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Thearticle considers patriotism as one of the most difficult social concepts to be ‘measured’
for it has different interpretations and ‘dimensions’ that are discursive rather than determined by
objective factors. First, the author outlines the results of the Russian opinion polls in the 2010s,
2000s and 1990s, which indicate changes in the interpretations of patriotism by the shares
of the population willing to identify themselves as patriots. The figures stabilized in the mid-
2000s, which was also determined by the state’s efforts to use the idea of patriotism to support
the legitimacy of state bodies and national solidarity under the intensifying globalization. Since
2001, the state implements programs of patriotic education that aim to revive patriotism
as an idea of individual spiritual heritage and the basis of social and political stability in
the country. The author considers the patriotic mood of the Russian students based on
the results of surveys conducted in 2011 and 2016 on the sample of Moscow students. The data
present both national and international ‘dimensions’ of patriotism. The former is constituted by
estimates of one’s country position in the world, its key problems and contradictions, objects of
pride, level of social trust, etc. The international dimension of the patriotic mood is constituted
primarily by geopolitical awareness, i.e. the images of neighboring countries.

Key words: patriotism, empirical indicators of patriotic mood, national and international
‘dimensions’, Russian student youth, survey

There are many social concepts that are difficult to be measured in sociological
surveys. Moreover, such concepts differ in their practical meaning: some societies
emphasize their importance for national self-identification and state building,
while others prefer not to use them too often (or at all) in the official discourse
or media. One of such concepts is ‘patriotism’, especially in the post-soviet
period [16]. In the 1990s, the previous system of patriotic education collapsed
destroying the very concept of patriotism. In the soviet period, this word had clear
and unambiguous definitions and positive connotations, while in the early 1990s
it acquired negative interpretations with sarcastic overtones due to the concepts
‘homeland’ and ‘state’ drift apart after decades of being almost identical. In the 1990s,
the series of shock and unsuccessful reforms led to the clear distinction of two
concepts that previously were parts of one semantic complex: the “homeland’
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evoked warm feelings, memories of childhood, of one’s home, native land, pride in
one’s language, culture, history, and people; while the ‘state’ became a stronghold
of bureaucracy that used the word ‘patriotism’ in manipulations to make people
loving their home, native land and the country to feel the same towards the state [6].
This substitution did not work for Russians did not understand why and how their
warm feelings for the native land and the people should make them accept military
service, protect state interests or pay taxes to the heartless state machine that did not
guarantee social security.

However, since the early 2000s, the Russian public opinion polls have shown
a gradual increase in the number of respondents who consider themselves patriots.
This figure seemed to stabilize in the mid-2000s [10], and by 2010 the number of
‘patriots’ reached 84% (Table 1).

Table 1
Would you identify yourself as a patriot?
(closed question, one answer), %
Year 2000 | 2005 | 2006 | 2008 | 2010 | 2011 | 2013 | 2014 | 2016
Yes, certainly 84 47 42 48 41 41 37 48 46
Rather yes 37 42 40 43 39 44 36 34
Rather not 16 8 10 6 9 14 12 9 12
Absolutely not 2 2 2 1 3 2 3
Hard to say 0 6 5 4 6 3 5 4

The ‘new Russian patriotism’is a subject of great interest [ 8] for scientists who
study the ‘patriotic spirit’ of Russians in the comparative perspective to compare
the worldview and identification patterns of generations that grew up in differing
social-economic, cultural and political contexts, especially in terms of the role of
Russia on the geopolitical arena and prospects for its development in the globalizing
world. In the majority of such studies, patriotism is defined as respect to the people
and the state, the country’s history and traditions, i.e. as the fundamental idea of
historical and ideological unity that determines the model of national identification
and ensures readiness for a patriotic act in the interests of society at the national,
group and interpersonal level.

