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OfHUM U3 KIIOYEBBIX YCJIOBHM YCTOMUYMBOIO pa3BUTHS HALMOHAJIBHOTO XO3AHCTBA SBISIETCS YPOBEHb JOBEPHUs
oO1mecTBa K GopManbHbIM U He(QOpMaTbHBIM HHCTUTYTaM, HAIIPABICHUS 3BOJIIOIIMU KOTOPBIX ONPENEIIIOT rocyaap-
CTBEHHBIE U HETOCYJapCTBEHHBIE akTOPBI. OTTaNKUBAsCh OT TAHHOTO NPEATOIOKEHHU, B TaHHOH paboTe MpoBeAeHO
HCCIICIOBAaHUE YPOBHS JIOBEPHs TPAXK/IaH K TOCYJapCTBEHHBIM MHCTUTYTAM U HENPaBUTEIbCTBEHHOMY CEKTOpY (Ha
npumepe Pecnybmuxu Cep6ust). IIpoBeeHHBIH COLMOIOrMYECKUI OPOC MO3BOJIMI HOJNYYUTh JAaHHBIE JUIS CTaTH-
CTHUYECKOTO aHaln3a, B KOTOPOM B KaueCTBE 3aBUCHMBIX II€PEMEHHBIX HCIIOJIb30BAINCH PE3YIbTaThl OTBETOB Ha BO-
mpoc 00 MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIBHOM JOBEpUH (K IPAaBUTEIbCTBY, IapIaMEeHTy, cyneOHOIl cucTeMe, IPaBOOXPAHUTEIbHBIM
opraHam, BOOPYX€HHbIM cuiam, nepksy, HKO, CMU, yupexxaeHus 31paBoOXpaHEeHUs: U 00pa3oBaHus), a B KaUeCTBE
HE3aBUCHMBIX — XapaKTePUCTUKU PECIOHICHTOB (II0JI, BO3PACT, YPOBEHb 00pa30BaHMs, CTATYC 3aHATOCTH, JINUHBIC
JIOXOJIbI, JIOXOZbI JOMOXO3SIMCTB U psif Apyrux). Kpome Toro, aHanu3 pe3ynbraToB COLUMOIOTMYECKOIO OIPOca I03BO-
JSIeT AaTh JOTOJHHUTENIFHEIE 000CHOBAHHUS K MOUCKY CBS3M MEXAY YPOBHEM JIOBEpHSI K TOCYIapCTBEHHBIM H HETOCY-
JapCTBEHHBIM MHCTUTYTaM M IEPCIEKTUBAMH YCTOWMYHBOTO AKOHOMHYECKoro pocra B Cepbuu. CremyeT moguepk-
HYTb, YTO OOJice TOJIOBUHBI PECIIOHCHTOB HE J0BEPAET TOCYNapCTBY U HEIPABUTEILCTBEHHOMY CEKTODY, TOIa Kak
HauOOJBIIUM YPOBHEM JIOBEPHS XapaKTEPU3YIOTCS IIEPKOBb U BOOPYKEHHBIE CHIIbI CTpaHbl. KpoMe Toro, Mbl moka-
3bIBa€M, 4TO YPOBEHb JOBEpUsl / HEJOBEPUs K FOCYAapCTBEHHBIM HHCTUTYTaM U HENPaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIM OpraHU3allU-
SIM B 3HAQUUTEJILHOI CTENEHU 3aBUCUT OT BO3PACTHBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK M ypPOBHS 00pa30BaHUS Y4acTBOBAaBIIHX B
Onpoce TpakJaH: OTHOCUTEIbHO MEHBIINI YPOBEHb JOBEpHUSl OTMEUEH Y PECHOHAEHTOB Mosioke 20 JIeT U pecroH-
JICHTOB C BBICIIMM YPOBHEM 00pa30BaHUSL.

Knouesvle crnosa: TocynapCTBEHHBIE U HETOCYJAPCTBEHHBIE aKTOPHI, ()OpMaIbHBIE HHCTHTYTHI, HHCTHTYIIHOHAIb-
HOE JI0Bepue, IOTUTHUECKOE JOBEPUE, YCTOMUMBOE Pa3BUTUE, COLMOIOTHUECKHi onpoc, CepOust.

Introduction and literature review

In this paper, the basic aspects of the problem of
the social trust in state and non-state institutions in
the light of sustainable development are presented.
All the efforts of the public and private sectors of a
country in the direction of reaching a higher level
of economic development constitute economic
development. Some researchers emphasize (in
order to achieve sustainable  economic
development aligned with the needs and limitations
of nature) the need to establish a connection
between economic policy and environmental
improvement at all levels of social communities, in
all sectors of the economy [1]. Many authors
consider that the interference of the state and non-
governmental organizations in the economy is
present primarily thanks to the normative economy,
where the importance of individual and state
responsibility for the effective implementation of

the concept of sustainable development comes to

the fore. Some researchers emphasize the
importance of social capital for sustainable
development goals [2; 3].

Given that the normative economy is

conditioned by the inexorable administration of
state institutions, it should encourage efficient
economic development as a result of its own
processes, positive economy and population.
However, some researchers emphasize that
»hormative economics, although it can be useful in
establishing and generating new ideas from
different perspectives, cannot be the only basis for
making decisions on important economic issues...
because it does not take an objective angle of
viewing the situation that focuses on facts, causes
and consequences® [4]. Relying on the knowledge
and instructions of positive economics, we know
why certain economic processes and phenomena
are important, and how they function, while
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normative economics teaches what should be done
in practice and how to control and direct these
phenomena and processes in order to achieve
efficient economic development and obtain the
desired benefits for the population and the state [5].
Regardless of the existence of their mutual
differences in functioning, when it comes to
sustainable economic development, synchronized
functioning of positive and normative economy is
necessary.

One of the global problems that must be taken
into account, and which numerous environmental
groups insist on, when it comes to sustainable
economic development, is how not to provide
economic growth without environmental
degradation [6]. In developed economies, the focus
is on new approaches to sustainable development:
how to reduce environmental pollution and not slow
down economic development, and the introduction
of different environmental conservation measures
like *debt-for-nature” swaps [7].

