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Abstract. The issue of developing strategic trust at different levels of self-organization of territorial communities
gains increasing importance in Russia. This article considers trust and responsibility as integral components
of forming a sustainable society and implementation of modernization processes. The author turns to the
problem of the relationship between these concepts and reveals trends in the dynamics of trust relationships
in Russia and its regions. This article relies on the results of comparative sociological and cultural studies in
the Tomsk (2015), Kursk (2016), and Tyumen (2016) regions, as well as in Russia overall (2015). The com-
parison of results from sociological researches shows the characteristics of institutional and interpersonal trust.
The author notes that the new challenges to the development of society associated with the tasks of transition
to system modernization create an increased demand for strengthening social partnership and the establishment
of qualitative and constructive public policy. There is a trend to activate the position of citizens in defending
their rights, as well as in helping vulnerable categories of the population. In conclusion, the author shows

practical steps of individual regions on the way of creation of solidary society.
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INTRODUCTION

The current geopolitical situation sees the growing
interconnection and interdependence of various ter-
ritorial entities. This causes the actions of some re-
gions to affect the interests of other regions and re-
gional systems. It is an important priority of regional
social policy to ensure the effectiveness of strategic
management of the regions, taking into account ex-
ternal and internal determinants of economic, so-
cio-cultural, and political development.

Trust at the same time is an important factor that
determines the nature of social relations and con-
tributes to maintaining the stability and integration
of the territorial community [2]. Trust should be
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viewed as a multidimensional phenomenon, as well
as an indicator of the effectiveness and significance
of various institutions of society. American sociol-
ogist A. Seligman points out the possibility of main-
taining order in the long term precisely on the basis
of trust in the institutions of power [3].

Trust and responsibility are important elements
in the formation of a sustainable society, and are
also the necessary conditions for the implementation
of modernization processes. “We have seen that
modernization and its attendant social isolation begs
numerous questions about trust, in all its multivar-
iate and multidisciplinary character” [7, p. 8]. For
a society to be stable and prosperous, it is not
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enough to establish a legislative agreement and
strictly follow the principles of economic expedi-
ency. The fulfillment of moral obligations, the im-
plementation of responsible behavior, and the es-
tablishment of trust relationships are important
conditions for its successful development. However,
the strengthening of globalization and modernization
processes is accompanied by systemic transforma-
tions, exposing as social costs such phenomena as
anomie, social exclusion, increased risk, and a num-
ber of others [5, 6, 10].

Trust, when considered as a social mechanism,
characterizes the effectiveness of existing social
institutions, as well as the degree of approval in the
countries that are gradually losing their communist
past. It can also characterize the effectiveness of new
principles and relations that are in line with the
norms of a modern legal and democratic society.
Fukuyama focuses on such important functions of
trust as the reproduction of the social structure, the
maintenance of moral foundations and social norms,
as well as ensuring the self-organization of society
[1, p. 52]. This acts as a certain guarantee of reduc-
ing the risk of social behavior, and promotes inte-
gration of an individual, a social community, and
the society as a whole. However, the achievement
of an optimal correlation of trust and mistrust pro-
vides another adequate response to the challenges
of modernity. This is suggested by A. B. Kupre-
ichenko: “Trustees, that is, those that are important
for each other, are interested in cooperation and
peaceful co-existence, and are conscious of their
own responsibility for the development of relations.
These partners should develop safety measures and
control in potentially dangerous areas and situations
of interaction” [3, p. 58].

A study done by the “Levada-Center” in 2012
clearly demonstrated that the formation of a trustable
relationship in the field of consumer behavior helps
to strengthen the areas of personal control that are
connected with a heightened sense of personal re-
sponsibility. There are many examples of the rela-
tionship between trust and responsibility.

Responsibility takes the form of an ethical and
legal category, which establishes the dependence of
the individual from the social environment, society
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and state, and indicates the extent to which indivi-
dual behavior conforms with the ideal models. Re-
sponsibility is an integral element of the system of
normative regulation of social behavior [4].

