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REPORT OUTLINE

This report provides a comprehensive examination of key socio-political 
aspects shaping Montenegro’s current landscape. Montenegro is un-
dergoing significant transformations across various domains. From sub-
jective well-being and political awareness to social capital, democratic 
orientation, and foreign policy, this report dissects critical indicators, of-
fering insights into the evolving dynamics of country.

Regarding general indicators, the research highlights a complex inter-
play of subjective well-being, regional disparities, and political events 
in shaping citizens’ perceptions of happiness, life satisfaction, and opti-
mism in Montenegro. The declining trends in happiness and life satisfac-
tion, coupled with fluctuations in political optimism, suggest the need 
for further investigation into the underlying factors contributing to these 
shifts and potential policy interventions to address them.

The findings suggest that while there has been an increase in political 
discussions and media consumption related to politics in Montenegro 
over the years, there are notable challenges. Interest in politics is very 
low, falling behind both historical levels and international benchmarks. 
To foster a more politically engaged and informed citizenry, efforts 
should be directed towards increasing interest in politics and encour-
aging more frequent and meaningful political discussions among Mon-
tenegrin citizens. Additionally, continued attention to media as a vital 
source of political information is essential to enhancing political aware-
ness in the country.

The analysis of social capital in Montenegro underscores its pivotal role 
in societal functioning. While the country faces challenges in trust, both 
in political institutions and generalized interpersonal interactions, these 
challenges are not unique and are widespread across Europe. Efforts 
to elevate social capital are essential to advance social development 
and enhance the overall quality of life in Montenegro, aligning with the 
global trend that associates higher social capital with higher human 
development.
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Montenegro faces complex challenges in terms of democratic orienta-
tion. While there is strong support for democratic values, there is also 
significant backing for anti-democratic and protectionist orientations, 
which could potentially undermine democratic principles. Additionally, 
the increasing acceptance of government surveillance measures is a 
notable. The country’s low level of authentic democratic orientation un-
derscores the need for continued efforts to promote democratic values 
and institutions. Satisfaction with democracy and the political system 
remains at a moderate level, with notable levels of dissatisfaction. This 
situation aligns with broader European trends, where dissatisfaction with 
political systems is widespread. Efforts to enhance democratic educa-
tion and civic engagement are essential to address these challenges 
and strengthen Montenegro’s democratic foundations.

Montenegro demonstrates active political participation among its citi-
zens, including voting, organizational membership, and a willingness to 
engage in protests. These indicators show that Montenegrin society is 
actively involved in shaping its political landscape, which is crucial for a 
functioning democracy. 

This report on the rule of law and civil morality reveals fluctuations in civ-
ic morality over the years but demonstrates recent improvements. While 
challenges remain, particularly regarding corruption and the rule of law, 
the data suggests that cultural factors may not be the primary obsta-
cles to progress in these areas, and other political and institutional issues 
may play a significant role. Additionally, the recent improvement in civic 
morality is a positive sign for the country’s commitment to the rule of law 
and ethical governance. 

Research report highlights that nationalism, authoritarianism, and social 
intolerance pose challenges to the development of democratic values 
and relations in the country. While levels of nationalism and authoritar-
ianism remain relatively high, there have been some positive trends, 
such as a reduction in social distancing, suggesting that efforts to pro-
mote tolerance and democratic values are having some impact, albeit 
with room for further improvement.

Montenegro’s research report suggests that the country exhibits a 
mix of value orientations, with materialistic orientation dominating and 
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post-materialistic orientation remaining low. Authoritarian political cul-
ture is present but has shown a decreasing trend. Social justice is highly 
supported, and there has been progress in this regard over the years. 
Comparatively, Montenegro’s values fall within the range of Eastern and 
Southeastern European countries for these dimensions of political cul-
ture and value orientations.

Speaking about foreign policy orientation, the report indicates a diverse 
range of foreign policy orientations within the country, with a significant 
portion of the population being Western-oriented. Support for EU inte-
gration and NATO membership remains relatively high but has shown 
a decrease in the most recent wave of data. Perceptions of friendly and 
unfriendly countries vary, with Serbia being perceived as a friend and Al-
bania and the USA as enemies. These findings provide insights into Mon-
tenegro’s foreign policy preferences and relationships with other nations.
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INTRODUCTION

Montenegro is going through a very interesting period in its recent histo-
ry. After the collapse of socialism and the breakup of the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) in 1990, there have been three periods of 
democratic development and the establishment of a liberal-democratic 
society modeled after Western countries. In the first period, Montenegro 
followed the Serbian nationalist pattern and contributed to the goals of 
the nationalist politics of Slobodan Milošević, who at the time was con-
sidered the leader of ‘all Serbs’ in the region. Nationalism, which was a 
characteristic feature of all transitional societies at that time, in Montene-
gro, therefore, primarily marked ‘Serbian nationalism,’ and Montenegro 
could be blatantly considered an integral part of the Serbian national 
identity. Although there were weak voices from civic structures at the 
time demanding that Montenegro separates from the Serbian frame-
work, they were not particularly strong nor had significant influence until 
the late ‘90s. However, even though numerically non-dominant, these 
voices were an integral part of the atmosphere of political and demo-
cratic changes that were urgently needed for the dynamic democratic 
development of Montenegrin society.

The period of political change began with the split in the ruling Dem-
ocratic Party of Socialists (DPS) along the lines of separating the Mon-
tenegrin-civic from the Serbian framework. The split occurred in 1997 
and resulted in the party dividing into its liberal wing (which retained the 
name DPS) and a pro-Serbian wing, which formed a new party: the So-
cialist People’s Party (SNP). It is important to note that both the DPS and 
the SNP are essentially successor parties to the League of Communists 
of Montenegro (LCM), the ruling party in the one-party system during 
the socialist period. As such, these parties had institutional and political 
legacies that did not fundamentally embrace a democratic matrix but 
were characterized by authoritarian tendencies and the need for party 
institutionalization, reflected in the statist model of creating synergy be-
tween the ruling party and the state.

Historically, it is crucial to note that the reformed DPS since 1997 un-
derwent an ideological shift and, instead of the Serbian framework as 
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the basis for legitimizing its power, adopted a Western orientation and a 
civic option, with the key goal of separating Montenegro from Serbia and 
establishing its statehood on new foundations. This goal, with significant 
support from the West, was achieved in the 2006 referendum, the key 
promoter and driver of which was the DPS. Thanks to the successful-
ly organized referendum and the victory of the sovereigntist forces, the 
DPS further solidified its legitimacy and, under the strong authoritarian 
leadership of Milo Đukanović, embarked on the path of democratic re-
forms and separating Montenegro’s identity from the Serbian fabric.

However, this process had several key shortcomings. First, as the suc-
cessor to the communist party, the DPS did not represent an authen-
tic democratic structure exercising power on new foundations; instead, 
it remained in a statist framework, identifying the state and institutions 
with party structures. This framework seriously hindered the progress 
of democratic institutions and created divisions in society based on the 
struggle for authentic democracy. Second, Montenegro remained divid-
ed along the lines of the authentic blocs from the time of the struggle 
for independence. The forces that advocated for the survival of the com-
mon state with Serbia at that time did not disappear but were politically 
reformed and continued to fight for closer ties with Serbia, often with a 
clear Serbian national framework. These divisions, with the aim of stay-
ing in power, the ruling DPS did not attempt to overcome; on the contra-
ry, the DPS strengthened these divisions because they formed the basis 
for its existence.

Third, economic liberalization in such a political framework created 
room for widespread corruption, which became a permanent source of 
instability, a significant economic obstacle to development, and a key 
problem in European integration. Since economic transition generally 
implied a shift from state to private ownership, DPS leaders who con-
trolled all institutions were largely involved in promoting and participat-
ing in major corruption cases. Thus, while on the one hand, democracy 
was revived, on the other hand, it pathologically developed in environ-
ments of political and national divisions and an economy where corrup-
tion was equated with a free market.

This scenario inevitably led to the delegitimization of the DPS’s author-
ity. The clear announcement of this process could be seen in the 2016 
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elections when the margin of the DPS’s victory was minimal. Conse-
quently, the DPS continued to weaken both as a party and in terms of 
personnel, losing legitimacy. The political move that was the ‘last straw’ 
in a full glass was the Law on Freedom of Religion passed in 2019. This 
law was the ‘trigger’ for strong protests (called litijas) organized by the 
Serbian Orthodox Church but strongly supported by the opposition and 
the entire critical public, which saw the protests as an opportunity to 
remove the DPS from power. Finally, the DPS lost the majority in the par-
liamentary elections in 2020, marking the beginning of the third phase 
of Montenegro’s democratic development. In the last three years, this 
phase has been characterized by political instability and an uncertain 
future concerning key foreign policy and economic development trajec-
tories. In the recent elections held this year (June 2023), the DPS further 
reduced its support among voters, and new political parties and forces 
have emerged on the political scene. At the time we collected data for 
this research, negotiations between political parties that appeared as an 
alternative to the DPS were ongoing (and still are).

Therefore, these are key elements of the social and political context in 
which we conducted this research. The central question guiding this re-
search is: what is happening with democratic orientations and political 
participation of citizens in the current socio-political moment? To what 
extent are political changes accompanied by key democratic, reform, 
and civic changes that would strengthen the weak Montenegrin state? 
To what extent has the change of the DPS been accompanied by dem-
ocratic reforms, and if so, to what extent and in what direction? Has 
there perhaps been a weakening of democracy and a strengthening of 
nationalism because it should not be forgotten that in a certain period 
and in certain segments, the DPS had a progressive role? These are just 
some of the questions that we will try to illuminate in the following pages 
based on the research we conducted. Our goal is, to the extent that one 
research can, to point out key changes and problems related to the fur-
ther democratic development of Montenegrin society. Accordingly, the 
key topics and specific research goals can be defined as follows:

1. General indicators of societal conditions and life satisfaction.

2. Political awareness.
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3. Social capital.

4. Political culture and democratic orientation.

5. Political participation of citizens.

6. The rule of law and civic morality.

7. Foreign policy orientation.

8. Measuring nationalism and authoritarianism.

9. Measuring authoritarianism.

METHODOLOGICAL NOTES AND RESEARCH SAMPLE

In this research, a survey method was used. The sampling units were 
local communities. The sampling ensures representativeness for the en-
tire adult population of Montenegro, both male and female. The sample 
was double-stratified with random selection of respondents within the 
selected census districts. Certification criteria included regional distri-
bution and the size of the local community. Respondents were also ran-
domly selected within households based on the criterion of calendar 
birthdays. Post-stratification was performed based on criteria: gender, 
age, and nationality. The research included a total of 1,000 respondents, 
which provides a standard measurement error of +/- 3.1% for phenome-
na with an incidence of 50% and a 95% confidence interval.

The research instrument was a questionnaire created for this purpose. 
The questionnaire operated with many questions and items common-
ly used in international research, as well as questions regularly used in 
CEDEM’s research. This provides temporal comparability, i.e., an analysis 
of trends for certain questions and the possibility of comparison with 
other countries. The questionnaire consisted of 10 demographic and 40 
research questions. For many questions, for the sake of comparative va-
lidity, a large number of items were used in matrix form.
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Seaside
Center
North

Albanian
Bosnian

Serb
Montenegrin

Urban
Rural

Else
Retired

Unemployed but not looking for a job
Unemployed looking for a job

Temporary Employed
Permanently employed

Unemployed/ Inactive
Selfemployed

Employed: private sector
Employed: public sector

Education higher
Education medium

Education low

Age 55+
Age 35-54
Age 18-34

Female 
Male

23.8
44.7
31.5

5.4
12.9
34.8
46.9

73.5
26.5

14.8
14.7
16.2
8.9

16.2
28.8

43
7.8

29.8
18.4

20.5
43.7
35.8

31.7
35.4
32.8

51.4
48.6

Graph 1. Sample: Demographic Characteristics 

The research was conducted from August 25th to September 15th, 2023, 
immediately after the parliamentary elections had concluded, and ne-
gotiations for the government had begun and were still ongoing, which 
could be a significant contextual factor. In Graph 1, we provide a distribu-
tion of key demographic categories.
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2023

2018
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Very happy
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Happy Not really happy
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Unhappy
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4.3
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GENERAL INDICATORS OF SOCIETY AND LIFE SATISFACTION

The first indicator we used in the research relates to respondents’ sub-
jective assessment of “how happy they are.” This question serves as a 
“warm-up” question but also indicates the state of intimate internal ex-
perience, emphasizing its highly subjective nature. In Graph 2, we show 
the distribution of responses to this question, and in Graph 3, we pro-
vide a comparative view for three periods. The data indicate that a sig-
nificantly higher number of citizens express that they are happy, but the 
trend in this regard is negative, meaning that the number of citizens who 
would qualify themselves as happy has significantly decreased over the 
past five years. The significance of this data, although highly subjective, 
can be seen in Graph 4. When countries are ranked by “happiness” in 
the hierarchy, the dominance of “happy” countries (Scandinavia and the 
West) is clearly visible, followed by those that are less happy, and at the 
bottom of the hierarchy are countries in the region, Ukraine, and Russia.

Graph 2. Subjective Happiness %

Graph 3. Subjective Happiness - Trend%
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80
78.9
78.8
77.9
74.6
74.1

61

 

Graph 4. Subjective Happiness by country– SUM % Very Happy and Happy

The next indicator is like the previous one, and it concerns assessments 
of “life satisfaction.” In other words, on a simple ten-point scale, citizens 
evaluated the extent to which they were satisfied with their lives. We pro-
vide the distribution of all responses in percentage terms in Graph 5. In 
this case as well, we see a pronounced satisfaction, with an arithmetic 
mean on a scale of 1 to 10 of 7.14 (SD=1.95) and a median value of 7. When 
the mean value (arithmetic mean) is compared for three measured pe-
riods (Graph 6), the obtained values today are significantly lower, indi-
cating regressive trends based on this general and subjective indicator. 
Finally, in Graph 7, we provide a representation of the same indicator for 
different countries in the hierarchy. The presentation is again clear and 
shows that the level of satisfaction is significantly higher in the West, es-
pecially in Scandinavian countries, and at the lowest level in countries in 
the region, including Russia and Ukraine.
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Graph 5. Life Satisfaction

Graph 6. Life Satisfaction MEAN – Trend

Graph 7 Life Satisfaction: Country Comparison 
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The final generalized indicator we used in the introductory section con-
cerns the assessment of the “direction” in which Montenegro is moving 
(Graph 8). This indicator is essentially a measure of optimism but also 
a measure of satisfaction with the political situation in the country. The 
data indicate that there is a very balanced number of citizens who em-
phasize that Montenegro is moving in the right or wrong direction. Since 
CEDEM has been tracking this indicator for years, we provide a trend 
representation of the DIRECTION INDEX in Graph 9. The index is simply 
calculated as the percentage difference between those who say Mon-
tenegro is moving in the right direction and the reference percentage of 
those who believe Montenegro is moving in the wrong direction (per-
centage right direction minus percentage wrong direction). The data 
show that until 2012, there was a significantly higher number of citizens 
who gave an optimistic assessment, followed by a sudden drop. From 
2016 until June 2022, with some variations, we measured a not so abrupt 
but continuous negative trend. Optimism sharply increased from June 
2022 to May 2023, but in the last few months, we have again measured 
negative trends. If we consider the current political events in the context 
of the data, it can be said that the presidential elections increased the 
level of optimism, but post-election events after the parliamentary elec-
tions negatively impacted optimistic assessments, primarily because 
three months after the parliamentary elections, Montenegro is still una-
ble to form a new government.

