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Abstract. This article analyzes the state and dynamics of the Russian
people’s perceptions of the relationship between the interests of the state
and human rights in the period from the mid-1990s to 2017. Based on re-
sults of a number all-Russian representative studies, it demonstrates that in
the 1990s when the state refused to fulfill some of its key functions society
remained convinced, due to the inertia of the normative-axiological system,
that the state interests prevailed over human rights. However, at the end of
the 1990s, Russians began to change their traditional attitude to the right
of the state to realize its interests at the expense of human rights. Similar-
ly, they started to take a different view of the legitimacy of state violence in
relation to its citizens, as well as to the right of man to protect his interests
by all means available. This process accelerated in the 2000s to reach the
point when, for the first time in the recent history of Russia, the priority of
state interests as opposed to human rights lost its domination. Today, soci-
ety in Russia is split into two opposite groups (approximately 20% of the to-
tal population each) and the “silent majority” with no clear opinion on the
issue. This means that Russia has come close to the “quiet revolution” with
the potentially huge repercussions because the norm of the priority of state
interests over human rights serves the cornerstone of the “institutionalized
matrix” of societies of the neoetacratic type. The article demonstrates that
those who support the idea of the priority of human rights in Russia are not
interested in political rights and democratic freedoms—they are concerned
mainly with socioeconomic rights. This group (and Russians as a whole) is
convinced that the Western development pattern is unsuitable for Russia.
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The socio-political processes unfolding in Russia in terms of the evolution of
its population’s norms and values can be interpreted through the prism of various
theoretical approaches (modernization, cultural specifics of civilizations, etc.).
My efforts to comprehend and interpret the data of nearly thirty national socio-
logical surveys'in which I was involved as the head or one of the participants in
the last few decades convinced me that their internally non-contradictory expla-
nation can be received only with the help of the conception of modernization. I
understand modernization in its neo-modernization interpretation,? that is, as
“a process unfolding in varied forms and in view of the specifics of national cul-
tures and historical experience of peoples that brings traditional societies to the
state of modernity not only by means of economic, political, social and cultural
but also socio-cultural modernization.” The latter means “creation of new nor-
mative-axiological systems and meanings including first of all spread of individ-
ualism and values of successfulness, and the rational type of thinking that togeth-
er create the basis for new social institutes formation” [12, p. 25].

At first glance, the efforts to apply modernization theory to Russia in which
the Church was separated from the state over 100 years ago and the process of
urbanization was completed over 50 years ago (when the urban outnumbered the
rural one) look ill-fitting. In the last few decades, however, as suggested by the
structure of employment, the primary sector of economicsis gradually growing in
Russia while the share of the secondary sector is contracting. Economic growth
is very unstable and, as a rule, is not based on competitive principles. The right
of private property depends on the relationships with power and is conventional.
The share of the rural population is too high for an industrialized country and
makes up about a quarter of the population, not changing for almost 40 years.
It was 30 years ago that the growth of the number of literate people stopped; the
share of religious people is rising, etc. These and many other facts mean that the
modernization takeoff of Stalin’s time that had brought the country into the ranks
of industrialized powers at the cost of a huge loss of lives, by the 1970s lost its
vigor, and all later efforts at reform could not remove barriers, which blocked it.

The uncompleted processes of socio-cultural modernization in Russia are
one of the highest barriers (see, for example, [12; 13; 14]). Communal landown-
ership and the type of social relationships into which the absolute majority of the
country’s population was involved survived until the early 20th century. Ninety
years ago, the majority of Russians could not read or write. Judging by sociolog-
ical data the majority of the adult population of Russia experienced primary so-
cialization in villages and urban-type settlements. Meanwhile to become firmly
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rooted, new values and norms require a lot of time, much more than the lifespan
of one generation.

The modernization processes in Russia are stalling not so much because of the
norms and values® of common people but because of the society typical of Russia
where power and property are blended, with power playing the main role in this
construct [16; 9; 10; 11]. At the individual level, the values of modernity can be
or are actively accepted, or at the very least, the traditionalist system of values is
rejected. These processes contradict the type of the society in Russia and its sys-
tem of norms. Hence, an axiological conflict of kind that forces Russians to revise
not only their ideas about personal relationships and success, but also the infor-
mal norms, which regulate the man-state relationships and determine what peo-
ple think about the best possible model of state. This is directly related to what
Russians expect from the state and what they think about it.