Another social actor seeking to study and enhance the ‘new Russian patriotism’
is the state that focus on its potential to support the state’s national ideology,
to revive the legitimacy of the state bodies, and to suppress separatist and nationalist
movements. The first five-year state program “Patriotic Education of Citizens of
the Russian Federation” aimed to revive patriotism as an idea of individual spiritual
heritage and the basis of social and national system ensuring social and political
stability [12]. The program focused on the development of patriotic education to
enhance citizens’ patriotic mood, loyalty to the homeland, readiness to do one’s civil
and constitutional duties to protect the country through film production, publishing
and other creative activities.
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The first state program of patriotic education was followed by the second
one that focused on further development of patriotic mood as the basis for national
spiritual and moral integrity [13]. The second program took it for granted that
the first one had created an institutional system of patriotic education at federal
and regional levels and focused on younger generations to improve the evolving
system of patriotic education through coordinating councils and local centres.
The next program of patriotic education aimed at eliminating extremism and
increasing political stability [14]. It claimed that “the system of patriotic education
was mainly created”, and that “patriotic consciousness of citizens was increasing”
(due to regional programs, festivals, exhibitions and competitions devoted to
patriotism, etc.), so it was to improve the legislation of the patriotic education,
to develop “professional patriotic education” and to encourage people to use
the Internet more actively for social and educational purposes.

Let us consider some results of the programs of patriotic education by assessing
the general patriotic mood of the Russian students based on the results of the survey
conducted in 2011 on the sample of the students of the Peoples’ Friendship
University of Russia with the questionnaire devoted to patriotic issues. The notion
that provoked the warmest feelings in the youth was ‘my country’ (Russia) (29%),
followed by ‘the whole world’ (19%), ‘my city/town/village’ (17%), ‘my republic,
region’ (12%) and ‘Eurasia’ (9%). Almost every second respondent replied to
the question ‘For you homeland is...” ‘Russia as a whole’ (46%), one in four answered
‘family and friends’ (23%), 16% named the city/town/village they were born in, and
only 12% named the region they lived in. The majority (78%) considered Russia
a country with a great potential for future development that should not depend on
other countries, especially the United States and the West (62%). The impressing
share of respondents believed that the country’s troubles were determined by
the inability of its elites to rule and their addiction to selfish interests (62%), and by
the lack of ‘normal’ laws (70%), so in the next 10—15 years Russia was believed to
turn into a moderately developed country (58%).

The majority (71%) believed that the citizens of Russia had reasons for both
pride and negative emotions. Among the answers to the question ‘As a citizen of
the country [ am proud of ...” the undisputed leader of the pride rating was the heroic
past of the country (77%), followed by its art (52%), sports, cultural, scientific and
technological achievements. Every fourth respondent believed that Russians should
be proud of the spirituality of one’s people. Quite rarely the respondents mentioned
the ‘economic development of the country’, ‘Russia’s domestic policy’, ‘power
structures’, ‘protection of the rights and freedoms of the citizens’ and the ‘social
security system’ as something they can be proud of (Figure 1). Such a distribution
of answers was determined by the perception of the general situation in the country:
the majority believed that there was a threat of social unrest (73%), followed by
a threat of mass unemployment (51%), environmental disaster (53%), failure of
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the economic policy (58%), collapse of science and education (53%), loss of national
culture (50%), to a greater extent (66%) a threat of religious conflicts. Nevertheless,
these threats were not considered as leading to the country’s disintegration (78%
rejected such a scenario) or a military dictatorship (83%).

As a citizen of the country I am proud of ...

Social security system

Protection of the rights and freedoms of citizens
Power structures

Russia's domestic policy

Economic development of the country

Russian army

Russia's foreign policy _ 14%
Educational system _ 17%

Spirituality of the Russian people 25%

Scientific and technical achievements
Culture of the country

Sport successes

Art

Heroic past of the country
77%

Figure 1

Every fourth respondent (26%) found it difficult to define oneself in terms
of patriotism, 60% consider themselves patriots, while 14% do not. Among
the hesitating respondents, 37% reject the unambiguous notion of patriotism,
less consider the term too ideological to deal with (19%) or out of date (17%),
others believe that the term is too artificial and intended for manipulations (14%).
However, the majority agreed that patriotism meant love for the country and pride
in the achievements of the country and its people, and distinguished the homeland
and the state: 65% believed that the people would take part in military operations
rather to protect the country from external aggression than to suppress a coup d’état.
Such an interpretation of patriotism (love for the country) is not the one the state
seeks to ensure, however, it was confirmed by the public beliefs that the level of
patriotism grows under wars, revolutions, radical political upheavals (74%),
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and not social conflicts (23%); an individual patriotism strengthens after the national
team’s victory at international competitions (59%), when the Russians (citizens or
natives) are awarded prizes for scientific, cultural, sports or other achievements
(42%), when one goes abroad (39%) or at the time of national holidays (38%).
The most patriotic holiday for the Russian students is the Victory Day (85%).