A serious problem and obstacle to sustainable
economic development is the gap between the
socioeconomic and techno-economic  spheres,
which, in addition to negative effects on the natural
environment, causes many other problems. It
should be noted that developed countries, corporate
alliances and supranational organizations seek
solutions to economic  problems through
exploitation of less developed countries, especially
of those from resource-rich regions [8]. According
to one of the approaches, the sustainability of eco-
nomic development can be viewed from different
aspects, with three determining factors — the state,
investors and management personnel. From the
investor's point of view, sustainability implies the
success of the investment; from the manager's point
of view the aim is success at any cost and in the
shortest possible time, while from the state's point
of view, it has a completely different meaning — to
respect the principles and other factors of the wider
social community development [6].

Increasing global economic problems, especially
the increase in social inequalities accompanied by the
increase in poverty, point to sustainable development
as a model that will contribute to amortization of the-
se problems [9]. Indispensable support from the state
is foreseen in The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable De-
velopment, with the adoption of 17 sustainable de-
velopment goals (SDGs) aimed at eradicating pov-
erty, protecting the living environment, ensuring
peace and prosperity. It is emphasized that the reali-
zation of these goals implies state support”.

The possible role and relationship of the state
towards sustainable development could be illustrat-
ed in the terms of idea of a perfect state (the execu-
tive power as a factor on which all aspects of the

establishment of a perfect state depend) [10]. Some
authors argue that power of the state is a factor that
determine an overall economic development poten-
tial [11]. As a serious obstacle to sustainable devel-
opment one can mention the desire for profit of
individuals and corporations, while the other au-
thors consider the spatial asymmetry of prosperity
and argue that the variation of the income between
regions encourages all other social differences [12;
13]. One of the serious obstacles to sustainable de-
velopment and the source of social inequalities is
the control of the economy by large multinational
corporations [8].

The study of the phenomenon of trust in social
relations is based on an interdisciplinary approach
that takes into account the methodology of sociolo-
gy, economics, philosophy and other humanities.
A. Giddens defines trust as “confidence in the reli-
ability of a person or system, regarding a given set
of outcomes or events, where that confidence ex-
presses a faith in the probity or love of another, or
in the correctness of abstract principles” [14; 15].
The importance of informal institutions in main-
taining a high level of trust in society is also em-
phasized by F. Fukuyama, pointing out that trust is
“the expectation that arises within a community of
regular, honest and cooperative behavior, based on
commonly shared norms, on the part of other
members of that community” [16]. A number of
researchers (A. Seligman and others) argue that
trust is one of the main characteristics of a devel-
oped civil society, allowing for stable interpersonal
connections with the least cost of creating and
maintaining an institutional apparatus [17; 18].

Shabunova et al. (2021) indicates that taking in-
to account the economic aspects of the phenome-
non of trust allows us to distinguish three ap-
proaches to its definition. The first is associated
with rational calculation and formal rules between
the participants in the relationship [19; 20]. The
second is based on the concept of moral norm — a
high level of honesty and openness in relations be-
tween members of society, the importance of ethi-
cal values and willingness to help each other (see F.
Fukuyama’s definition of trust). Within the third
approach, researchers distinguish between types of
social interactions, which makes it possible to dif-
ferentiate the concept of trust. For example, de-
pending on the so-called radius of trust (the circle
of people among whom cooperative norms are op-
erative) one could distinguish interpersonal (partic-
ularized), institutional and generalized trust [21;
22]. Different authors assess the role of each type
of trust differently: some point to the key im-
portance of institutional trust (for example, the fol-
lowers of Giddens), while others consider interper-
sonal trust to be the main one, since its presence
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distinguishes democratic societies from non-
democratic ones, which are forced to rely on trust
in political institutions [23].

In a more detailed form, interpersonal and gen-
eralized trust are combined into the category of
horizontal trust, separately examining the features
of indirect types of trust — institutional (trust in
formal and informal norms) and political (trust in
organizations operating within established institu-
tions) [24]. A similar principle is used to distin-
guish between trust within a group and trust outside
a group among members of society [25]. In the
framework of this study, we are primarily interest-
ed in the features of political trust in Serbia.

Sociological surveys of institutional
and political trust

The level of institutional and political trust in
society is studied through sociological surveys. As
a rule, surveys of political trust involve research of
respondents’ opinions about such institutions as
authorities at various levels (from the president and
parliament to local governments), parties, the judi-
cial system, law enforcement agencies and the ar-
my. As part of more general studies of attitudes
towards formal institutions, the questionnaire in-
cludes small, medium and large businesses, non-
profit organizations, media and religious institu-
tions. In general, sociologists note a crisis of confi-
dence in many of the above institutions in a signifi-
cant number of countries. For example, Edelman
Trust Barometer experts point to a decline in the
level of public trust in governments, non-
governmental organizations, media and business in
the late 2010s and early 2020s°.

The methodology for studying the level of trust
has been developed since the mid-20th century. It is
characterized by the presence of different approaches
to its assessment, used both at the national level and
within the framework of international projects (like
the World Value Survey, European Values Study,
etc.) [26-28]. As for trust in state institutions, which is
the main object of our research, a large number of
modern works are based on data from sociological
surveys in developed countries and widely use math-
ematical apparatus.

For instance, Senderskov and Dinesen (2016)
using Danish panel surveys containing measures of
different types of trust find strong evidence that
trust in state institutions have a causal impact on
social trust while reverse relationship is insignifi-
cant [29]. Esaiasson et al. (2021) study the changes
in institutional and interpersonal trust of Swedish
citizens during the coronavirus period on the base
of web-survey panel. Their main conclusion is that
the corona crisis led to a higher level of both types

of trust, and those groups with distant relation to
government authorities were characterized with
more homogeneous reactions [30]. The recent
study by Hitlin and Shutava (2022) on trust in the
American federal government shows that a majori-
ty of citizens is distrustful of it: 53% feel the feder-
al government has a negative impact on the USA,
and nearly 2/3 believe that this political institution
is not transparent or does not listen to the public
[31]. Keating and Thrandardottir (2017) prove that
such institution as NGOs has been experiencing
academic and practitioner scepticism in the recent
decades. The authors suggest to improve the ac-
countability agenda (transparency and external
oversight issues) by exploring the causal link be-
tween it and donors’ trustworthiness [32]. Ward et
al. (2016) focus on predictors and extent of institu-
tional trust in government, banking sector, the me-
dia and religious organizations in six Asia-Pacific
countries. They argue that healthy democracy relies
not only on the trust in national government, but
this trust should be mediated through other symbols
of institutional power [33].

