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CLASSIFICATION OF FACTORS SHAPING TRUST: FROM INTERPERSONAL
CENTRES TO INSTITUTIONAL LEGITIMACY

VY cTarTi 34iiCHEHO PO3IIMPEHE TEOPETUYHE y3aralbHeHHS (peHOMEHY IOBIpH SK COILialbHO-
IHCTUTYIIHOTO pecypcy, IO 3a0e3ledye KOOTmeparlifo Ta CTa0UTBHICTh B3aEMOJIA 33 yMOB
HEBU3HAYEHOCTi, pu3uKy U iH(opmamiiinoi acumerpii. IlokazaHo, mo A0Bipa BHKOHY€E (YHKIIIO
«CKOPOYEHHSI CKJIATHOCTI» COIAIbHOTO CEPEIOBHUINA Ta 3HIKEHHS TPaH3aAKIIHHAX BUTPAT, a 1 aedinut
CIPUYHUHSIE MOCUJICHHS KOHTPOJIIO, 3pOCTAHHS HENOBIPU SIK 3aXMCHOI YCTAHOBKH, 3BY)KEHHS TOPH30HTIB
cmiBmpami Ta MiAMiHY QopManbHUX TpaBwil HeOpMaTbHUMH TapaHTisMu. Ha oOcHOBi aHami3y
MDKIUCHUIUTIHAPHUX MigXO0iB OOIPYHTOBAHO iHTErpoBaHy Kiacupikamito YMHHUKIB YOpMYyBaHHS JOBIpH,
10 OXOIUTIOE IHCTUTYIIHHO-TIOMITHYHI, HOPMaTUBHO-KYJIBTYPHI Ta COIialbHO-€KOHOMIYHI JeTepMiHAHTH,
YUHHUKH OE3TMEKH Ta KEPOBAHOCTI PU3UKIB, PE3YIbTATUBHICTH UM YCITiIX COIiaIbHUX CyO’€KTiB, a TaKOXK
MIKOCOOHUCTICHI «OCepeaKn» A0BipH. PO3KpUTO MexaHi3MH BIUIMBY KOXXHOI rpynu (akTopiB depes
3a0e3reveHHss TependadyBaHOCTI Ta MiA3BITHOCTI IHCTUTYIIH, HEYNEPEMKEHOCTI i MpouexypHOi
CTpaBeUIMBOCTI, cTabimi3amito HOPM 1 LIHHOCTEH, Ail0 eTHYHUX OOMEKEHb OMOPTYHI3MY, pemyTaliiiHi
CTUMYJIA COIIAIbHOTO KaIliTaly, 3HIKEHHS SKOHOMIYHOI HECTaOLILHOCTI Ta HOpMai3allitfo (hiHaHCOBUX
pu3ukiB. OKpeMO aKIEHTOBAaHO, MO OE3MEeKOBE CEpelOBHINE W BIMUYTTS KOHTPOJIO HAaJ THIIOBHMH
KUTTEBUMU CUTYAIliISIMU MIATPUMYIOTh TOTOBHICTh ITOKJIAJaTHCS Ha IHIIMX Ta HA «aOCTPaKTHI CHCTEMI,
TOJI SIK 3pOCTaHHS «HACHYCHOCTI PH3MKOM» IOBCSIKACHHOCTI MiJCUIIOE OOEPEeX HICTh 1 HEOOBIpY.
IToxa3aHo TakoX poJIb Pe3yJIbTATHUBHOCTI Ta YCHIXy JEpXKABHUX Ta HENEP)KaBHUX aKTOPIB SIK CHUTHAIY
KOMITETEHTHOCTI W HaJiHHOCTI, 110 a00 3MilHIOE, a00 MPHUCKOPEHO pyiiHye noBipy. OOIpyHTOBAHO, IO
nedopmariii JoBipy HaldacTiIe MOB’sI3aHi 3 AaHOMIET0, THCTUTYIIIHHOIO Hellepen0adyBaHiCTIO, KpU30BUMH
SIBUI[AMU B CKOHOMIIl, KPUMIiHATI3aI[i€l0 YM TiHI3aI[l€l0 B3a€MOJIH Ta KYyJbTYPHOI HOPMAJi3alli€ro
HENIOBIPH, IO 3BYKY€E «KOJIO» JIOBIPHU JI0 HAUOIIKIOTO COIIaIbHOTO KOJIA.

