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TRUST IN THE PROCESS OF COOPERATION
BETWEEN THE CITIZENS AND THE STATE
IN CONTEMPORARY RUSSIA

The author claims that contemporary cooperation between the state and a citi-
zen in Russia is evolving from a state-centralist model to a kind of partnership.
The degree and quality of the state’s cooperation is determined by the hybrid na-
ture of the Russian political system — a combination of elements of democratic
institutions and autocratic methods of governance. Cooperation between the
state and a citizen should be discussed in the context of attaining the opportuni-
ties for cooperation between the citizens and the state in order to achieve general
aims, as a means of resolving problems. The author holds the opinion that coop-
eration can be not only an expression of solidarity, but also a testament to peace-
ful coexistence (not aimed at wrangling). What serves as an indicator of such
cooperation between the state and a citizen is trust in the authorities. It should
be said that in the conditions of unconsolidated democratic culture of coopera-
tion between the state and the society, the attitude of the majority of citizens to
the contemporary political authorities in Russia is, to a high degree, based on
trust in Vladimir Putin. However, the noticeable decrease in the level of trust to
certain institutions of authority is a result of the inaction, immorality, and cor-
ruption of certain groups of policymakers or representatives of the authorities.
One of the major challenges of the authorities is how to increase social trust in
political institutions.
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INTRODUCTION

In history, there have been at least three models of cooperation between state and citi-
zen. The first model is state-centric: paternalistic (Confucius), etatistic or statocractic
(Plato, Aristotle, Zoroaster), and it absolutized and sacralized the role of a state, de-
manded full subordination of the interests of an individual to its interests and recog-
nized every interference of a state in all spheres of life of an individual and a society as
legal. The paternalistic model assumed a state’s “paternal” care of the citizen from their
birth to their death. The second model — partnership — predicts the presence of an ef-
fective mechanism of reaching an agreement on goals and interests of a state and those
of an individual. It rejects uncivilized methods of resolving disputes between them and
is based on mutual (state’s and citizen’s) readiness to arrive at a compromise as well as to
harmonize their interests. Such cooperation facilitates a high level of trust in the state’s
institution among citizens and permanent social order. The third model — anthropo-
centric — regards people as the main social value, and their development, security, and
prosperity as a primary goal of a state.

The evolution of these models is thus the history of state development. Post-Soviet
Russia, stepping onto the path of democratic development, is gradually moving from
the deeply-rooted state-centralism to partnership.

The aim of the following paper is to analyze the peculiarities of forming partner-
ship relations in the process of cooperation between the state and a citizen as well as
the dynamics of citizens’ trust in state’s institutions. To attain the established goal, it is
necessary to present a theoretical basis for cooperation between a state and its citizens
as well as to discuss the forms of citizens’ trust in an adopted policy and the manifesta-
tion of institutions of authority.

FOUNDATIONS FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN A CITIZEN
AND A STATE

The need for cooperation between a citizen and a state emerged with the origins of
a state. The analysis is based on the theoretical assumptions of cooperation between
a state and civil society, formulated in various historical periods in the works of Plato,
Aristotle, Aurelius, Rousseau, Hobbes, Kant, Hegel, Marks, Popper, Schmitt, von Mis-
es, Frank, Schumpeter, and others.

The works that particularly correspond with the abovementioned examples are by
Russian researchers, published in recent years: Tsybulevskaya, who analyzes the meth-
odological aspect of cooperation;' Chernobel, who presents the rules of cooperation

' OM. Unbyaesckas (ed.), Bsaumodeiicmsue zpancoarcxozo o6uecmea u 2ocydapemsa 8 Poccun: npasosoe

usmepenue, Caparos 2013.
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between a state and civil society;*> Demushkina, who explains the peculiarities of the
new, digital form of cooperation between the authorities and the society;® Zaytsev, who
points out to the deficit of dialogue in the field of communication and public relations
and civil society in contemporary Russia.

The conception of this article was influenced by T.H. Marshall’s essay “Citizenship
and social class”. In this text, published in 1950, the author explains what he under-
stands by the term cooperation: it is a relationship between individuals and a state, in
which the responsibility of conferring rights on individuals should be placed on a state
in a direct and transparent manner. However, in his conception citizens act rather as
recipients and bearers of rights, but not as their subjects. This perspective focuses on
passive-consumer citizenship, characterized by connotations of passivity.’

The article was strongly influenced by the monograph by Stein Ringen, a professor
of sociology and social policy at the University of Oxford, Nation of Devils: Democratic
Leadership and the Problem of Obedience, particularly the chapters “How To Make Of-
ficials Obey” and “How to Make Citizens Obey”.¢ The key thesis of Ringen’s work,
which shaped this article, is the conviction that the authorities provide at best (and
rarely) only control over “others”, who do not want to obey, but is unable to make them
be willing to voluntarily cooperate with the government.”