Methodology and data

The aim of the research is focused on examin-
ing the correlation between sociodemographic vari-
ables (gender, age, educational attainment, em-
ployment status, monthly personal income of re-
spondents, monthly personal income of the re-
spondent's household, number of household mem-
bers, and the number of household members earn-
ing income) and the opinions of the respondents
regarding the trust they have in governmental insti-
tutions and the non-governmental sector.

The research is of a quantitative nature and was
conducted through a questionnaire. In the first part,
questions pertained to the socio-demographic in-
formation of the respondent, while in the second
part, the group of dependent variables was opera-
tionalized through the Likert scale assessment.
Within this framework, respondents evaluated the
extent to which they agree with statements probing
their opinions on the political situation in Serbia
and the trust in governmental institutions and the
non-governmental sector.

The data analysis and processing utilized: de-
scriptive analysis (frequencies, percentages, mean),
t-test, one-way analysis of variance, multiple linear
regression, and Pearson's correlation coefficient.
The level of statistical significance was set at p <
0.05, and all obtained data were processed using
the SPSS software, version 19.

The independent variables in the study include
characteristics of the respondents: gender, age, ed-
ucational attainment, employment status, monthly
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Table 1
Respondents' opinions on their trust in governmental institutions and the non-governmental sector in Serbia
Trust in 1 2 3 4 5 NR
1. Judiciary 50.9% | 29.1% | 16.4% / 1.8% 1.8%
2. Police 38.2% | 345% | 12.7% 7.3% 3.6% 3.6%
3.Educational organizations 38.2% | 255% | 12.7% | 14.5% 5.5% 3.6%
4. Government 63.6% | 23.6% 9.1% / 1.8% 1.8%
5. Parliament 63.6% | 23.6% 9.1% / 1.8% 1.8%
6. Church 38.2% | 12.7% | 182% | 20.0% 9.1% 1.8%
(7Nl€l;c(>)r;-)Governmental Organizations 509% | 255% | 14.5% 73% / 1.8%
8. Radio Television of Serbia (RTS) 455% | 345% | 12.7% 3.6% 1.8% 1.8%
9. Armed forces 30.9% | 164% | 182% | 29.1% 3.6% 1.8%
10. Healthcare organizations 32.7% | 29.1% | 16.4% | 14.5% 3.6% 3.6%

Note: *1 — Strongly Disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Not Sure, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly Agree, NR — No Response

personal income, household monthly income, the
number of members living in the household, and
the number of household members earning income.
The dependent variables (presented in Table 1)
investigated the opinions of the respondents regard-
ing their trust in governmental institutions and the
non-governmental sector. Respondents were pre-
sented with questions in the form of atti-
tudes/statements on a five-point Likert scale, where
they assessed the extent to which they agreed with
statements attempting to address the main research
question (whether and to what extent public trust in
governmental  institutions and the  non-
governmental sector affects sustainable develop-
ment in Serbia), with 1 indicating complete disa-
greement and 5 indicating complete agreement.

Sample characteristics

In the frames of research of developmental pro-
cesses, especially market segmentation, several
aspects stand out: geographical (region, country,
size of the local environment), demographic (age,
gender, family life cycle, annual income, occupa-
tion, race, religion), psychographic (social class,
lifestyle, personality), and behavioral attitudes
(e.g., towards products, purchasing readiness, loy-
alty, etc.) [34]. The sample characteristics were
determined based on demographic, partly psycho-
graphic, and behavioral characteristics of the re-
spondents.

Throughout the research and data collection, a
total of 250 respondents were surveyed (with the
majority having completed the interview), with 30
questionnaires being rejected during the analysis as
unacceptable. Thus, 220 questionnaires were ac-
cepted and processed until the end of the research.
Out of the total of 220 tests (220 respondents), 144
respondents (65.5%) were male, and 76 respond-
ents (34.5%) were female. According to the age
criteria, respondents were divided into six groups:
1.8% of respondents were below 20 years old,

5.5% were between 20 and 30 years old, then
32.7% were between 31 and 40 years old, 41.8%
were between 41 and 50 years old, 10.9% were
between 51 and 65 years old, and 7.3% were over
65 years old. According to the employment status
in the sample, 70.9% were employed, 18.2% were
unemployed, 1.8% were students, and 9.1% were
retirees. Based on the level of education, the sam-
ple included 36.4% of respondents with completed
high school, 50.9% with completed college or
higher education, while 10.9% of respondents had a
master's or doctoral degree.

Regarding personal monthly incomes, 6.2% of
respondents stated that they did not have personal
incomes, 41.8% earned up to 500 euros, 27.3%
earned between 501 and 1000 euros, 12.7% earned
between 1001 and 1500 euros, 3.6% earned be-
tween 1501 and 2000 euros, and 3.6% earned over
2000 euros per month. In addition to personal in-
comes, respondents were also asked about the
monthly household income, and according to that,
they were divided into several groups: 25.5% of
respondents lived in households with incomes up to
500 euros per month, 29.1% stated that they lived
in households with incomes from 501 to 1000 euros
per month, 20% were in the category of incomes
between 1001 and 1500 euros per month, 10.9%
were in the category of incomes between 1501 and
2000 euros per month, 3.6% were in the category
of incomes between 2001 and 3000 euros per
month, while 9.1% of respondents lived in house-
holds with incomes over 3000 euros, and 1.8% of
respondents stated that they were not familiar with
this information.

Observing the number of household members, it
was found that 12.7% of respondents lived alone,
36.4% lived in two-member households, 21.8%
lived in three-member households, 21.8% lived in
four-member households, 1.8% lived in five-
member households, and 5.5% of respondents lived
in households with more than five members. Re-
garding the distribution of respondents according to
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how many members of their households generate
income, it is shown that 36.4% of respondents only
one member generates income, 54.5% of respond-
ents two members generate income, 7.3% of re-
spondents three members of the household generate
income, while in households where four members
generate income, 1.8% of respondents live.

Results and discussion

When it comes to trust in governmental institu-
tions and the non-governmental sector, the collect-
ed research results indicate that 80% of the re-
spondents lack trust in the judiciary, while 72.7%
do not trust the police, and 63.7% lack trust in edu-
cational institutions. Regarding the government,
87.2% of respondents express no trust, and the
same percentage indicates a lack of trust in the par-
liament. Half of the respondents, 50.9%, state that
they do not trust the Church, while 76.4% express a
lack of trust in non-governmental organizations. A
total of 80% of respondents do not trust the Serbian
Broadcasting Corporation, 47.3% lack trust in the
Serbian military, and 61.8% lack trust in the
healthcare system.