Graph 8. Direction of the Country

Graph 9. Direction of the Country – INDEX: Trend
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POLITICAL AWARENESS

Interest in politics and political awareness are essential for active civic 
participation. Participation in politics largely depends on the extent to 
which citizens are informed about political events. Hence, the impor-
tance of media is emphasized in any democratic society. Therefore, we 
wanted to determine to what extent citizens of Montenegro are gener-
ally interested in politics, how often they discuss politics, and how often 
they follow political events through the media.

The first indicator we used is very simple and concerns the frequency of 
discussions about politics with friends and acquaintances. Social inter-
action as the basis for political information is generally significant, and in 
communities with a small population where social interaction is inten-
sive, this indicator can have heightened informational value. In Graph 10, 
we provide the research results for this indicator. The data indicate that 
the majority of citizens “occasionally” discuss politics, and more than one 
in ten say they do it “often.” In truth, the data are not “impressive” in terms 
of the frequency of political discussions. However, if we compare the 
data with the reference value from 2008, we can see that today there is 
almost twice as many citizens discussing politics as was the case then. 
Therefore, if we consider the indicator of political awareness in terms of 
the frequency of discussing politics, we can say that the frequency is 
not particularly high, but it is significantly higher than it was 15 years ago 
(Graph 11)

To provide a more objective assessment of the measured value, we 
provide data from 2008 for all countries for which we have data avail-
able (Graph 12). Based on the data, we can see that in 2008, Montene-
gro had the lowest values of discussions about politics with friends and 
acquaintances, and the value we measure today (frequently discussing 
politics 12.2%) is below the average of all countries in 2008 (15.3%). There-
fore, although the frequency of discussing politics has significantly in-
creased in the past 15 years, it cannot be said that it is comparatively at 
a particularly high level.
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Graph 10. Frequency of Political Discussions with Friends and Acquaintances

Graph 11. Frequency of Political Discussions with Friends and Acquaintances - Trend

Graph 12. Frequency of Political Discussions with Friends and Acquaintances – Country Comparison 2008 
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The second indicator we used in this part of the research is much more 
direct and to a large extent can serve as a proxy for political participation. 
Simply put, we asked on a four-point scale to what extent citizens are in-
terested in politics (Graph 13). The percentage of those particularly inter-
ested in politics is very low, and when comparing the data from previous 
research, this percentage is significantly lower than in 2018, even slightly 
lower than in 2008 (Graph 14). However, to realistically assess this per-
centage value, we provide comparative data for other European coun-
tries (Graph 15). Again, we can see that democratically and economically 
developed Western countries record high values, while the reference 
values are lowest in Southeastern Europe. The value we measured in 
Montenegro in this research is particularly low and even lower than the 
lowest value we measured in Portugal in 2018. Therefore, we conclude 
that the interest in politics in Montenegro is very, very low, and we report 
a negative trend in this indicator.

Drugi indikator koji smo koristili u ovom dijelu istraživanja mnogo je di-
rektniji, i nemalim dijelom može predstavljati i proksi za političku partic-
ipaciju. Jednostavno, pitali smo, na četvorostepenoj skali, u kojoj mjeri 
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Not very interested

Not very interested

Not at all interested

Not at all interested

3.7

38.4

25.6

32.4

2023
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7.1
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31.8

23.7

22.5

35.5

32.4 38.4

36.6

25.6
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Graph 13. Interest in Politics - % Very Interested

Graph 14. Interest in Politics – Trend
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The key question regarding political awareness relates to the frequency 
of following political content in the media. Therefore, we asked about 
the extent to which citizens follow political events through these media 
outlets (Graph 16). The data indicate that TV is still the primary channel 
for following political content, with more than every fifth citizen following 
politics through TV multiple times a day. Additionally, more than every 
fourth citizen follows politics through TV once a day. Therefore, just un-
der half of the citizens (46.7%) follow politics through TV daily. Social me-
dia is the second most significant source for political awareness, and 
cumulatively, around 35% of citizens use this method to stay informed 
about politics daily. Internet portals follow next, with over 13% of citizens 
using them for political information daily, while printed media significant-
ly lag behind as a source of political information.
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Graph 15. Interest in Politics – Country Comparison
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However, if we calculate the cumulative degree of political content con-
sumption through the media in a way that classifies time periods and ig-
nores which specific media is used, we get a representation in Graph 17. 
The data indicate that nearly 2/3 of citizens consume political informa-
tion through various media outlets daily. Additionally, almost one-fifth 
follows politics through the media on a weekly basis. When these data 
are considered, citizens of Montenegro significantly follow the media for 
political information.

Graph 16. Follow politics Through the Media %

Graph 17. Follow politics Through the Media - Cumulative %
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SOCIAL CAPITAL

Social capital is a highly important aspect of societal functioning in gener-
al. In contemporary society, social capital holds particular significance as 
it significantly supports democratic political culture and plays an equally 
crucial role in the effective functioning of the economic system. In theory 
and research on social capital, it can be divided into four components.

The first component is trust in institutions, which is particularly important 
because without effective institutions, society cannot function efficient-
ly, and institutions cannot be effective if there is a crisis of institutional 
legitimacy. The second component is interpersonal trust, which can be 
categorized as particularized (bonding) and generalized (bridging) trust. 
Particularized trust refers to trust in people we know (bonding), while gen-
eralized trust pertains to trust in people we don’t know (bridging). Low 
levels of interpersonal trust in society can pose significant challenges to 
the effective functioning of society, particularly in the economic sphere.

The third aspect of social capital is membership in social and political or-
ganizations. The more organizations an individual belongs to, the higher 
their level of social trust tends to be. This is because individuals connect 
with others, increase their social contacts, and consequently expand 
their social networks through organizational memberships.

The fourth aspect is volunteering, where individuals voluntarily engage 
in community work, connecting with others and the broader community 
in the process. In your research, you have focused on the first two key 
aspects: trust in institutions and interpersonal trust.

First, you presented data and results related to trust in institutions. This 
is vital for assessing the legitimacy and effectiveness of institutions with-
in society, and your research is in alignment with established methods 
used in various international studies. The primary results of measuring 
trust in institutions are presented in Graph 18.
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Graph 18. Trust in Institutions

So, citizens have the highest level of trust in the Serbian Orthodox 
Church (SPC), followed by trust in the President of Montenegro, while 
the lowest level of trust is observed when it comes to SPC and political 
parties. However, your primary objective was to measure trust in political 
institutions (i.e., political trust). To achieve this, you created an index for 
all political institutions by summing two levels of trust and two levels of 
mistrust. You then simply subtracted the percentage of those who do 
not trust from the percentage of those who trust to calculate this index.

Graph 19. INDEX – Trust in Political Institutions
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6.2                 30.5               20.5                20.8       22.1

4.9            29.3                  31.0                            18.8      16.0
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The presentation is given in Graph 19. The obtained data is dishearten-
ing. Only in the case of the President of Montenegro and the police do 
we measure a higher level of trust than mistrust. In all other institutions, 
we observe a negative value. The most indicative and concerning data 
is that there are 47% more people who do not trust political parties com-
pared to those who trust them. Therefore, political parties, which are key 
actors and drivers of political life in a democratic society, are perceived 
very negatively by citizens. This is a significant problem from the per-
spective of the functioning of the entire political system and society as 
a whole.

Table 1 provides a trend overview of the INDEX for all political institutions 
by year, while Graph 20 shows the average value for all political insti-
tutions by year of the survey. It is important to note that the values are 
generally very low, even in years when they are relatively higher, they 
are still not high enough to express satisfaction with citizens’ trust in po-
litical institutions. The trend is interesting in itself. Trust in political insti-
tutions increased from 2007 to 2010, then we observed a negative trend 
from 2010 to 2013. We then saw an increase in trust from 2013 to 2015, 
followed by a constant linear negative trend from then until 2022. Final-
ly, in this survey (in 2023), a progressive trend is observed. However, it’s 
important to note that this trend is progressive because there has been 
a significant increase in trust in one institution, the President of Monte-
negro. In other words, the victory of the current President in the 2023 
presidential elections resulted in a significant change in the level of trust 
in this institution, cumulatively affecting the progressive trend of trust in 
all political institutions.

Table 1. Trust in Political Institutions - Trend

Year

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Gov.

-10.1

-5.3

3.1

17.1

15.9

Parliament

-16.7

-14

-4.2

7.4

1.1

Jystice 

system

-29.2

-23.8

-8.5

3.5

5.4

The

Police

-17.4

-13.4

-0.8

11.9

8

The Armed 

Forces

18.2

16

17.1

22

13.1

Political 

Parties

-34.8

-33.4

-27.9

-19.9

-18.8

President

-2.5

1.2

12.2

24.9

30.6
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Graph 21 Political trust – TREND
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-34.8

-33.4
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-19.9
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-22.9

-37.6
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-24.6

-17.6

-32.8

-28.5

-29.8
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-38.3

-54.8

-47.5
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-2.5

1.2
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24.9

30.6
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2.5
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9.6

7.9
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Table 2 Comparison of Trust in Political institutions by Country - INDEX

Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulgaria

Belarus

Croatia

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary

Iceland

Italy

Lithuania

Montenegro

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Serbia

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Ukraine

North Macedonia

Great Britain

The Police

15.8%

70.3%

-20.3%

14.4%

-29.1%

22.2%

-7.0%

11.4%

75.6%

62.7%

87.6%

57.1%

16.1%

65.2%

33.9%

79.9%

60.6%

44.7%

-2.0%

43.1%

76.0%

22.8%

66.9%

5.9%

12.0%

-3.0%

8.8%

23.8%

33.0%

72.1%

70.7%

-25.2%

9.8%

52.9%

Parliament

-84.1%

-9.6%

-45.4%

-66.5%

-67.7%

0.2%

-83.1%

-68.5%

-6.2%

-31.2%

-8.9%

-29.0%

-37.4%

-21.0%

-27.8%

-26.5%

-42.8%

-50.8%

-27.9%

-12.2%

40.5%

-55.3%

-30.3%

-61.8%

-10.3%

-54.5%

-19.5%

-65.6%

-33.8%

28.9%

17.4%

-59.5%

-33.7%

-34.0%

Government

-71.0%

-20.5%

-47.9%

-62.3%

-55.4%

9.5%

-76.4%

-59.7%

-20.5%

-12.1%

-14.7%

-35.7%

-23.4%

-28.4%

-20.7%

-36.5%

-50.2%

-15.7%

-22.1%

-1.9%

19.4%

-48.1%

-29.1%

-59.5%

6.3%

-38.1%

-37.7%

-69.4%

-54.5%

3.7%

34.9%

-63.3%

-45.7%

-40.3%

Political Parties

-87.7%

-45.4%

-47.5%

-73.8%

-69.8%

-36.7%

-88.3%

-73.6%

-42.7%

-66.6%

-58.3%

-74.0%

-55.0%

-61.2%

-65.1%

-63.0%

-72.7%

-59.2%

-37.1%

-46.7%

-26.9%

-75.9%

-56.0%

-71.3%

-33.2%

-64.6%

-56.8%

-87.3%

-62.3%

-34.1%

-46.2%

-67.9%

-55.0%

-66.0%

Justice system

-54.3%

45.7%

-25.0%

-43.0%

-66.4%

21.3%

-69.5%

-19.6%

61.8%

24.5%

59.6%

19.1%

-16.5%

24.9%

-0.6%

22.0%

-17.8%

3.9%

-24.9%

15.0%

72.9%

-22.5%

1.6%

-6.8%

3.5%

-37.2%

-29.9%

-53.5%

-4.8%

54.6%

41.8%

-58.5%

-28.6%

28.5%
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However, all measured values of trust in political institutions can be real-
istically assessed in a country only when compared to reference values 
in other countries. Therefore, we provide an overview in Table 2 from the 
European Values Study (EVS) for all countries covered by the study and 
for the reference institutions that can be compared.

Graph 22. Political Trust – INDEX: Cumulative Score
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The data is indicative and realistically, it is discouraging for most Euro-
pean countries. Except for the police, in almost all countries, the level of 
distrust in political institutions is significantly higher than trust. In Figure 
22, we present the cumulative score (average) for all the mentioned po-
litical institutions by country. The data indicates that only a few countries, 
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mainly Scandinavian and some Western ones (Belarus being an excep-
tion), have more trust than distrust in political institutions. Countries with 
the lowest levels of trust are led by Croatia, followed by countries in the 
region. However, in this regard, the data suggests that Montenegro does 
have a pronounced negative score, but it is not as low as in many other 
countries. In other words, the problem of distrust in political institutions is 
not unique to Montenegro; it is a highly pronounced issue in all European 
countries, even those with well-established democracies.

To realistically assess the differences between Montenegro and other 
countries, we calculated the average level of trust for reference insti-
tutions in all countries (grand mean) and provide the data for this latest 
study (Figure 23). The data indicates that the most significant difference 
is observed when measuring trust in the police; there is a significantly 
higher level of trust in this institution on average in other European coun-
tries compared to Montenegro. Furthermore, only when it comes to the 
judiciary, the level of distrust in Montenegro is higher than the European 
average. In all other cases, on average, European countries exhibit high-
er levels of distrust compared to Montenegro. Therefore, once again, the 
issue of trust in political institutions is a significant problem in Monte-
negro, but it should be noted that this problem is equally or even more 
pronounced in many other European countries.