A peculiar methodological point of approach to understanding contemporary
features of cooperation between a state and a citizen, and of a civil society, is Nadia
Urbinati’s characteristics of representative democracy as a rule of opinion carried out
through opinion, a distortion of the idea of democracy. The parameters of democracy
formulated by the author include the constant struggle of representatives, having na-
tionwide public debates on topics that are regarded by the citizens as essential for their
lives and interests and thus sometimes transformed by them (when they vote) into valid
decisions, arguments about democratic procedure which, according to her, equals po-
litical freedom.®

It appears to be justified to discuss the nature of contemporary cooperation between
a state and citizens in the context of two mutually compatible phenomena: firstly, pri-
vatization and concentration of power in the sphere of political opinion, and secondly,

I.T. Yeprobean, “Ipaxkaanckoe ob11eCTBO U TOCYAAPCTBO: HPUHLIMIIBL B3AUMOACHCTBHS (TeopeTnte-
cKuii acriexT)’, Azpaproe u semenvroe npaso, no. 1 (2013).

O.H. Aemymuna, “DAeKTPOHHOE Y4acTHE IPaKAAH: PETHOHAABHbIA ypoBeHb (Ha npumepe Boaro-
rpaackoit obaactu)’, Mup sxoromuxu u ynpasaenns, vol. 17, no. 4 (2017).

A.B. 3aiiues, “Anasorndeckuii AcpULHT B chepe KOMMYHUKALMH U CBA3EH C 0OIIECTBEHHOCTBIO TOCY-
AApCTBa U TPAKAAHCKOIO 0bmecTBa B coBpeMenHol Poccun’, Becrnuux Cesepo-Bocmourozo edepars-
#o20 yuusepcumema um. M.K. Ammocosa, vol. 11, no. 1 (2014).

> T.H. Marshall, Class, Citizen and Social Development, with an introduction by S.M. Lipset, Garden
City, N.Y. 1964.

C. Punres, Hapoa Jv5160.4108. Aemoxpamuneckue /Lut)epb/ u npobaema nosunosenus, Mocksa 2016.
7 Ibid, p. 114.

H. Ypbunaru, Hcxancennas demoxpamus. Muenne, ucmuna u napod, transl. by A. Kpaseuxun, Mocksa

2016, pp. 16, 34, 38-41.
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the increase in demagogic and polarized forms of consensus, which break the political
stage into small-scale party groupings which are hostile to each other.” In the process of
analyzing the phenomenon of cooperation, what will be highlighted are the peculiari-
ties of cooperation between citizens and the state in the internet space, which Urbinati
characterizes as disseminating information online that prompts citizens into belligerent
sectarianism and creating homogeneous, self-referential niches by activists with identi-
cal views, even to a greater extent than the concentration of the media in the hands of
a few people.'

Following the aforementioned assumptions, we will notice that one of the distin-
guishing features of the period around the turn of the millennium was the relative low-
ering of the state’s prestige in public discourse, as evidenced by the varied transforma-
tions of its traditional institutions in response to the increasing challenges of today.
Not only are the perceptions about the state changing, but also the logic of relations
between a citizen and authorities. The Platonic notion of a state only as a place of com-
mon settlement, where people gather to help each other is gone; its place was taken
by Aristotle’s famous quote about a man as a political being. A state is more often per-
ceived by people as a special, quite stable political unit, representing an organization of
authority and administration separated from the population and claiming a sovereign
right to govern (to require performance of actions) a specific territory and population,
regardless of the consent of the latter; possessing the power and resources to fulfill its
claims.!!

Along with this, any state conducts its activities in accordance with the specific ar-
rangement or social agreement concluded with its citizens. With regard to this rela-
tionship, S.L. Frank noted that governance is a bilateral relation: not just the ruler, but
the ruler and the ruled together enter into relations of governance and actively build
them.'? The “authority” in society does not exist where one person or one group actu-
ally forces others into subordination through formulated threats or by resorting to vio-
lence, but only where all citizens or most of them are aware of the legally sanctioned
dominant position of the “rulers’, i.e. where the attitude of subordinating to the idea of
authorities is considered as a model that should be implemented in the common exist-
ence.”? Recognizing the validity of the condition of functioning of authorities formu-
lated by S.L. Frank, we will prove that authorities can function for some time not only
without the consent of the nation, but also without its support.

The establishment or reconstruction of a state can only take place at the will of the
nation, which appears to be, as it is stated in practically all constitutions of modern

°  Ibid, p. 13.
0 Ibid, p. 15.

AT Tpunun, “PopManuy M LUUBHAMSALMH: COLHAABHO-TIOAUTHYCCKHE, STHUICCKHE M AyXOBHBIC
»
acreKThl coLyuororuu ucropun’s uiocodus u obugecmso, no. S (1997), p. 20.

C.A. Opanx, dyxosuvie ocnosvs obugecmsa Bsedenue 8 coyuarvuymw guirocopun, IMapux 1930, p. 139.
B Ibid, p. 296.
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states, “the carrier of sovereignty and the only source of power”.'* At the same time, the
entire nation and each citizen treated separately are limited by the obligation to submit
to the state authorities: to act in accordance with the law developed by state institu-
tions. In this case, we will indicate three fundamental constants: a) the consent of the
citizens (of the nation) to submit to the authorities; b) the obligation of the state ap-
paratus, institutions of political authority to reach agreement with citizens (the nation)
on solutions and actions taken; c) the presence and effectiveness of such a mechanism
of agreement.