The t-test was conducted to examine whether
there are differences between women and men in
responses regarding the dependent variables, which
investigated their opinions on the trust enjoyed by
governmental  institutions and the  non-
governmental sector. Participants differ by gender
in terms of trust towards non-governmental organi-
zations t(214) = -2.438, p<0.05, indicating that
women (2.00) have greater trust in NGOs than men
(1.67). No statistically significant differences be-
tween genders were found for the assessment of
other dependent variables.

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)

One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
used to examine the influence of age, employment
status, education, personal income and household
income on opinion of respondents about their trust
in governmental institutions and the non-
governmental sector. In this regard respondents
were divided into several groups (respectively): six
age groups (under 20 years, 20 to 30 years, 31 to 40
years, 41 to 50 years, 51 to 65 years, and above 65
years), four groups according employment status
(employed, unemployed, students, retirees), four
groups according education level (elementary
school, high school, college/university, mas-
ter/doctorate), six groups in respect to personal in-
come (up to 500 euros, 501 to 1,000 euros, 1,001 to
1,500 euros, 1,501 to 2,000 euros, over 2,000 eu-
ros, and those with no income) and seven groups

according to household income (up to 500 euros,
501 to 1,000 euros, 1,001 to 1,500 euros, 1,501 to
2,000 euros, 2,001 to 3,000 euros, over 3,000 eu-
ros, and those not familiar with household monthly
income).

For example, a statistically significant differ-
ence among respondents with different level of ed-
ucation exists regarding trust in the judiciary F(2,
213) = 12.75, p < .01, with results indicating that
respondents with only completed high school have
the least trust in the judiciary (1.40). The same
analysis revealed a statistically significant differ-
ence among respondents regarding trust in the po-
lice F(2, 209) = 10.71, p < 0.01, with results indi-
cating that respondents with completed master's or
doctoral studies have higher trust (2.50) in the po-
lice than other respondent categories. It is evident
that a statistically significant difference among re-
spondents exists concerning trust in educational
institutions F(2, 209) = 9.01, p < .01. The mean is
lowest among respondents with only completed
high school (1.75) and highest among the most ed-
ucated (2.50), indicating that respondents with
completed master's or doctoral studies express the
least distrust toward the education system. Further
analysis of the collected results shows a statistically
significant difference among respondents regarding
trust in the government F(2, 213) = 9.33, p < 0.01,
with results indicating that the ruling coalition is
least trusted by respondents with intermediate edu-
cation (1.20). A statistically significant difference
among respondents exists regarding trust in the
Church F(2, 213) = 9.71, p < 0.01, with results in-
dicating that respondents with completed master's
or doctoral studies (2.83) trust the Church more
than other respondent categories. Statistically sig-
nificant differences among respondents were iden-
tified regarding trust in NGOs F(2, 213) = 11.31,
p<0.01, with results indicating that respondents
with completed college/university education (2.04)
express less distrust in non-governmental organiza-
tions than other respondent categories. It is also
found that a statistically significant difference
among respondents exists regarding trust in RTS
(Radio Television of Serbia) F(2, 213) = 9.99,
p<0.01, with results showing that respondents with
intermediate education trust RTS the least (1.45).
The same analysis found a statistically significant
difference among respondents concerning trust in
the military F(2, 213) = 4.13, p<0.05, indicating
that respondents with completed college/university
education express the least distrust in the defense
forces (2.79). The results show that a statistically
significant difference among respondents exists
regarding trust in healthcare F(2, 209) = 4.19,
p<0.05, with results indicating that respondents
with intermediate education (1.95) trust the



178

C. Bytiosuu, M.M. Jlobanos, H. Byiiuu

healthcare system less compared to other respond-
ent categories.

Multiple regression

Multiple regression was used to examine
whether, based on a combination of predictors in-
cluding gender, age, employment status, level of
education, monthly personal income, household
monthly income, number of household members,
and the number of income-earning household
members, one can predict respondents’ opinions
about their trust in state institutions and the non-
governmental sector.

Regarding trust in the judiciary, the results indi-
cate that trust can be predicted by this combination
of predictors R? = 0.197, F(8,207) = 6.361, p< 0.01.
As individual significant predictors, employment
status f=-0.252, t= -3.218, p< 0.01, level of edu-
cation = 0.500, t= 5.568, p< 0.01 and household
monthly income g= -0.122, t= -2.248, p<0.05
were identified.

The results show that highly educated employed
respondents with lower household monthly income
express less distrust in the judiciary compared to
other respondent categories.

Statistically significant prediction was also
achieved for trust in the police R? = 0.182, F(8,203)=
= 5.650, p< 0.01. Significant individual predictors
include respondents' gender f= —0.352, t= —2.282,
p<0.05, employment status S= -0.258, t= —-2.613,
p<0.05 and level of education g = 0.606, t= 5.350,
p<0.01. This means that employed highly educated
males exhibit less distrust in the police compared to
other respondent groups.

The results show that trust in educational insti-
tutions can also be statistically significantly pre-
dicted by this combination of predictors R = 0.183,
F(8,203) = 5.695, p<0.01. As individual significant
predictors, respondents' gender #=-0.366, t= —2.034,
p<0.05, employment status f= -0.461, t= -3.994,
p<0.01, level of education g= 0.612, t= 4.622,
p<0.01, and household monthly income g=-0.211,
t= —2.626, p<0.01 were identified. Based on the
results, it can be concluded that employed highly
educated males with lower household monthly in-
come are the least distrustful towards educational
institutions.

Trust in the government can also be statistically
significantly predicted by these predictors R® =
=0.155, F(8,207) = 4.750, p<0.01. As individual sig-
nificant predictors, employment status g= -0.170,
t= —2.275, p<0.05, level of education g= 0.381,
t= 4.457, p<0.01, and personal monthly income
p=-0.217, t= -3.346, p<0.01 were identified. This
means that employed highly educated respondents

with lower personal incomes express less distrust
towards the government compared to other catego-
ries of respondent.

It has been demonstrated that trust in parliament
can also be statistically significantly predicted by
this combination of predictors R’= 0.155,
F(8,207)= 4.752, p<0.01. As individual significant
predictors, the level of education g= 0.372,
t= 4.345, p<0.01, and monthly personal income
p=-0.242, t= -3.739, p<0.01were identified. This
means that highly educated respondents with lower
monthly personal incomes express less distrust to-
wards the parliament compared to other groups of
respondents.

