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Abstract

The aim of this study is to develop and examine a scale that measures three components of per-
ceived political efficacy: personal, collective and external. Twelve statements were formulated
based on four abilities: 1) ability to influence the enactment of new laws and political decisions,
2) ability to facilitate the election of a political leader, 3) ability to demand that existing laws and
political decisions be observed and 4) ability to express any political opinions freely and publicly.
Data was collected online via social media from Russian, Kazakh and Ukrainian samples
(N =2,184) between 2015 and 2017. The scale’s structural validity was tested using confirmatory
factor analysis. Results showed that with some modification the short version of the proposed
model exhibits good fit indexes across all samples. Configural, metric and scalar invariance of the
short version of the Perceived Political Efficacy Scale was also successfully tested. Additionally,
differences in political efficacy between certain age groups were discovered, as well as between
countries. Namely, people in the 30+ age bracket exhibited higher political efficacy than those in
the 18—19 age bracket. Ukrainian respondents showed significantly higher personal and collective
efficacy when compared to Russian and Kazakh respondents. Kazakh respondents exhibited the
highest level of external efficacy.

Keywords: internal political efficacy, external political efficacy, personal political efficacy, collec-
tive political efficacy, political self-efficacy, scale.

Political behavior is among the most topical subjects in modern political psy-
chology. In recent years the question of what exactly drives groups and individuals
to engage forms of political activity has become increasingly important as the
world has witnessed several waves of revolutions, as well as unexpected shifts in
voting behavior. The rise and spread of new forms and channels of political engage-
ment through social media dictates the need for a better understanding of the
underlying mechanisms of political behavior.

While many factors might contribute to a person’s eventual political behavior, it
is widely accepted that political efficacy plays one of the major roles in that process.
In psychology, the general concept of self-efficacy was first described by A. Bandura
(Bandura, 1977, 1997) as a person’s evaluation of their ability to reach desired out-
comes. Bandura suggested that self-efficacy is a major factor that predicts the
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behavior of an individual who has previously encountered problems in the process
of working towards a particular goal.

More importantly, Bandura distinguished between general and specific self-effi-
cacy. While general self-efficacy describes a person’s evaluation of their ability to
achieve desired goals in general, specific self-efficacy refers to particular areas of
one’s life. Political efficacy is usually considered to be one of those specific types
and is often defined as an individual’s perceived ability to influence political
processes (Campbell, Gurin, & Miller, 1954).

Over time, researchers developed two major distinctions between aspects of
political efficacy. Firstly, there is the distinction between internal and external
political efficacy. Internal efficacy is a person’s perception of their or their group’s
abilities. External efficacy represents an individual’s evaluation of how responsive
the political system is — how willing the government is to listen and react to the
citizens’ demands and opinions (Niemi, Craig, & Mattei, 1991, Madsen, 1987;
Schulz, 2005).

Secondly, researchers began to distinguish between personal and collective
(group) efficacy. While the former described a person’s perceived ability to influ-
ence political processes by themselves, the latter focused on a person’s evaluation
of such ability of their group (Bandura, 1997; Klandermans, 1984; van
Stekelenburg & Klandermans, 2010). Thus, the modern approach to political effi-
cacy distinguishes between three components: internal personal efficacy, internal
collective efficacy and external efficacy. However, few studies take all three compo-
nents into account.

The level of political efficacy is influenced by both socio-demographic and psy-
chological factors. Most studies usually focus on internal efficacy. They showed
that male, middle-aged and voters with higher education all exhibit a higher level
of political efficacy than female, young and older voters, as well as those with less
education (Caprara & Vecchione, 2017). Additionally, internal personal political
efficacy has been shown to correlate positively with three of the Big Five — ener-
gy/extraversion, conscientiousness and openness (Ibid.).

At the same time collective efficacy is positively predicted by ingroup identifi-
cation in the case of tight-knit groups of political activists and the outcomes of col-
lective actions (van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2010; van Zomeren, Postmes, &
Spears, 2008). It should be noted that these principles may not apply to other cases
of collective efficacy, depending on the scope and definition of the in-group.
External efficacy is also predicted by the experience of attempting to communicate
with political authorities through established institutions (Heiss & Matthes, 2016;
Lee, 2006).