A state, implementing its functions, cooperates with citizens. Forms of this coopera-
tion may vary: cooperation, dialogue, partnership, confrontation, indifference. In this
context, cooperation is understood as the realization of people’s ability to cooperate
with a state to achieve general goals. It means ways to deal with common problems that
take the interests of both the citizen and the state into account and are mutually satisfy-
ing solutions that achieve the necessary balance of the interests of a citizen, a state, and
a society. Yet cooperation may not only be joint and several (negotiated), but also mu-
tually opposing (antagonistic and even hostile). It should be emphasized that the co-
operation between a state and citizens not only provides the possibility of civic control
over the operation of state structures, but also determines the acceptable limits of state
interference in the lives of individual citizens.

The qualitative features of this cooperation are strongly influenced by the tradition
of political culture. Many aspects of the Russian socio-political life of previous centu-
ries were tinged by paternalism and statism, recognizing the sacred nature of power.
Cooperation between the state and man became in Russian history symbolically ex-
pressed by “walkers” (xoaoxu) (petitioners, lawyers, defenders), gunning for the truth
and justice among the leaders — the tsar, Lenin, Putin.

The paternalistic tradition has not been eradicated even until now. It can be as-
sumed that it will not disappear as long as the established cultural archetypes are strong.

A European reader will hardly understand the duality of the Russian soul, the amaz-
ing symbiosis of readiness to sacrifice life for freedom, for anarchism, for contempt and
love for the state. This ambivalence was noticed already in the last century by Nikolai
Berdyaev. This religious and political Russian philosopher believed that its origins lay
in the underdevelopment of the individual identity of a man as well as in the presence
of spontancous collectivism."

The essence of cooperation between citizens and the state in Russia is indirectly
shaped by one of the strongest emotions — fear, present in all spheres of human activ-
ity, in social processes at the macro level. The manifestation of this social quality in
political life is twofold: on the one hand, this is the genetically determined citizens’
fear of the authorities, of the possible dangerous consequences of their decisions. This
is a state of inhibited political thinking, which does not allow people to critically and
independently grasp the meaning of this or that situation. What contributes to the
" Art. 3, Koncrurynus Poccuiickoit @eaepaunn, Mocksa 2019.

> H. Bepasces, Pycckas udes, Cankr-Ilerep6ypr 2018, pp. 30-31.
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emergence of panic anxiety disorder, strong bouts of fear of possible (hypothetical or
real) limiting of political and social rights and freedoms is life in an environment that
has a deficit of objective information. In the modern political life of many countries,
such a situation is latent or at times openly provoked by state representatives, who in
this way try to maintain their dominance and influence at all costs. The high degree of
anxiety in people also results from spiritual and moral imperfection of the current sys-
tem of state authorities and its representatives. These fears, according to Elena Shesto-
pal, are not only connected with economic problems, although superficially they ap-
pear to do so, but they rather result from the sense of alienation of the authorities from
the society due to injustice and greed as well as lack of moral authority.*®

On the other hand, the state itself, the ruling elite, almost always experiences the
hidden fear of its people. As a rule, they act on the assumption that the government
has enemies who not only do not want to obey, but they oppose social agreement. Such
people are dangerous, and disobedience is contagious.'” It can be assumed that the fear
of people experienced by the authorities is actually Russian democracy. In other words,
democratic norms permeate into mutual relationships between citizens and the state
precisely due to the authorities’ fear of the possibility of “cruel and merciless” rebellion
in Russia. On the other hand, the nation’s fear of the authorities is a testimony to an
un-democratic arrangement. Apart from this, the localized fear the administrative and
intellectual elites feel for their fates and careers — they mostly fear the leader (their supe-
rior) — is often interpreted as general fear, referring to the entire population.’

It should be stressed that the culture of cooperation between a citizen and the state,
developed during the historical development of Russia, was clearly of a statocentric na-
ture. However, the multitude of declarations on the permanent and unshakeable unity
of the citizen’s and state’s interests were invalidated by reality. No traditions stemming
from ensuring supportive relations within the society, or reliable cooperation between
different groups in the society, nor even correct forms of mutual relations between the
state and a citizen have emerged. A new, post-Soviet culture of cooperation is in its em-
bryonic stage.

The representatives of today’s political leadership of Russia have termed the rela-
tions with the society as a strategic element of state policy several times. However, the
road from declaration to implementation is long, as usual. Let us recall two statements
of Vladimir Putin. First, on November 21, 2001 at the Citizens’ Forum of Civic Or-
ganizations, the president of the RF declared that without genuine partnership rela-
tions between the state and the society, there can be no strong state or prosperous so-
ciety: what is needed is a dialogue of equals. They realize that the efficiency of this
dialogue depends, to a significant extent, on them — the representative government and

E.B. Illecromaa, “TToantiyeckast moBecTKa AHSI POCCHICKON BAACTH U €& BOCIPHATHE IPAKAAHAME
Tosumuweckue uccaedosanus, no. 2 (2011), pp- 22-23.