A statistically significant prediction was also
obtained for trust in the Church R* = 0.162,
F(8,207) = 5.001, p<0.01. As significant individual
predictors, the age of the respondents = 0.343,
t= 3.429, p<0.01, employment status = —0.467,
t= —3.615, p<0.01, level of education f= 0.632,
t= 4.264, p<0.01, and the number of household
members = 0.242, t= 2.669, p<0.01 were identi-
fied. Based on the results, it can be concluded that
older, highly educated employed respondents living
in households with a larger number of members
have greater trust in the Church than other catego-
ries of respondents.

The results show that trust in NGOs can also be
statistically significantly predicted by this combina-
tion of predictors R* = 0.138, F(8,207) = 4.144,
p<0.01. As significant individual predictors, the
level of education = 0.260, t= 2.553, p<0.05, the
number of household members g =-0.127, t=-2.035,
p<0.05, and the number of household members
generating income g= -0.279, t= -2.189, p<0.05
were identified. The obtained results indicate that
highly educated respondents living in households
with fewer members and fewer members generat-
ing income express less distrust towards non-
governmental organizations than other groups of
respondents.

The trust enjoyed by RTS can also be statistical-
ly significantly predicted by these predictors R* =
=0.184, F(8,207) = 5.816, p<0.01. As individual
predictors, the age of the respondents g= 0.148,
t= 2.274, p<0.05, work status = -0.198, t= —2.355,
p<0.05, level of education g= 0.483, t= 5.009,
p<0.01, and monthly personal income S = -0.244,
t= —3.334, p<0.01 were identified. Based on the
results, it can be concluded that older, highly edu-
cated employed respondents with lower personal
incomes express less distrust towards the public
service of Serbia compared to other categories of
respondents.

It is evident that trust in the miIitar%/ can be sta-
tistically significantly predicted, R® = 0.114,
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Table 2
The results of the correlation matrix on citizens' trust in state institutions and the non-governmental sector
1/2[3|4|5|6|7]8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1 1| .7767 | 7517 | 627 | 6017 | 5217 | 3207 | 5417 | 4117 | 5777
2 1 8777 | 6427 | 5997 | 5207 | 2007 | .655 | 553" | .7427
3 1 505 | 505 | 523" | 224" | 593" | 506 | .766
4 1 9727 | 486" | 335" | 5527 | 448" | 640"
5 1 4217 | 4067 | 5037 | 4137 | 620"
6 1 -072 | 456" | 597" | 614"
7 1 2617 | 2677 | 215"
8 1 4807 | 7107
9 1 640"
10 1
**p<0.01; *p<0.05;
F(8,207) = 3.323, p<0.01. As a significant individ- Conclusion

ual predictor, employment status g= -0.355,
t= —2.905, p<0.01 was highlighted, indicating that
employed respondents have more trust in the mili-
tary than other groups of respondents.

Statistically significant prediction was also
achieved for trust in healthcare, R?> = 0.132,
F(8,203) = 3.849, p<0.01. Significant individual
predictors include the age of the respondents
£=0.178, t= 2.069, p<0.05, and level of education
£ =0.441, t= 3.459, p<0.01. Based on the obtained
results, it can be concluded that this linear combi-
nation of predictors proves to be significant for
predicting all dependent variables in which we ex-
amined the opinions of respondents about their
trust in state institutions and the non-governmental
sector.

Correlation

Using Pearson’s coefficient of linear correlation,
the mutual relationship between dependent varia-
bles, which examined respondents' opinions about
their trust in governmental institutions and the non-
governmental sector, was explored. The obtained
results of the correlation matrix are presented in
Table 2 and show that the highest degree of de-
pendence was found between trust in the govern-
ment and parliament (r=+0.97, p <0.01), meaning
that with an increase in distrust towards the gov-
ernment, distrust towards parliament also increases
and vice versa.

The results indicate a high degree of depend-
ence between the following variables: trust in the
police and trust in educational institutions
(r=+0.877, p<0.01); trust in the judiciary and trust
in the police (r=+0.776, p<0.01); trust in educa-
tional institutions and trust in healthcare (r=+0.766,
p<0.01); trust in the judiciary and trust in educa-
tional institutions (r=+0.751, p<0.01); trust in the
police and trust in healthcare (r=+0.742, p<0.01);
trust in RTS (Radio Television of Serbia) and trust
in healthcare (r=+0.710, p<0.01).

Analysis of the research results collected by ex-
amining ten dependent variables on a sample of
220 respondents shows that there is significant dis-
trust among the population in Serbia: more than
50% of respondents do not trust the state and non-
governmental sector. At the same time, the analysis
indicates that the church and the army enjoy the
highest level of trust, which is more broadly visible
in Table 1.

Furthermore, concerning the trust in the state
and non-governmental organizations, a correlation
between this variable and the age as well as educa-
tion level of the respondents is observed. Specifi-
cally, higher distrust in the state and non-
governmental organizations is noticeable among
respondents under 20 years old and individuals
with a high level of education.

Regarding the trust of the Serbian population in
state institutions and the non-governmental sector,
the collected research results show that 80% of re-
spondents have no trust in the judiciary, 72.7% do
not trust the police, and 63.7% do not trust educa-
tional institutions. A total of 87.2% of respondents
have no trust in the government, and nearly the
same percentage states that they have no trust in the
parliament. About 50.9% of respondents do not trust
the church, while 76.4% of respondents do not trust
non-governmental organizations. Additionally, 80%
of respondents do not trust the Radio Television of
Serbia, 47.3% do not trust the Serbian army, and
61.8% of respondents do not trust the healthcare
system. T-test analysis revealed that women have
greater trust in the NGO sector than men.
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TRUST IN STATE AND NON-STATE INSTITUTIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF ACHIEVING SUSTAINA-
BLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS (THE EXAMPLE OF SERBIA)

S. Vujovié*, M.M. Lobanov?, N. Vujic®

YInstitute of Social Sciences
?Institute of Economics of the Russian Academy of Sciences
®Economics Institute

One of the key conditions for the sustainable development of the national economy is the level of public trust in
formal and informal institutions, the directions of evolution of which are determined by state and non-state actors.
Based on this assumption, this research deals with the level of citizens’ trust in government institutions and the non-
governmental sector (on the example of the Republic of Serbia). The sociological survey allowed us to obtain data for
statistical analysis, in which the results of answers to the question about institutional trust (in the government, parlia-
ment, judicial system, law enforcement agencies, armed forces, church, NGOs, media, health care and educational
organizations) are used as dependent variables. The list of independent variables includes the characteristics of the
respondents (gender, age, level of education, employment status, personal income, household income and a number of
others). In addition, analysis of the results of a sociological survey allows us to provide additional justification for the
search for a connection between the level of trust in state and non-state institutions and the prospects for sustainable eco-
nomic growth in Serbia. It should be emphasized that more than half of the respondents do not trust the state and the non-
governmental sector, while the highest level of trust is relevant to the church and the national armed forces. Besides that,
we show that the level of trust / distrust in government institutions and non-governmental organizations largely depends
on the age characteristics and level of education of the citizens participating in the survey: a relatively lower level of trust
is found among respondents under 20 years of age and respondents with a higher level of education.