Here I have analyzed the specifics of certain key norms related to the man-
state relationships in Russia and the specifics of their dynamics in recent years
as well as its assessment in the context of the theory of neo-modernization. The
latter reveals the specifics of transition of different civilization areas of the world
from the highly varied types of traditional societies to much more varied soci-
eties of modernity. In this context, the fact that these norms are not always ob-
served is unimportant. I have posed myself the task to understand how the ide-
as about the correlation between the interests of the state and human rights are
changing in Russian culture rather than to reveal how human behavior changes
in these circumstances.

* * *

From the point of view of Russian normative-axiological system and the re-
lated institutions the model of the society observable in Russia is typical of tra-
ditional societies moving towards the epoch of transformations. This conclusion
is suggested by the results of several research projects related to Russia’s cultur-
al specifics. Here I have in mind the studies of norms and values carried out by
prominent Russian scholars and research groups including Nikolay Lapin and Ly-
udmila Belyaeva, Vladimir Yadov and Elena Danilova, Nadezhda Lebedeva and
Aleksandr Tatarko, Vladimir Magun and Maxim Rudnev, Natalya and Yury La-
tov and others. These studies have been carried out over the years using a varie-
ty of methodologies* and data sets, and surveys have sometimes even been mon-
itoring in nature.’

It seems that this model of a society based on the blending of power and prop-
erty is best defined as neo- or late-etacratic. The “institutional matrix” [3] typi-
cal of this type of societies is based on this specifics and allows to describe them
as societies in the process of modernization. I have described more than once
norms and ideals characteristic of the Russian version of this model, which de-
termine the relationships between the state and the individual as well as the Rus-
sian specifics of socio-cultural dynamics [12; 13; 14]. Other authors, too, charac-
terized this system of norms and ideals and applied their results to different social
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groups (see, for example, [7; 8]). That is why I will not dwell here in detail on its
description and will limit myself to saying that the state within the framework of
this system of norms is an instrument of realization of the interests of a macro-com-
munity, which are more important than the interests of its individual members. Thus,
the state should be guided by the interests of macro-community. Unlike Western cit-
izens, Russians believe that it is not specific groups of individuals who should de-
fend their interests in the fight against each other, including through parliamen-
tary democracy institutions. The state that stands above these private interests
and expresses a common interest should balance the interests of different groups
and pursue a policy based on public consensus aimed at the benefit of the people
as a united community. The right and duty of the state to represent the interests
of the macro-community as a whole mean that its citizens should demonstrated
maximal loyalty to the state. They should recognize its right to interfere in their
private lives even if this interference violates their rights.

The legitimacy of the special role of the state, however, in the system of norms
and values of the Russians (up to and including the legitimacy of state violence)
is based on the consistent performance by the state of its key functions. The Rus-
sians consider them as an adequate reflection and realization of the strategic inter-
ests of the macro-community and the efforts to ensure the minimal everyday needs of
citizens. To do this the state should have at its disposal adequate resources that en-
sure its domination in economics [12; 13; 14].

Judging by the data obtained through studies, these ideas about the role and
functions of the state and the related informal norms that regulated the attitude
of the citizens to the state remained highly prominent in social consciousness
(including the younger generation) at least until the early 2010s [7; 12]. In 2012.,°
60% of Russians were convinced that the state should defend the interests of all
people as opposed to the interests of an individual. Even more people (78%) in-
sisted that the enterprises that infringed on the interests of the state should be
nationalized; 51% and 50% correspondingly agreed that the freedom of the me-
dia should be limited and that to realize its interests the state should directly in-
fluence the judicial system. At the same time, being loyal to the state, Russians
even then believed that the individual should not passively wait for favors from
the state. He should have the right to defend his interests.