The current body of work on political behavior leaves little room for doubt that
political efficacy is a major factor that predicts people’s willingness to engage in
various forms of behavior, from voting to street action (Acock, Clarke, & Stewart,
1985; Harder & Krosnick, 2008; Blackwood & Louis, 2012; Cakal, Hewstone,
Schwir, & Heath, 2011; Cohen-Chen, Halperin, Porat, & Bar-Tal, 2014;
Mannarini, Roccato, Fedi, & Rovere, 2009; Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke,
1999; Rees & Bamberg, 2014; Tausch & Becker, 2013; van Zomeren, Leach, &
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Spears, 2010; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008; van Zomeren, Saguy, &
Schellhaas, 2012; Zimmerman, 1989; Klandermans, 2008).

The link between efficacy and voting behavior is both apparent and more
nuanced than initially suspected. For example, a person’s initial willingness to vote
has been shown to depend on their external political efficacy, i.e. their faith in the
election institution. At the same time, the act of voting increases a person’s person-
al internal efficacy, and in subsequent elections internal efficacy also becomes a fac-
tor influencing the odds of voting (Harder & Krosnick, 2008).

Political efficacy is also increasingly linked to collective action. Klandermans
lists political efficacy among his five key factors that contribute to impactful
protest movements, alongside ethnic and national identification, grievances, nega-
tive emotions and participation in various institutions of civil society
(Klandermans, 2008). Notably, this approach uses a very particular understanding
of collective efficacy in the context of political interest groups and may not be
applicable when collective efficacy is measured in the context of bigger groups,
such as ethnic groups or nations.

Measuring political efficacy. Over the years there have emerged several
approaches to measuring political efficacy. Most methods use a number of state-
ments and ask respondents to evaluate their agreement or disagreement with them
on a Likert scale. Even still, there are a number of notable differences between the
most well-known surveys.

First and foremost, various surveys differ in which political efficacy components
they measure. Some surveys only measure personal efficacy (Caprara, Vecchione,
Capanna, & Mebane, 2009; Morrell, 2005; Schulz, 2005), while others examine col-
lective efficacy (Klandermans, 1984). Similarly, some methods only measure inter-
nal efficacy (Caprara et al., 2009; Morrell, 2005), while others include external
efficacy.

Secondly, the methods differ based on their authors’ understanding of internal
efficacy. For example, several surveys measure internal political efficacy through
items that are more suited to measuring a person’s political awareness and under-
standing of politics. A good example of such an approach would be the scale devel-
oped by Morrell (2005) and Schulz (2005).

For instance, the Schulz scale uses items such as “I am able to understand most.
political issues easily” and “I know more about politics than most people of my age”
to measure internal efficacy, which doesn’t completely correspond with the under-
standing of personal efficacy as a person’s perceived ability to influence political
processes. Additionally, the Schulz scale also omits items measuring collective
internal efficacy. Despite that fact, Schulz’s survey is often used in many modern
studies that aim to measure political efficacy (Arens & Watermann, 2017).

Other scales, however, employ an understanding of political efficacy as one’s
perceived ability to commit certain political acts, which better corresponds with
the classic definitions of the term. The Caprara scale (Caprara et al., 2009), for
example, includes ten items which cover a broad spectrum of political actions that
have to do with elections: the ability to express one’s political opinions, conduct
campaigns in support of one’s preferred candidate, facilitating the election of one’s
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preferred candidate, raising funds to support one’s candidate or party, participating
in election monitoring, keeping elected officials accountable, etc.

Thirdly, surveys vary by the degree of specialization. An example of a highly
specialized scale would be the survey developed by K. Kenski and N. Stroud that
specifically addressed efficacy in the context of a presidential election (Kenski &
Stroud, 2006). This and similar surveys are limited to a very small number of state-
ments, which, in our opinion, provides for a limited understanding of actual polit-
ical efficacy.

On the other hand, both the Caprara and the Schulz scales described above are
good examples of more generalized studies that shows a complex approach to meas-
uring efficacy.

In summary, an analysis of the existing methods demonstrates a clear lack of a
comprehensive scale that would include all three components of political efficacy.

The goal of this study is to develop a scale that simultaneously measures inter-
nal political efficacy, both personal and collective, as well as external efficacy, and
examine its structural validity. Whereas we aim to attempt to create a scale that
can be applied universally, the study was conducted in several different countries.