In general, the Russian youth supported the idea of teaching patriotism
(44%), 27% believed in its spontaneous development, while the rest insisted that
the patriotic mood should be both spontaneous and purposefully set. Half of
the respondents mentioned that the Russian government and president only spoke
of patriotism instead of taking practical steps to strengthen the patriotic mood.

The current five-year state program of patriotic education claims that in
recent years significant efforts have been made to develop the system of patriotic
education as uniting government bodies, civil society institutions and families to
ensure a strong patriotic mood, a sense of loyalty to native land, and readiness
to fulfill civil and constitutional duties to protect the interests of the country [15].
The program mentions the results of the 2013-2014 monitoring of the civil-
patriotic and spiritual-moral education to assess the efficiency of patriotic
education (youth sports camps, educational clubs named after the heroes of
the Soviet Union and Russian Federation, centers for military-patriotic training,
presidential sports competitions, cadet schools and Cossack cadet corps, etc.).
According to the monitoring data, the share of young Russians taking part
in different forms of patriotic education reached 22% (in more than 22,000
clubs and centers). Thus, the current state program of patriotic education
(for 2016-2020) incorporates achievements of previous programs, focuses on
ensuring the civil identity and the continuity of the educational process to support
the patriotic mood under turbulent social-economic and geopolitical conditions,
and aims at all social strata and age groups emphasizing the prior role of patriotic
education for children and the youth.

To identify changes (or, on the contrary, the stability) of the patriotic mood
of the Russian youth under the programs of patriotic education, let us consider
the results of surveys conducted in 2007, 2011 and 2016, when we added a few
questions on patriotism in the questionnaire designed to study the Russian students’
value orientations. In 2007 and 2011, every second Moscow student (the sample
consisted of 1000 respondents representing three educational profiles — technical
sciences, humanities and social sciences, and natural sciences) considers oneself
a patriot, while every third refused to define his feeling to the country as ‘patriotism’.
In 2016, the share of respondents naming themselves patriots increased to 58%
due to the decrease of the share of hesitating to provide a clear answer to this
question. From 2007 to 2011, the number of young people confidently naming
themselves patriots (despite the ambiguity of answers to other questions) remains
stable at about half of the sample (Figure 2).
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Do you consider yourself a patriot?

2007

2011
2016

mYes ®mNo  Itisdifficult for me to answer this question

Figure 2

Almost every third student who had difficulties in identifying oneself in terms of
patriotism explains one’s hesitations by the irrelevance of the word ‘patriotism’ in
the globalizing world (Table 2). The dynamics of answers proves the increasing erosion
of the term ‘patriot’ in the everyday discourse: from 2007 to 2011, it manifested in the
increase of the share of those who refused to name their attitude to the country as patriotism;
in 2016, this indicator returned to its 2007 level, and the erosion manifested rather in
the increase of the share of those who do not understand the meaning of the word.

Table 2
If you did not answer the previous question

(‘Do you consider yourself a patriot?’), explain why: 2007 201 2016
I do not understand the meaning of the term ‘patriotism’ 14% 8% 18%
It is difficult for me to c}early define my attitude 519% 65% 50%
to the country as patriotism
In the era of globallzatlop, the concept of patriotism 299 24% 26%
has lost its meaning and is no longer relevant
Other 6% 3% 6%

Regardless of the self-assessment in terms of patriotism, Moscow students are
proud of the historical past of the country, its natural resources, cultural heritage,
and sports achievements (there was a set of dichotomous scales in the questionnaire)
(Table 3).
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Table 3
Year 2007 2011 2016
As a citizen of the country, are you proud of its history?
Yes 87% 89% 90%
No 13% 11% 10%
As a citizen of the country, are you proud of its natural resources?
Yes 87% 88% 86%
No 13% 12% 14%
As a citizen of the country, are you proud of its cultural heritage?
Yes 91% 87% 85%
No 9% 13% 15%
As a citizen of the country, are you proud of its sports achievements?
Yes 78% 73% 77%
No 22% 27% 23%