KawuoBi caoBa: 1oBipa; iHCTHUTyLiiiHa J0Bipa; MDKOCOOMCTICHA [OBipa; HOpMaTHBHA
BHM3HAYCHICTh; COLIAJIBLHUIA KaIiTal, KyJIbTypa JOBipH; TpaHCGOopMalliiiHe CyCIIbCTBO.

The article provides an expanded theoretical generalization of the phenomenon of trust as a socio-
institutional resource that ensures cooperation and stability of interactions under conditions of uncertainty,
risk, and information asymmetry. It demonstrates that trust performs the function of “complexity reduction”
within the social environment and lowers transaction costs, while its deficit leads to strengthened control,
the growth of distrust as a defensive orientation, a narrowing of horizons of cooperation, and the substitution
of formal rules with informal guarantees.

Based on an analysis of interdisciplinary approaches, the article substantiates an integrated
classification of factors shaping trust, encompassing institutional and political, normative and cultural, and
socio-economic determinants, factors of security and risk manageability, the performance or success of
social actors, as well as interpersonal “nodes” of trust. The mechanisms through which each group of factors
operates are revealed, including the provision of institutional predictability and accountability, impartiality
and procedural justice, stabilization of norms and values, the operation of ethical constraints on
opportunism, reputational incentives of social capital, the reduction of economic instability, and the
normalization of financial risks.
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Special emphasis is placed on the role of the security environment and the sense of control over
typical life situations in sustaining individuals’ readiness to rely on others and on “abstract systems,”
whereas increasing “risk saturation” of everyday life reinforces caution and distrust. The article also
highlights the role of the performance and success of state and non-state actors as signals of competence
and reliability, which either strengthen trust or accelerate its erosion. It is argued that distortions of trust are
most often associated with anomie, institutional unpredictability, economic crises, the criminalization or
informalization of interactions, and the cultural normalization of distrust, which narrows the “circle” of
trust to the closest social milieu.

Keywords: trust; institutional trust; interpersonal trust; normative certainty; social capital; culture
of trust; transformational society.

Problem Statement. Under contemporary transformational conditions, trust serves as a key
prerequisite for cooperation, rule compliance, and the stability of socio-economic interactions. However,
in societies experiencing profound institutional and value shifts, as well as periods of crisis and heightened
risk, trust is easily deformed: it narrows to the closest social circle, is substituted by informal guarantees,
transaction costs increase, and the propensity for the informalization or shadowing of relations grows. This
situation necessitates theoretical generalization and systematization of the factors that “assemble” trust at
different levels—from interpersonal to institutional—and explain the mechanisms of its strengthening or
erosion.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publications. The existing body of scholarly work demonstrates
the multidimensional nature of trust and a variety of approaches to its explanation. Socio-psychological
perspectives emphasize trust-related factors in interactions between citizens and institutional
representatives, particularly in the context of security and law enforcement. Empirical measurements of
public opinion (including national surveys) show that trust is significantly dependent on the predictability
of rules and the quality of institutional practices. In economic-sociological studies, particular attention is
paid to impartiality and institutional legitimacy as the foundation for the transition from “private”
guarantees to systemic institutional trust, as well as to the importance of procedural justice, which is
especially evident in the case of trust in the judiciary.