Graph 23. Trust in Political Institutions – Comparison Montenegro and Europe: Average value
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Most people can be trusted

Most people can be trusted

One can never be careful enough

One can never be careful enough

70.2

29.8

25.2

74.8
77.7

70.2

29.8

22.3

The second aspect we measured within social trust is interpersonal trust, 
or generalized trust that we have or don’t have in other people. This type 
of trust is measured simply by asking whether most people can be trust-
ed or whether we can never be too careful with other people. In Figure 
24, we present the distribution of responses. The data indicates that in-
terpersonal trust is emphasized, and there is a significantly higher num-
ber of citizens expressing distrust compared to the reference number of 
those expressing trust. In Figure 25, we provide data for three periods. 
The data is very indicative and suggests that changes over a very long 
period are not drastic, although we can say that the level of interpersonal 
trust today is slightly higher than it was in 2018.

In summary, interpersonal trust in Montenegro is prevalent, with a higher 
number of individuals expressing distrust compared to trust. However, 
the changes in interpersonal trust over a long period have been relative-
ly stable, with a slight increase in trust compared to 2018.

Graph 24. Interpersonal Trust

Graph 25. Interpersonal Trust – Trend
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However, the problem of interpersonal trust is not unique to Montene-
gro. Therefore, we provide data from the European Values Study (EVS) 
that comparatively show the level of trust in almost all European coun-
tries (Figure 26). The data indicates that the highest level of interpersonal 
trust is measured in Scandinavia and Western countries, while the low-
est values are observed in the countries of the region, with the addition 
of Georgia and Portugal. The measured values for Montenegro indicate 
a low level of interpersonal trust, and it ranks relatively low in the hier-
archy. However, it must be noted that countries like Slovakia, Bulgaria, 
Romania, and Croatia, which are EU member states, have lower values of 
interpersonal trust compared to Montenegro. In conclusion, the low lev-
el of generalized interpersonal trust is a significant issue in Montenegro, 
but this aspect of social capital deficiency is a problem that affects many 
countries in Europe, posing a strategic challenge potentially endanger-
ing the effective functioning of modern democratic societies.

Graph 26. Interpersonal Trust – Country Comparison
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People of another nationality

People of another religion

People you meet for the first time

People you know personally

People in your neighborhood

Your family

Trust completely    Trust somewhat    Do not trust very much     Do not trust at all

4.5 41.0                                    33.9            20.6

5.2      40.4                                    33.3            21.1

3.1 32.4                           37.0                             27.5

        20.8                                          56.2                           17.5 5.5

           25.0                                           50.5                          19.1 5.4

                                                     86.5                                                       12.7       0.7 0.1

As we mentioned earlier, generalized interpersonal trust is the sharpest 
measure of interpersonal trust. However, when it comes to trust in other 
people, there is a significant difference between people we know and 
those we don’t know. Additionally, there is a difference in trust when it 
comes to people who share the same or different social characteristics. 
Therefore, we measured these two segments separately to understand 
the level of trust in these categories and, consistently, as before, com-
pared the obtained values in Montenegro with other European coun-
tries. In Figure 27, we provide an overview of the measured level of trust 
for key groups. The data indicates an exceptionally high level of trust 
in family, while values are significantly lower for all other groups. If we 
index the level of trust for each group, in other words, if we subtract the 
percentage sum of distrust from the percentage sum of trust, we get the 
representation shown in Figure 28. The data unequivocally shows a very 
high level of trust in family, a high level of trust in people in the neighbor-
hood and people we know. In other words, bonding trust, or the level of 
trust in people we know, is relatively high. However, and this is crucial as 
a measure of social capital, the data indicates a low level of generalized 
trust in Montenegro, that is, trust in people we don’t know. For all three 
measured groups, the indexed values indicate a higher level of distrust 
than trust. Interestingly, the highest level of trust is in people we meet for 
the first time, that is, the indicator that most explicitly measures gener-
alized trust in society has a pronounced negative value. This measured 
value is significantly lower than the values of distrust in people of other 
nations and faiths, and these values are also negative.

Graph 27. Particularized and Generalized Trust
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Graph 28. Particularized and Generalized Trust - Index

In Figure 29, we provide a comparative overview of changes in the level 
of trust for all the mentioned categories when comparing 2018 and 2023. 
The data actually indicates that there have been no significant changes 
in this regard over the past five years. Interestingly, the largest difference 
is measured when it comes to trust in people in the neighborhood, spe-
cifically measuring a decrease in trust in this category.

Graph 29. Index Social Trust – Trend
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In order to better understand the obtained values in Table 3, we pro-
vide the research results from 2018 for almost all European countries. 
When it comes to family, there is virtually no variance; in all countries, 
there is a very high level of trust in family members. However, regarding 
trust in people living in the neighborhood, we see significant differenc-
es between countries. The highest values on this item are observed in 
the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands, while only in the case 
of Romania is a negative value measured, meaning that Romanian citi-
zens trust their neighbors less than they distrust them. When it comes 
to trust in people we know, there are differences between countries, but 
compared to “neighbors,” they are incomparably smaller. The key point 
is that in all European countries, citizens have a very high level of trust in 
people they know. Again, the highest values are measured in the Scan-
dinavian countries, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. On the other hand, 
when it comes to trust in people we do not know, the values are neg-
ative and strongly pronounced. In other words, on average, European 
citizens express a very high level of distrust in people they do not know. 
The discrepancy in this regard between Scandinavian countries (plus 
the Netherlands) is almost striking, as the measured values are strongly 
positive in Scandinavia and strongly negative in the rest of Europe, with 
the exception of the United Kingdom, which has 10% more citizens who 
trust unknown people than those who express distrust. The highest lev-
el of distrust in people we do not know is measured in Albania. When it 
comes to trust in people of different nationalities and religions, although 
there are differences between these two items, the pattern when com-
paring countries is more or less the same. As a rule, Scandinavian coun-
tries, the Netherlands, and Switzerland exhibit the highest level of trust 
towards those of different religions and nationalities. In this aspect, the 
United Kingdom comes significantly closer to these countries. Unlike 
trust in unknown people, in these two indicators, a certain number of 
countries are figuratively “in the middle,” meaning that values are not 
particularly high but trust is higher than distrust (France, Croatia, Spain, 
Estonia, Germany, Hungary, and Portugal). In other countries, distrust is 
higher than trust when it comes to people of different religions and na-
tionalities, with the highest level of distrust measured in Romania, Lith-
uania, and Serbia.
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BiH

Bulgaria

Belarus

Croatia
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96.6%

96.7%

97.7%

95.7%
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neighborhood

39.4%

67.2%

41.5%

38.4%

42.8%

45.1%

43.4%

56.8%

84.1%

62.3%

83.0%

52.2%

62.7%

60.9%

67.3%

85.3%

47.2%

61.9%

63.8%

83.8%

82.0%

51.6%

45.9%

-7.8%

40.4%

28.0%

69.4%

37.2%

58.1%

79.4%

69.0%

53.0%

55.0%

70.3%

People you

know personally

74.6%

87.6%

48.8%

49.8%

74.3%

70.1%

70.4%

81.3%

98.4%

89.0%

95.5%

82.2%

58.2%

88.0%

79.4%

98.9%

45.5%

73.2%

56.2%

96.6%

95.9%

72.8%

51.1%

30.9%

59.4%

55.5%

77.1%

69.0%

85.1%

97.8%

92.4%

64.5%

66.9%

94.6%

People you meet

for the first time

-82.4%

-19.2%

-66.9%

-53.1%

-44.8%

-58.6%

-35.0%

-25.5%

52.9%

-29.9%

23.2%

-29.5%

-73.3%

-40.5%

-21.3%

22.2%

-46.5%

-59.6%

-29.1%

47.4%

36.1%

-46.2%

-29.0%

-74.6%

-55.7%

-58.4%

-34.3%

-72.3%

-11.6%

50.3%

6.5%

-58.4%

-44.8%

10.5%

People of

another religion

-5.6%

14.8%

-35.6%

3.3%

-12.2%

-11.1%

31.4%

-0.5%

66.1%

22.5%

56.0%

40.0%

-19.9%

25.5%

24.6%

76.9%

7.6%

-31.8%

-5.2%

62.7%

67.2%

-6.6%

18.7%

-40.9%

-19.0%

-26.9%

6.2%

-24.3%

30.3%

77.6%

51.4%

-22.7%

-0.4%

65.3%

People of another 

nationality

-19.6%

18.4%

-0.2%

4.1%

-16.2%

-11.7%

36.3%

-10.0%

72.4%

36.2%

60.2%

44.8%

-7.0%

25.9%

13.3%

82.3%

6.7%

-22.5%

-9.9%

64.7%

70.9%

1.7%

16.3%

-48.0%

-18.3%

-27.8%

-18.8%

-20.6%

36.0%

85.9%

59.8%

-7.2%

2.2%

68.2%

Table 3. Particularized and Generalized Trust – Index: Country Comparison 
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Different nation

Different religion

People we don’t know

People we know

Neighborhood

Family

Europe

Montenegro
-9.0
16.7

-9.0
14.3

-29.0
-28

54
74.4

51.0
56.5

98.4
96.6

For a complete understanding of the level of social trust in Montenegro, 
we provide the average values for each item in Europe and the latest 
data we have for Montenegro (Graph 30). When it comes to family, Mon-
tenegro is at the European average. When it comes to trust in people in 
the neighborhood, the values are on average slightly higher in Europe 
than in Montenegro. Finally, when it comes to trust in people belonging 
to another nationality and religion, the average level of trust is higher in 
Europe compared to Montenegro. In other words, in Europe on average, 
there is a higher level of trust, while in Montenegro, there is more distrust 
in this regard.

Graph 30. Particularized and Generalized Trust – Index: Europe Average vs Montenegro

Finally, to achieve the most precise measurement of social capital possi-
ble, we created a cumulative score based on all indicators. So, we meas-
ure social capital as the average percentage value of political trust, gen-
eralized trust, and trust in people in the neighborhood, people we know, 
people we don’t know, and people of another nationality and religion. In 
other words, based on the numerical values of these seven indicators, 
we measure the overall level of social capital. We present the results 
of this measurement in Graph 31. Thus, as we could see by analyzing 
individual indicators, the countries with the highest level of social capital 
are the Scandinavian countries, along with the Netherlands, Switzerland, 
and to some extent, the United Kingdom. On the other hand, Southeast 
European countries (Slovenia might be a surprise) have a very low level 
of social capital.
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Graph 31. Social Capital

In conclusion, to emphasize the significance of social capital for a coun-
try, we provide a diagram (Scatter 1) that illustrates the relationship be-
tween Social Capital and the Human Development Index (HDI). The data 
clearly indicate that the higher the level of social capital, the higher the 
quality of life in a country. In this regard, Montenegro significantly lags 
behind the most developed countries in Europe. Therefore, it would be 
crucial to increase the level of social capital to promote overall social 
development.
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Scatterplot 1. Correlation Between Social Capital and Human Development Index (HDI)

POLITICAL CULTURE AND DEMOCRATIC ORIENTATION

Democracy is currently in crisis worldwide. It is threatened by uncon-
trolled quasi-liberal economic capitalism, the rise of extremism and 
right-wing orientations, and is accompanied by populism with pro-
nounced authoritarian tendencies. All the problems of democracy that 
can be observed in the West are hypothetically even more pronounced 
in post-socialist countries, where fundamental democratic institutions 
and the rule of law are not yet at the level seen in the West. In this part 
of the research, we will focus on democratic orientation. The question 
is simple: what is the level of democratic orientation in Montenegro? Of 
course, in this regard, we will also provide comparative data for other Eu-
ropean countries to have a realistic assessment of the measured values 
in Montenegro.
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Having a democratic political system

Having the army rule the country

Very good           Good           Bad         Very bad

15.0      33.7                       21.4                   29.9

16.9        30.8                       22.9                   29.4

16.6 19.9       20.1                             43.4

53.7                                                   40.8                 4.2 

Having experts, not government, make 
decisions according to what they think 

is best for the country

Having a strong leader who does not 
have to bother with parliament and 

elections

1.3

First, we used an initially simple indicator where citizens evaluated four 
different types of political systems: authoritarian, expert, militaristic, and 
democratic. The results of this initial measurement are presented in Fig-
ure 32. Initially, the data indicate that Montenegrin citizens mostly val-
ue the democratic political system, with almost 95% of citizens stating 
that the democratic system is very good or good. From a democratic 
perspective, the expert political system can be considered somewhat 
neutral, meaning that insisting on expertise is not necessarily in conflict 
with democratic orientation, and almost every second citizen of Monte-
negro rated this type of political system as good or very good. However, 
it is important to note the measured values for the other two types of 
political systems, which are actually indicators of anti-democratic po-
litical orientation. Thus, 15% state that the best political system is one 
with a strong leader who does not have to bother with the parliament 
and elections, and cumulatively, almost 50% of citizens believe that the 
authoritarian political system is good or very good. In other words, Mon-
tenegrin society has a strong potential for authoritarian and anti-demo-
cratic tendencies, and this is a reason for concern. Finally, almost 37% of 
citizens consider the militaristic system to be very good or good. There-
fore, an extreme form of an anti-democratic political system would have 
the support of over one-third of Montenegrin citizens.

Graph 32. Preference for Four Types of Political Systems

An analysis of trends for reference periods (Figure 33) indicates that the 
preference for a democratic political system is at the same level as in 
2018, while the only measured value higher than five years ago is the 
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tendency toward a militaristic political system. The expert political sys-
tem currently enjoys significantly less support than five years ago, and 
the most likely reason is the more or less unsuccessful experiment with 
the “expert government” following the change of the ruling DPS party in 
2020. A positive finding is the reduced number of citizens who believe 
that the authoritarian political system is very good.

Graph 33. Preference for Four Types of Political Systems – Percentage ‘Very Good’

In Table 4, we provide a comparative overview of the preference for dif-
ferent types of political systems for a large number of European coun-
tries. For this purpose, we use the indicator as the sum of the percentage 
values for which the reference political system is considered very good 
and good.