In the crisis within the Russian society, there are
two interrelated trends. On the one hand, there is a
stimulation of people to a more responsible attitude
to their duties. A focus on overcoming the crisis will
mobilize the will and moral qualities of a person to
overcome obstacles. On the other hand, the crisis
affects both the socio-economic moral sphere, as
well as the political and cultural moral spheres.
In this regard, the crisis takes various form, includ-
ing debt, moral relations, norms, and increasing
tension and conflict in society.

METHODS

To gauge the levels of trust and responsibility in
various Russian regions, this article examines the
results of regional studies. Most of the results gath-
ered in a number of Russian regions were obtained
using the method “Sociocultural Portrait of a Re-
gion”, a field of sociological research. The meth-
odology was developed by the Center for the Study
of Socio-Cultural Changes of the Institute of Phi-
losophy of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The
results of the latest wave of nationwide survey
“Our values and interests of today”, which was
carried out by the center in 2015, are also present
in this analysis.

RESULTS

The first object examined in the survey is interper-
sonal trust. Respondents were asked to rate, on a
10-point scale, their answer to the question
“Do you think that most people can be trusted, or do
you think that being extra cautious around people is
the right course of action?” (Table 1).

Table 1. The level of trust in people (out of 10)
Tabnuya 1. YpoBens npoBepust k Jronsm (ot 0 qo 10)

Place Level of confidence
Kursk Region (2016) 43
Tomsk Region (2015) 4.0
Tyumen Region (2016) 4.5
Russia (2015) 4.2
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We see that the level of trust in these regions and
Russia as a whole is less than the average value of 5.
This situation refers not only to particular regions
in Russia, but also the country as a whole.

Interpersonal trust is primarily formed within a
person’s surrounding environment. In the study, the
respondents were asked: “Do you have a friend,
whose help you can rely on in difficult times?” The
distribution of their answers is given in Table 2.

Table 2 shows that the Kursk and Tomsk regions
demonstrate a similar situation. In the Tyumen Re-
gion, more than 40% of respondents did not give a
definite answer. In this region (the studies show), the
system of values is quite close to the Moscow system,
in which liberal values of freedom are dominant. The
top two lines of Table 2 show that the Kursk and

Tomsk regions show a level of interpersonal trust
above the all-Russian level (79% and 81.4% vs.
74.3%), and the Tyumen Region displays a much
lower level — 50.7%.

The answers to the question “Do you feel close
to the following groups of people?” clearly show
how people define their circles of intimacy (Table 3).

The majority feel close to the people in their im-
mediate surroundings, such as those living in the
same town. Outside of these regions, the number is
almost half as little. We conducted a number of stud-
ies in 2007, 2009, 2012, and 2016. Each time we
analyzed the feeling of intimacy among the people
of the former Soviet republics. In all regions, the
number of those who felt close to the residents of
the whole earth was insignificant. The identification

Table 2. Distribution of answers to the question about the existence of a friend
Tabnuya 2. Pacnpenenenne 0TBETOB HA BOIPOC O HATMYHMH JIpy3er

Answers

Yes, I have such a friend 48.0
Perhaps 31.0
I think not 8.6
I don’t have such friends 92
No answer 32

Kursk Region (2016) Tyumen Region (2016) Tomsk Region (2015) Russia (2015)

38.8 48.0 45.1
11.9 33.4 29.2
4.4 10.1 10.5
0.9 5.4 11.9
43.9 3.1 33

Table 3. Distribution of answers to the question of closeness to the following groups
Tabnuya 3. PactipeeneHre OTBETOB Ha BOIIPOC O OIM30CTH C JIFOIBMHU

Groups
Residents of the settlement, in 78
which I live (village, town, city) ’
Residents of my region (area) 40.4
Residents of my Federal County 23.0
Residents of Russia 35.6
Residents of the former Soviet

. 23.6
republics
Residents of the whole Earth 15.8

Kursk Region (2016) Tomsk Region (2015) Tyumen Region (2016) Russia (2015)

62.9 56.1 73.5
36.2 352 56.4
233 223 36.2
28.3 25.8 38.1
17.5 18.1 25.1
15.5 14.9 23.1