The share of those who agreed that the individual should have the right to ac-
tively defend his interests in the form of strikes and mass rallies was 55%. It was
one and a half times lower than the share of those who recognized the right of the
individual to insist on his interests contrary to the position of the majority (77%).
About one-third (37%) believed than man should not have the right to strikes and
mass rallies if they threaten public order. In view of the fact that the survey was
conducted several months after the stormy fall of 2011 these figures should be in-
terpreted as highly ambiguous. In the early 2010s, there were two models of prior-
ities in public consciousness: the priority of the interests of the state and its right
to insist on its interests by all means, and the priority of the interests of the indi-
vidual who has the right to fight for his interests even if this might threaten public
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order. The younger generation demonstrates a slightly bigger preference for the
latter even if in the early 2010s there was no radical opposition between it and the
middle and older generations.

The changes in the relevant indices of the period between the mid-1990s and
the early 2010s reflect the dynamics of this contradiction that allowed, at the same
time, the diktat of the state and the right of common people to fight for their in-
terests. In 2012, as compared with the mid-1990s,” the share of those convinced
that man should have the right in insist on his position and actively defend it in-
creased by 6-7%. Meanwhile, the survey revealed a decrease in the share of those
who believed that (1) the state had the right to limit the media freedom if they in-
fringed on its interests (by 6%); (2) to protect state interests the government has
the right to bring pressure on courts (by 5%); and (3) the state should nationalize
enterprises, which prejudices its interests (by 2%). These changes occurred in the
2000s, throughout the 1990s these figures had remained practically the same. Be-
tween 1995 and 1998, despite the mounting dissatisfaction with the development
strategy pursued by the country’sleaders and the shrinking confidence in the state
as a whole these figures changed only by 1-2%. This means that the mechanism
of changes in this sphere started in the late 1990s, was gradually gaining momentum
in the next decade. As a result, early in the 2010s, long before the economic crisis of
2014-2016 the share of those who supported the priority of individual interests as op-
posed to state interests has noticeably increased as compared with the 1990s. Along-
side this, the share of those who sided with the idea of the priority of the interests
of state and its omnipotence dropped considerably, even if the norm of the prior-
ity of the interests of state rather than human rights survived.

What did happen to the popularity of the norms that ensured the legitima-
cy of the Russian model of the state-man relationships in the mid-2010s, a far
from simple period for Russia? Judging by available information in this period,
the movement away from the idea of the omnipotence of the state toward the priority
of human rights greatly accelerated. The share of those who believed that the gov-
ernment should be able to directly influence the courts of justice dropped from
51% in 2012 to 32% in 2017.% The share of those who believed that the individu-
al should have no right to take part in strikes and mass rallies to defend his inter-
ests if these actions might threaten public order dropped from 37% to 29%, etc.

These changes liguidated the formerly clear domination in the minds of Russians
of any position related to the priority of state interests as opposed to the human rights.
Over one-third of the total population has no clear opinion about the issue; the
rest are divided into two roughly equal opposite groups (see Fig. 1). This means
that in Russia the shift traditional for the epoch of modernization changes has
moved the norms of the priority of collective interests closer to the priority of in-
dividual interests and the point of “unstable balance.”

Table 1 demonstrates that there is no longer a clear idea about the priority of
the insterests of the state as opposed to human rights. Not all those who insist on
the priority of the interests of the state/human rights are very consistent in their
approaches: there is about half of them in both groups.
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Fig. 1. What Russians think about the correlation between the interests of the state and the
inividual, 2017.

The above suggests two important conclusions. First, judging by the empiri-
cal data the model of the relationships between the state and the individual typical
of societies of the traditional type began disintegrating; this explains the contra-
dictory and highly ambiguous positions of Russians on the issue. Second, today,
much in what Russians think about certian facts of the opposition between the in-
terests of the state and human rights depends on the context; each and every case
might be differently assessed. This means that the normative model of the rela-
tionships between the state and man that corresponds to the stage of modernity
marked by increased individualism has not yet taken shape in Russia. The nature
of “Russian modernity” as a specific project of social development that Russia
could have offered to the world is still unclear. One thing, however, is absolute-
ly clear: it will not copy the Western model with its higher interest in democratic