The data indicates that the authoritarian political system has the strong-
est support in North Macedonia, Romania, Georgia, and Montenegro. 
Therefore, Montenegro is comparatively near the top in Europe when 
it comes to the preference for an authoritarian political system. The ex-
pert political system is most preferred in Southeastern Europe, and the 
values for Montenegro are also exceptionally high in this regard. We get 
almost the same picture when it comes to the militaristic type of political 
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Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulagria

Belarus

Croatia

Czech

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary

Iceland

Italy

Lithuania

Montenegro

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Serbia

Slovačka

Slovenija

Španija

Švedska

Švajcarska

Ukrajina

Sjeverna Make-

donija

Velika Britanija

Leaders

23.2%

14.9%

61.7%

47.4%

62.2%

68.0%

40.2%

27.6%

21.1%

19.2%

15.0%

24.4%

77.1%

20.3%

22.3%

11.7%

33.1%

55.5%

74.7%

35.6%

14.8%

17.3%

54.2%

78.6%

32.4%

66.9%

28.7%

29.4%

25.1%

19.4%

20.5%

69.0%

80.9%

28.3%

38.8%

Experts

89.8%

56.9%

69.0%

75.6%

81.1%

72.6%

87.8%

60.3%

39.9%

69.9%

55.3%

52.0%

66.1%

42.0%

75.6%

56.0%

41.8%

40.1%

80.2%

52.0%

35.7%

67.6%

61.8%

84.1%

37.5%

81.4%

80.0%

83.1%

63.7%

37.3%

34.4%

54.1%

87.5%

55.3%

62.6%

Army rule

17.0%

5.4%

23.9%

38.7%

15.1%

25.7%

23.1%

8.9%

5.2%

4.2%

8.3%

13.1%

29.8%

1.8%

6.9%

1.1%

10.4%

13.7%

45.9%

4.1%

4.1%

21.5%

16.3%

37.3%

19.2%

56.9%

15.9%

5.3%

10.1%

5.8%

3.9%

22.5%

54.3%

16.2%

17.4%

Democracy

98.0%

95.9%

91.8%

91.7%

93.6%

93.4%

94.4%

92.0%

97.0%

93.2%

93.9%

93.0%

92.6%

98.4%

93.0%

99.0%

96.7%

90.0%

89.2%

96.4%

98.0%

89.9%

96.1%

90.1%

80.8%

92.2%

86.8%

90.4%

94.9%

98.1%

96.2%

87.5%

94.4%

93.9%

93.3%

system. After Serbia and North Macedonia, Montenegro ranks third in 
terms of the intensity of support for this type of political system. Prefer-
ence for the democratic type of political system is much stronger than 
for all others in all countries, and the variance between countries is very 
small, so this data does not warrant specific comment.

Table 4. Preference for Four Types of Political Systems – Country Comparison
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Država

Albanija

Austrija

Jermenija
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Ukraine
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Autoritarni

23.2%

14.9%

61.7%

47.4%

62.2%

68.0%

40.2%

27.6%

21.1%

19.2%

15.0%

24.4%

77.1%

20.3%

22.3%

11.7%

33.1%

55.5%

74.7%

35.6%

14.8%

17.3%

54.2%

78.6%

32.4%

66.9%

28.7%

29.4%

25.1%

19.4%

20.5%

69.0%

80.9%

28.3%

Ekspertski

89.8%

56.9%

69.0%

75.6%

81.1%

72.6%

87.8%

60.3%

39.9%

69.9%

55.3%

52.0%

66.1%

42.0%

75.6%

56.0%

41.8%

40.1%

80.2%

52.0%

35.7%

67.6%

61.8%

84.1%

37.5%
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38.7%
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5.2%

4.2%

8.3%

13.1%

29.8%

1.8%

6.9%

1.1%

10.4%

13.7%

45.9%

4.1%

4.1%

21.5%
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5.3%

10.1%

5.8%
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54.3%

16.2%
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98.0%

95.9%
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93.6%

93.4%

94.4%

92.0%

97.0%

93.2%

93.9%

93.0%

92.6%
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93.0%
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90.0%
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94.9%
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93.9%
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93.3

48.7
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Autocratic
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Democracy

36.5

94.5

Europe 2018Montenegro 2023

Finally, in Figure 34, we provide the average values of preferences for all 
types of political systems (sum: good and very good) to compare Europe 
in 2018 and Montenegro today. The data clearly shows that the pref-
erence for a militaristic and authoritarian political system in Montene-
gro is higher than the European average. On the other hand, the expert 
political system enjoys significantly less support in Montenegro. Again, 
the data on nominal support for the democratic political system is not 
particularly valuable because it is very, very high throughout Europe, as 
well as in Montenegro.

Graph 34. Preference for Political System Type: Comparison Europe vs. Montenegro
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In the previous question, we measured nominal support for different 
types of political systems and found that the vast majority of citizens 
across Europe, including Montenegro, express support for a democratic 
political system. However, an essential question arises: how do citizens 
actually understand democracy? What does democracy mean to them? 
It’s important to consider the media and political monopoly of the dem-
ocratic discourse, where there is no room for alternative political mod-
els in communication and institutional practices; as the colloquial saying 
goes, “democracy is the only game in town.” Therefore, in our research, 
following the example of the EVS in 2018, we asked a set of questions to 
determine the real level of democratic orientation by understanding how 
citizens perceive democracy. Hypothetically, the model involves meas-
uring three meanings of democracy.

First, there is the authentic meaning of democracy, which assumes that 
democracy is when people choose their leaders in free elections, when 
civil rights protect people from state repression, and when women have 
the same rights as men. Second, there is the protectionist (or even so-
cial-democratic) understanding of democracy, which implies that de-
mocracy is when the unemployed receive state assistance, the state 
equalizes incomes, and governments tax the rich to help the poor. Third, 
there is an anti-democratic orientation, which is reflected in the view that 
democracy is a system where the military takes power when the govern-
ment is incapable, religious authorities have the final say in interpreting 
laws, and people obey their rulers.

For all nine items measuring different understandings of democracy, a 
ten-point scale was used where citizens indicated the extent to which 
each of the listed characteristics of democracy is true. In Figure 35, we 
provide a percentage of those who support and do not support each of 
the stated views that reflect an understanding of democracy. The per-
centages were simplified by adding up the percentages of 1, 2, and 3, 
and the score of these values represents the percentage of those who 
do not support, while the reciprocally summed values of 8, 9, and 10 
represent those who support the stated understanding of democracy.

The data shows a high level of support for democratic orientation, but 
also strong support for protectionist (social-democratic) orientation. 
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However, it’s important to be cautious with the data. Comparatively, it 
could be said that anti-democratic orientation has weak support. Never-
theless, it should be noted that on average, three items show that one-
third of Montenegrin citizens are anti-democratically oriented. In truth, 
an equal or even larger number oppose anti-democratic views on the 
same items. Nonetheless, we can still say that every third citizen of Mon-
tenegro is anti-democratically oriented. For a clear representation of this 
finding, we provide it in Figure 36.
 

Graph 35. Different Understandings of Democracy

Graph 36. Total Level of Support for Three Types of Understanding of Democracy

In Figure 37, we present the mean values for a large number of Europe-
an countries to assess different understandings of democracy compar-
atively, primarily to determine the measurement results in Montenegro 
compared to other countries. The data is, honestly, disheartening. The 
lowest level of democratic orientation is measured precisely in Monte-
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negro, while the highest level is measured in Scandinavian countries and 
Germany, with one ‘surprise,’ which is Albania. The protectionist under-
standing of democracy is most pronounced in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Russia, and Ukraine, and least pronounced in the Czech Republic, Geor-
gia, and Poland. When it comes to Montenegro, it ranks relatively ‘high’ 
in this regard as well. Regarding anti-democratic orientation, Montene-
gro ranks very high, just behind Russia, Georgia, Romania, and Armenia. 
In this respect, Germany, Austria, Slovenia, and Denmark are the least 
anti-democratic oriented. Therefore, we conclude that authentic dem-
ocratic orientation in Montenegro is at a very low level, and the level of 
anti-democratic orientation is very pronounced.

Figure 37: Three Types of Democratic Understanding – Country Comparison
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Democracy is currently, as all the data in the attachment supports, un-
der threat. The overall level of trust in democracy and democratic insti-
tutions is declining, and the expansion of anti-democratic movements, 
attitudes, and leaders is widespread. One of the most dangerous ten-
dencies for democracy is the introduction of control mechanisms of 
repression towards citizens, carried out by ‘democratic’ state institu-
tions. Measures of control and surveillance, in the name of ‘democra-
cy,’ are endangering the democratic rights and freedoms of citizens, in 
an increasingly extensive form in the age of new technologies and the 
strengthening of the digital society. Therefore, one of the questions is to 
what extent citizens of Montenegro, as well as other countries, justify the 
modern control methods supposedly implemented by democratic, but 
essentially repressive, states today. In Figure 38, research data is pro-
vided that indicates the attitudes of citizens regarding the justifiability of 
surveillance measures potentially carried out by the government. The 
data shows that citizens mostly justify video surveillance in public areas. 
However, cumulatively, almost 28% of citizens justify email monitoring, 
with over 20% of citizens justifying the collection of information about 
individuals without their knowledge. Therefore, non-democratic control 
measures are to some extent justified.

Graph 38. Government Should Have the Right

In Figure 39, we provide indexed values (sum of % Government is jus-
tified minus sum of % Government is not justified) to compare citizens’ 
attitudes on these issues today compared to 2018. The data indicates 
that video surveillance is significantly more justified today than it was five 
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years ago. A slightly higher level of justification today compared to five 
years ago is also observed regarding the collection of personal informa-
tion about people without their knowledge. The only indicator where we 
see a negative trend of decreasing justification is the monitoring of email 
and internet usage.

Graph 39. Montenegro - Justifiability of surveillance measures

Finally, in Figure 40, we provide comparative values for European coun-
tries. The numerical value represents the average value of the three in-
dicators summed up as described above. The data indicates that only 
three countries (Finland, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands) 
have a higher number of citizens who approve of surveillance than those 
who do not approve. In all other countries, there is no majority support 
for surveillance. The lowest level of approval for surveillance is meas-
ured in Poland, followed by Slovenia and Croatia. In Montenegro, ac-
cording to this data, 44% of citizens disapprove of surveillance compared 
to the reference number of those who approve. However, the reference 
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Graph 40. INDEX – Justifiability of Surveillance Measures – Country Comparison

Next, we measured the level of satisfaction with democracy, specifically, 
citizens were asked to what extent they are satisfied with democracy in 
Montenegro. We used a ten-point scale for measurement, and the re-
sponses are presented in Figure 41.
 

Graph 41. Satisfaction with Democracy in the Country
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The data indicates that satisfaction is “moderate,” and cumulatively, if 
we sum the values of 8, 9, and 10, we can say that we measure 18% of 
satisfied individuals. If we sum the values from 1 to 3, we find 14.6% dis-
satisfied (Figure 42). 

Graph 42. Democracy Satisfaction - INDEX

In comparison to 2018 (ESS), the cumulative percentage of satisfaction 
estimates indicate that citizens of Montenegro are slightly more satisfied 
with democracy today than they were back then (Figure 43).

Graph 43. Democracy Satisfaction – Trend
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Graph 44. Democracy Satisfaction – Country Comparison

The last question in this research segment could have methodically 
been placed at the beginning of the chapter, but for didactic reasons, 
we decided to present it in the concluding part. The question concerns 
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tem functions. We also used a ten-point scale for measurement, and the 
results are presented in Figure 45. Both visually and numerically, we can 
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index the values (sum of 8,9,10 as a measure of satisfaction, minus the 
sum of 1,2,3 as a measure of dissatisfaction), it is evident that the num-
ber/percentage of dissatisfied is significantly higher than the number of 
satisfied. Therefore, we can say that in Montenegro, dissatisfaction with 
the way the political system functions predominates (Figure 46).
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Graph 45. Satisfaction With the Way the Political System Functions

Graph 46. Political System Satisfaction - INDEX

 
If we compare the data indicating the level of (dis)satisfaction today with 
that of 2018 (Figure 47), the data shows that both dissatisfaction and sat-
isfaction are at a slightly lower level, meaning the level of satisfaction 
with the political system has shifted towards the middle.
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Finally, we provide comparative data on satisfaction with the political 
system, comparing Montenegro to other European countries (Figure 
48). For this purpose, we again formed a simple INDEX that indicates 
the difference between the percentage of satisfied (sum of 8, 9, 10) and 
dissatisfied (sum of 1, 2, 3) respondents. The data shows that in Western 
and Scandinavian countries, satisfaction is higher than dissatisfaction. 
However, it is concerning that in most European countries, the level of 
dissatisfaction is higher than the level of satisfaction. The highest level 
of dissatisfaction with the political system is measured in Southeastern 
Europe, and interestingly, the highest value is observed in Croatia. Mon-
tenegro, in this regard, records values that, comparatively, are not as low 
as in some countries where democracy “should” be (or is realistically) at 
a higher level.

Graph 48. Political System Satisfaction INDEX – Country Comparison
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POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

Around 2400 years ago, Pericles said: “Individuals who have no interest 
in public affairs can be considered, by their character, if not harmful, then 
certainly useless.” In ancient Greece, those who didn’t participate in pol-
itics were called “idiots” (ιιιιιιι), and the authentic interpretation of this word 
means “private” or “personal,” which is the opposite of “public.” Today, this 
word carries a generally negative connotation. Therefore, this chapter in 
the report holds a central place in our research. All other chapters, in a 
way, serve to better understand the data related to political participation. 
Citizen participation in politics is a key assumption and condition for the 
functioning of a democratic society. The very idea of democracy implies 
that citizens are the bearers of legitimacy, and the responsibility and 
functioning of government are based on their choices. However, citizen 
participation in political life is much more than just voting in elections. It 
involves membership in political organizations, public debates and dis-
cussions on political issues, as well as a readiness to participate in pro-
tests to express the will of the majority or a portion of the citizens. There-
fore, we have devoted an important set of questions in this research to 
measure various aspects of political participation.

The first indicator, also the most general and common one, is voting in 
elections. Simply put, it measures the percentage of citizens who partic-
ipate in elections. We have data on voter turnout for all election cycles, 
but in this research, we asked citizens in general whether they partic-
ipate in local and national elections. In Graph 48, we provide data on 
voter turnout that citizens reported in the survey.