Until 2011, the position of Russia in the international arena was a source of
pride for every fourth student, and the Russian army — for every fifth. In 2016,
these data changed, probably due to the active foreign policy of Russia that includes
military campaigns, food anti-sanctions and embargo, and other ‘presentational’
steps that affect public sentiments. Thus, in 2016, the position of Russia
in the international arena and the army became a source of pride for 56% and
reached the level of scientific achievements and educational system. Other objects
of pride and anti-pride stayed the same: though there are fluctuations in figures
there is still a clear trend proving that the pride in cultural heritage (achievements
of previous generations) has remained at the highest level since the mid-2000’s,
while the dissatisfaction with today’s life in Russia is strikingly high. In 2007 and
2011, the common areas of students’ dissatisfaction (anti-pride figures are about
90%) were development of economic and social spheres (13% found grounds for
pride here), the rights and freedoms of individuals (17%), activities of state bodies
(15%), and the standards of living of the population (10%). In 2016, the level of
discontent partially decreased but the areas of public discontent remained the same:
development of economic and social spheres (36% find grounds for pride here),
the rights and freedoms of individuals (45%), activities of state bodies (42%),
and the standards of living of the population (34%).

Such a high social discontent is closely related to the level of social trust.
In 2011, only one-third of students trusted the government, Russian and inter-
national NGOs, courts and media; every fourth — the Federation Council and Public
Chamber; one in five — the State Duma (68% rather did not trust). An absolute leader
of the students’ trust rating was the president (58%) followed by the church (50%),
banks (47%) and big business (40%). The ‘anti-leaders’ of the social trust rating
were political parties (72% of the respondents did not trust them), police and law
enforcement agencies (77%), and the army (65%). In 2016, the situation changed
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significantly though the most trusted is still the president (63%) (Figure 3). There
are three groups of social institutions according to the level of youth’s trust:
(1) almost every second respondent trusts the Federation Council, church, courts
and government; (2) from 40% to 46% trust the State Duma, Public Chamber, police
and law enforcement agencies, army, local NGOs, big business, and banks; (3) every
third respondent trusts the mass media, international NGOs and political parties.
Thus, there is an increase of social trust to the basic social institution compared
to 2011 (government, Federation Council, courts, State Duma and police), while
the outsiders of the trust rating stay the same (the third group with the lowest level
of trust), i.e. the ‘national measurement’ of the patriotic mood of the student youth
seem to strengthen.

Local NGOs

Political parties
Public Chamber
President
Federation Council
State Duma

Government

Figure 3

However, the strengthening social trust does not make students ignore
the problems of the society. Compared to 2011, the most acute problems of
the Russian youth did not change significantly if we consider leaders and outsiders
of the list, though there are changes pointing to a more positive perception of one’s
generation (Table 4). The most acute problems of the youth are still drug and alcohol
addiction, followed by moral degradation, but not the crime (though the emphasis
is still on the behavioural features, the crime is no longer among the leaders of
the list). Then comes the group of ‘objective’ factors determining the above-mentioned
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problems: unemployment, lack of financial resources, corruption, no access to
education, and general economic, civil and legal situation. In 2016, the students
became more concerned with the limited opportunities for leisure (boring life), lack
of mutual understanding with parents, and political situation in the country and
abroad, which were at the end of the list five years ago.

Table 4
" Drablems o today’s Russian youth? 201 2016
Drug addiction 76% 56%
Alcohol addiction 60% 55%
Moral degradation of society 48% 46%
Smoking 38% 44%
Crime 31% 18%
Health problems 28% 30%
Unemployment 25% 28%
Lack of financial resources 25% 21%
Lack of support from the state 24% 17%
Corruption 19% 17%
Inaccessibility of education 16% 17%
Economic situation in the country 14% 15%
Violation of civil rights and liberties 13% 11%
Limited opportunities for leisure, boring life 12% 21%
Lack of mutual understanding with parents 12% 18%
Political situation in the country and in the world 4% 10%

The above indicated changes in the answers can be explained by differences
of national and international dimensions of the patriotic mood: one thing is to speak
about one’s country as it was in the early 2010s, the other thing is to speak about
one’s country today for it seems to regain its former positions in the international
arena (despite the unsolved domestic problems), which is also proved by twice more
concerned with the political situation in 2016 compared to 2011 (10% vs. 4%).
However, these concerns did not change the youth’s perception of the Russian
foreign policy. In both 2011 and 2016, every second respondent hesitated to evaluate
the consequences of Russia’s rapprochement with the West as positive or negative
(preferring to say there are both useful and harmful results), while the number of
estimating this rapprochement as rather positive (33%) still exceeds the share of
evaluating it as rather negative (17%).