Table 1

Ambiguous ideas of Russians from groups with different mindsets about the correlation of
interests of the state vs. human rights, 2017 (%)*

Groups Supporters of the | Those who disagree Undecided
priority of state with the priority
interests of state interests
Supporters of the priority 20 55 22
of human rights
Disagreed with the priority 49 19 11
of human rights
Undecided 31 27 68

*The shaded sectors indicate the cores of the groups who demonstrate consistency in choos-
ing between the interests of state and human rights.
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procedures at the expence of the socioeconomic rights of man. The role of col-
lective interests in this model will directly depend on the position and conduct of
the Russian elites. As distinct from the position of the president, in recent dec-
ades their activity has been splitting, rather than consolidating, society by pro-
moting individualistic values and sentiments. In any case, it will not be the model
that we can observe today; it will considerably widen the legitimate forms of strug-
gle of individuals and social groups for their rights. These forms will reflect the new
ideas about the acceptable “rules of the game” taking shape in Russian society.
The specifics of the current stage of transformations of the normative model
of the man/state relationships in Russia are fully revealed by the analysis of what
Russians think about the correlation between their rights and interests that relies
on the special indices, the Index of the Priority of the Interests of the State/Hu-
man Rights (The PIS/HR Index) based on a seven-point scale. I relied on three
indices: (1) the attitude to the norm according to which the interests of the state
should dominate human rights, (2) the attitude to the norm according to which
human rights should dominate the interests of the state, and (3) the attitude to
the possibility of limiting the rights of individuals in the interests of the state.
The -3 point corresponds to the opinions of the most consistent supporters
of the priority of state interests; the 3 point corresponds to the ideas of the most
consistent supporters of the priority of human rights. The points between -1 and
1 mean that there is no a more or less clear position on the issue. Further on I
will treat as opposite groups those of the Russians whose points are found within
the -3 to -2 interval®and the Russians with the indices of 2-3 points. Today, their
numerican strengths are more or less equal (about 20% of the total).!® Moreover,
fig. 2 shows that the population is equally spread to both sides of the scale’s center
which means that the the Russian society is split into two practically equal groups.
At the same time in 1998, when the trust in the state was at an extremely low
level while President Yeltsin’s rating of job approval dropped below 10%, the num-
ber of those who agreed that the state should defend the interests of all people
as opposed to the interests of an individual was nearly four times bigger that the
number of those who disagreed with the violation of the rights of an individual for
the sake of common interests. This means that in the last 20 years the public re-
considered the importance of human rights as correlated with state interests. For
the first time in the history of Russia, the norm of the priority of state interests in
relation to human rights retreated. In view of the gathered momentum (of which
I have written above) we can expect further fairly radical shifts in this respect.
The fast changes that tip the balance between the supporters of the opposite
ideas about the correlation between the interests of the state and human rights are
driven first of all by the dynamic ideas of the younger generation and are also re-
lated to other generations' (see Fig. 3). The Russians born before the end of the
1950s who spent the longer period of their lives in the Soviet Union (in which the
state overall corresponded to the traditional ideas about its meaning and func-
tions) insist on the priority of the interests of the state. The middle generations are
divided into practically equal groups of those who support and those who reject
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Fig. 2. Breakdown of Russians by the PIS/HR Index, 2017 (%).

the idea of the priority of state interests vs. human rights. The youth, the gener-
ation below 25 in the first place, is convinced that human rights come before the
interests of the state.

In October 2017, the share of those among the young people below 30 who
supported human rights was twice aslarge as among the supporters of the priority
of state interests; in the group of 61 and older, the correlation was the opposite. In
the early 2010s, on the other hand, the age was less prominent when it came to the
ideas about the state interests/human rights correlation: in the age groups of 18-
25 and 60 and older the majority accepted domination of the interests of the state
as opposed to human rights.