Graph 49. Voter Turnout in Elections
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The reported percentage corresponds to the actual voter turnout, con-
sidering that the percentage of those who say “always” can be increased 
with a certain number of those who say “usually.” If we compare the data 
from today with the research from five years ago (Graph 49), we can see 
that voter turnout at the national level is slightly higher, while voter turn-
out at the local level remains at the same level as it was then.

Graph 50. Turnout - Trend

In Graph 50, we provide an overview of voter turnout in European coun-
tries. The data indicates that Montenegro does not significantly deviate 
from the European average in this parameter.

Graph 51. Voter turnout in Europe – Country Comparison
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Graph 51 presents data on the percentage of membership in all social 
and political organizations that were the subject of measurement. The 
data indicates that the percentage of membership in organizations in 
Montenegro is not impressive. However, an analysis of the trend (Graph 
52) shows that membership in organizations has significantly increased 
in the last five years, with the most notable increases occurring in labor 
unions, political parties, professional associations, sports, and religious 
organizations.

Graph 52. Membership in Organizations 
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Graph 53. Membership in Organizations – Trend

Table 5. Membership in Organizations in Europe
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Table 5 provides a comparative measurement of membership in organ-
izations in Europe, while Graph 53 shows the average values for all ten 
indicators for all the countries for which we have data. Again, we can 
see that the highest level of organizational membership is in the Scan-
dinavian countries, Switzerland, and Slovenia is also ranked high this 
time. Montenegro is relatively lowly ranked, with 4.6 percent of citizens 
belonging to some organization on average (to remind you, this is al-
most twice as much as five years ago). The lowest level of organizational 
membership is observed in Eastern and Southeastern Europe.
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Graph 54. Membership in Organizations in Europe: Average Value – Country Comparison

Let’s emphasize once again why membership in organizations is im-
portant. In Figure 2, we present a correlation between membership in 
organizations and the Human Development Index (HDI). The data un-
equivocally indicates that there is a linear relationship, meaning that 
the higher the level of membership in organizations, the higher the HDI. 
Therefore, Scandinavian and Western democracies are significantly 
more advanced than other countries. Hence, an increased level of mem-
bership in organizations in Montenegro would be more than desirable 
because it is an indication of overall social development.
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2.7
2.2
1.8
1.5
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Scatter Plot 2. Membership in International Organizations and Human Development Index (HDI)

The civic capacity for political participation is measured, among other 
things, by the willingness of citizens to freely express dissatisfaction and 
engage in protests to advocate and fight for their rights. Therefore, our 
final segment in measuring political participation is protest participa-
tion. In the literature, the term ‘non-conventional political participation’ 
or ‘political activism’ is often used for the same concept and the way we 
measured it. We opted for the term ‘protest participation’ first because it 
is very difficult to determine what is ‘conventional’ and what is not, sec-
ond because ‘political activism’ is too broad a term, and third because all 
four items that are the subject of measurement actually refer to different 
types of protest behavior. Four items in question in the survey asked cit-
izens whether they have, or would, or would never undertake four forms 
of political action. Moreover, the scale is Gutman’s, meaning that each 
subsequent form of political action is more radical than the previous one. 
In Figure 54, we provide an overview of the basic distribution on all four 
items. The data initially indicate a relatively high level of protest partici-
pation. Almost half of the citizens have signed a petition at some point, 



58

with another 38% expressing the view that they could sign one. Boycott-
ing has been practiced by almost every fourth citizen of Montenegro, 
with over 40% who have not done so but are willing to engage in this 
form of political action. Additionally, more than one in five citizens have 
participated in legally approved demonstrations, while 40% are willing to 
do so. Finally, over 15% of citizens have participated in unofficial strikes, 
with almost 40% indicating the possibility of doing so. Therefore, the ob-
tained values are numerically high. Analyzing the trend for three survey 
periods (Figure 55), we can see that the values are somewhat higher 
than five years ago and significantly higher than in 2008. So, the level of 
readiness for protest participation has not significantly increased in the 
last five years, but it is significantly higher than fifteen years ago.

Graph 55. Protest Participation

Graph 56. Protest Participation – SUM: Has Participated and Could – Trend

2023

2018

2008

85.8   63.8          60.9                    54.0

83.0                68.2                                  55.9                 45.7

63.6                  44.1          51.1             28.1

Petition Boycott Lawful demonstrations Unofficial strikes

Signing a petition

Joining  in boycotts

47.8   38.0                      14.2

Have done Might do Would never do

23.5                   40.3                                 36.2

21.1                   39.8                                39.1

15.4                     38.6            46.0

Attending lawful demonstrations

Joining unofficial strikes
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In Table 6, we provide an overview of the measured values for European 
countries in 2018, and in Figure 56, we present the average value for all 
four items to determine the relative position occupied by Montenegro. 
As a rule, the highest scores are achieved by Scandinavian and some 
Western countries. Still, this time we measure a particularly high value in 
Croatia, and Montenegro is relatively ‘high’ in this parameter. Therefore, 
we conclude that the readiness for protest participation in Montenegro 
is at a high level, and in this regard, Montenegro is highly ranked in all of 
Europe.

Table 6. Protest Participation in Europe

Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulagira

Belarus

Croatia

Czech

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary

Iceland

Italy

Lithuania

Montenegro

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Petition

62.3%

84.0%

46.1%

77.6%

45.1%

32.4%

85.6%

70.9%

87.1%

57.4%

87.2%

87.1%

49.7%

86.1%

39.0%

92.7%

74.5%

65.4%

83.0%

91.2%

91.1%

69.6%

55.6%

45.2%

36.7%

Boycott

36.7%

51.7%

31.4%

54.3%

21.5%

15.0%

62.2%

34.0%

74.1%

33.2%

73.5%

62.7%

29.8%

50.9%

18.5%

89.7%

41.5%

52.9%

68.2%

62.5%

62.0%

30.8%

30.2%

18.2%

17.7%

45.4%

54.2%

50.1%

58.9%

43.0%

28.0%

64.7%

54.5%

77.0%

44.2%

65.2%

72.3%

34.4%

72.5%

27.8%

85.5%

69.3%

57.0%

55.9%

63.2%

78.4%

50.2%

47.0%

40.9%

34.1%

3.4%

28.9%

31.3%

40.3%

21.0%

10.4%

51.4%

31.7%

71.8%

23.2%

33.4%

36.4%

21.5%

30.7%

12.5%

37.0%

32.7%

33.1%

45.7%

32.9%

20.6%

22.2%

17.5%

11.0%

11.8%

Lawful 
Demonstrations

Unofficial
strikes



60

Država

Albanija

Austrija

Jermenija

BiH

Bugarska 

Bjelorusija

Hrvatska

Češka

Danska

Estonija

Finska

Francuska

Gruzija

Njemačka

Mađarska

Island

Italija

Litvanija

Crna Gora

Holandija

Norveška

Poljska

Portugal

Rumunija

Rusija

Serbia

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Ukraine

North Macedonia

Great Britain

Peticija

62.3%

84.0%

46.1%

77.6%

45.1%

32.4%

85.6%

70.9%

87.1%

57.4%

87.2%

87.1%

49.7%

86.1%

39.0%

92.7%

74.5%

65.4%

83.0%

91.2%

91.1%

69.6%

55.6%

45.2%

36.7%

75.5%

71.8%

69.1%

68.0%

94.9%

93.5%

49.2%

51.7%

91.2%

Bojkot

36.7%

51.7%

31.4%

54.3%

21.5%

15.0%

62.2%

34.0%

74.1%

33.2%

73.5%

62.7%

29.8%

50.9%

18.5%

89.7%

41.5%

52.9%

68.2%

62.5%

62.0%

30.8%

30.2%

18.2%

17.7%

54.4%

38.8%

54.9%

32.3%

79.0%

64.0%

22.7%

45.2%

59.2%

Zakonske

demontracije

45.4%

54.2%

50.1%

58.9%

43.0%

28.0%

64.7%

54.5%

77.0%

44.2%

65.2%

72.3%

34.4%

72.5%

27.8%

85.5%

69.3%

57.0%

55.9%

63.2%

78.4%

50.2%

47.0%

40.9%

34.1%

53.6%

41.1%

57.2%

68.9%

80.2%

70.6%

39.8%

48.9%

58.6%

Neslužbeni

štrajkovi

3.4%

28.9%

31.3%

40.3%

21.0%

10.4%

51.4%

31.7%

71.8%

23.2%

33.4%

36.4%

21.5%

30.7%

12.5%

37.0%

32.7%

33.1%

45.7%

32.9%

20.6%

22.2%

17.5%

11.0%

11.8%

43.7%

20.6%

38.4%

39.5%

32.8%

28.2%

14.5%

27.3%

37.6%

Graph 57. Protest Participation – Average Percentage on Four Items
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Graph 58. Political Participation – INDEX

Finally, we have created a political participation index by calculating the 
mean value of voter turnout in local elections, voter turnout in national 
elections, membership in organizations (percentage of members), and 
the score for protest participation. We present the data in Figure 57. The 
data, as with most of the previous parameters, indicate that the highest 
level of political participation is in Scandinavian and Western countries. 
Conversely, the lowest values are observed in Russia and Eastern Eu-
rope. In Montenegro, we measure a 'moderate level' of political partic-
ipation. Specifically, Montenegro lags behind most Western European 
countries but has a high rating compared to Eastern and Southeastern 
Europe. Finally, the significance of political participation can be seen in 
Figure 3, where countries with a high level of political participation also 
have high Human Development Index values, and vice versa.
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THE RULE OF LAW AND THE LEGAL STATE

The deficit often seen in countries without a strong democratic tradition 
is the rule of law and the legal state. In this regard, Montenegro follows 
the patterns of post-communist countries, meaning that the rule of law 
does not effectively match the development of political institutions. As a 
result, significant issues arise in the functioning of the economy and the 
entire political system. In the EU Progress Reports, Chapters 23 and 24 
have been the most burdensome for Montenegro for years, as they insist 
on the rule of law, and corruption is one of the most significant social 
problems in this context. In the literature, there are numerous factors 
emphasized when it comes to the rule of law in a country. At this point, 
we will focus on one cultural factor that can be identified through survey 
research, and that is ‘civil morality.’ This concept involves attitudes about 
whether citizens justify certain moral aspects related to the efficient 
functioning of civil society and a legally organized state.

Methodologically and operationally, in surveys on a ten-point scale, we 
ask citizens whether it is or is not acceptable to: demand benefits from 

Scatterplot 3: Political Participation and Human Development Index (HDI) Correlation
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the state to which you are not entitled, evade taxes if there is an oppor-
tunity, avoid paying for a ticket in public transport, and accept bribes 
at work. In this case, metrically, those who marked any number on the 
scale from 2 to 10, to a greater or lesser extent, justify these behaviors, 
and we distinguish them from those who marked 1, i.e., those who never 
justify these behaviors.

In Figure 57, we provide the distribution/percentage of those who justify 
(to any extent) the mentioned behaviors. The data indicate that over 35% 
of citizens justify not paying for tickets in public transport, every fourth 
justifies seeking benefits from the state to which they are not entitled, 
every fifth justifies tax evasion, and over 18% justify accepting bribes.

In Figure 58, we present the benchmark values for measurement for 
three periods in Montenegro. The data show that civil morality today is 
significantly higher than it was five years ago. However, it is interesting 
to note a significant increase in civil immorality between 2008 and 2018, 
which best reflects the political legitimacy crisis of the DPS (Democrat-
ic Party of Socialists) government in the terminal phase of their rule. In 
other words, 15 years ago, civil morality was at a ‘decent’ level, five years 
ago, immorality had almost taken over, and today we are measuring civil 
morality again at a ‘decent’ level, more or less at the level we measured 
in 2008. In other words, in 2008 and today, we have about 1/4 ‘immoral’ 
citizens, while in 2018, this was the case with more than a third of citizens.

Graph 59. Percentage Justifying Less or More Mentioned Behaviors

Someone accepting a bribe
in the course of their duties

Cheating on tax
if you have
the chance

Claiming state benefits
which you are not entitled to

Avoiding a fare on
public transport

18.5 20.5

25.4

35.4
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Graph 60. Civic (Im)morality – Trend

The data in Table 5 indicate the comparative level of civic immorality in 
all the listed countries, i.e., the percentage of those who justify the men-
tioned behaviors. In Figure 59, we provide an inverse representation, i.e., 
the average percentage of citizens who DO NOT JUSTIFY the mentioned 
behaviors, and this percentage can be taken as a measure of civic mo-
rality. In this regard, there are surprises. Namely, the four most morally 
upright countries are countries from the region: Albania, Bulgaria, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, and North Macedonia. On the other hand, the coun-
tries with the lowest civic morality are Eastern European countries, along 
with Spain and France. In any case, when it comes to Montenegro, we 
measure moderate values, meaning that Montenegro is somewhere “in 
the middle,” significantly more moral than some Western countries. It is 
important to note that we have seen a significant increase in civic moral-
ity in the last five years, which means that civic morality as a prerequisite 
for the rule of law is not such a pronounced problem when it comes to 
citizens’ value orientations. In other words, the problems in establishing 
the rule of law and the rule of law in Montenegro are not primarily the re-
sult of cultural tendencies toward lawlessness but are the result of other 
political, social, and/or institutional deficits that exist.