Keywords: state and non-state actors, formal institutions, institutional trust, political trust, sustainable develop-
ment, sociological survey, Serbia.
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Lens uccnenoBaHus — MOCTPOUTH CUCTEMHYIO MOZENb COLHATbHON MOOWIBHOCTH M ITPOBEPUTH €€ IMITUPHUIECKU
C YIOpOM B Ka4eCTBEHHYIO METON0JIOrHi0. OCHOBHBIE METOJIbI, TIPUMEHSIEMbIE TPH HCCIICJOBAHHH: CTPYKTYPHO-
(GYHKIIMOHATBHBIA aHAN3, MOJIEINPOBAaHIEe, AaHAJIOTHS, CACTEMHBIN U TUTIOJIOTHYECKUH OIXOMIBL.

B craTbe npeanoxeHa knaccuUKanus BUIOB MOOUIBHOCTU B COOTBETCTBUU C MOJIENIbIO (DaKTOPHOTO aHaJIM3a.
Brigensirorest Takue crienpUUecKrue BUIBI COUMAIBHON MOOMIBHOCTH KaK yXOBHAs, HH(OPMAIIMOHHAS, HHTEIIEK-
TyaJibHasl, MOJINTHYECKAs, IKOJIOTUYeCKas, STHUYECKasl, INYHOCTHASI.

B naHHO# cTaThe OTpaskeHBI HEKOTOPBIE PE3YJIbTAaThl TOJIEBBIX HCCIIEIOBAHWH, NMPOBEIACHHBIX B PecmyOmumke
Bamkoproctan ¢ anpens no urosib 2023 T., MokazaHa HEpapXUs ¥ B3aMMOCBS3b MEXIY BHIAMH U (PaKTOpaMu MoO-
OMJIBHOCTH, a TaKKe JIyXOBHO-IIEHHOCTHAsS TUHAMUKA HACEJICHHS PETHOHA.

OO0O0CHOBaHO TIOJIOKEHHUE O TOM, UTO KadeCTBEHHAs METOMOJIOTHS HCCIIEAOBAHUS CONMAIBHOH MOOMIBHOCTH
JIOJDKHA TIPEIIECTBOBATh KOJMYECTBEHHBIM H3MepeHusM. [locTaBieHa nepcneKTUBHAs 3a/iaua JajibHeHInX uccie-
JOBaHU MPOOIEMBI COMAIbHON MOOMIBHOCTH KaK CHCTEMHOTO (peHOMEHA COLHATbHOMN KNU3HH. BbInenensr 00bek-
THUBHBIE M CyOBbEKTUBHBIC OTPAHUYHTENH (IIPETIATCTBUS) U1 MOOMILHOCTH JINYHOCTH M COLUANIBHBIX TPYIIIL.

Taxke HOAYEPKHYTO, YTO COIMAIbHBIC NIEPEMELICHUSI B pa3HBIX OOLIECTBaX, pernOHaX, OPraHU3alHUAX, B 3aBH-
CHUMOCTH OT SKOHOMHYECKUX, MOJUTHYECKHUX, TYXOBHBIX, HHTEIUICKTYaJbHBIX ITOKa3aTeliei, UMEIOT Pa3HBId COIH-

aJIbHBIM BEC U 3HAYUMOCTb.

Knouesvle cnosa: conpanbHas MOOWIBHOCTh, PETHOH, COIHANbHAS CTPYKTYPa, MHAMBHUIYAIbHOCTh, MOJOICKD,
KiaccuuKalys, ColraibHas IMHAMUKA, TIOTCHIMAJ, HEePAPXUS LIEHHOCTEH, CUCTEMHBIH MOIXO0/.

BBenenune

JKu3Hb B COBpeMEHHOM OOIIECTBE Mpe/roiara-
€T MEePUOJMYCCKUE COIMANBHBIC IMEePEMEIICHHU,
HW3MEHEHHUE COIMAILHOT'O CTaTyca M OJHOBPEMCH-
HYIO IPUHAISKHOCTh KO MHOXKECTBY COIMAITBHBIX
rpyni. IToaTroMy coBpeMeHHas JIMYHOCTh AOJIKHA
6LITI> aganTupoBaHa K COLMAJIbHBIM U3MCHCHHUAM U
HOBBIM COITMAJILHBIM 3ampocaM u oxupanusm. C
JPYrof CTOPOHBI, Ype3MepHas MOOUIBHOCTh pa3-
pylraeT cTrabWIBHOCTh OOIIECTBA U OTAEIBHBIX
OONIHOCTEH, Ae(POPMHPYET CONUAIBHYIO CTPYKTY-
Py TOCPEICTBOM CHIDKCHHS KadecTBa 4eIOoBeue-
CKOTO IMOTEHIIMAIA U KAYeCTBa KHM3HU. YCTAHOBKA
Ha OECKOHEYHOE YBEIUYCHHE CKOPOCTH COIHAb-
HBIX TIPOILIECCOB M COIMATIBHON TUHAMUKHU OOHApY-
JKHUJa CBOI YTOMUYHOCTh. [10o3TOMY Tepem rocy-
JAPCTBEHHBIMH W OOIIECTBEHHBIMH CTPYKTypaMH
CTOWT 3aJa4ya KOHCTPYKTUBHOTO Pa3pelIcHUs TaH-
HOT'O MPOTUBOPECYUA.