This probably means that as new generations will be entering adult life the
imbalance between those who support the priority of state interests vs. the prior-
ity of human rights will become even more obvious. Such a situation might un-
dermine the value unity of generations that was in Russia up to the early 2010s.
Moreover, five or seven years later those who support the priority of human rights
will dominate the supporters of the priority of state interests across the country.
In some groups (first of all, among the younger groups in big cities) this domi-
nation will be absolute. The changes in the basic norms that regulate the rela-
tionships between the Russians and the state will be indicative of a revolution the
scopes and repercussions of which will be colossal since all institutions rely on
their legitimizing norms.

Today, it has become obvious that the attitude to the priority of state interests
or human rights is closely connected with other basic normative components of
Russians’ mindset, including those of their opinions that define the judicial sys-
tem as illegitimate. The number of those who believe that the government should
have the right to influence the judicial system in the interests of the state is 3.5
times bigger among those who support the priority of state interests (see Table 2).
Those among them who are convinced that “rigorous demands of social groups
of all sorts to the government might negatively affect general wellbeing” and that
“citizens should not have the right to organize strikes and rallies if they threaten
social order” are twice and more as much as those who support the priority of hu-
man rights. There are 1.6 times fewer people who think that “each citizen under
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Fig. 3. The share of representatives of groups with different mindsets among Russians of dif-
ferent ages, 2017 (%).

any circumstances has the right to defend his interests through strikes and rallies”
among those who support the priority of state interests than among those who are
convinced that human rights should be treated as a priority: there are 70% among
the latter and 44% among the former. The minority, however, is still rather big.
In fact, there are only two norms among those mentioned in Table 2, the attitude
to which qualitatively distinguishes the representatives of the two polar world-
view groups under consideration: the right of power to put pressure on the courts
and the right of citizens to defend their interests by any active means and meth-
ods. Their dynamics points to their drawing closer rather than widening the gap.

The nature of the differences in the normative systems of those who support
the priority of state interests as opposed to the human rights priority and current
trend in this area indicate that very soon justified protest actions will become le-
gitimate in the eyes of both groups. This will change the attitude of the entire pop-
ulation to the legitimacy of state violence and to infringement on the rights of an
individual in view, in the first place, of the rising demand for independent courts.

What is of particular note, the basic norms in the sphere of the relationships
between man and the state are more or less equally popular in both groups. These
norms, on the one hand, demonstrate the specifics of the development of the Rus-
sian society. It is customary to assume, for example, that the opposition should be
present in Russian political field, yet it should not fight the government or com-
pete with it for power but to correct its initiatives or point to the faults and ur-
gent problems outside the government’s field of vision. On the other hand, in the
conditions of inefficiency of certain institutions of contemporary Russian socie-
ty, these norms reflect the demands to power to become more efficient that have
already taken shape in all population groups. One of them is the demand that the
judicial system should proceed from the principle of equality of all and everyone
before the law (see Table 2). In any case, these norms are related to the activities
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of the institutions that in future will be responsible for the Russian version of mo-
dernity and that are still absent from Russia.

The attitude to the priority of state interests vs. human rights depends
also on assessments of specific events or certain state leaders made by the
representatives of both groups. For example, these groups differently assess
Vladimir Putin and his potential. The majority (78%) of those who insist on
the priority of state interests are convinced that he will improve the stand-
ards of living during his fourth presidential term; among those who insist
on the priority of human rights only 47% think so. These groups disagree on
Putin’s ability of improving the situation in the social sphere: 72% among
the supporters of the priority of state interests against 45% among their op-
ponents. These groups also have different visions of Putin’s ability of solving
such problems as reducing corruption and establishing rule of law and or-
der, on the one hand, and overcoming social inequality, on the other (cor-
responding indicators are 63% and 41% for corruption and 51% and 32% for
social inequality). No wonder, among those who insist on the priority of hu-
man rights 36% support the president against 63% among their opponents.