Justified 2023Justified 2018Justified 2008

someone accepting a bribe in the course
of their duties

Average

Cheating on tax if you have the chance

Avoiding a fare on public transport

Claiming state benefits which
you are not entitled to

12.7 20.5 18.5

26.8  35.4         20.5

26.1                  34.6 25.0

30.3      43.9                 25.4

34.5         38.6                     35.4
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Table 7. Civic (Im)morality by Countries - % Justified

Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulgaria

Belarus

Croatia

Czech

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary

Iceland

Italy

Lithuania

Montenegro

Netherlands

Norway 

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Russia

Serbia

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Ukraine

North Macedonia

Great Britain

37.7

43.2

30.4

24.8

31.2

67.5

34.1

47.9

20.2

53.5

35.1

71.3

29.9

45.3

19.6

24.8

31

53.3

30.3

22

40.6

55.9

45

36.6

52.4

21.9

64.1

54.9

47.9

37.6

34.8

34.7

17.8

23.2

45.8

47.4

41.4

38.9

32.9

80.4

56.6

64

34.1

49.7

55.5

47.8

28.4

53.8

45.5

48

39.8

72.7

34.5

52.4

47.4

59.1

43

46.9

66.4

36.5

70.1

41.7

51.6

61.6

46.6

57.6

21.4

46.1

Cheating 
on taxes

50.9

43

38.1

27

32.9

71.4

41.3

51.5

33.2

49.8

35.6

48

31.6

44.8

21.7

39.6

37.8

62.7

26.8

44.7

48.9

52.6

42.9

49.9

56.1

24.3

51.1

37.6

46.9

46.6

46.2

39.7

18

32.1

54

32.8

21.3

23.4

18.8

60

23

55.2

12.1

23.9

15.2

32.9

20.2

35.5

29.2

10.7

21

44.6

12.7

25.7

20.6

37.9

31.3

33.8

38.9

15.2

56.9

22.4

20.5

40

27.3

19.2

18.2

20.9

State
benefits

Public 
transportation Bribe
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Graph 61. Civic Morality in Europe
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NATIONALISM, AUTHORITARIANISM, AND SOCIAL DISTANCE

One of the factors that undoubtedly had a restrictive impact on the de-
velopment of democracy in almost all post-socialist countries is nation-
alism. In the countries of the region, including Montenegro, in the 1990s, 
nationalism seriously threatened not only the development of democ-
racy but also peace and stability. Additionally, post-socialist societies 
have a pronounced authoritarian legacy with a deep tradition, espe-
cially in Southeastern Europe, which represents a significant obstacle 
to the development of democratic society. Authoritarianism was also 
nurtured throughout the socialist period as it was an integral part of the 
one-party system, statism, and the pronounced cult of personality that 
was present in almost all countries of the former socialist bloc. Finally, 
one of the problems that countries with an underdeveloped democratic 
tradition often face is social intolerance towards others and those who 
are different. This is a serious and fundamental problem when it comes 
to promoting democratic relations and creating an overall atmosphere 
of social tolerance, which is an important element of social functioning. 
Therefore, we have chosen to focus on these three themes in this seg-
ment of the research.

First, when it comes to nationalism, we measured it using four statements 
or items on which respondents expressed their level of agreement on a 
four-point Likert scale. This scale was originally used in the 2001 SESSP 
(Social Exclusion and Stratification in Serbia Project) research, and we 
have also used it in previous CEDEM (Center for Democracy and Human 
Rights) surveys, with its reliability being unquestionable (Cronbach’s Al-
pha = 0.871). In Figure 60, we provide a breakdown of the percentage of 
agreement with the four statements. On three out of four items, just over 
one-fifth of the citizens completely agree, while on the initial item relat-
ed to the “survival of one’s own people,” a little over 30% were measured. 
These percentages refer only to those who “completely agree.” If we add 
those who “agree,” then it can be said that every second citizen of Mon-
tenegro has a nationalist orientation. Therefore, it must be said that the 
level of nationalism in Montenegro is high.
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Graph 62. Nationalism - % Agreement with Statements

Graph 63. Nationalism – Trend

In Figure 61, we provide measurement values for 2015 and today, specif-
ically, we measure changes in the degree of nationalist orientation over 
an 8-year span. Percentage values represent the sum of two levels of 
agreement with the statements. The data indicates that the level of na-
tionalism was and remains particularly high, but we cannot say that there 
have been significant changes in the overall level of nationalism. What is 
concerning is the significantly higher level of agreement that ethnically 
mixed marriages are undesirable. In conclusion, the level of nationalism 
in Montenegro is pronounced and represents a potential challenge to 
strengthening democratic values and democratic institutions.
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The second segment in this part of the research was authoritarianism 
as an individual psychological characteristic, meaning we measured au-
thoritarianism at the individual level. The goal was to determine the ex-
tent to which citizens of Montenegro, as individuals, are inclined towards 
authority figures. The first and famous measurement of authoritarianism 
was conducted by Adorno in the late 1940s, with the aim of explaining 
the phenomenon of Nazism in Germany. Since then, numerous studies 
on this topic have been conducted worldwide, using methodologies that 
adhere to Adorno’s operationalization. The original scale (the so-called 
F-scale) used by Adorno was very cumbersome, operating with a large 
number of items/statements. Today, various shortened versions of the 
authoritarianism scale are used. In Montenegro (to the best of our knowl-
edge), there have been no previous measurements of authoritarianism, 
so in this segment of the research, we do not have comparative data that 
would indicate trends. In this case, we used a shortened scale consisting 
of four items/statements, which have been shown to be the most valid 
in international scientific practice. In this research, the reliability test was 
confirmed (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.723). Figure 62 shows the percentage 
distribution of agreement with the four statements. The data indicates 
that, on average, almost 19% of citizens strongly agree with the stated at-
titudes, with 28% expressing agreement. Thus, over 46%, or almost every 
other citizen of Montenegro, exhibits authoritarian tendencies. Regard-
ing the statements, the highest level of agreement is measured when it 
comes to the strict punishment of those who do not respect the laws, 
with explicit identification with the ‘leader’ being cumulative for about 
half of the citizens. Support for the belief that children should be taught 
obedience and submission is measured in about a third of citizens, and 
the lowest level of agreement is recorded when it comes to dividing the 
world into ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ (around 30%). In conclusion, authoritari-
anism is present in Montenegro to a significant extent and potentially 
poses a barrier to the development of tolerance and democratic values.

Graph 64. Authoritarianism - % agreement with attitudes
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The final segment of the research concerns the measurement of intol-
erance, which we determined through measuring social distance. Typi-
cally, the famous Bogardus scale is used for measuring social distance. 
As a control item for a larger number of groups, we used one (median) 
item. Specifically, for a larger number of groups, respondents expressed 
whether they DO NOT WANT members of certain groups as neighbors. 
All groups that were subjects of the research were divided into two cat-
egories: first, by racial/ethnic criteria, and second, by behavioral criteria.

First, we measured social distance by racial/ethnic criteria, and we pres-
ent the measurement data for all groups in Figure 63. The data indicates 
that the highest level of social distancing is expressed towards immi-
grants/foreign workers (almost 29%), followed by people of other reli-
gions, towards whom every fourth citizen of Montenegro expresses dis-
tance. About 17% exhibit distance towards people of a different race, while 
just over 11% of citizens do not want Roma as neighbors. On average, so-
cial distance by ethnic/racial criteria is expressed by every fifth citizen of 
Montenegro. When we compare the data with 2008 and 2018 (Figure 63), 
the data shows that on average, social distancing by racial/ethnic criteria 
is at a lower level today as well as five years ago but is higher than in 2008. 
What is particularly concerning is the increase in the level of distancing 
towards people of other religions that has occurred in the last five years, 
while the positive aspect is the decrease in distance towards Roma when 
comparing today’s distancing to that of five years ago.

Graph 65. DOES NOT WANT to Have as Neighbors
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Graph 66. DOES NOT WANT to Have as Neighbors – Trend

Table 8 Ethnic/Racial Intolerance in Europe

Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulgaria

Belarus

Croatia

Czech

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary

Iceland

Italy

Race

7.8

8.2

27.8

24.8

40

20

11.7

31.7

3.1

16.5

6.8

3.7

33

4.7

28.8

1.8

12.4

Religion

0.6

20.3

67.8

27.4

22.9

22.6

16.8

56.2

12.1

30

24.3

8.5

35.2

13.8

39.2

10.5

20.3

Roma

8.4

26.3

52.5

37.4

67

54.9

25

64.1

35.5

49.6

40.7

22.9

37.5

30.8

45.3

14

64.8

Immigrants

7.4

18.1

31.8

31.8

57.2

33.1

21

58.9

9.5

28.2

14.5

9.9

30.8

6.5

48.7

5.4

18.4

Different race

12.9 12.9

7.2

21.2
25.2

20.4

26.9

56.8
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28.025
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11.3 11.3

16.7
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Table 8 provides an overview of racial/ethnic intolerance in countries 
for which we have data, and in Figure 64, a comparative representation 
of the average values for all four items measuring distance. The highest 
level of ethnic/racial distancing is observed in the Czech Republic, Lith-
uania, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Armenia, and Hungary, while the lowest level 
of distancing by racial/ethnic criteria is found in Albania, Scandinavia, 
and Western Europe. The average measured value in Montenegro in-
dicates a “moderate level” of distancing, with the note that the meas-
ured values in this study are lower than those subject to comparison. 
Therefore, we conclude that racial-ethnic distance in Montenegro is at 
a relatively high level, but comparatively, this value is within acceptable 
limits when Montenegro is compared to other European countries. What 
is important is the reduction in the level of social distancing by racial/
ethnic criteria (about 5%) in the last five years, while what is concerning, 
as we mentioned, is the increase in distancing by religious criteria.
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Graph 67. Ethnic/Racial Distance in Europe

The other type of distancing that was subject to measurement is the 
so-called behavioral distance, i.e., distancing from people with different 
behavior patterns. The data obtained from the study are concerning; on 
average, every other citizen of Montenegro expresses behavioral dis-
tance. The highest level of distancing is expressed towards drug addicts, 
with nearly 2/3 of citizens not wanting to have a drug addict as their 
neighbor. The level of distance towards homosexuals is over 54%, and 
almost every other citizen does not want to live in the neighborhood 
of a person infected with HIV. Finally, about 45% of citizens do not want 
to have heavy alcoholics and individuals with a criminal history as their 
neighbors.
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Graph 68. DO NOT WANT as Neighbors %

If we compare the values measured for the three items that measure be-
havioral distance, the data indicate a significant reduction in distancing 
for all criteria compared to 2018. It is also significantly lower when com-
pared to the values from 2008. Therefore, we conclude that the degree 
of behavioral distancing in Montenegro is still very high, but it is lower 
than in previous years.

Graph 69. Behavioral Distance – Trend

In Table 9, we provide a comparative overview of behavioral distancing 
in all countries across all items for all European countries for which 
we have data. In Graph 67, we show the average values of distancing 
on three items. The data indicate that Montenegro is among the most 
intolerant countries, following Armenia, Albania, and Belarus. The lowest 
distancing values are measured in Portugal, Scandinavia, and Western 
European countries. It’s important to consider the significant reduction 
in behavioral distance in Montenegro over the past five years. Therefore, 
once again, behavioral distancing in Montenegro is pronounced, 
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representing a significant problem, but the trends are progressive. In 
comparison to five years ago and earlier, distancing based on behavioral 
criteria has significantly decreased.

Table 9. DOES NOT WANT as Neighbors – Country Comparison

Country

Albania

Austria

Armenia

BiH

Bulgaria

Belarus

Croatia

Cezch

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Georgia

Germany

Hungary
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Lithuania

Montenegro

Netherlands

Norway

Poland
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Romania

Russia

Serbia

Slovakia
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Spain
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Ukraine
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Great Britain

82.5

65.7

85.9

57.1

83.7

85.8

60.1

75.5

34.4

86.6

60.2

40.9

60.3

70.9

64.5

69.8

46.6

75
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74.2

29.4

74.3

35.2

63.7

77.7

56.7

78.1

56.7

50

46.2

61.4

72.3

79.5

48.3

90.2
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93.9

67.8

86.6

94.1

70.4

82.6

67.3

94.3

86.4

57.6

68.2

76.2

70.6

86.9

64.7

91.8

90.3

86

56.8

77.5

36.3

69

87.1

72.9

83.5

65.5

61.8

70.4

67.9

77.3

85.4

76.8

76.6

11

82.9

54.2

66

67.8

37.3

22.8

2.2

37.6

12.3

8

62

8.4

37.2

2

12.7

62.1

71.2

3.7

3.5

30.2

12.4

54.3

66.1

47.2

38.4

29.8

12.9

2.5

5.9

50.7

68.3

5.3
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Graph 70. Behavioral Distance in Europe
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POLITICAL CULTURE AND VALUE ORIENTATIONS

The penultimate chapter in this study is dedicated to examining vari-
ous models of political culture and value orientations. Inglehart argued 
at the end of the last century, and empirically demonstrated, that the 
economic and democratic development of contemporary society is ac-
companied by a shift in political culture from materialistic to post-mate-
rialistic values. Since then, the degree of post-materialistic culture often 
serves as a marker for economic and political development. Inglehart’s 
key thesis was that generational change leads to a shift from materialis-
tic to post-materialistic orientations. The argument underlying genera-
tional shifts in values in the literature is called the “formative” argument. 
Using Maslow’s theory of motivation and the formative thesis of Mann-
heim, Inglehart claims that the conditions in which someone grows up 
shape their value orientations. Since older generations were shaped by 
material deficits, their orientation is materialistic, while younger gener-
ations, who grew up in material abundance, exhibit post-materialistic 
values. The formative argument implies that once a value framework is 
formed, it does not change. Consequently, generational shifts result in a 
transition from materialistic to post-materialistic values. Operationally, in 
more developed societies with stronger economies, post-materialistic 
values tend to dominate.

In this study, we used Inglehart’s scale to measure post-materialistic ori-
entation. This scale asks questions about value priorities, offering four 
options, with the possibility for the respondent to choose their first and 
second choices for each option. Two out of four items are indicators of 
materialistic orientation, while the other two represent post-materialis-
tic orientation. If a respondent selects materialistic options as both their 
first and second choices, they are considered materialistically oriented. 
If, on the other hand, they choose post-materialistic options as their first 
and second choices, they are classified as post-materialistically orient-
ed. Finally, if they choose a materialistic option as their first choice and a 
post-materialistic option as their second choice, or vice versa, they are 
classified as a “mixed type.” In Graph 68, we provide the distribution of 
responses for the first and second choices for all four items, while in 
Graph 69, we show the distribution of materialistic and post-materialistic 
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orientations based on the described methodology. The items “maintain-
ing order in the state” and “fighting against rising prices” are taken as in-
dicators of materialistic orientation, while “securing a greater say for the 
citizens in government decisions” and “protecting freedom of speech” 
are considered indicators of post-materialistic orientation. Initially, it is 
clear that materialistic items have higher percentage values.

Graph 71. First and Second Choice - %

 
When we summarize the values on the items in the manner described 
above, we obtain the distribution of materialistic and post-materialis-
tic orientations, which is presented in Graph 69. The data indicates that 
more than one-third of the citizens are materialistically oriented, while 
only 4.8% are post-materialistically oriented. In other words, based on 
this parameter, Montenegro falls into the category of less developed so-
cio-political and economic environments.