C oaHOW CTOPOHBI, OOIIECTBO HYKIACTCS B
BOCIIPOU3BOJICTBE COLMAIBHON CTPYKTYPHI, C APY-
roii, HEOOXOIAUMBI COllMaNbHbIe H3MeHeHHs. O0a

9THUX TPOIECCa SBISIOTCS YCIOBUAMHU COIMATBHOMN
CTaOMIIBHOCTH M WHTErpanuu obiiectsa. B coser-
CKHIl TIEpHOA Pa3BUTH, TOCYAAPCTBO OIPENEIISIIO
BCE aCMEKThl Pa3BUTHS C TIOMOIIBIO CHUCTEMBI TO-
TAJFHOTO TUIAHWPOBAHUS M TIO3TOMY BCE COIHATh-
HbIE MHCTHUTYTHI Pa0OTalll HA BBHIIOJHEHHE COIH-
anpHOTO 3aka3a. C BO3HMKHOBEHHUEM PHIHOYHOM
9KOHOMHUKH, KOTOpasi OpUEHTHPYETCsS Ha TOTpeO-
HOCTH, 3aIIpOCHI ¥ CTPEMIICHUS HHIUBHUIOB U COIH-
ANBHBIX TPYIIT, HAlTPaBIEHNE MTOTOKOB COIMATBHBIX
NepeMeNIeHNH OIpeeNaeTcsl He TOJIBKO Tocyaap-
CTBEHHOH BJIACTHIO, HO M ITMPOKUMHU Kpyramu 00-
[IECTBEHHOCTH. [IpUMEHUTENBHO K MHCTUTYTY O0-
pa3zoBaHUsl, «HECOOTBETCTBUE OPHEHTAIMH OOBEK-
TUBHBIM ITOTPEOHOCTSM IMOpOXKAaeT Oojee riyodo-
KHE KOHQIMKTBL: MEXIy CTPYKTYpOH yKe IMOoIy-
YCHHBIX B X0Jic 00yUeHNs KBaNH(UKAIMK U CTICIH-
aIbHOCTEN U CTPYKTYPOH PEaNbHOIO CIIPOCA CETo-
JOHSIIHEro pblHKa Tpyza» [1, c. 224]. dakropsl
COIIMAIBPHON MOOWIJIBHOCTH, UX HEpapXHsi, COMO-
YUHEHHOCTh, COOTHOLICHHE W3MEHHIIUCHh 3a TI0-
cnenuue npecatwietus [2]. Coumonoruyeckoe uc-
cienoBaHue, npoBenéHHoe aBTopamu B 2023 r. B
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Pecny0Onuke bamikoprocras, okasano, K IpuMepy,
YTO TOPOACKHUE >KUTEJIHM HA MEPBOE MECTO CTaBST
JIMYHOCTH, HA BTOPOE MECTO - (haKTOp COLMAIBHBIX
OTHOLIEHUM M COLMAIBHOM KOMMYHHKALIUM, Ha
TPEThE - POJIb CEMBHU, HA YETBEPTOE - COLUAIIBHBIN
MNOTEHLIMAN TUIIA TOCEJIEHUS U MOCIEJHEEe MECTO B
HEPApXUYECKOM PsJly 3aHUMAET CHCTEMa Iocyaap-
CTBEHHOI'O YIpAaBJICHUS. DTO IO3BOJSET CHAENATh
BBIBOJl 00 YCHJIEHHM CpEeO TOpPOICKUX >KUTENeH
HMHTEPHAIBHON MO3MLUHU, KOTOpas MpOSABISIETCS B
TOM, UTO UYEJIOBEK OepéT Ha ceOsl OTBETCTBEHHOCTh
3a CBOKO KHM3Hb U CTPOHUT CBOI JKU3Hb CAMOCTOS-
tensHO. K coxanennto, moTpeOGHOCTh B caMopeans-
3allUM B NPOIECCE COLUATBHON MOOMIBHOCTH IO-
Ka3ajla B OTBETaX PECHOHICHTOB HU3KYIO CTEIICHb
ynosierBopéHHOCTH. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM, O4eBHIEH
U POCT OTYYXKACHHUS HAacEICHHs OT BIACTU- IOCY-
JApCTBEHHOM M MyHununaiabHod. IIpaBomepHO
clienarh BBIBOJ, YTO JMYHOCTHBIN, COLMAIbHO-
MOCENIEHYECKUH U TOCYAapCTBEHHO — YIIPaBIIEHYE-
CKHUil (paKTOpBI COLMATBHBIX NEpEeMELICHUIl He co-
T7IacOBaHBI U pa30aTaHCHPOBAHBL.

Teoperuko-merononoruyeckas 6asa

ConuanbHas MOOWJIBHOCTh JIMYHOCTH M COIIH-
aNBHBIX TPYII NPOU3BOJHA OT COIMAIILHOW JWHA-
MHUKH 00111ecTBa 1 perrnoHa. COUMaIbHYIO0 JUHAMU-
Ky 0OIIecTBa MHOTHE COIMOJIOTH H3MEPSIOT, OIH-
pasich Ha KOHUENIMIO MHJEKCA Pa3BUTHS YeJIOBe-
YEeCKOro TOTEHIHMaja, pa3paboTaHHYIO CIICIUAIU-
cramu OOH B 1990 r. JlaHHas KOHIICTITHAS UMEET
OJIMH HEJOCTATOK — OHA OXBATHIBAET HE BCE acleK-
THl JKM3HHM OOIecTBa M 4eioBeka. [loaromy u3-
BecTHBIA yumckuii conmonor Jlx.M. I'miaszutnu-
HOB TIPEUIOKIII €I HECKOIBKO WHACKCOB: «HH-
JIEKC YPOBHSI 3KOHOMUYECKOTO Pa3BHUTHS, WHICKC
YPOBHSI COLIMAIBHOTO PAa3BUTHSI, HWHIIEKC YPOBHSI
TTOJINTHYECKOTO PAa3BUTHS, UHIEKC YPOBHS THHYE-
CKOI'0 pa3BUTUA U MHACKC YPOBHS NYXOBHOI'O pas-
BUTHs» [3, c. 6]. HAeKchl pa3BUTHS BBICTYMAIOT
OTMPABHON TOYKOW ISl HOCTPOEHUSI CUCTEMBI KJlac-
CU(UKAIX BUJIOB COLUATBHONM MOOMIBEHOCTH. Llenpb
WCCIIeIOBAaHUS — IIOCTPOUTH CUCTEMHYIO MOJIENTb CO-
UATTbHOW MOOMIILHOCTH Y TIPOBEPUTH €€ IMITUpHYC-
CKH C YIIOPOM B Ka4€CTBEHHYIO METOIOJIOTHIO.