At the same time, Ukrainian studies of social regulation of behavior reveal normative mechanisms
of trust and explain how anomic conditions—when old norms no longer operate and new ones have not yet
become effective—narrow the radius of trust and reinforce a culture of distrust. A number of works are
devoted to the culture of trust as an element of social memory and to social capital as an environment of
reciprocity and reputational incentives. In broader theoretical interpretations, trust is examined through the
lens of risk manageability and everyday security, as well as through the performance or success of social
actors as signals of competence and reliability. Nevertheless, the literature remains fragmented, as factors
are often considered separately, without an integrated framework that combines institutional, cultural,
economic, risk-related, and interpersonal dimensions.

Main Body of the Article. A general framework of trust formation factors can be constructed using
the research of N. M. Vasylets, who examined socio-psychological factors of citizens’ trust in law
enforcement officers [1]. Building on this line of inquiry, we propose a classification of factors that,
figuratively speaking, “assemble” trust in all its manifestations.

The first classification dimension is the institutional-political factor of trust formation, namely the
presence of functioning and legitimate institutions (state and local authorities, courts, police, etc.) that
operate in a predictable and accountable manner. According to research by the Kyiv International Institute
of Sociology, trust growth through the prism of institutionalization is influenced by the reduction of
uncertainty and transaction costs. When rules are applied consistently, citizens and businesses are able to
anticipate outcomes (contracts are enforced, violations are sanctioned), making cooperation a rational
strategy rather than a risky gamble [2].

Y. Alimpiiev defines impartiality as the foundation of institutional legitimacy. Trust increases when
institutional decisions are perceived as equal for all. In the context of governance quality, proven
impartiality becomes the central mechanism enabling the transition from private guarantees provided by
individual actors or organizations to systemic institutional trust [3].

Procedural justice is equally important. People tend to trust institutions more when decision-making
processes are transparent and fair—when individuals are treated with respect, institutions demonstrate
behavioral neutrality, and citizens have the opportunity to be heard—even if the outcome is not always
favorable. In Ukrainian conditions, this is clearly illustrated by trust in the judiciary, as analytical reviews
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explicitly indicate that the behavior and practices of judges themselves are decisive factors shaping trust in
the judicial system [4].

The next classification dimension comprises normative and cultural factors. These include the set
of norms, values, interaction habits, moral expectations, and cultural scripts that render the behavior of
others predictable. Trust emerges when individuals and organizations expect others to act in accordance
with rules, and when deviations are subject to social or normative sanctions.

In everyday and business interactions, trust arises and becomes consolidated primarily under
conditions of normative certainty—when rules and expectations regarding “proper” behavior in typical
situations are clear and relatively stable. In such contexts, the behavior of others becomes more predictable,
uncertainty decreases, and the need to compensate for risks through informal guarantees such as “force” or
“connections” diminishes. Instead, willingness to cooperate increases because the costs of monitoring and
safeguarding are lower. Normative order is sustained not only through awareness of rules but also through
their reproduction in stable practices and the existence of sanctions for violations, which together create a
sense of predictability of the social environment as a key psychological precondition for trust. This
mechanism is well documented in Ukrainian studies of social regulation of behavior under transformational
conditions [5].

Conversely, when old norms have lost their regulatory capacity and new ones have not yet gained
general acceptance or effectiveness, an anomic condition intensifies. In such situations, individuals narrow
trust to a limited circle of “their own,” while interactions with “outsiders” become more cautious and are
sometimes built on coercion or rigid safeguards [6].

A distinct layer of normative and cultural trust factors consists of ethical norms and values—justice,
responsibility, respect for dignity, and integrity—which establish internal moral constraints (not to deceive,
not to abuse, to fulfill commitments). When such values are supported by culture and social approval, trust
relies not only on external control but also on expectations of self-regulated behavior. Norm violations
acquire reputational and moral costs, while reliability becomes socially rewarded. In this sense, trust
functions as part of social memory: societies determine whom one can—and sometimes should—trust, how
quickly trust is formed, which signals indicate reliability, and which indicate risk. This, in turn, shapes the
conditional radius of generalized trust—from close interpersonal circles to broader groups and institutions

[7].