Study
Participants

Respondents from three countries (Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine) took part
in the current research from 2015 to 2017. The data was collected online. The sur-
vey was created and hosted via Google Forms and distributed though social media,
namely, Facebook and VKontakte. The survey fully guaranteed respondents’
anonymity, the participants took part in the study on a voluntary basis.

Total sample size was 2,184 respondents, which included four subsamples:'

* the Russian sample consisted of 1,370 respondents (51.2% men and 48.8%
women), aged 18 to 90 years old (M = 31.07; SD = 12.65);

* the Kazakh sample consisted of 219 respondents (32.4% men and 67.6%
women), aged 18 to 65 years old (M = 28.37; SD = 10.69);

* the first Ukrainian sample consisted of 331 respondents (53.2% men and
46.8% women), aged 18 to 68 years old (M = 38.12; SD = 11.54),

* the second Ukrainian sample consisted of 264 respondents version (37.1%
men and 62.9% women), aged 18 to 64 years old (M = 30.71; SD = 10.78).

For the Russian, Kazakh and first Ukrainian samples the survey was conducted
in Russian. The Russian language is the official state language in Russia and the
second official language in Kazakhstan. In Ukraine, at least 83% of citizens have
previously preferred Russian in a study conducted by Gallup (Gradirovski &
Esipova, 2008). However, due to the rising tension between Russia and Ukraine in
the context of the Crimean situation and the Donbass conflict, we chose to provide

' The data was collected during a study conducted in collaboration with A. Samekin and I.
Yagiyayev.
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a Ukrainian-language option of the questionnaire to cover respondents who might
decline to fill out a Russian survey for political reasons.

Method

Based on the analysis of previous studies on perceived political efficacy we
decided to develop a new political efficacy scale that combines all three typical
components of political efficacy: personal, collective and external. To form each
type of political efficacy we use four abilities of political interaction: 1) ability to
influence the enactment of new laws and political decisions, 2) ability to facilitate
the election of a political leader, 3) ability to demand that existing laws and polit-
ical decisions be observed and 4) ability to express any political opinions freely and
publicly. Thus, we formulated 12 items for evaluation (see Table 1). Participants
were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the statements
using a 5-point response scale (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely agree).

Table 1
Structure of Perceived Political Efficacy Scale

Internal political efficacy

Abilities for efficient
evaluation

Personal

Collective (group)

External political
efficacy

To influence the
enactment of new
laws and political
decisions

I can influence the
enactment of new

laws and political

decisions

Together citizens of
my country can influ-
ence the enactment of
new laws and political
decisions

The people in charge of
government are willing
to provide information
on how political deci-
sions are made

To facilitate the elec-
tion of a political
leader

I can facilitate the
election of a political
leader whose views I
share

Together citizens of
my country can facili-
tate the election of a
political leader whose
views they share

The people in charge of
government are inter-
ested in ensuring equal
rights for all political
parties and groups

To demand that
existing laws and
political decisions be
observed

I can successfully
demand that existing
laws and political
decisions be
observed

Together citizens of
my country can suc-
cessfully demand that
existing laws and
political decisions be
observed

The people in charge of
government are inter-
ested in carrying out
the lawful demands of
the citizens

To express political
opinions freely and
publicly

I can freely and pub-
licly express my
political opinions

Together citizens of
my country can
express their political
opinions freely and
publicly

The people in charge of
government are inter-
ested in ensuring that
citizens speak freely on
any topic




482 LR. Sarieva

Results

To examine the proposed structure of our political efficacy scale confirmatory
factor analysis via Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2012) was used. In the tested
model separate items formed three interconnected factors: internal personal, inter-
nal collective and external political efficacy.

This analysis showed that the full version of the scale has a good fit for the
Russian and Kazakh samples, but an unsatisfactory fit for both languages for
Ukrainian sample (see Table 2) (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The analysis of factor load-
ings for separate items showed that items about ability to express political opinions
freely and publicly worsen fit indexes for each model. Due to these considerations
we modified our models by excluding these items.

Results for the short version of the scale exhibited good fit indexes for all
Russian language versions of the tested scale in different countries, with the best
fit exhibited by the Ukrainian sample. At the same time, the Ukrainian language
version of the scale showed slightly less satisfactory indexes. In general, we consid-
er these results to confirm the structure of the modified model of our perceived
political efficacy scale: all items have high level (> .700) loadings on respective
type of political efficacy (See Figure 1).