Graph 72. Materialistic and Post-materialistic Orientation
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However, the trend we are measuring is confusing (Graph 70). Namely, 
the data indicates that materialistic orientation strengthened between 
2008 and 2018, only to decrease in this year’s survey and approach the 
values from 2008. In any case, regardless of the variations, the measured 
values of post-materialistic orientation are low, indicating a low level of 
socio-economic development.

Graph 73. Materialist and Post-materialist Orientation – Trend

In Graph 71, we present comparative data that indicates the level of 
post-materialistic orientation in Europe. Clearly, at the top of the hier-
archy are Western countries, and at the bottom are Eastern and South-
eastern European countries.

Finally, we provide a scatter plot showing the correlation between 
post-materialistic orientation and the Human Development Index. In 
other words, it largely confirms that the degree of post-materialistic ori-
entation is a characteristic of the quality of life.
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Graph 74. Post-materialistic Orientation in Europe %
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Scatterplot 4. Correlation between Post-materialistic Orientation and Human Development Index (HDI)

The next concept we measured is authoritarian political culture, which is 
assessed by a simple question about the assessment of the near future, 
whether it is good or bad to respect authorities in that future. In Graph 72, 
we present the percentage distribution of responses regarding whether 
greater respect for authorities in the future is good or bad. The data indi-
cates that over 56% of the population of Montenegro believes that great-
er respect for authorities in the future is ‘good’. Therefore, this serves as a 
measure of authoritarian political culture. However, when analyzing the 
trend, the data shows that there is a lower level of authoritarian political 
culture today compared to 2018 and even 2008 (Graph 73).

Graph 75. Greater Respect for Authority in the Future
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Graph 76. Authoritarian Political Culture – Trend

Finally, in Graph 74, we provide comparative data indicating the pres-
ence of a new authoritarian political culture in Europe. The data is in-
teresting because it shows a very diverse distribution of values across 
countries that cannot be generalized geographically. The highest sup-
port for authoritarian political culture is measured in Portugal, the Neth-
erlands, France, Georgia, and Albania, while the lowest is in Scandinavi-
an countries and North Macedonia. The measured value for Montenegro 
is relatively high. In conclusion, Montenegro has a high level of authori-
tarian political culture, but it is not at a concerning level when compared 
to other European countries.

Graph 77. Authoritarian Political Culture in Europe
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The last concept we measured in this chapter is social justice. A dem-
ocratic society should provide equal opportunities to all individuals, re-
ward individuals based on merit, and ensure the satisfaction of the basic 
needs of all its members. Consequently, we measured social justice us-
ing a question with three items. The question aimed to assess to what 
extent respondents believe society should reduce income inequality, 
meet basic needs, and reward people based on merit. In Graph 75, we 
present the distribution of responses to the three questions measuring 
social justice. Even the basic distribution indicates a very high level of 
support for all items.

Graph 78. Society Should Provide
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In Graph 76, we provide the results of measuring the trend on all items 
of social justice, as well as the average value for two periods. Only the 
percentage of those who consider each of the aspects ‘very important’ is 
calculated. The data indicates that the concept of social justice in Mon-
tenegro is more prevalent today than it was five years ago, and regarding 
the items, the greatest progress is observed when it comes to ‘rewarding 
based on merit.’

Graph 79. Social Justice – Trend

Finally, in Graph 77, we provide measured benchmark values for Euro-
pean countries for which data exists. The measurement results indicate 
that the concept of social justice is most accepted in the countries of the 
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years ago.
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Graph 80. Social justice in Europe – Country Comparison
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FOREIGN POLICY ORIENTATION

The last chapter in this report is dedicated to foreign policy orientations. 
The first dimension we measured in this regard is the orientation to-
wards the EU or Russia. For this purpose, we used a special index that 
involves preferences for the first and second choice on four items, which 
are Montenegro’s goals such as: getting closer to the EU, strengthening 
Montenegro’s NATO membership, getting Montenegro closer to Serbia, 
and getting Montenegro closer to Russia. Respondents who choose the 
EU and NATO as their first and second choices (regardless of which one 
is first and which is second) are qualified as Western-oriented. However, 
those who believe that Montenegro should approach Serbia and Russia 
in foreign policy (regardless of which is the first and which is the second 
choice) are qualified as non-Western-oriented. If a respondent chose 
one of the ‘Western’ items as their first choice (either of the two), and one 
of the ‘non-Western’ items as their second choice (regardless of which 
of the two), or vice versa, they are qualified as a ‘mixed type’. Those who 
only chose one of the two choices or did not choose at all are qualified 
as ‘without orientation’. We provide the results of measuring foreign pol-
icy orientation in Graph 78.

The measurement results indicate that almost 38% of Montenegro’s citi-
zens are Western-oriented, while more than twice as many are non-West-
ern-oriented. Every fourth citizen falls into the mixed type category.

Graph 81. Foreign Policy Orientation
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The trend analysis (Graph 79) shows that over a period of two years, 
which we have been monitoring this indicator, Western orientation dom-
inates over non-Western orientation, with the note that this orientation is 
somewhat less dominant today than it was in May of this year. However, 
this regressive trend is not accompanied by an increase in non-West-
ern orientation; instead, there is an increase in the number of those who 
have no orientation.

Graph 82. Foreign Policy Orientation - Trend

As an integral part of measuring foreign-policy orientation, it was inev-
itable to measure support for Montenegro’s EU integration and NATO, 
especially in light of the fact that CEDEM has been conducting measure-
ments on these two parameters for years, and that EU integrations have 
not made significant progress since the change of government from 
DPS in August 2020. The data from this study (Graph 80) indicate that 
over 2/3 of all citizens support EU integration, while almost 42% support 
Montenegro’s membership in NATO.
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In Graph 81, we present data on the trend of support for the EU and 
NATO. The data indicate that in this wave, we are measuring negative 
trends compared to May 2023, both for NATO and the EU. These data 
align with the previous analysis, which suggests that Western orientation 
is somewhat lower today than it was a few months ago.

Graph 84. Support for the EU and NATO - Trend

The last question in this section, and in the entire report, concerns the 
perception of friendly and unfriendly countries. Simply put, we wanted 
to determine what kind of relationship the citizens of Montenegro have 
with a number of countries that are significant for Montenegro. We used 
this question for the first time in the research, so we don’t have compara-
tive data. The question was simple: we presented respondents with a list 
of several countries, and for each of them, they had the option to choose 
whether the listed country is a friend or an enemy of Montenegro. We 
provide the obtained data in Graph 82.
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Montenegro’s greatest “friend” is perceived to be Serbia, followed by 
France and Russia. The countries rated as Montenegro’s greatest “ene-
mies” are Albania and the USA.

CONCLUSIONS

This report provides a comprehensive examination of key socio-political 
aspects shaping Montenegro’s current landscape. Montenegro is un-
dergoing significant transformations across various domains. From sub-
jective well-being and political awareness to social capital, democratic 
orientation, and foreign policy, this report dissects critical indicators, of-
fering insights into the evolving dynamics of the country.

General indicators

This section unveils crucial insights into Montenegro’s subjective hap-
piness, regional disparities, life satisfaction, and political optimism. The 
declining trends in happiness and life satisfaction coupled with political 
fluctuations raise questions about the factors impacting Montenegro’s 
citizens’ perceptions of contentment and hope. Here are the key findings: 

• Subjective Happiness Decline: The research reveals that while a sig-
nificant number of citizens express happiness, there is a concerning neg-
ative trend over the past five years. The number of citizens who consider 
themselves happy has notably decreased. This indicates a potential de-
cline in overall well-being and contentment among the population.

• Regional Disparities: There is a clear regional disparity in happiness 
and life satisfaction. Scandinavian and Western countries tend to have 
higher levels of happiness and life satisfaction, while countries in the 
region, and even more, Ukraine and Russia, report lower levels. This re-
gional divide suggests that socio-economic and cultural factors play a 
crucial role in shaping individuals’ perceptions of happiness.

• Life Satisfaction Decrease: When assessing life satisfaction, the re-
search shows a decline in the average life satisfaction score over time. 
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The data indicate regressive trends, with people reporting lower levels 
of satisfaction in recent years compared to earlier periods.

• Political Optimism Fluctuations: The assessment of the “direction” in 
which Montenegro is moving serves as a measure of optimism and satis-
faction with the political situation. The data show fluctuating trends, with 
periods of optimism followed by declines. Recent political events, par-
ticularly presidential and parliamentary elections, have had a significant 
impact on citizens’ perceptions of the country’s direction. The inability to 
form a new government post-parliamentary election has contributed to 
negative assessments.

In summary, the research highlights a complex interplay of subjective 
well-being, regional disparities, and political events in shaping citizens’ 
perceptions of happiness, life satisfaction, and optimism in Montenegro. 
The declining trends in happiness and life satisfaction, coupled with 
fluctuations in political optimism, suggest the need for further investiga-
tion into the underlying factors contributing to these shifts and potential 
policy interventions to address them.

Political Awareness

Understanding the pulse of Montenegro’s political landscape is pivotal, 
and this section delves into the frequency of political discussions, inter-
est in politics, and media consumption. While there is room for improve-
ment in fostering more active political conversations and increasing po-
litical interest, media remains a potent source of political information in 
the country. Here are the key findings: 

• Frequency of Political Discussions: The research indicates that while 
most citizens “occasionally” discuss politics, only a minority does so “of-
ten.” The frequency of political discussions has increased compared to 
2008 but remains lower than the average in other countries. This sug-
gests that while there has been progress in political engagement, there 
is room for improvement in fostering more active political conversations 
among citizens.
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Interest in Politics: The percentage of citizens who express a strong in-
terest in politics is very low and has declined since 2018, even falling 
below the levels observed in 2008. When compared to other European 
countries, Montenegro’s interest in politics is among the lowest, indicat-
ing a negative trend in this important l aspect of political awareness.

Media Consumption: TV remains the primary channel for following po-
litical content, with a significant portion of citizens doing so multiple 
times a day. Social media and internet portals also play important roles 
in keeping citizens informed about politics. The cumulative data show 
that nearly two-thirds of citizens consume political information through 
various media outlets daily, highlighting the significance of media in 
shaping political awareness.

In summary, the findings suggest that while there has been an increase 
in political discussions and media consumption related to politics in 
Montenegro over the years, there are notable challenges. Interest in pol-
itics is extremely low, falling behind both historical levels and interna-
tional benchmarks. To foster a more politically engaged and informed 
citizenry, efforts should be directed towards increasing interest in pol-
itics and encouraging more frequent and meaningful political discus-
sions among Montenegrin citizens. Additionally, continued attention to 
media as a vital source of political information is essential to enhancing 
political awareness in the country.

Social Capital

Social capital is a fundamental aspect of societal functioning, holding 
particular significance in contemporary society. It plays a vital role in 
supporting democratic political culture and the effective functioning of 
the economic system. The study divides social capital into four compo-
nents, with a focus on trust in institutions and interpersonal trust. Here 
are the key findings:

Trust in Institutions: Trust in institutions is vital for assessing their le-
gitimacy and effectiveness in society. Montenegro demonstrates higher 
trust in the Serbian Orthodox Church (SPC) and the President of Monte-
negro, while political parties face the lowest levels of trust.
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Political trust in Montenegro is disturbingly low, with significantly more 
citizens expressing distrust in political parties than trust. This presents 
challenges for the political system and society. The trend in political 
trust has fluctuated over the years, with notable shifts linked to political 
events. Montenegro’s political trust issue is not unique, as many Europe-
an countries grapple with similar challenges.

Interpersonal Trust: Interpersonal trust in Montenegro leans towards 
distrust, with a higher number of individuals expressing mistrust than 
trust. Changes in interpersonal trust over time have been relatively sta-
ble, with a slight increase compared to 2018. Low generalized trust is a 
common issue across European countries, particularly in Southeastern 
Europe. While Montenegro’s interpersonal trust ranks relatively low in 
Europe, it is not the lowest, with several EU member states exhibiting 
even lower levels of trust.

Trust in Different Groups: Trust in family members is universally high 
across all countries, including Montenegro. Trust in people in the neigh-
borhood and those known personally tends to be high. Generalized trust 
in people not known personally is low in Montenegro and most Europe-
an countries. Trust in people of different nationalities and religions varies, 
with the highest levels observed in Scandinavia and the Netherlands.

Overall Social Capital: The overall level of social capital in Montenegro 
is lower than in many developed European countries, with Scandinavian 
nations leading in this aspect. Southeast European countries, including 
Montenegro, exhibit notably lower levels of social capital.

In conclusion, the analysis of social capital in Montenegro underscores 
its pivotal role in societal functioning. While the country faces challeng-
es in trust, both in political institutions and generalized interpersonal in-
teractions, these challenges are not unique and are widespread across 
Europe. Efforts to elevate social capital are essential to advance social 
development and enhance the overall quality of life in Montenegro, 
aligning with the global trend that associates higher social capital with 
higher human development.
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Political Culture and Democratic Orientation

Democratic values and orientations are fundamental in any democratic 
society, yet they face challenges worldwide due to various factors, in-
cluding the rise of extremism, populism, and authoritarian tendencies. 
This study focuses on assessing the level of democratic orientation in 
Montenegro, offering comparative data with other European countries. 
Here are the key findings:

Preferences for Political Systems: Montenegrin citizens largely favor 
the democratic political system, with nearly 95% of respondents con-
sidering it good or very good. While the expert political system is some-
what neutral, support for authoritarian and militaristic political systems is 
concerning, with almost 50% of citizens finding them good or very good. 
Over one-third of Montenegrin citizens support a militaristic political 
system, posing a potential challenge to democratic values. Trends indi-
cate stability in preferences for the democratic system, while support for 
authoritarianism has decreased. Comparative data with other European 
countries show that Montenegro ranks relatively high in support for au-
thoritarian political systems.

Understanding of Democracy: Montenegrin citizens express strong 
support for democratic orientations, with a significant level of support 
for protectionist (social-democratic) views of democracy. Despite the 
high democratic orientation, around one-third of Montenegrin citizens 
hold anti-democratic views, indicating the presence of a notable an-
ti-democratic orientation. Montenegro has the lowest level of authentic 
democratic orientation among European countries. Protectionist and an-
ti-democratic orientations are relatively strong in Montenegro compared 
to other European nations.

