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Consideration of social identity and trust as fextof consolidated public
opinion formation is due to mutual social processasnected with formation of
social identity, trust and public opinion.

Social identity is seen as the basis for consaigiublic opinion formation.
According to Tajfel (1978), Tajfel & Turner (1978)cial identity is a part of self-
concept which arises on the basis of knowledge talmeunbership in social group
(or groups) together with emotional significancetlus membership. Each social
identity is formed as a result of group (ingroupg¢miership and opposition to
other, outgroup. Processes of social comparisomlibke basis of social identity
formation. People evaluate believes and abiliteeamaring themselves with others
in the process of social interaction.

Ingroup is compared to similar or different outgupuparameters of
comparison are social categorizations which areeatgpical constructs as they
determine borders of group membership (Festing@s4)l People also need to
define value of their group in comparison to anotlggoup by intergroup
comparison. Motivation for such comparison liesthe need for positive social
identity: the one which shows positive distinctfeatures of a person and ingroup

according to significant characteristics.



K.V. Korostelina (2003) determines values andwtBs as meaning content
of social identity. An important factor which eftscchanges in the system of
social identities lies in shifts of values priordpd shift of aims.

System of values orientation is formed on the bakisdividual experience,
personal and professional roles. One system ofgalietermines interaction with
family and friends, second — professional behav{®akeach, 1968). M. Rokeach
(1968) distinguishes between terminal and instruadevalues. Terminal values
are long-term or final goals which an individuai\as for. Instrumental values are
goals determined by everyday experience, theyramg-germ.

According to M. Rokeach & G. Rothman (1965) these hierarchy of
believes, attitudes and values. Believes formuakis. Attitude can be composed
of many believes, plenty of attitudes merging famalue. Believes, attitudes and
values are interconnected and exist in hierarcheys@ngle system of believes.

G. W. Allport (1935) determines attitude as a psjyopical state of readiness
organized by experience. It effects individual'sacgons on all objects and
situations which he / she encounters.

K. V. Korostelina (2003) in her research showedntwnnection between
attitudes and social identity. Basic identities aomnected with stable attitudes

which effect personal life position, perceptionmajroup and outgroup.

Figure 1. Social identity model



Theoretical model of social identity (Bondarevskay#08) consists of
meaning content, styles of interpersonal interactio which it is revealed and
behavior in concrete situation of interaction. Megncontent includes system of
values and attitudes, while values lie in the aefttee most stable component),
attitudes (more apt to changes) lie in the layet teethe center. Third layer, styles
of interpersonal interaction, is even more apthanges than the previous ones.
The outer layer, behaviour in concrete situatisrthe most apt for changes, e.g. in
the process of training programs.

All components of this theoretical model of soddéntity are inseparably
connected with consolidated public opinion. Styémterpersonal interaction and
behaviour in concrete situation of interaction espond with such characteristics
of consolidated public opinion distinguished by PHdolov (2014) as desire and
readiness for communication, negotiation, orieatatn rules for mutual position
achievement, mutual perception, argumentation, liconkesolution, readiness of
public opinion bearers to change it or on the @mtrto influence others.
Orientation on definite rules according to P.D.|6vo(2014) allows determining
type and prospects for public opinion consolidation

As for meaning content of social identity, valuesl attitudes of social group
a person identifies himself / herself with detereniwhat opinion this person
reconstructs. Wherein the more salient is the satgatity in the system of social
identities of the person the more significant ie thpinion of the group for the
person.

Besides salience of social identity, actuality afcial identity is very
important for determination of opinion significanc&ctuality is conditioned by
situation, context of interaction. For example,nethdentity can be not salient in
the system of social identities of a person busitnation when a person finds
himself / herself in a group where the majoritypebple belong to different ethnic
group, especially when this situation is conflethnic identity becomes actual. If

such situations repeat, ethnic identity can becealent in the system of social



identities of a person. Respectively opinions wheh/ she assigns to own ethnic
group will become important for him / her.

Striving for positive social comparison in favoulr @vn ingroup (ingroup
favoritism) stipulates tendency to evaluate morsitpe@ly opinions ascribed to
ingroup than opinions ascribed to outgroup. Thism@menon can be flattened by
existence of more general overgroup values becauslees are more
transcendental criteria for intergroup comparid@ntopinions.