To check the validity of the short version of the scale multigroup confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted for different countries, genders and age groups. We
distinguished three age groups: the 31+ group (N = 939, political socialization
largely occurred during the latter soviet years); the 2030 group (N = 920, political
socialization occurred during the transition period of the 1990s); the 18—19 age
group (N = 325, political socialization occurred in the 21st century).

Figure 1
Three Component Perceived Political Efficacy Scale
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Table 2
CFA for tested 3 component models of the Perceived Political Efficacy Scale

Models X df CF1 TLI RMSEA | SRMR AIC BIC

Full version of the Perceived Political Efficacy Scale (12 items)

Russia 472.786%** 51 953 939 078 045 42,356.270 | 42,559.950

Kazakhstan 115.816%** 51 946 930 076 041 6,581.078 6,713.252

Ukraine (Russian language) 241.773%** 51 903 875 .106 057 9,287.621 9,435.904

Ukraine (Ukrainian language) 181.773%** 51 892 861 .099 063 7,683.942 7,823.404
Short version of the Perceived Political Efficacy Scale (9 items)

Russia 180.982* 24 977 965 .069 026 31,810.084 | 31,966.761

Kazakhstan 41.517% 24 983 975 .058 025 4,980.223 5,081.895

Ukraine (Russian language) 45.190* 24 986 979 .052 025 6,965.548 7,079.612

Ukraine (Ukrainian language) 75.309* 24 948 922 .090 040 5,756.431 5,863.709

* < .05, % p<.001.

SOV [T 100130 Poiadiad ansDapy 03 MOF]

€8Y
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All samples were compared for three levels of measurement invariance: config-
ural, metric and scalar. Configural variance model shows if the same items measure
our construct through all samples. Metric adds information about equivalence of
factor loadings of items. And scalar describes equivalence of items intercepts.
Proposed model for perceived political efficacy showed good fit on every sample
(Byrne, 2012) (See Table 3).

The descriptive statistics and correlations can be seen in Table 4. To determine
the socio-demographic differences in political efficacy additional analysis was con-
ducted. First, the difference between men and women was analyzed. ANOVA
showed that there are no significant differences in any type of perceived political
efficacy between men and women (p > .05).

Then, the differences between the three age groups were analyzed. ANOVA
showed significant differences in the levels of personal (F=3.153, p <.05) and col-
lective political efficacy (F=3.380, p <.05). The 31+ age group showed significant-
ly higher personal and collective efficacy than the 18-19 age group.

Finally, the differences between the three countries were analyzed. Four sub-
samples were analyzed: the Russian sample, the Kazakh sample, the Ukrainian sam-
ple that used the Russian-language survey and the Ukrainian sample that used the
Ukrainian-language survey. ANOVA showed significant differences for all three
types of political efficacy: personal (F = 117.598, p < .05), collective (F = 87.363,
p <.05) and external (F =23.784, p <.05). Ukrainian respondents demonstrated a
higher level of personal and collective political efficacy when compared to the
Russian and Kazakh samples. However, the Kazakh sample showed the highest
level of external efficacy compared to Russians and Ukrainians. Notably, there are
no significant differences between the Ukrainian in different language samples.

Discussion

The goal of this study was to develop and test a three-component scale of per-
ceived political efficacy that takes into account personal, collective and external
efficacy. The original scale was based on four abilities — 1) ability to influence the
enactment of new laws and political decisions, 2) ability to facilitate the election of
a political leader, 3) ability to demand that existing laws and political decisions be
observed and 4) ability to express any political opinions freely and publicly.
However, analysis showed that items based on the ability to express any political
opinions freely and publicly are less closely tied to perceived political efficacy and
worsen model fit. One possible explanation for this is that ability to express politi-
cal opinion, i.e. freedom of speech, is seen by the respondents not to influence polit-
ical processes, but perhaps as a more abstract measure of freedom. Thus, only items
based on the other three abilities were left in the short modified version of the
scale.