7 C. Punren, Hapod 0v280.406..., p. 272.

.B. Papuxos, “IToanTnueckuii crpax kaxk $paxrop coBpeMeHHOH noautuky’, Baacms, vol. 25, no. 4

(2017), p. 45.
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the government in general. He hoped that at this moment which was offering Russia
and its citizens really great opportunities, cooperation could become very productive
as their state needed it.””

Sixteen years later, on November 3, 2017 at the Coobmectso [Community] fo-
rum, the president noted that, typically for Russia, not much had changed in Russian
practice: not everywhere were the officials ready for dialogue and cooperation. The
president urged the citizens to be persistent in contacts with the officials, stating that
citizens should have extensive possibilities of controlling the work of the authorities,
positively influencing its quality and efficiency; through various mechanisms, includ-
ing local self-government, they should try to protect their own interests.”

To confirm the importance of cooperation between a citizen and the state it should
be noted that out of fourteen indicators to measure the effectiveness of actions un-
dertaken by the head officials (the heads of the highest executive organs of the state
government) of the Russian Federation, subjects, and that of the activity of executive
organs of the RF subjects set in accordance with the Decree of the President of Russia
from April 25,2019, the criterion listed first is the level of trust in the government (the
President of the RF and the most important officials [the heads of the highest executive
organs of the state government] of the subjects of the RF).*!

Cooperation is a bilateral process, needed not only by a citizen but also by the state.
The foundation of this cooperation is established by the constitution of the RF. Thus,
Art. 32 guarantees the citizens access to participation in political and social activities
as well as performing social functions. Cooperation itself is considered as the partici-
pation of citizens in the governance of state matters, where individuals independently
decide on the form and degree of their cooperation with the state, exercising their right
to elect or to be elected, participating in referendums and the administration of justice;
finally, they can exercise their rights in public service. Citizens’ choices are informed by
their conscious interest in political and social life, degree of their civic and political cul-
ture, and limits of their possibilities introduced by the political regime.

Let us note a specific feature here: the events of post-Soviet development of Rus-
sia and the power of free mass media made public the fact that many citizens, having
entered into the service of the state, often consider at heart that their purpose is not to
serve the state, society, and people but to accrue the best possible benefits for them-
selves and their families. This situation puts an even greater distance between the other

“Boictynacnue Ha otkpbituu Ipaxaanckoro ¢opyma’, Ilpesudenm Poccun, 21 November 2001, at
<http://kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/21408>, 19 November 2019.

2 “BplcrynacHue Ha nacHapHOM 3aceaannu QPopyma akrusbix rpaxaad ‘Coobwectso”, [lpesudenm

Poccun, 3 November 2017, at <http://www.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/55994>, 19 Novem-
ber 2019.

“Vkas Ilpesuaenra PP or 25.04.2019 N 193 O6 ouenke 3pPeKTHBHOCTU AESATEABHOCTH BBICIIHX
AOAKHOCTHBIX AL, (PYKOBOAUTEACH BBICIIMX HCIIOAHHTCABHBIX OPTaHOB IOCYAAPCTBEHHOMH BAACTH)
cybpexToB Poccuiickoit Pepepaniun U ACSITCABHOCTH OPTaHOB HCIIOAHMTCABHOH BAACTH CyOBEKTOB
Poccuiickoit Peacpaunn’, at <http://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_323451/>,
19 November 2019.
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citizens and the state, makes the system of social and political representation inade-
quate and, what is more, questions the legitimacy of the state authorities.

Nevertheless, the constitution of the FR declares that the sate functionally exists in
order to serve the people, stating that “Man, his rights and freedoms are the supreme
value. The recognition, observance, and protection of the rights and freedoms of man
and citizen shall be the obligation of the State”*

TRUST IN THE GOVERNMENT AS AN INDICATOR
OF COOPERATION BETWEEN THE STATE AND A CITIZEN

The question of trust attracted the attention of researchers at the end of the 19* cen-
tury when Ferdinand Ténnies discovered that in specific social conditions trust can
transform from a personal psychological quality into an independent social factor, sig-
nificantly influencing the society.” A similar approach was taken by Emile Durkheim,
who characterized mutual relations between trust and social solidarity.** In the evolu-
tion of the human social side, the depersonification of trust occurs. Anthony Giddens
emphasized the characteristic features of trust towards authorities, pointing out that
their impersonal organs are, in practice, associated with specific persons who represent
them.” Thus loss of trust in a given governmental institution may be the result of idle-
ness, amorality or corruption of their heads or representatives.

According to Giddens, two types of trust relations — personal or facework commit-
ments and impersonal or faceless commitments — correspond to two types of trust —
personal (towards other individuals) and institutional (towards abstract systems and
social institutions).2

The importance of the role trust plays in development of a society was noted by
Francis Fukuyama, who analyzed trust as the commitment of individuals and groups
within a society to a general system of values, considering that the success of “self-reali-
zation” of a specific society depends not on market principles or commitment to tradi-
tions, but on a single, permeating element of culture — the level of trust in the society.”