According to social identity model mentioned abopiions are on the level
of attitudes. Consolidated public opinion can beried in case there are mutual
values between groups and working out mutual géiyeexcepted rules of
interaction, and then differences between opinarsbe minimized. Existence of
mutual intergroup goals will be additional factoor fdecrease of ingroup
favoritism.

Consolidated public opinion formation is impossiktghout a definite level
of trust between members of ingroup and outgroup. Prolov (2014) mentions
necessity to consider peculiarities of emotionahponent of relations between
members of different communities for determinatiaf public opinion
consolidation level. First of all attention shote paid to trust level, empathy and
mutual understanding between those who have difeopinions. Absence of
trust, negative emotional perception can demolisbsé¢ values and meanings
which used to unite society.

When representatives of different social groupsirftauifferent opinions
even in case of mutual values manifest incompataiides of interpersonal
interaction, rules of interaction which contradiobse accepted in the other group
then intensity of negative emotions lead to derhailig of trust and consequently
to differences in understanding values which usdaetmutual.

It is worth considering phenomenon of trust on éxample of interethnic
economic relations because ethnic identity is Uguah of the basic social
identities of a person while economic relationsesgypo be one of indicators of

trust / distrust. Social and political changes iasvitably reflected on interethnic



economic relations. In turn interethnic tensionrearelp effecting trust / distrust
in the sphere of business.

It is important to distinguish the following levets interethnic economic
trust: interpersonal level, level of interactionsiole organization, level of
interaction between organizations, interregionatleand interstate level.

R.C. Mayer, J.H. Davis, F.D. Schoorman (1995) defimust as the
willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the @wsi of another party based on the
expectation that the other will perform a particudation important to the trustor,
irrespective of the ability to monitor or contrbbt party.

W.F. van Raaij (2012) draws attention to trust agta factor of economy.
Trust in government and institutions are essemtialtransactions, without such
trust more juridical precautions are required. A®asequence of distrust business
processes slow down and transactions costs incleasgng negative economic
effects.

L. Hagendoorn (2007) points out that “trust in goweent has a positive
effect on outgroup stereotypes, acceptance of oupgrmembers and the
willingness to help and trust individual outgroupmibers because the government
represents interests of all citizens. By trustimg government citizens trust that the
state will provide safety, social security and mateopportunities to all ethnic
groups”.

Connection between trust in government / autharisied economic behavior
was vividly shown in a number of studies concerrtang behavior. E. Kirchler et
al. described and proved empirically a “slippergpg framework” consisting of
three dimensions: trust in tax authorities, powértax authorities and tax
compliance. Tax compliance is assumed to be infeéroy trust and power of
authorities (Kirchler, Holzl, & Wahl, 2008; Wahl,dstlunger, & Kirchler, 2010).
In the later research tax compliance was showretodmnected with national/EU
identity and perceived distributive fairness (Hartiiiefenthaler, Kubicek,
Kirchler, Rechbrger, & Wenzel, 2012).



Cultural differences in trust are worth consideritadking about trust to
ingroup / outgroup members. Takahashi et al. (2@D8) Yamagishi et al. (1998)
distinguish between cultures with institutional isafor trust and interpersonal
basis for trust. Institutional basis for trustypital for societies with strong norms
and sanctioning systems, interpersonal basis @@t is typical for societies with
weak norms and sanctioning systems. Strong norghsanctions in cultures with
institutional basis of trust exclude necessityderelopment of interpersonal trust
by providing a reliable external guarantor of bebav

B. Lancee and J. Dronkers (2011) identify ethm@conomic, religious
diversity and language proficiency in the neighloadh as factors affecting
interethnic trust for immigrants and native resideMhey consider that definite
forms of diversity can undermine but also buildieas aspects of trust taking into
account that diversity has different effects on ignants and native residents.

In conclusion it is worth mentioning that trust fhatbbased on mutual social
identity is a necessary condition of consolidatablig opinion formation. In turn
consolidated public opinion increases trust in etycibecause mutual opinions
provide less risks in problem solving including momic problems. Indeed it is the

case of mutual opinions which are productive armdesponding social norms.



