decisions

׈׆ ׂ׆ ׅ׆ ׆׆ ׄ׆ ׇׂ ׆׆

The European Union should 
have a single seat on the United 
Nations Security Council, even 
if this implies that our country 
will not have a seat at the UN 
Security Council

׆ׄ ׈ׄ ׉ׅ ׅׄ ׈ׄ ׃ׅ ׁׅ

©uestion ׅ.ׁ² بome say that the European Çnion needs to do certain thinǐs in order to assume a 
ǐreater international role. To what eɮtent do you aǐree with the followinǐ statementsد

Table 8 | Attitudes on the voting procedure within the Council of the European 

Çnion (in ڭ)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

 y absolute maǯority (ׅڕ ڭ׀ ׁ of 
member states in favour) ׆ׂ ׂׂ ׂׄ ׃ׂ ׂׂ ׁׂ ׃ׂ

 y ȱuali˛ed maǯority (ׅׅڭ of 
member states in favour and 
representinǐ at least ڭׅ׆ of EÇ 
population)

׆ׅ ׄ׆ ׃ׅ ׈ׅ ׅׄ ׁ׆ ׈ׅ

 y unanimity (ׁڭ׀׀ of member 
states in favour) ׇׁ ׁׄ ׃ׂ ׈ׁ ׂׄ ׇׁ ׉ׁ

X donٚt ǲnowش X prefer not to 
answer ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀

©uestion ׅ.ׂب �s you may ǲnowة the Council of the European Çnion is the body formed by the 
ministers of the EÇ member states. Xn your opinionة when the Council taǲes decisions on defence 
and security issues of the EU, what percentage should be given a majority.
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Still, the ambivalence of the public opinion as regards the military and security 

arranǐements of the EÇة persists. àhen asǲed about the relationship between a 

possible future EÇ army and y�Tة� only oneٌtenth of the sample in all countriesة 

eɮcept in Jreeceة favoured an EÇ common army outside y�T� (Table ׉). �bout ׃׃ 

per cent of total respondents preferred cooperation between an EU common army 

and NATO within y�Tة� while ׂׅ per cent opted for actinǐ within y�Tة� but with 

a stronger role for the EU. The option of member states to act autonomously from 

both the EÇ and y�T� was favoured on averaǐe by ׁׂ per cent of respondentsة 

with no siǐni˛cant variation across countriesة eɮcept for Jreeceة where it reached 

.per cent ׀ׂ

Table 9 ے ªelations between y�T� and a possible EÇ army (in ڭ)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

NATO as it is now ׁׁ ׆ׁ ׇ ׁׁ ׈ׂ ׁׅ ׁׅ

NATO with a stronger role 
for the EU (e.g., the military 
commander chosen among an 
EU member states

ׂׄ ׈ׂ ׁׂ ׈ׂ ׂׅ ׂׅ ׂׅ

EU common army, within NATO 
(a bilateral alliance between the 
United States and the EU

׃׃ ׀׃ ׂ׃ ׂ׃ ׃׃ ׅ׃ ׃׃

EU common army, outside 
NATO ׁׅ ׉ ׀ׂ ׁׄ ׄ ׁׄ ׁׂ

 s security policy shouldٚؿCountryؾ
be independent from both the 
EU and NATO

׆ׁ ׇׁ ׉ׁ ׁׄ ׀ׁ ׀ׁ ׁׄ

X donٚt ǲnowش X prefer not to 
answer ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀

©uestion ׅ.ׄب There is a lot of discussion on what is the best frameworǲ in which the ؾyationalityؿ 
security policy should be carried out. æou ˛nd below a list of possible solutions that ؾCountryؿ could 
pursue. §leaseة choose the one you thinǲ would be the preferred choice for your country.

Europeans seem to favour a stronger EU but not a fully federalised one in defence 

matters. ׁ׆ per cent of respondents view the coordination of national armies at 

the EÇ level as the best possible solution (Table ׁ׀). The concept of an ٗEÇ army٘ 

is supported only by ׁׂ per cent of respondents in Xtaly׉ׁ ة per cent in Jermany 

and ׁ׈ per cent in ²pain. The option of maintaininǐ only national armies received 

less than ׁ׃ per cent of respondentsٚ support overallة eɮcept in §olandة where it 

reached ׂׂ per cent.
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Table 10 ے �ttitudes towards a European Çnionٚs army (in ڭ)

France Germany Greece Italy Poland Spain Total

There should be a European 
army to replace existing national 
armies

׆ׁ ׉ׁ ׆ׁ ׁׂ ׃ׁ ׈ׁ ׇׁ

There should be national armies 
coordinated at the European 
level

ׅ׆ ׀׆ ׅ׆ ׅׅ ׀׆ ׄ׆ ׁ׆

There should be only national 
armies, with no coordination at 
the European level

ׁׄ ׁׂ ׀ׁ ׁׁ ׂׂ ׈ ׃ׁ

There should be neither national 
nor European armies ׅ ׉ ׈ ׃ׁ ׅ ׈ ׈

X donٚt ǲnowش X prefer not to 
answer ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀ ׀

©uestion ׅ.² ب׃ometimesة people talǲ about the need to create a European army. àhich of the 
followinǐ is closest to your opinion on this subǯectد

Summary

ªesults from this section show a favourable position of the public in all siɮ countries 

reǐardinǐ movinǐ forward with inteǐration. This occurs for different policy ˛eldsة 

includinǐ foreiǐn and defence policy. (esire for further inteǐration is also proved 

by the expressed preference for majority voting in matters of foreign and defence 

policy within the Council by ׀׆ per cent of respondents. The picture starts becominǐ 

more blurred when considering the exact nature of more security and defence 

integration and especially its relationship with NATO. Finally, the public does not 

appear to be in favour of an ٙEÇ common armyٚة with ׁ׆ per cent of respondents 

opting for more coordination at the EU level of national armies.