Table 4. Distribution of answers to the question “In recent times, do you think that there is more agreement

or disagreement between people?” (%)

Tabnuya 4. Pactipenenenne oTBeToB Ha Bompoc: «Kak Brl canraere, B mocieaHee BpeMst MEKIY JIIOAbMHU O0JIbIIe

cornacus Ui 6omneire pasaormacus?» (%)

Possible answers

In your personal circle In your place of residence At the regional level At the country level

More agreement 65.6 49.8 332 21
More disagreements 29.2 42 50.8 57.8
I’m not sure 5.2 8.2 16 21.2
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with the federal district among respondents in all
regions was rather small as well. This is not surpris-
ing, because the federal districts are administrative
and management distinctions and they are rather het-
erogeneous (in their relation to the socio-cultural
aspect).

Comparing this data with the results of the field
study in the Kursk Region in 2013 (Table 4), we see
a decreasing level of agreement from the immediate
surroundings of a person (65.6%) to the level of the
country (21%). However, the level of disagreement
in the same direction increases — from 29.2% to
57.8%. The turning point is the place of residence,
since the agreement and disagreement are approxi-
mately equal here.

These responses indicate a fragmentation of the
social and cultural integrity in the regional commu-
nity, because it is difficult to build a constructive
relationship when solving many of life’s problems
in the background of disagreement.

Surveys conducted in several Russian regions still
record a low level of trust towards most of the social

institutions, and the pattern shows that the decrease
will likely continue. At the same time, interregional
comparisons show that the distrust for social insti-
tutions in regions is not the same. The Kursk Region
(as a typical region of Central Russia) has an insti-
tutional distrust more clearly displayed than in
the Tyumen Region. However, if we compare the
figures of the Kursk Region with the data obtained
in the Tomsk Region, we can see that the level of
distrust in the latter exceeds the numbers of both the
Tyumen and Kursk regions (Table 5).

The lower levels of confidence in the population
of the Russian regions indicate an increased tension
in the socio-cultural space, which does not contrib-
ute to the sustainable development of the territori-
al communities. In the latest studies, respondents
expressed the greatest distrust towards the mass
media and regional branches of political parties. A
low degree of trust was also noted towards govern-
ment bodies, regional parliaments, and municipal
governments. The Tyumen Region is the only one
that shows a favorable situation for institutional

Table 5. The level of distrust of the population to regional social institutions (the sum of the responses “not very

much trust” and “do not trust”, %)

Ta@zuua 5. YPOBGHL HEAOBCPHA HACCIICHUA K PET'MOHAJIbHBIM COLIMAJIbHBIM UHCTUTYTaM (CyMMa OTBCTOB

«HC OYCHBb JOBEPAIO» U «HE JOBEPALO», %)

Place/Social institution  Police The Goven:nment Reglonal political Parliament Mass media Muqncnp.al
of Region party offices organizations
Kursk Region (2016) 34.0 37.0 39.0 36.0 43.4 37.0
Tomsk Region (2015) 38.7 38.0 46.7 43.4 45.0 37.4
Tyumen Region (2016) 25.2 21.8 273 22.3 30.3 23.0
Russia (2015) 37.3 30.5 42.0 33.8 335 35.8

Table 6. Distribution of answers to the question about how much of life is improved by people and government

Tabnuya 6. PactipenenieHue OTBETOB Ha BOIPOC O 3aBUCUMOCTH YITyUIICHHS )KU3HU OT JIFOAEH U HHCTUTYTOB

institutions

BJIACTH

Answers

From yourself 88.2
From close relatives 71.4
From friends, countrymen 27.8
From the Chief of Work 43.8
From the district, city authorities 49.2
By regional authorities 45.8
From Federal Russian government 66.8
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Kursk Region (2016) Tomsk Region (2015) Tyumen Region (2016) Russia (2015)

88.7 86.3 79.2
60.1 57.8 58.0
27.5 36.5 354
45.7 45.5 393
459 443 57.3
38.8 43.5 52.1
77.8 51.5 61.3
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trust. It is evident in the regular holding of socio-
logical forums organized by representatives of the
Tyumen Regional Duma and the scientific commu-
nity of the region.