IT.A. CopokuH TpakTOBaJI COIMAJIBHBIC Iepe-
MEIIEHUS KaK MHOTOMEPHBIN COLIMANBHBIN POLIECC
[4, p. 133-164]. Cpenu 3amagHbIX COMHOIOIOB TaKO-
ro noaxona npunepxusaercs k. Ileitn [5, p. 289].
OTKpPBITOCTE OMHOBPEMEHHO K OONBIIOMY YHCIY
COLMAJIbHBIX MEPEABKEHUIN OMNKcaHa B KOHLEMLUH
anruiickoro couuosora JLx. Yppu [6].

B poccuiickoil cOMONIOruy KOHLENIUS MHOTO-
MEpHOI MOOWJIBHOCTH OTpaK€Ha B KOJUIEKTHBHOM
MoHorpaduu «MHOroMepHasi CoLMaNbHAs MO-
OWIILHOCTh B COBpEMEHHOH Poccuu» Takux aBToO-

poB kak M.®. Yepupuu, A.®. Tepun, 10.b. Enu-
xuHa, H.C. Macrtukosa, M.I1. TTomoga [7].

Hecmotpss Ha oOwime paboOT MO COIUAILHO-
CTpaTU(UKAIIMOHHOH TEMaTHUKe, KOMIUIEKCHbIE
WCCIIEIOBAHUS COLMAJIbHOM MOOHIBHOCTH TIO-
MIPEKHEMY PEAKOCTh B OTEUECTBEHHOMN COLIMOJIOTH-
yeckoil jurepatype. [IpenmylnecTBOM KOJIEKTHUB-
HOWi MoHorpaduu «CouunansHas MOOHIBHOCTD B
YCIIOXKHSIOMEM sl 00IIecTBE: OOBEKTHBHBIC U CYyO'b-
EKTUBHBIE aCIEeKTh Takux aBTOpoB kak M.D. Uep-
wei, B.B. Ceménona, I1.E. Cymko sBistoTcs n0-
MIOJTHEHUS, CYIIECTBEHHO PACIINPSIOIINE U YIIIy0-
JSIOIINE TIOTPYXCHUE B 3asBICHHYIO MPOOIeMaTH-
Ky, B YaCTHOCTH, OTHOCSTCS TJaBbl, C(HOKYCHPO-
BaHHbIEC HAa paHee He TPeACTaBICHHbBIX COLUAIBHBIX
rpynnax — npekapuare, [T-cnenumanucrax, ympas-
JIEHYeCKO M OM3Hec-3/IuTax — KOTOphIe, BHE BCS-
KOT'O COMHEHHMS, TPEACTaBIISIFOT 0COObI HHTEpEC B
KOHTEKCTE€ COBPEMEHHBIX TEHICHLUH, XapaKTepu-
3YIOUIMX TpaHC(HOPMaIUIO COIMATEHON CTPYKTYPHI
poccuiickoro obmiectsa [8].

OrpoMHy10 LEHHOCTb JAJISl UCCIIEIOBaHUS COLIU-
QIFHONW MOOWJIBHOCTH CEMBH IIPEICTABISET KOJ-
nextuBHas MoHorpadus «CemelHasi PKOCHCTEMa
YeJI0BeKay HalucaHHasi U3BECTHBIMU COLIMOJIOTaMHU
3.X. Capamuesoii, ['.JI. Boporunsm, C.A. Cyapu-
HbiM, [.A. llnuneBeiM. ABTOpaMH paccMaTpuBa-
FOTCSL KJTFOUEBBIE acTEeKThl POJIM CEMbU B DKOCHCTE-
M€ 4elloBeKa, B MEKUHCTUTYLIHOHAJILHOM B3alMO-
JIeCTBUM, a TakKe MpoOJieMbl BHYTPHUCEMEHHOTO
KJIMMaTa C aKIEHTOM Ha CaMOCOXPAHUTENbHBIX U
3I0pOBhecOEperaroIInX MpakTHKax [9].

[To MHEHUIO aBTOPOB CTaThU, MOKHO MIOCTPOUTH
KJIacCH()UKALIMIO BUIOB COIMAIbHONH MOOMIBHOCTH
B COOTBETCTBMH €O c(epaMu >KH3HH OOIIeCTBa.
Monenb (hakToOpHOTO aHalu3a COIHATBLHOW MO-
OWIILHOCTH BKITIOYAET B c€0s1 HECKOJIBKO OCHOBHBIX
3JIEMEHTOB — YPOBHEU. DKOHOMUYECKHUH, KOTOPBII
KOHLEHTPUPYETCS Ha YPOBHE [I0XOIOB, MaTepHu-
anpHOTO obecmieueHUs] M (hU3UYECKOro MoTpede-
Hus. Ilonutuyeckuid, KOTOPBIN BBIpaXKaeT CTEICHb
YIpaBIIeHUsT 00OCTOSTEIHCTBAME CBOEH JKHM3HU Ue-
pe3 BIMSHUE HAa TPUHSATHE TOJUTHUYECKHX pelie-
Hui. ColHManbHbIM, OTpaXKaIOMUH TapMOHUYHBIN
OajlaHC COIMAJIbHBIX KOMMYHHUKAIIMH, CBS3eH W
YeJIOBEYECKUX OTHOUIeHnH. WHpOopMaIMoHHbIH,
OTpaxkarouIuii cBOOOJHBIN OCTYI K JIO00H 3Ha-
YUMOHN AJIS KU3HEACATEIHHOCTH WH(OpMAIUN H
HAJIMYME TEXHUYECKUX BO3MOXHOCTeH. HHTen-
JIEKTyaJlbHBIM, CBSI3aHHBIM C Hay4YHBIMU U JIOCTO-
BEpHBIMHU JIJaHHBIMM M POCTOM HHTesIekTa. [y-
XOBHBIH, CBSA3aHHBIA C TNPUOPUTETOM TJIABHBIX
[IEHHOCTEH, C BO3BBIIICHHOW [ESITEIHHOCTHIO B
cepax HCKYCCTBa, PEIWTUHU, 0Opa3oBaHUs, (PuU-
nmocodun. JINIHOCTHBIA — YPOBEHb caMopean3a-
[[UU, CAMOBBIPDAKECHHUS M CBOOOJHOTO Ppa3BUTHUS
WHIVUBUYaTbHOCTH.