Piotr Sztompka also associates trust with the system of values. He introduces the
notion of the “culture of trust” which becomes a determining factor in the process
of emergence of a civic society.”® Let us note an important thought here: developed

2 Art. 2, Koncrmumyyns Poccuticxori Pedepayun...

- rom: /A.D. DECIIA] TO‘{HI)HZ, 08ePUE 8 CUCINEME COUUANDHBLYX OMHOULEHIUTL HACEACHUS DecUOHA, OCKBa
3 F b. b M

2012, p. 11.

2 3. Aropxreitv, O pasdeaenun obugecmesennozo mpyda, Mocxsa 2011.

5 3.Tupaenc, “Tlocaeactsus moseprnty’, in B.A. Mnosemues (ed.), Hosas nocmundycmpuarvuas o

na na 3anade. Awmonozug, Mocksa 1999.

% Ibid,, p. 47.
7 O, Oykysma, Josepue. Coyuarvnoie dobpodemenn u nyms k npoysemarnurn, Mocksa 2004, p. 23.

2 TI. Iromnxa, dosepue — ocrosa obugecmsa, Mocksa 2012.



POLITEJA 5(62)/2019 Trust in the Process of Cooperation... 41

political culture and positive social experience lies at the foundation of the culture of
trust, while negative experience creates a culture of distrust.

Following the tradition of the interactive approach, Niklas Luhmann defines trust
as a mechanism aiming at minimizing risk and a specific socio-cultural means that fa-
cilitates the realization of acting potential.”

Thus perception of political institutions and leaders is shaped, to a great extent, by
the level of citizens’ political culture. A specific person often becomes for the citizens
a symbol of a political institution. Such a combination of the personal and the institu-
tional can lead to an adverse effect. Charisma-based trust pays great dividends, improv-
ing the perception of the government to an extent that sometimes cannot be reached
even after long years of tedious, efficient work. This effect is well known to Russian
authorities and willingly utilized (e.g. the phenomenon of Boris Yeltsin or Vladimir
Putin).

Political trust is dependent on two factors: firstly, the source of trust (external/exog-
enous and internal/endogenous factors) and secondly, the level of trust factors (macro-
level, micro-level).

The exogenous nature of political trust is based on the theory of political culture
(Almond, Verba, Inglchart, Putnam, the representatives of critical trend: M.W. Foley,
R. Jackman, M. Levi, and others). Within this approach political trust is presented as
a continuation or projection of interpersonal trust, adopted at an early stage of life and
later deciding about the assessment of politics (political institutions). This allows us to
explain the low level of trust in the institutions in Russia — a state of democratic transi-
tion with the inheritance of an autocratic political culture.

Conversely, the institutional approach perceives the source of trust in people’s judg-
ments regarding the work of different government institutions (J. Coleman, P. Das-
gupta, K. Orren, S. Skowronek, K. Shepsle, D. Stark, and others). Accepting the en-
dogenous nature and rationality of trust, the adherents of this approach consider
institutional trust of the civil society to be an effect, not a cause of the efficiency of
political governance. Not denying the influence of political culture and socialization as
external factors of trust, they interpret their function as auxiliary (complementary). Let
us again emphasize: it is the efficiency of the activity of political institutions and lead-
ers that generates trust in them, while the lack of success or positive dynamics in their
actions breeds apathy, scepticism, and distrust.

Apart from the two abovementioned approaches, mechanisms of shaping group
identity and self-identification, which have a decisive influence on individual percep-
tion of other people and trust towards them due to the feeling of attachment towards
a particular community, are known to play a role in building trust.

In the analysis of political trust, it appears to be fundamentally important to sepa-
rate the subject and the object. The object of political trust can be: a specific individual
(a political leader, a civil servant or an official); a political institution or an institutional

¥ H. Ayman, Coyuansnvie cucmemv. Ouepx obugesi meopun, transl. by VA, Tasues, Cankr-ITerep6ypr

2007, pp. 183-184.
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system; the defense and law enforcement institutions (president, prime minister, parlia-
ment, political parties, courts and prosecution institutions, police, military forces etc.);
political leadership considered as undifferentiated social actor, integrating the policy
they implement, both personalized and institutional features, in itself.

The subjects of political trust include: citizens, political elites, business structures,
civil society institutions (the church, mass media, non-commercial organizations), de-
fense, and law enforcement institutions.

Trust emerges based on the attributes of the trusting subject and trustworthiness
of the object. The subjective perception of trustworthiness is the basis or foundation
of trust considered as expectations and trust-based actions. The subject of trust deter-
mines trustworthiness either though gathering knowledge and experience or by repu-
tation, which can represent the stockpiled trust, accrued in the past, and through the
presence of guarantees (contracts, assets etc.).”’

THE DEGREE OF POLITICAL TRUST OF RUSSIAN CITIZENS
IN THEIR LEADERS

Each era makes new demands on political leaders. What is said to be the main determi-
nants of political trust in a leader today are: the strength of character, political will and
decisiveness, political intuition and authority, and political wisdom. Russian research-
ers have discovered that the citizens primarily mark caring for people (78.4%), produc-
tivity and competence (77.0%), and moral purity (65.5%)*' on the list of personality
features influencing the trust in the person of a political leader. Justice and responsive
participation become the key features of a desirable political leader who people trust.
Characteristics of a trusted politician included a combination of seriousness and hon-
esty considered as a personal goal with activity, optimism, and cheerful disposition as
a style of cooperation with people. The closer the politician’s perceived personality was
to this desired image of a people’s leader, the higher the level of trust.