The international dimension of patriotic mood is constituted by geopolitical
awareness, i.e. the images of neighboring countries. Since the early 2000s,
the Russian public opinion concerns in the foreign policy have strengthened, though
there is no country or a group of countries considered a threat by at least a half of
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respondents. Russians usually name the United States and China first in the list
of threats to the country: the former due to the aggravation of Russian-American
relations; the latter due to the relatively sudden appearance of a new superpower
on the eastern borders of Russia that (presumably) claims on the Far East [1].
In the early 2000s, the Public Opinion Foundation started a ‘Geoproject’ as a series
of surveys about the Russians’ perception of about 40 countries [3]. Already in
2000-2001, these surveys proved that the Russian public opinion is monolithic and
focuses on geopolitical features when considers the leading world powers (China is
believed to be a giant country with a growing role in world politics and economics),
while the images of small countries with insignificant geopolitical role are very
diverse (the image of Greece is a bizarre mixture of historical, mythical and touristic
facts). Since the early 2000s, Russians do not seem to experience “a paranoid fear of
the outside world often attributed to them. The majority of Russians... either claim
that the country has nothing to fear, or hesitate to say whether it has dangerous
enemies. Russians have little interest in the outside world and find new threats and
hopes inside the country” [11]. Moreover, there are too many countries everybody
knows, and the geopolitical awareness is both stereotyped and depending on
the current official and media discourses. Thus, in 2015, 68% of Russians declared
the bad attitude to the United States (32% — to the Americans), 60% — to the European
Union, 56% — to the Ukraine (25% — to the Ukrainians), but not to Georgia (32%)
or China (14%), certainly, due to the lack of ongoing political or military conflicts
with the latter two [4].

Our surveys on value orientations of the Moscow student youth in 2011-2013
were supplemented by a thematic block to reveal the images of neighboring
countries [5; 17]. We studied the image of China in 2011, the image of Serbia and
Kazakhstan in 2012 and 2013 respectively. In particular, we asked respondents to
choose from the list of countries those they thought most positively about.
The results showed that there were no positive ‘heroes’: almost every third
respondent thought most positively about England and France, every fourth —
about Spain, Japan, Germany (its position fluctuated between every third and
forth respondent), Belorussia and Switzerland, every fifth — about the United
States, China and Cuba.

In 2016, we used one questionnaire to identify the persistent stereotyped
images of neighboring countries in the student youth outlook (on the same sample of
1000 Moscow students representing three educational profiles) [7]. The data allow
to identify three groups of countries according to their perception by the student
youth: most positively perceived — Belorussia (almost every second respondent);
positively perceived by about a third — China (probably believed to be the most
important Russian geopolitical partner), Italy and Spain (perfect places to travel and
spend vacations), and Cuba; every forth chose Serbia, Japan, England, France and
Germany; every fifth — Ukraine, Switzerland, USA and the Czech Republic; every
tenth — Australia (probably due to the geographical remoteness and geopolitical
imperceptibility), South and North Koreas, and Egypt. Compared to 2011, the USA
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remains at the end of the list of positively perceived countries, Belorussia
significantly improved its position together with China and Cuba, while some
European countries (England and France) lost some points in the rating (probab-
ly due to the anti-sanctions and anti-NATO rhetoric of the Russian political
leadership).

Certainly, we admit the limitations of such a comparison, but without
comparative analysis, one cannot claim the persistent character of stereotypes.
There is a long tradition of comparative studies in sociology, which proves that
opinion polls are applicable for testing hypotheses [2] (such as the persistent
character of the stereotyped images of neighboring countries) and ‘harmless’ as
being ‘ascertaining rather than evaluative’ [9. P. 10], especially in different time
points. Therefore, in the Soviet period, the concept of patriotism had a coherent
supra-ethnic interpretation and positive associative array; in the 1990s, it acquired
negative connotations for the previously identical concepts ‘homeland’ and ‘state’
got separated in the public opinion: the former caused warm emotions, the latter
came in a strong ‘coupling’ with the bureaucratic system manipulating the concept
‘patriotism’ to make the populations perceive the state as a homeland despite
the crisis social and economic situation, lack of social guarantees and worsening
live standards. Today we witness the strengthening of the patriotic mood due to
various reasons, but mainly to the state programs of patriotic education, better
social and economic situation compared to the ‘dark 1990s’, and the revival of
the discourse about Russia as a powerful geopolitical figure that should stand
strong and in solidarity against internal and external threats.