Curiously, the scale didn’t show significant differences in any type of political
efficacy between genders. It has been previously suggested that links between gen-
der and political efficacy are largely dependent on other social attributes linked to
gender in a particular culture (Caprara & Vecchione, 2017), like income and social



Configural, metric and scalar invariance of the short version of the Perceived Political Efficacy Scale

Table 3

Model X df | CFI | TLI | RMSEA | SRMR AlIC BIC Ax? Adf | ACFI
Gender
Configural invariance 334.328% | 48 | 970 | .956 074 024 50,249.447 | 50,590.782 - - -
Metric invariance 348.830* | 54 | 969 | .959 071 025 50,242.898 | 50,550.099 14.502*% 6 0.001
Scalar invariance 361.399* | 60 | 969 | .963 .068 026 50,237.363 | 50,510.431 12.569 6 0.000
Age
Configural invariance 353.847* | 72 | 971 | 957 073 027 50,102.083 | 50,614.085 - - -
Metric invariance 373.081* | 84 | 971 | .962 .069 .029 50,087.542 | 50,531.277 19.234 12 | 0.000
Scalar invariance 435.291* | 96 | 966 | .961 070 034 50,126.442 | 50,501.910 | 62.61%** 12 | 0.005
Countries

Configural invariance 394.746% | 96 | 969 | 954 075 028 49,512.286 | 50,194.955 - - -
Metric invariance 452.491* | 114 | 965 | 956 074 .040 49,532,494 | 50,112,763 | 57.745%** 18 | 0.004
Scalar invariance 513.273* | 132 | 961 | .957 073 042 49,559.137 | 50,037.005 | 60.782%** 18 | 0.004

* < .05, % p<.001.

SOV [T 100130 Poiadiad ansDapy 03 MOF]

159237
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Table 4
Descriptive statistics and correlations between components of perceived political efficacy
M | sD | o« | 1 | 2
Russia (N = 1370)
1. Internal Personal Political Efficacy 2.375 1.051 .834
2. Internal Collective Political Efficacy 3.018 1.215 | 921 .709%
3. External Political Efficacy 1.987 1.084 907 .636% | .495%
Kazakhstan (N = 219)
1. Internal Personal Political Efficacy 2.562 1.081 .863
2. Internal Collective Political Efficacy 3.063 1.385 | .929 724%
3. External Political Efficacy 2.593 1.129 | .903 726% | .625%
Ukraine — Russian language (N = 331)
1. Internal Personal Political Efficacy 2.218 0.868 | .841
2. Internal Collective Political Efficacy 3.407 0978 | .927 .696*
3. External Political Efficacy 3.802 0.795 | .854 A468% | 526
Ukraine — Ukrainian language (N = 264)
1. Internal Personal Political Efficacy 3.194 0.924 814
2. Internal Collective Political Efficacy 3.998 0.943 | .905 .682%
3. External Political Efficacy 2.116 0.794 .835 AT5% | 402%

* p < 0.05.

standing. To further analyze whether gender inherently affect political efficacy,
additional data is required to control for these factors.

Results also indicated that older people have higher political efficacy: those
whose political socialization occurred in the final years of the Soviet Union had
higher internal personal efficacy than those, whose socialization occurred in the
21st century. There are two possible explanations for this. On one hand, older peo-
ple generally have higher social status and higher income and, therefore, may have
higher general efficacy and, in turn, political efficacy. On the other hand, the older
age group has experienced the transformations that post-Soviet countries went
through. The experience of participating in major political changes, both personal
and that of other people, is often considered a factor that leads to an increase in
political efficacy.

Finally, results of the study show significant differences in political efficacy
between Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, which roughly corresponds to these
countries’ recent political history, as well as current government policies and media
coverage of political news. The generally higher personal and collective efficacy of
Ukrainian respondents seems to be a logical result of two successful revolutions.
The high external efficacy of Kazakh respondents might be attributed to a high
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level of trust in the government and a belief in its benevolent nature due to a high
level of propaganda.

Overall, the results described in this paper indicate that the Perceived Political
Efficacy Scale can be used in future studies as a reliable and stable measurement
instrument. It will enable the analysis of the role of different types of political effi-
cacy in the emergence of various types of political behavior.
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Appendix A
Perceived Political Efficacy Scale (short version)

Instruction: Considerthe current events in your country. Read each statement and indicate
the degree to which you agree with it on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 is “completely disagree”
and 5 is “completely agree”.

I can influence the enactment of new laws and political decisions.

I can facilitate the election of a political leader whose views I share.

I can demand that existing laws and political decisions be observed.

Together citizens of my country can influence the enactment of new laws and politi-
cal decisions.

5. Together citizens of my country can facilitate the election of a political leader whose

views they share.

o~ W


http://iccs.acer.edu.au/uploads/File/papers/ECPR2005_SchulzW_EfficacyParticipation.pdf
http://www.surrey.ac.uk/politics/research/researchareasofstaff/
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6. Together citizens of my country can demand that existing laws and political deci-
sions be observed.