The relationship of trust and responsibility clear-
ly manifests itself in the question of how much the
improvement of our life depends on the individual,
close relatives, and friends, as well as on the insti-
tutions of power (Table 6).

The second and last lines of the Table 6 indicate
significant influence the federal government has on
the life of Russian citizens, almost equal to the in-
fluence which respondents’ close relatives have.

Sociologist L. D. Gudkov said that low interper-
sonal trust in our country “correlates with a low
level of acceptance of individual responsibility,
civic solidarity, distrust for politics or public life,
alienation, and distancing oneself from the politics”
[2, p. 17]. Based on the evidence presented, his
statement seems valid.

At the same time, recognizing how dependent
people are on their own efforts, close relatives, and
leaders at different levels, increases both trust and
responsibility.

CONCLUSION

New challenges to the development of society, caused
by the transition to systemic modernization, require
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AnHoTanus. B cratbe paccMarpuBaloTcst JoBepue 1 OTBETCTBEHHOCTH KaK HEOTHEMIIEMbIE COCTABIISIONINE
(opMHUPOBaHKS YCTONYMBOrO 00IIECTBA U peaH3ali MOJECPHU3AIMOHHBIX MPOLECCOB B COBPEMEHHOM
Poccum. Llenb HacTosiIel cTaThi 3aKII0YaeTCsl B UCCIEIOBAHIN (POPMHUPOBAHUS CTPATETUUECKOTO JIOBEPHUSI
Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHAX CAMOOPTaHU3aAIMH TEPPUTOPHATEHBIX COOOIIIECTB, KOTOPOE IPHOOPETAET B COBPEMEHHON
Poccun Bee Oonbiiiee 3HaUEHNE. ABTOPHI H3Y4YaIoT MPOOIeMy B3aHMOCBSI3H KOHIICTIIIUHN JTOBEPHs H OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTHU, paCKPLIBAIOT TEHACHIIMHN B TUHAMUKE TOBEPUTCIIBHBIX oTHomeHui B Poccun u ee OTACIIbHBIX PETHOHAX.
CraTps OIMMUPAcCTCAd Ha PE3YIbTaTbl KOMIAPATUBHLIX COLMUOKYJIBTYPHBIX I/ICCCHCIIOB&HI/Iﬁ, MPOBEACHHLIX IO
coroctaBumoii Metoauke B Kypckoit (2016 1), Tomckoii (2015 1) u Tromenckoii (2016 1) obnactsx, a Takxe
B Poccun B ienom (2015 ). Ha ocHOBE CpaBHUTENBHOTO aHAIT3a PE3YITATOB COIHOIOTHUESCKUX UCCIIENO-
BaHUH OpeACTaBICHBI XapaKTCPUCTUKU MHCTUTYLIUOHAJIIBHOI'O U MEKIIMYHOCTHOI'O JOBEPUSI. OTMe‘-IaeTC;I, 4To
HOBBIC BBI30BBI PA3BUTHUIO O0IIIECTBA, CBS3AHHBIC C 3a]Ja4aMH IIepexojia K CACTEMHOI MOJIEPHHU3AINH, CO3/IAI0T
TIOBBINICHHYIO TIOTPEOHOCTh B YKPETUICHUH COMAIBHOTO MApTHEPCTBA M POPMUPOBAHUH KA4CCTBEHHON U
KOHCTPYKTI/IBHOI\/'I FOCYIIapCTBeHHOI\/'I MOJMTHKH. B cTaThe mokaszana TCHACHUMA aKTUBU3AIUN TO3UIUHN I'PpAXKIAH
B 3IIIUTE CBOMX I1PaB, a TAKKE B OKA3aHUH MTOMOIIH YSI3BUMBIM KaTeropusiM HaceneHust. ChopMynupoBaHbl
NPaKTHYECKHE PEKOMEH/IAIINH TS OTCIBHBIX PETHOHOB Ha MyTH CO3/IAHUS CONMMIAPHOTO 00IIEeCTBa.
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