Importantly, these cultural characteristics are closely linked to norms of reciprocity and cooperation
conceptualized through social capital. Participation in associations, organizations, and dense horizontal
networks creates a reputational environment in which being reliable becomes rationally advantageous,
while norm violations become costly due to the loss of support, access to networks, and long-term
opportunities for interaction [8].

The opposite scenario—namely, the normalization of distrust—emerges when collective
experience consolidates the attitude that “trusting is dangerous.” Formal rules are displaced by informal
arrangements, suspicion and transaction costs related to control (checks, guarantees) increase, and even
integrity-oriented actors are forced to act cautiously, inadvertently reproducing and reinforcing a culture of
distrust [9].

Socio-economic conditions shape trust primarily through the reduction of uncertainty and the “cost”
of honest interaction. When an economy moves out of a crisis state, incomes and employment become more
predictable and the rules of the game more stable, reducing incentives for citizens and businesses to operate
in the shadow economy or to seek informal (sometimes semi-criminal) means of securing agreements. In
such circumstances, trust shifts from a logic of “better not to risk it” to a logic of “planning is possible.”
Contracts are more frequently fulfilled, the need for excessive safeguards (intermediaries, advance
payments, double guarantees) decreases, and integrity itself becomes economically more advantageous than
circumventing the rules. In state policy documents addressing macroeconomic challenges, revenue
management, and fiscal stability, this logic is reflected in the emphasis on resource controllability and the
reduction of imbalances as prerequisites for restoring a normal economic order [10].

Moreover, studies of the shadow economy directly link its scale to the quality of “public services,”
the level of tax pressure, and the overall attractiveness of legal economic activity. As soon as the legal
sector becomes more productive and predictable, the incentives for informalization diminish, thereby
creating more space for trust in transactions [11].

The stability of financial institutions (primarily banks and deposit guarantee systems) fosters trust
through the normalization of financial risk. When banks demonstrate resilience, sufficient liquidity, and
operate within a clear regulatory framework, saving funds and using credit cease to be perceived as
adventurous behavior and instead become standard activities involving calculated risk. This mechanism is
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reinforced by depositor protection instruments. In Ukraine, during the period of martial law, legislation
provides for full deposit guarantees (without a ceiling on the amount), as well as transitional rules after its
termination, which reduces fear of losing savings and increases households’ willingness to keep funds in
banks.

At the same time, regulatory reviews of the banking sector assess asset quality, the resource base,
and key trends, which collectively function as signals of reliability for the market. The more transparent
and stable the overall picture of the sector, the easier it becomes for citizens and businesses to make
financial decisions based on expected rather than panic-driven behavior [12].

Special attention should be given to the views of A. Giddens, according to whom trust is closely
“anchored” to everyday security and the manageability of risks. When individuals feel protected at work,
in public spaces, and at home, and when typical life situations remain controllable and predictable, anxiety
decreases and willingness to rely on others and on institutional rules increases. In such contexts, trust relies
less on personal knowledge of one’s partner and more on everyday stability and the stability of “abstract
systems” (expert and organizational mechanisms) that allow daily life to function without constant checks
and safeguards. It is precisely this routinization and repetitiveness of practices that sustains what Giddens
associates with ontological security: people experience continuity in the life order and therefore more
readily make cooperative decisions. Conversely, when the “security threshold” declines, uncertainty about
the future grows, and everyday life becomes saturated with risks and unpredictable threats, trust is depleted.
As aresult, all interactions become more costly (due to increased control and insurance), while reliance on
institutions and unfamiliar others weakens. Giddens conceptualizes this mechanism through the tension
between security and danger, trust and risk in modernity, as well as through the dependence of everyday
life on trust in abstract systems and expert knowledge [13].