Conclusions

Our survey aimed to explore public attitudes towards EUFSP, addressing a set of 

research questions about the conceptual, policy and institutional changes that 

the European public in the six surveyed countries is willing to support.
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The surveyٚs results paint a compleɮ picture of the imaǐe of the EÇ amonǐ 

European citiɹens in the siɮ countries surveyed. There is no lacǲ of sympathy for 

the EU. As the feeling thermometer shows, the Union is among the institutions 

towards which maǯorities in all countries have an averaǐe score well above ׇ׀ on 

a ׀׀ׁٌ׀ scale. Xrrespective of national variationsة which still eɮistة only y�T� can 

compete with the EU in terms of warmness.

Roweverة the EÇ is mostly seen as ȱuite an ineffectual actor on the world scene. Xn 

all six countries, the US and China are perceived as the two main powers globally. 

This perception extends to the economic dimension of power. The EU is seen as 

influential ى albeit not siǐni˛cantly ى only in cultural terms. Xnterestinǐlyة people 

are not ready to acǲnowledǐe a role for the EÇ in the economic areaة where the EÇ 

is clearly much stronǐer than ªussia.

Perhaps consequently, public opinion strives for more Europe. Still, there is confusion 

and mixed feelings about how to strengthen it. There are questions about the 

optimal combination of national and EU powers and what the relationship with 

the Ç² and y�T� should looǲ liǲe. The surveyٚs results point in different directions.

Europeans desire a more autonomous EÇ. àith the partial eɮception of §olandة 

respondents in all the surveyed countries consider y�T� as insuf˛cient for 

Europeٚs territorial defence. �dditionallyة in all countries ى albeit with some 

division in §oland ى the public believes European defence ٗshould achieve ǐreater 

autonomy٘. Europeans (with the partial eɮception of Irance) overwhelminǐly favour 

diplomacy over military solutions to address conflicts and crises. Çnsurprisinǐlyة 

there is no clear appetite for an independent European military force, and attitudes 

towards y�T� remain overwhelminǐly positive. àhile the �tlantic �lliance enǯoys 

favourable sentiments, the relationship with the US is seen as fraught with 

potentially worrisome problems by siǐni˛cant minorities. This is not a ȱuestion 

of antiٌ�mericanismة as we ˛nd very little evidence of it in our dataة but rather 

a genuine puzzlement about how the relationship might evolve and what the 

implications of this evolution might be for Europe.

�ǐainst this bacǲdropة it is no surprise that the European public apparently seem 

ready to accept more sovereignty transfers to the EU in foreign and security policy. 

Three pieces of information are relevant here. The ˛rst is the eɮistence of a stronǐ 
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demand for more EÇI²§. That this demand is not shallow is apparently con˛rmed 

by the answers to the ȱuestion about how the EÇ should taǲe its decisionب less 

than a quarter of the Europeans surveyed support the unanimity rule. A majority 

wants the EU to move in the direction of majority voting. Second, there is some 

support also for ǐreater defence capacities. àhile most Europeans are not eaǐer 

to increase domestic defence expenditures, the Europeans surveyed agree that 

defence efforts at the EÇ level should be stepped up. Roweverة and this is the third 

point, the European public is not ready to give up national armies in favour of a 

sinǐle uni˛ed one. yo more than a ˛fth of respondents (and in several countries 

much less than that) favour that option. Instead, majorities in all six countries 

support greater coordination of national armies at the EU level.

The ªussiaٌÇǲraine war offers a vantaǐe point from which these attitudes can 

be eɮplored more inٌdepth. The surveyٚs results on the war reveal elements of 

potential dissonance between what the public thinǲs and what it may be ready to 

do in a concrete case. waǯorities are ready to side with Çǲraine in the war in most 

countriesة but not all (Jreece). ²upport for economic sanctions aǐainst ªussia and 

for helpinǐ Çǲraine militarily is still hiǐh in most countriesة aǐain with the wellٌ

ǲnown eɮception of Jreece and (as far as weapons shipments are concerned) 

Xtaly. àhile not biǐة these differences are not irrelevant. The surveyٚs results do 

not offer any solid evidence thatة faced with the actual prospect of their countryٚs 

government being overruled on matters of such magnitude, public support for 

strengthening EUFSP through such radical changes as abandoning the unanimity 

rule would hold.

Roweverة the survey does point to an institutionally stronǐer EÇI²§ beinǐ 

de˛nitely in the realm of possibilities. The missinǐ piece in the puɹɹle seems 

to be the articulation by European political elites of a persuasive argument for 

rebalancing the relationship between member states and the EU in foreign and 

defence matters in favour of the latter. According to our survey, the necessary 

public opinion conditions for such an arǐument eɮist. àhether such conditions 

are also suf˛cient ى thatة is whether they can disappear in the face of politicisation 

 .is a ȱuestion for our neɮt research effort ى
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