Attitudes Toward Government Surveillance: Montenegrin citizens 
generally justify government surveillance measures, particularly video 
surveillance in public areas. Justification for email monitoring and the 
collection of information without individuals’ knowledge is present but 
to a lesser extent. Attitudes toward surveillance measures have become 
more favorable over time.
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Satisfaction with Democracy and the Political System: Satisfaction with 
democracy in Montenegro is moderate, with 18% of citizens expressing 
satisfaction and 14.6% dissatisfaction. Over time, there has been a slight 
increase in satisfaction with democracy in Montenegro. Satisfaction with 
the political system is also moderate, but dissatisfaction predominates, 
with more citizens dissatisfied than satisfied. Comparative data show 
that in most European countries, including Montenegro, dissatisfaction 
with the political system is higher than satisfaction. 

In conclusion, Montenegro faces complex challenges in terms of dem-
ocratic orientation. While there is strong support for democratic values, 
there is also significant backing for anti-democratic and protectionist 
orientations, which could potentially undermine democratic principles. 
Additionally, the increasing acceptance of government surveillance 
measures is a notable trend. The country’s low level of authentic demo-
cratic orientation underscores the need for continued efforts to promote 
democratic values and institutions. Satisfaction with democracy and the 
political system remains at a moderate level, with notable levels of dis-
satisfaction. This situation aligns with broader European trends, where 
dissatisfaction with political systems is widespread. Efforts to enhance 
democratic education and civic engagement are essential to address 
these challenges and strengthen Montenegro’s democratic foundations.

Political participation

Political participation, the lifeblood of a thriving democracy, is examined 
closely. Voter turnout, membership in organizations, protest participa-
tion, and the resulting political participation index are meticulously ana-
lyzed, revealing Montenegro’s actively engaged citizenry. Here are the 
key findings: 

Importance of Political Participation: Political participation is funda-
mental to democratic societies. Democracy relies on citizens’ active in-
volvement in the political process, such as voting, engaging in political 
organizations, participating in public debates, and even protesting.
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Voter Turnout: Voter turnout, both at the national and local levels in Mon-
tenegro, is stable. There is a slight increase in voter turnout readiness at 
the national level compared to five years ago. Montenegro’s voter turn-
out is in line with the European average, suggesting that the country 
has an engaged electorate, despite the last elections which could be 
considered as situational exception.

Membership in Organizations: The percentage of Montenegrin citizens 
who are members of various social and political organizations is relative-
ly low. However, there has been a significant increase in organizational 
membership over the last five years, particularly in labor unions, politi-
cal parties, professional associations, sports, and religious organizations. 
Montenegro’s ranking in organizational membership is lower compared 
to most Western and Scandinavian countries but better than many East-
ern and Southeastern European nations.

Protest Participation: Protest participation in Montenegro is relatively 
high, with a significant number of citizens having participated in various 
forms of political action or expressing a willingness to do so. The readiness 
for protest participation has increased over the years, with values higher 
than they were five years ago and significantly higher than in 2008. Mon-
tenegro ranks relatively high in protest participation compared to other 
European countries, particularly in Eastern and Southeastern Europe.

Political Participation Index: A political participation index is created 
by combining voter turnout, membership in organizations, and protest 
participation. Montenegro’s level of political participation is moderate, 
lagging behind most Western European countries but still rating high 
compared to Eastern and Southeastern Europe. The data reinforces the 
idea that countries with high levels of political participation tend to have 
higher Human Development Index values.

Overall, Montenegro demonstrates active political participation among 
its citizens, including voting, organizational membership, and a willing-
ness to engage in protests. These indicators show that Montenegrin so-
ciety is actively involved in shaping its political landscape, which is cru-
cial for a functioning democracy. 
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Civic Morality and Rule of Law

The rule of law and civic morality form the crux of this section. Challeng-
es related to the rule of law and civic morality are scrutinized, particu-
larly in the context of corruption. The evolving trends in civic morality 
provide a glimmer of hope, suggesting that cultural factors may not be 
insurmountable obstacles. Here are the key findings: 

Rule of Law and Legal State: Montenegro faces a common challenge 
seen in countries without a strong democratic tradition, where the effec-
tive implementation of the rule of law and the legal state lags behind the 
development of political institutions. This gap between political institu-
tions and the rule of law can lead to significant issues in the functioning 
of the economy and the entire political system. Montenegro’s difficulties 
in these areas are highlighted in the EU Progress Reports, particularly in 
Chapters 23 and 24, which emphasize the need for improvements in the 
rule of law. Corruption is identified as one of the most significant social 
problems in this context.

Civic Morality as a Cultural Factor: The report focuses on “civic morali-
ty” as a cultural factor that can be studied through surveys. Civic morality 
relates to citizens’ attitudes regarding whether they justify certain moral 
aspects that affect the efficient functioning of civil society and a legal-
ly organized state. The data analysis indicates that a significant portion 
of Montenegro’s citizens to some extent justify civic immoral behaviors. 
Specifically, over 35% justify not paying for tickets in public transport, 
every fourth person justifies seeking benefits from the state to which 
they are not entitled, every fifth person justifies tax evasion, and over 
18% justify accepting bribes. A historical trend is observed in the data: 
civic morality has fluctuated over the years. There was a significant in-
crease in civic immorality between 2008 and 2018, reflecting a political 
legitimacy crisis in the final phase of the Democratic Party of Socialists 
(DPS) government’s rule. However, in recent years, there has been an 
improvement in civic morality, and it is measured at a “decent” level, like 
what was observed in 2008. 
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Comparative Analysis: The report includes a comparative analysis of 
civic immorality across listed countries, highlighting the percentage of 
citizens who justify the mentioned behaviors. Surprisingly, Montenegro 
measures moderate values, indicating that it falls “in the middle” in terms 
of civic morality compared to other countries. Notably, the four coun-
tries with the highest civic morality are from the region: Albania, Bulgaria, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and North Macedonia. Conversely, countries 
with the lowest civic morality include Eastern European nations, Spain, 
and France. It is important to emphasize that there has been a signifi-
cant increase in civic morality in Montenegro over the last five years. This 
suggests that cultural tendencies toward lawlessness are not the pri-
mary challenge when it comes to citizens’ value orientations. The report 
suggests that problems in establishing the rule of law in Montenegro are 
more likely the result of other political, social, and institutional deficits 
rather than inherent cultural tendencies.

In summary, Montenegro’s report on the rule of law and civic morality 
reveals fluctuations in civic morality over the years but demonstrates 
recent improvements. While challenges remain, particularly regarding 
corruption and the rule of law, the data suggests that cultural factors 
may not be the primary obstacles to progress in these areas, and other 
political and institutional issues may play a significant role.

Nationalism, Authoritarianism, and Social Distance

These complex and interconnected phenomena are explored to under-
stand how they influence Montenegro’s political landscape. The pres-
ence of nationalism and authoritarian tendencies alongside positive 
trends in social distancing reveals a nuanced picture of the nation’s val-
ues and orientations. Here are the key findings: 

Nationalism: Nationalism is identified as a significant factor that has 
impeded the development of democracy in post-socialist countries, in-
cluding Montenegro. It posed threats not only to democracy but also to 
peace and stability in the region during the 1990s. The level of nation-
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alism in Montenegro is assessed using a survey method involving four 
statements. Approximately one-fifth of citizens completely agree with 
three out of four nationalism-related statements, while over 30% com-
pletely agree with the statement related to the “survival of one’s own 
people.” When considering both those who completely agree and those 
who agree, it can be said that about half of Montenegro’s citizens have a 
nationalist orientation, indicating a high level of nationalism. Comparing 
data from 2015 to the present, there haven’t been significant changes in 
the overall level of nationalism, although there’s a noticeable increase in 
agreement that ethnically mixed marriages are undesirable.

Authoritarianism: Authoritarianism is measured as an individual psy-
chological characteristic, focusing on the extent to which citizens lean 
towards authority figures. A shortened scale consisting of four items/
statements is used to gauge authoritarian tendencies. Approximately 
19% of citizens strongly agree with the statements, with an additional 
28% expressing agreement. This implies that over 46% of Montenegro’s 
citizens exhibit authoritarian tendencies. The highest level of agreement 
is observed regarding strict punishment for those who do not respect 
laws, while the lowest agreement is recorded for dividing the world into 
‘strong’ and ‘weak.’

Social Distance: Social distance is measured to assess intolerance to-
wards others and those who are “different.” For racial/ethnic criteria, the 
highest level of social distancing is expressed towards immigrants/for-
eign workers, followed by people of other religions. On average, social 
distance based on racial/ethnic criteria is expressed by every fifth citizen 
of Montenegro. While social distancing by racial/ethnic criteria is lower 
today compared to five years ago, it is still higher than in 2008. Notably, 
distancing towards people of other religions has increased in the last 
five years. Additionally, distancing from people with different behavior 
patterns is also assessed. Approximately every other citizen expresses 
behavioral distance. The highest level of distancing is observed towards 
drug addicts. Comparatively, Montenegro ranks among the most intol-
erant countries in Europe regarding behavioral distancing, following Ar-
menia, Albania, and Belarus. However, there has been a significant re-
duction in behavioral distance over the past five years.
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In summary, Montenegro’s research report highlights that nationalism, 
authoritarianism, and social intolerance pose challenges to the develop-
ment of democratic values and relations in the country. While levels of 
nationalism and authoritarianism remain relatively high, there have been 
some positive trends, such as a reduction in social distancing, suggest-
ing that efforts to promote tolerance and democratic values are having 
some impact, albeit with room for further improvement.

Political Culture and Value Orientations

The section on “Political Culture and Value Orientations” in Montenegro’s 
research report explores several dimensions related to political culture, 
including post-materialistic orientation, authoritarian political culture, 
and social justice. Here are the key findings:

Post-Materialistic Orientation: Post-materialistic orientation refers to 
a shift in political culture from materialistic to post-materialistic values, 
which is often associated with economic and democratic development. 
In Montenegro, post-materialistic orientation is measured using Ingle-
hart’s scale, which includes questions about value priorities. The items 
“maintaining order in the state” and “fighting against rising prices” repre-
sent materialistic orientation, while “securing a greater say for the citi-
zens in government decisions” and “protecting freedom of speech” indi-
cate post-materialistic orientation. The data reveals that over one-third 
of citizens are materialistically oriented, while only 4.8% are post-materi-
alistically oriented. This suggests that Montenegro falls into the category 
of less developed socio-political and economic environments. Interest-
ingly, there have been fluctuations in materialistic orientation over the 
years, strengthening between 2008 and 2018 but decreasing in the most 
recent survey. Comparative data show that Western countries have a 
higher degree of post-materialistic orientation than Eastern and South-
eastern European countries. There is a positive correlation between 
post-materialistic orientation and the Human Development Index, indi-
cating that it is associated with a higher quality of life.
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Authoritarian Political Culture: Authoritarian political culture is as-
sessed by asking respondents whether ‘greater respect for authorities’ 
in the future is considered good or bad. Over 56% of Montenegro’s pop-
ulation believes that greater respect for authorities in the future is ‘good,’ 
indicating the presence of an authoritarian political culture. However, 
when analyzing the trend, there is a lower level of authoritarian political 
culture today compared to 2018 and even 2008. Comparative data on 
authoritarian political culture across Europe show a diverse distribution 
of values, with Portugal, the Netherlands, France, Georgia, and Albania 
having the highest support. Montenegro’s measured value is relatively 
high but not among the highest.

Social Justice: Social justice is measured using questions related to in-
come inequality reduction, meeting basic needs, and rewarding people 
based on merit. The data indicates a very high level of support for all 
three aspects of social justice. Social justice has become more preva-
lent in Montenegro today than it was five years ago, with the greatest 
progress observed in the aspect of ‘rewarding based on merit.’ Com-
parative data on social justice show that the concept is most accepted 
in the countries of the region, along with Iceland. Montenegro’s values 
are not among the highest but have increased significantly over the past 
five years.

In summary, Montenegro’s research report suggests that the country 
exhibits a mix of value orientations, with materialistic orientation dom-
inating and post-materialistic orientation remaining low. Authoritarian 
political culture is present but has shown a decreasing trend. Social jus-
tice is highly supported, and there has been progress in this regard over 
the years. Comparatively, Montenegro’s values fall within the range of 
Eastern and Southeastern European countries for these dimensions of 
political culture and value orientations.
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Foreign Policy Orientation

The section on “Foreign Policy Orientation” in Montenegro’s research 
report examines various aspects related to the country’s foreign policy 
orientations, including preferences towards the EU or Russia, support for 
EU integration and NATO membership, and perceptions of friendly and 
unfriendly countries. Here are the key findings:

Orientation towards EU or Russia: A special index was used to meas-
ure preferences for Montenegro’s foreign policy goals, including get-
ting closer to the EU, strengthening Montenegro’s NATO membership, 
getting closer to Serbia, and getting closer to Russia. Respondents who 
choose the EU and NATO as their first and second choices (regardless 
of the order) are classified as Western-oriented, while those who pre-
fer Montenegro to approach Serbia and Russia in foreign policy (again, 
regardless of the order) are classified as non-Western-oriented. Nearly 
38% of Montenegro’s citizens are oriented towards the West, while half 
as many are not oriented towards the West. Every fourth citizen falls into 
the mixed type category. The trend analysis shows that Western orien-
tation has dominated over non-Western orientation during the monitor-
ing period, with a somewhat reduced dominance today compared to a 
few months ago. However, this regressive trend is not accompanied by 
a proportional increase in non-Western orientation; instead, there is an 
increase in the number of those who have no orientation.

Support for EU Integration and NATO: Over two-thirds of all citizens 
support Montenegro’s EU integration, while almost 42% support Mon-
tenegro’s membership in NATO. Trend data indicates that in this wave, 
negative trends have been observed compared to May 2023, both for 
NATO and the EU. This suggests a decrease in support for these institu-
tions in Montenegro.

Perceptions of Friendly and Unfriendly Countries: Respondents were 
asked to classify various countries as friends or enemies of Montene-
gro. Montenegro’s greatest “friend” is perceived to be Serbia, followed 
by France and Russia. The countries rated as Montenegro’s greatest “en-
emies” are Albania and the USA.
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In summary, Montenegro’s research report indicates a diverse range of 
foreign policy orientations within the country, with a significant portion of 
the population being Western-oriented. Support for EU integration and 
NATO membership remains relatively high but has shown a decrease 
in the most recent wave of data. Perceptions of friendly and unfriendly 
countries vary, with Serbia being perceived as a friend and Albania and 
the USA as enemies. These findings provide insights into Montenegro’s 
foreign policy preferences and relationships with other nations.