We can also mention features that undermine trust in a political leader: egoism,
disregard for people around, pride, lack of conscientiousness, inconsistence, aggression
and dishonesty of the main officials. According to the data from the Levada Center, the
percentage of Russians thinking that officials lie about the state of state matters reached
52% in 2018; a year earlier, it was 37%. Only 12% (in contrast to 20% in the previous
year) believe in officials’ honesty.**

In the citizens perception, all the above features translate into a conclusion about
politicians’ goals and motives for striving for power, and appropriately determine

3 B. Nooteboom, Trust. Forms, Foundations, Functions, Failures and Figures, Cheltenham 2002.

3 C.H. IlaecoBckux, Qenomen dosepus 6 poccusickom obugecmse. Coynonozuneckue ocnosbL u duaznocmi-

xa, Mocksa 2004.

“Aesada-Lienmp’: boree noaosunsL poccusn Y8epensl, 4mo BAACIM CKPbIBAIOIN UCTRUHHOE NOAONCEHUE Del
8 cmpane, at <https://www.newsru.com/russia/11feb2019/opros.html>.
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trust (or lack thereof) in politicians. In the broadest sense, politicians’ goals may in-
clude material benefits and power over others, the possibility of self-realization, and
serving people. The table below presents data about trust/distrust in the most popu-
lar politicians.

Table 1. Dynamics of the assessment of trust/distrust in politicians
in Russia in % (May 2018-May 2019)
Trust Distrust

Politician’s name 5005, 23.09. 20.01. 19.05. 20.05. 23.09. 20.01. 19.05.
2018 2018 2019 2019 2018 2018 2019 2019

V. Putin 474 37.2 32.8 31.7 2.3 5.8 7.5 6.6

S. Lavrov 20.8 16.1 13.4 14.8 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3
D. Medvedew 16.6 11.2 13.1 13 17.9 27 25.7 234
S. Shoygu 9.1 9.5 9.5 8.8 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.7
V. Zhirinovsky 12.5 7.3 7.8 7.6 33.2 28.6 24.6 229
G. Zyuganov 4.9 7.3 5.8 5.5 12.2 12.5 10.6 10
A. Navalny 0.8 1 12 1.5 2.5 2.2 1.5 2.1

Source: “Aosepuc x noauruxam’, BLIHOM. Peiimunzu u undexcor, at <https://wciom.ru/news/ratings/
doverie_politikam/>, 19 November 2019.

This data confirms what is known to all Russians — in today’s Russia there is only
one leader who enjoys the greatest trust in contrast to other political leaders. Still, the
president’s approval dropped significantly: while until 2017 it remained above 40%,
starting from summer 2018 it decreased to 32%. A critically low level of trust was noted
in the case of the prime minister of the RF, Dmitry Medvedev.

The reasons include very insignificant results of internal policies and the decrease of
citizens’ income, combined with an overt manifestation of increasing wealth of officials
at all levels. A connection can also be made with the reform of the pension system, im-
plemented despite the negative attitude and against the interests of the absolute major-
ity of citizens, as well as with the increase of taxes.

For example, a declared 2018 income of the presidential plenipotentiary envoy
to the Volga federal district Igor Komarov amounted to RUB 657,278,000. With-
in a year, his income increased sixfold! In 2017, he held the post of a general di-
rector of the state corporation Roscosmos and declared RUB 109 million.* The
income of Yury Trutnev, the deputy prime minister and presidential plenipoten-
tiary envoy to the Far East federal district, increased by 40%. In 2018, he amassed
RUB 538,396,000 (in 2017 — 377.2 million). The minister of trade and indus-
try Denis Manturov almost doubled his income: it increased to RUB 400 million

3 Ceedenus o doxodax, 00 umymgecmse u 0033amenvCmeax uUMymjecmeennozo xapaxmepa, at <heeps://

www.roscosmos.ru/417/>.
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from RUB 213.7 million in 2017.> Such a sharp contrast between the drop in real
incomes of the majority of Russian citizens and the fast increase of officials’ wealth al-
ienates the government from the nation even more.

THE DEGREE OF TRUST OF RUSSIAN CITIZENS
IN POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

In Russia, every week the Russian Public Opinion Research Center makes a survey of
public opinion (in more than a half of the Federation’s subjects), which allows the dy-
namics of socio-political processes to be monitored, noting any changes in the society’s
moods at the right time, examining the background of specific issues and predicting the
development of the political situation in the country. Let us quote some data.