7. The people in charge of government are willing to provide information on how poli-
tical decisions are made.

8. The people in charge of government are interested in ensuring equal rights for all
political parties and groups.

9. The people in charge of government are interested in carrying out the lawful
demands of the citizens.

Internal personal political efficacy: 1-3
Internal collective political efficacy: 4—6
External political efficacy: 7-9

Irena R. Sarieva — lecturer, National Research University Higher School of Economics.
Research area: political behavior, electoral behavior, social movement, collective behavior, social
interaction, social influence.

E-mail: isarieva@hse.ru

Kak u3amMepuTh BOCIPHHIMAEMYIO OJUTHYECKYIO 3P DeKTHBHOCTD?
TpexKOMIIOHEHTHAS KAJIA

N.P. Capuesa®

¢ Hauuonanouoiii uccredosamenvckuti ynusepcumem <«Buvicwas wxona sxonomuxus, 101000, Poccus,
Mockea, yn. Macnuyxas, 0. 20

Pesiome

[lesb0 TaHHOTO WCCeNOBAHUST GBLIA Pa3paboTKa M ampobaifid IIKAJIbL, M3MEpPSIOIeN TpH
KOMIIOHEHTa TIOJIUTUYeCKOH caMoad@eKTUBHOCTIL JIMYHYIO, KOJJIEKTHUBHYIO M BHEITHIOK
camoabbekTUBHOCTE, 12 yTBep&IeHuiT ObLM C(hOPMYIHPOBAHBI HA OCHOBE UETBIPEX CIIOCOGHOCTER:
1) cTIOCOGHOCTH BIMATH HA TIPUHSTHE HOBBIX 3aKOHOB ¥ TIOJIMTHYECKUX PellieHHil, 2) crocoOHOCTH
crmoco6CTBOBATh U3GPAHUIO TOJUTUYECKOTO JIMZAEPa, 3) CHOCOOGHOCTH TpeGOBaTh MCIIOTHEHUS
CYIIECTBYIOIUX 3aKOHOB ¥ MOJMTUYECKUX PEleHuil U 4) CIOCOOHOCTH CBOOOIHO U TTYOJIHMUYHO
BBIPAKATH JTHOObBIE TOMUTUYECKHE B3TJSAbL. OTBETHI PECTIOHIEHTOB POCCHICKOM, KA3aXCTAHCKOM U
ykpauHCKOH BoIGopok (N = 2184) 6bmu cobpaHbl OHJANH Yepes coluaibhbie cetu B 2015-2017 1.
CTpyKTypHAST BATUIHOCTD HIKAJTEI ObLIA MPOAHATH3UPOBAHA € TOMOIIBID KOH(UPMATOPHOTO
(haxTopHoTO aHasmmM3a. Ero pesysbraThl HOKA3asH, YTo ¢ PSAOM MOMMPUKAIIUN YKOPOUeHHAs! BepCUsT
TPEITIOKEHHOM MOJIESTN IEMOHCTPHPYET XOPOIIMe MOKA3aTeqN COOTBETCTBHS MO BCEM TPEM
BBIOOpKaM. Takske ObLIA YCIEITHO TPOTECTUPOBAHA KOHMUTYPAIOHHAS, METPIYECKAST 1 CKAISIPHAS
UHBAPHATUBHOCTE ~ yKOpoueHHOH Bepcuu Momenun  Bocmpunmmaemoir  [Tonrutnyeckoii
CamoadpextuBrocT. Kpome Toro, GBUTH BBISBIEHBI PA3INYMS B TOKA3ATENSX TOTUTHUECKOM
caMoa(GEeKTUBHOCTH MEKY BO3PACTHBIMU TPYIITIAMU U CTPaHaMU. B yaCcTHOCTH, JIIO/IM B BO3PACTHOM
rpymie crapiie 30 JieT IeMOHCTPUPOBAIK GoJiee BRICOKYIO TIOMUTHUECKYEO caMos(hhDEKTUBHOCTD, YeM
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pectioHzieHTHI B rpytine 18—19 sieT. YkpauHCKye peCliOHAEHTHI IEMOHCTPHPOBAJH 3HAUNTEILHO GoJlee
BBICOKYIO JIMYHYIO M KOJJIEKTUBHYIO caM03(BPeKTUBHOCTH 10 CPAaBHEHUIO € DOCCUHCKUMM U
Ka3aXCTAHCKUMM PecloHzieHTaMK. HakoHell, Ka3aXCTaHCKUE PECHOHZEHTE ITPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBAIN
HAMBBICIUI YPOBEHD BHEIHEel TOJUTHYeCKO# caMoa(hheKTHBHOCTH.