© Trotsuk 1.V., 2018
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MaTpMoTU3M KaK LLeHHOCTb B rnNo6anusnpyrowemMmca Mmupe:
HauMOHanbHoOe U MeXAyHapoaHoe «U3MepeHUsi»

N.B. Tpouyk

Poccwuiickuit yHuBepcuTeT Apy>kO0bl HAPOIOB
yi. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 6, Mockea, Poccus, 117198

B crarse maTproTH3M BBICTYIIAET KaK OJHO M3 HanOoJee CIOXKHBIX A COIMOIOTHYe-
CKOT'0 «U3MEPEHHUsD MOHSITUH, MOCKOIbKY Y HEr0 €CTh Pa3Hble MHTEPIPETALUN U UHAUKATOPBI,
UMEIOIIUE CKOpee TUCKYPCUBHYIO MPUPOLY, YeM OOBEKTUBHO JACTEPMUHUPOBAHHbIE. ABTOD
MIPUBOIUT PE3YNIBTaThl 00IIEPOCCUIICKIX OMpocoB odmmecTBeHHOro MHeHHUS 2010-x, 2000-x
n 1990-x ronoB, 4TOOBI TOKa3aTh PA3IMYMs B TPAKTOBKE MATPUOTU3MA B PA3HBIC JCCATHIICTHS
gepe3 H3MEHEHHUE JI0JIN PECIIOH/ICHTOB, KOTOPBIE COTIANIaINCh HACHTH(OUIINPOBATh ce0s Kak
natpuoToB. JlaHHBIN Moka3zaTens cTabunusuposancs B cepeaune 2000-xX rogoB, B 3HAYUTEIb-
HOU cTeneHu Oarofaps MOMBITKAM FOCYIapCTBa UCIONIB30BaTh UICIO MATPHOTU3MA JUIsl JIETH-
TUMALUH TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX OPraHOB yNPaBICHUS U (POPMUPOBAHUS POCCUUCKON IpaskAaHCKOM
COJIMJIAPHOCTH B YCJIOBUSIX HapacTaHus TemroB robdanuzamuu. C 2001 roxa rocynapcTso mo-
CJIEZIOBATENIBLHO PEAIM3yeT IIPOrpaMMbl IATPUOTHUECKOIO BOCIIUTAHNUS, IPU3BAaHHbIE BO3PO-
IWTH MATPHOTU3M KaK HICI0 JIMYHOCTHOTO JyXOBHOTO HACHeAWs W (pyHIaMEHT COIMaIbHON
U MOJUTUYECKON CTaOMIIBHOCTH OOIIECTBa. ABTOP pacCMaTpUBAET MAaTPUOTHUECKUH HACTPOH
POCCUICKUX CTYyAEHTOB Ha OCHOBE PE3YyJIbTaTOB COLMOJOIMYECKHX ONPOCOB, MPOBEICHHBIX B
2011 u 2016 roas! Ha BEIOOPKE MOCKOBCKOIO CTyJeHUYecTBa. [lomydeHHbIe TaHHbBIE TO3BOJISIOT
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OLICHUTH KaK HAallMOHAJIBbHOE, TAK U MEXIyHAPOAHOE «U3MEpeHuey narpuorusma. Ilepsoe us-
MEpEeHUE KOHCTUTYUPYETCA OLIEHKAMM IIOJOKEHHS CTPaHbl Ha MEKIYyHapOAHOM apeHe,
€e¢ OCHOBHBIX MPOOJEM M NMPOTHBOPEUHHA, 0OBEKTOB HAIIMOHAIBHOW TOPIOCTH, YPOBHS COIH-
QIIBHOTO JOBEPHSI U T.1. MeXIyHapOAHOE H3MEpEHIE POPMHUPYETCS IIPEUMYIIIECTBEHHO TEO0II0-
JIUTUYECKUMU ONACEHUSIMU U OKUIAHUSAMU, TI03TOMY €r0 MOXKHO OLICHUTh Yepe3 PEKOHCTPYK-
LU0 00pa30B CTPAaH-COCEACH CTPaHBI.

KoroueBble cjioBa: marpuoTu3M, SMIUPHUYCSCKUE WHIUKATOPHI TATPHOTHICCKOTO HACTPOS,
HaIMOHAILHOE ¥ MEXKIyHaPOIHOE «M3MEPEHHSD, POCCUICKast CTy/IeHUECKast MOJIOJIEKb, OMPOC
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