Table 2

The share of supporters of certain norms in various worldview groups, 2017
(%; arranged according to the gap in the shares of supporters
of corresponding norms)

Norms and assessments Supporters of the | Supporters of | Gap,
priority of state | the priority of | times
interests human rights
The government should be able to directly 53 15 3.5

influence the courts of justice if the state in-
terests demand this

Citizens should not have the right to organ- 44 19 23
ize strikes and rallies if they threaten so-
cial order

Rigorous demands of social groups of all 49 22 2.2
sorts to the government might negatively af-
fect common wellbeing

The opposition should not criticize the gov- 71 63 1.1
ernment but help it function

Russia needs a judicial reform to make 82 90 0.9
courts of justice impartial

True democracy is impossible without polit- 56 68 0.8
ical opposition

Each citizen under any circumstances has 44 70 0.6

the right to defend his interests through
strikes and rallies
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The supporters of the priorities of human rights skeptically perceive model of Rus-
sia’s development personified by Putin. This explains why 62% of those who demand
changes insist on the priority of human rights; the corresponding share among
those who support the priority of state interests is 48%. They expect some cardi-
nal changes—reorientation from ensuring the military might of the state to en-
suring wellbeing of common people; decreasing inequality and reducing corrup-
tion (see Fig. 4). With a glance to the type of society in Russia, these aspirations
mean in fact a “quiet revolution” of expectations followed by the restructuring
of a number of social institutions.'? This is all the more true as the demand for
change is most prevalent among young people: in October 2017, 62% of Russian
below 25 and 59% of the 26-30 age group said that changes were badly needed.

It is wrong to say that democratic values figure prominently in the value scale of
those who support the priority of human rights as opposed to the supporters of the pri-
ority of state interests—they are much more concerned with economic freedoms. Twen-
ty-five percent of them are ready to go out into the streets to defend economic
rights against 19% ready to defend democratic values in street rallies and man-
ifestations. These people are not interested in politics: only 21% of them closely
follow what is said about politics, much fewer than among those who support the
priority of the interests of the state (31%). Orientation to the West is not high on
the scale of preferences of the supporters of human rights priority: drawing clos-
er to the West and drawing out of foreign policy isolation are not what important
for them (11%). The diluted version “of the West-oriented” position that presup-
poses that Russia, irrespective of its relationships with other countries, should
move toward the life style typical of Western countries stirs up no enthusiasm. It
is supported by 41% of those who insist on the priority of human rights and 28% of
their opponents, so in Russian society there are no big social groups that will sup-
port the Western road to modernity, and Russia should look for a road of its own.

In recent years Russia has been demonstrating what, at first glance, looks as
a paradox: in the context of consolidation of society on the platform of patriot-
ism a rather active reinterpretation of the importance of human rights and their
correlation with the interests of the state is going on. Society is split into two op-
posite groups (each about 20% of the total population) and the “silent majority”
with no clear opinion on the issue. In Russia this means that a “quiet revolution”
with huge repercussions has begun. More than that: the swift changes in the bal-
ance between those who support the priority of state interests and those who sup-
pot the priority of human rights are registered among the younger age groups. This
means that in the near future we will see further shifts, especially obvious in big
cities, Moscow in the first place. In these conditions, the question of new infor-
mal norms that are being shaped today, that regulate the man-state relationships
and legitimize all sorts of actions deserve special attention, even if so far is has
not attracted attention of political scientists and sociologists.

At the same time, it is important to grasp the meaning of the position of those
who support the priority of human rights in Russia. Their position differs greatly
from that occupied by the traditional human rights activists who concentrated at
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Fig. 4. Attitude to certain norms in various worldview groups in 2017 (%).

political rights and democratic freedoms. In Russia, those who support human
rights are interested in socioeconomic, rather than democratic, rights. The num-
ber of those who support the priority of human rights and who are convinced that
the government should not be able to put pressure on the judicial system even for
the sake of state interests is much bigger than among those who support the pri-
ority of state interests. The same fully applies to the conviction that every citi-
zen should have the right to defend his interests through strikes and mass rallies.
Positive assessments of the current situation in Russia and President Putin’s ac-
tivities are more typical of those who defent the priority of state interests; those
who support the priority of human rights are mainly skeptical.