KmoyeBble croBa: BHYTpeHHSS ToMTHYecKas 3¢h@eKTUBHOCTD, BHEUIHAS TOJIUTHYECKAS
2bGeKTUBHOCTD, JUYHAS TOAUTHUIecKasd ADPeKTUBHOCTD, KOJIEKTUBHAS MOJUTHUYECKAS
3 deKTUBHOCTD, MosuTHYecKasd caMo3(PeKTHBHOCTD, IITKAJIA.

IHpunoxcenue A1
BocnpurnMaemas noautnyeckas agdexrnHocTs. KopoTtkas Bepcust

Wuncrpyknust: [ooymaiime, nosxcamyiicma, 0 mexyueil NOTUMULeckot Cumyauuil 6 sauiet
cmpane. Ilpoumume xasjcooe ymeepicoenue u oyenume, HACKOILKO 8bl COLAACHDL C KAACODIM U3
nux, no wxane om 100 5, 20e 1 — nornocmuvio ne cozrachbvl, @ 5 — ROIHOCMBIO COZLACHDL.

1. 4 MoTy BIMSTH Ha TPWHSTHE HOBBIX 3aKOHOB U MOJUTUUECKUX PElTeHmWi B Moel
cTpaHe.

2. S mory croco6cTBOBATH M3GPAHTIO TTOMMTHYECKOTO JTHAEPA, YbH BATJISIIHI ST PA3IEISIO.

3. 4 mory TpeGoBaTh NCIOMHEHUST CYIECTBYIONIIX 3aKOHOB 1 MOJUTHUECKHUX PEITEHHH.

4. Bwmecre rpaxkjiaHe MO€el CTPaHBI MOTYT BJUSITh HA IPUHSTHE HOBBIX 3aKOHOB U TIOJTH-
THUECKUX pelleHUH.

5. Bwmecre TpaxkaaHe Moell cTpaHBl MOTYT CIIOCOOCTBOBATE M3GPAHUO MOJUTHIECKOTO
JIUJIepa, YbM B3TJISIbI OHU PA3JLENISIOT.

6. Bwmecre rpaxmatHe Moell cTpaHBI MOTYT TPeGOBaTh UCIIOMHEHST CYIIIECTBYIONIX 3aKOHOB.

7. Jliomm, cTosiTye BO TJIaBe TOCYIAPCTBA, TOTOBH TPEOCTaBUTh WH(MOPMAIIIIO O TOM,
KaK IPUHUMAIOTCS TOJUTHUECKIE PEllIeHHUSI.

8. Jlromm, cTosire BO TJIaBe TOCYAAPCTBA, 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B CO3AHNY PABHEIX TIPaB
JUIST BeeX MOJMTHUECKAX CHIL.

9. Jlromm, cTosire BO TJIaBe TOCYIAPCTBA, 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B UCITOJTHEHNH 3aKOHHBIX
TpebOBaHMH TpakIaH.

Kimou:

Jhiunas sHympennas norumuueckas camospgexmusnocmy: yTepKAeHnd 1-3
Ipynnosas enympennsan norumuueckas camodgpdexmuenocmy: yTBepxKIeHns 4—6
Buewnaa nomumuuecxkas camosgpexmusrnocmy: yTBepxRAeHNd 7—9.

CapueBa Upena PemaeBna — npenosiaBatesb, HalquoHaabHBIN MCCTEN0BATENBCKUI YHUBEPCH-
TeT «BhIcIIag mKoja 9KOHOMHKHY .

Cdepa HAyIHBIX MHTEPECOB: TOJUTHUIECKOE TOBe/IeHNE, 3/IeKTOPATBHOE TIOBeZIeHNe, COITUATLHbIE
JBWKEHUS, KOJLJIEKTHBHOE TIOBeJIeHHe, COIHAIbHOE B3aUMOIeHCTBYE, COIIMAIbHOE BIUSHUE,
Konrakrsr: isarieva@hse.ru
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