Table. 2. Dynamics of the assessment of approval and disapproval of activities
of Russian state institutions in % (May 2018—May 2019)

Approval Disapproval
Lt i 13.05 23.09 2001 19.05 13.05 23.09 2001 19.05
2018 2018 2019 2019 2018 2018 2019 2019
President of Russia 81.5 63.7 62 65.8 10.8 26.3 28.9 252
Prime Minister of the RF 443 339 337 384 37 50.8 509 47
Government of Russia 52 403 337 424 303 455 487 452
Federation Council 472 346 334 342 334 447 487 49
State Duma 50.7 40.1 38.1 40.1 18.7 274 32.6 34.2

Source: “AesiTeAbHOCTb TOCYApCTBeHHBIX UHCTUTYTOB , BIJHOM. Pesimunen u undexcos, at <https://
wciom.ru/news/ratings/odobrenie_deyatelnosti_gosudarstvennyx_institutov/>, 19 November 2019.

Despite all attempts made by certain Western countries to incur distrust in Russian
authorities through sanctions, the trust of Russian citizens in their president remains
sufficiently high. At the same time, the level of approval of the actions of executive pow-
ers generally decreased over the last decade, from 64% in May 2007 to 56% in Septem-
ber 2012 and 33.7% in January 2019, while the level of disapproval grew from 25% in
May 2007 to 37% in September 2012 and 48.7% in January 2019. Let us emphasize
that the data regarding trust in executive institutions is, to a significant extent, influ-
enced by Vladimir Putin’s authority.

The highest level of trust is characteristic of the Russian army. It seems that this ex-
cellent result is a manifestation of approval for genuine transformations in the army,
related to Sergey Shoygu's appointment as the Minister of Defense. The Church
also holds a high level of citizens™ trust. Simultaneously, the most significant level of

3 Aexaaparop, Manrtypos Aenuc Baaentunosuy, https://declarator.org/person/1227/.
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disapproval is voiced by the citizens with regard to the judicial system, political parties,
and the opposition.

Table. 3. Dynamics of the assessment of approval and disapproval of activities
of public institutions in % (May 2018—May 2019)
Approval Disapproval

Institution Jul Sep Jan Apr Jul Sep Jan Apr
2018 2018 2019 2019 2018 2018 2019 2019

Russian army 84.8 85.2 84.7 82.4 5.9 5.4 7.4 8.2
Russian Orthodox Church 65.7 65.8 69.1 67.1 18 18.7 16.4 19.5
Mass media 53.3 53.6 51.8 52.6 31.7 319 35.6 364

Law enforcement organs 55.7 55.6 52.8 554 256 265 302 30.1

Political parties 33.7 38 35 322 342 308 383  40.1

Civic chamber 374 40.5 384 40.1 19 20 23.5 24.1

Judicial system 344 353 343 365 356 383 408 412
Trade unions 313 345 311 335 33 33.6 362 36
Opposition 29 31.9 29.7 34.1 39 38.6 42 39.3

Source: “AeATEABHOCTb TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX HHCTHTYTOB, BIIHOM. Pesimunzu u undexcol, at <https://
wciom.ru/news/ratings/odobrenie_deyatelnosti_gosudarstvennyx_institutov/>, 18 November 2019.

THE MOST IMPORTANT INDICATORS OF POLITICAL TRUST
IN GOVERNMENT

A specific indicator of the attitude towards the authorities in general, which is also
sufficiently precise, is the citizens’ attitude towards law enforcement institutions. The
loss of trust in law enforcement structures reflects a low level of respect the rule of the
law during investigations and corruption in these institutions. The realization that on
the one hand the police are inefficient and on the other that contacts with them are
inevitable is a factor that most strongly intensifies Russians’ negative attitude towards
the police and its employees. From the citizens” point of view, the degree of protection
against crime that the police provides does not compensate for or redeem the negative
costs of police activities.

Another important indicator of political trust in the government today is trust in
the institution of elections — firstly in the veracity of results. One of the main com-
plaints of the society in the last years concerns numerous violations of election rules,
falsification of the results, and the absence of competition. The citizens’ distrust to-
wards the institution of elections grew due to constant changes of election regula-
tions, administration influencing the elections, falsifiers and violators going unpun-
ished, the negative judicial practice of court appeals regarding illegitimate results and
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election regulation offences, and the legal limitations of observers’ rights, also after
appeals regarding cases of illegitimate results and electoral statute violations. This re-
inforced the conviction in a significant part of the society that elections in Russia are
a fiction and to participate in them means lack of respect for oneself and for demo-
cratic values.

At the same time, the very fact of distrusting politicians does not mean that a large
part of the society is automatically and fully excluded from all forms of political par-
ticipation; on the contrary, many of them participate in all kinds of elections like be-
fore, meet political leaders or even join one of the political parties and go to meetings.
What is more, a significant group of citizens, whether driven by inertia, or habit or just
in case (as they used to do in the times of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union)
join the ruling party and pretend to be politically active. Some of them make a game of
it so as to covertly incite even stronger distrust towards the state in people. For exam-
ple, when talking about her “presidential ambitions” during the presidential campaign
of 2018, Ksenia Sobchak called her hypothetical presidency “a joke” and “a higher-
level art project”. It seems that the underlying, covert essence of similar imitations of
political activity involves a wish to further erode the society’s trust in the institution
of elections.

The danger of an increased deficit of trust in the institution of elections is that it
has caused citizens disappointment in the political system itself, and made a significant
number of citizens detach from it.