This suggests a conclusion: for the majority of those who can be described as
common people, the state remains, with certain inportant reservations, an in-
strument of realization of the interests of the human communty living in the Rus-
sian territory. This explains their support of the state’s right to “legitimate vio-
lence.” In the last quarter century, the repeated attempts of the Russian elite to
turn this majority into the “sleeping guard” and the fact that the state consist-
ently performed its social obligations contrary to what society thought of social
justice brought the traditional model of the state-the individual relationships to
a crisis. By the same token, this accelerated the revision by social consciousness
of the role of the state and the correlation between its interests and human rights.
In fact, this was inevitable in the process of modernizational transformations. It
is still unclear how the norms on which the model of the relationshisp between
the state and the individual accepted by Russians as legitimate will look. In the
coming decade these norms will be taking their final shapes.
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Notes

Here I have in mind the studies carried out by one and the same group that worked

in different years at the Russian Independent Institute of of Social and Nation-
al Problems, The Institute of Sociology, RAS and the Institute of Sociology of
the Federal Scientific-Research Sociological Center of RAS. The results will be
partly used in the article with corresponding references.
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It should be specified in this connection that the majority of Russian research-
ers occupy the positions of neo-modernism when talking about modernization of
different spheres of social life in Russia: economic (Yevgeny Yasin); (ethno)po-
litical processes (Emil Pain and Leokadia Drobizheva); demographic problems
(Anatoly Vishnevsky); the social-cultural sphere and institutes (Aleksandr Akh-
iezer, Nikolay Lapin, Tatyana Zaslavskaya, Vladimir Boykov, Svetlana Kirdina,
Sergey Tsirel); in the sphere of culture (Igor Poberezhnikov, etc.). The logic of
the general development of corresponding studies in Russia has gradually shift-
ed the attention from the analysis of economic modernization to the problem of
socio-cultural modernization. Today, the steadily increasing number of academ-
ics looks at the state of socio-cultural modernization as the causes of slow and
slowing economic and political reforms.

Here I define norms as a certain absolutely necessary element that should oppose
the values as emotionally and ethnically tinged elements of culture.

I have in mind, first and foremost, the methods of Shalom Schwartz u Geert
Hofstede, widely used in the world in different interpretations (both classical
and modified) as well as certain methodologies suggested by Russian scholars.
Studies of the dynamics of gender roles and distribution of power in the family
and Russian society speak of the same [5].

I rely on the data of the all-Russia studies “What Russians Dream of?” carried
out by the Institute of Sociology, RAS (March-April 2012, sampling of 1,750).
Here I refer to the data of the all-Russia studies by the Russian Independent In-
stitute of Social and National Problems “Mass Consciousness of Russians during
social transformations: reality vs. myths” (October 1995, N=1,462).
Hereinafter, if not otherwise stated, I rely on the data obtained in the course the
seventh wave of the All-Russia Monitoring of the Institute of Sociology FNISTs
RAS carried out in October 1017 (N=4,000, representing the population of 18 and
older by regions (territorial-economic regions according to the Federal Service
of State Statistics of the RF); inside them, by gender, ages and settlement types).
Consistent supporters of one of the alternative points of view discussed here
demonstrate —2 and 2 points according to the PIS/HR Index; they are ready to
retreat in individual cases in which the norm that regulate the state-the individ-
ual relationships which they support should be applied.

All other Russians remain “in between” with no clear ideas about the issue, which
is divided into two sub-groups. One (26%) has no clear positions on the prob-
lem of the priority of the interests of state or of human rights. The members of
the other (37%) have a vague and far from clear opinion on the issue; this was
reflected in our scale as —1 and 1 points.

Other factors play a lesser role in the process than the age. This is true of the
places where people live. In Moscow, for example, in October 2017, 26% con-
sistently supported the priority of human rights, against 17% in the countryside.
Educational level is even less important: the maximal share of those who insist-
ed on the priority of state interests was 22% among people with higher educa-
tion and 17%, with secondary general education. Users of digital technologies
are much stronger affected by the ideas about the priority of state interests, yet
the factor of age in this connection might be even more important: elder gener-
ations are less “digitally educated” than the youth.

On the deep-rooted causes of the “quiet revolution” see [1].

Translated by Valentina Levina