The activity of the reorganized Central Election Commission (CEC) of the RF
under Ella Panfilova significantly changed the citizens’ attitude both towards this
body and towards the generally understood institution of elections: in 2018, 66% citi-
zens responded that the CEC acts in the interest of citizens: either in the interest of
the entire society (37% compared to 25% in 2016) or in the interest of the majority of
the population (29% compared to 22% in 2016). The level of trust towards the head
of the CEC was declared as 62% (distrust — 14%). As a result, more and more citi-
zens try not only to vote but to fight themselves for the integrity of elections (Russian
Public Opinion Research Center, 2018). Civil observers made a large contribution to
increasing trust in elections; the Civic Chamber prepared 146,328 people for this role
in the 2018 elections.”

The third most important indicator of the attitude towards the government is the
attitude towards the judicial system, which is the guarantee of the civil contract and en-
sures peace at the macro-social level and constitutional stability. Yet in today’s Russia
people express the greatest distrust towards this very system. There are numerous facts
that have caused the negative attitude towards this institution: biased verdicts, incom-
petence of some of the members of the judges” corps, lack of openness, and long wait
for court dates.

3 T. Mucausckas, «Poccusine roaocyror 3a LIMK», Poccuiickas 2asema — Pedeparvnviii suinycx,

no. 58(7521), at <https://rg.ru/2018/03/20/vciom-v-rossii-vyroslo-doverie-k-vyboram-i-cik.heml>.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. The contemporary Russian model of cooperation between the state and a citizen is
evolving from statocentric (paternalistic and etatist) to a partnership model. There are
different forms of this interaction: cooperation, dialogue, partner relations, confron-
tation or indifference. The complexity of this evolution is conditioned by the drag-
ging process of post-Soviet transformations. The degree of the state’s cooperation is
shaped by the hybrid nature of the Russian political system, which combines the ele-
ments of democratic institutions and autocratic methods of governance. In these con-
ditions the majority of Russian citizens does not show high level of civic and political
activity as they consider themselves unable to really influence the national processes as
well as those that occur in their town, district, house, courtyard or work. At the same
time we note a new, positive tendency of increasing the private responsibility of citizens
for what is happening in the country. According to the research of the Levada Center,
the number of Russians who feel responsible for what is happening in the country in-
creased threefold in 2018, from 9% to 28%; there were also more people trying to take
responsibility for what is happening in their location — 32% compared to 14% a year
carlier. Apart from that, there was a rise in the number of Russians thinking that they
are able to influence what is happening in the country from 5 to 15%; in their town —
from 9 to 16%.%

2. The distance and alienation of many citizens not only from politics but also
from the society can be explained by the fact that a large part of the society lacks values
that make them consciously perceive themselves as citizens, fully-fledged and involved
members of the society. No wonder — the system of civic, legal, and political educa-
tion is virtually absent in the country. This determines the low level of political educa-
tion as well as legal and political culture in Russia. A large number of Russian citizens
reduces the notion of politics to what the government representatives (or “they”) do.
As long as the vector of this policy does not seem to intersect with their direct inter-
ests, the predominant emotions towards politics include irritation, a feeling that it is
meaningless, corrupted, aimed at enriching the power keepers and serving their inter-
ests. The alienation of the people from the government is enhanced by an artificially
created, politics-hostile culture of provocation or trolling, which is widely developed
on the Internet, where fora and social networks are not merely communication chan-
nels; by uploading false, biased, and extremely subjective information, they create not
only uncompromising attitude towards many important socio-political questions but
also a cynical attitude to political power. In this context, the statement that politics
is dirty, connected with lies and violence, has taken quite deep roots in the society’s

consciousness.
3¢ “AeBapa-LieHTP’: poccUsIHE OYYBCTBOBaAH GOABLIC OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 IPOMCXOAMILEE B CTPaHE,
Hosas zasema, 31 October 2018, at <https://www.novayagazeta.ru/news/2018/10/31/146388-le-
vada-tsentr-rossiyane-pochuvstvovali-bolshe-otvetstvennosti-za-proishodyaschee-v-strane>, 19 Nov-
ember 2019.
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3. The trust people put in the government is becoming an indicator of cooperation
between the state and a citizen. Under conditions of unformed democratic culture of
cooperation between the state and society, the attitude of the majority of citizens to-
wards today’s political power in Russia is built on a high level of trust in Vladimir Putin,
connected with his aspirations to return Russia to the status of a world power and to
give the sense of being proud of their country back to Russians. This trust is becoming
a great resource that can be utilized in solving specific practical issues. However, this
confidence is not limitless. The loss of trust towards different government institutions
can be a result of idleness, lack of morals or the corruption of particular leaders or rep-
resentatives of authorities.

Thus one of the most important problems of the government becomes raising the
level of trust in political institutions because where the original trust dies, where open
indifference towards the government itself and to its actions appears — a conflict be-
tween the government and the society builds up. If the collected negative energy of the
bottom masses clashes with the inconsiderate actions of the people at the top, it be-
comes a powerful disrupting factor in society.
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