In contrast, in the works of U. Beck, trust formation largely appears as an outcome phenomenon.
Citizens tend to trust those institutions and decision-making centers that demonstrate the capacity to prevent
crises, manage the consequences of dangers, and deliver tangible public results. In the risk society, practical
effectiveness in responding to threats becomes a key signal of competence and reliability. Successful
management of crisis situations reduces fear, normalizes expectations, and strengthens trust both rationally
(as risks appear controllable) and emotionally (as a sense of stability is restored). Conversely, failures—
such as disasters, governance breakdowns, prolonged stagnation, or evident helplessness in the face of
risks—are rapidly converted into loss of trust. Beck describes this as a situation in which institutions that
fail to cope with new risk challenges lose public approval, and citizens withdraw their trust. Thus, trust is
formed as a derivative of visible effectiveness and the ability of institutions to ensure safe and predictable
living conditions, and it becomes distorted when repeated failures render everyday risks unmanageable and
undermine the legitimacy of the trusted actor [14].

As a separate factor of trust formation, interpersonal “nodes” of trust should also be highlighted.
Such trust typically emerges within the family and among close acquaintances, where interactions are
frequent, emotionally significant, and relatively predictable. Individuals share a common history, shared
norms of “proper”” behavior, mutual obligations, and informal sanctions for breaches of agreements. As a
result, so-called bonding trust—that is, trust “among one’s own”—is formed, providing basic psychological
security and readiness for mutual assistance, especially under conditions of uncertainty. Ukrainian
empirical data confirm this pattern: surveys conducted by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology
consistently show that respondents assign the highest levels of trust to family members and friends.

At the same time, the family-and-friends (basic) level of trust can serve as a starting point for
expanding trust to broader groups, but only under favorable social conditions. In the terms proposed by R.
Putnam, bonding networks are internally cohesive and effectively support their members, whereas bridging
ties connect different groups and expand the circle of interaction. It is precisely through such “bridges” that
trust begins to extend beyond the immediate circle and acquire a more generalized character [15].

The mechanism of this expansion is also explained by M. Granovetter’s logic of weak ties. Contacts
beyond the family circle connect individuals to other social networks, provide access to new information,
and offer experiences of cooperation with “outsiders,” gradually making trust less dependent on kinship
and more dependent on rules, reputation, and repeated interaction [16].

Summarizing the above, we can accordingly group the factors influencing trust formation (Table
1).

Table 1.
Generalised classification of factors that shape trust
Group of factors Content of factors Description of the mechanism of
influence
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Institutional and
political

Quiality, legitimacy, and accountability
of public institutions (courts, police,
regulators, public authorities) and the
alignment of governmental actions
with societal expectations.

Predictability and fairness of procedures
reduce uncertainty and make rule-based
interaction rational; the need for
informal guarantees and coercion
decreases.

Normative and
cultural

Established social norms, values,
ethical standards, a culture of trust or
distrust, and social capital (networks
of interaction).

Norms and ethics shape expectations of
appropriate behavior and increase the
“cost” of violations; reputational
mechanisms and reciprocity incentivize
reliability and expand the radius of
trust.

Socio-economic

Economic stability, level of well-
being, scale of informalization or
criminalization of interactions, and
resilience of the financial system
(banks, deposit guarantee schemes).

Stability reduces incentives for shadow
practices and lowers the risk of non-
compliance; financial stability
normalizes saving and lending as
“ordinary” calculated risks.

Security and risk
manageability
(after Giddens)

Threshold of everyday security (at
work, in public spaces, at home), sense
of control over typical situations, and
the level of future uncertainty.

Higher security and risk manageability
sustain a sense of stability and
willingness to rely on people and
“abstract systems”; rising risks and
uncertainty reinforce caution and
distrust.

Performance and
success (after
Beck)

Capacity of social actors (government,
companies, institutions) to
demonstrate effectiveness in achieving
results and responding to challenges.

Success serves as a signal of
competence and reliability and reduces
perceived interaction risks; repeated
failures accelerate the erosion of trust
and legitimacy.

Interpersonal
“nodes” of trust

Family and close circles as bonding
trust, which under favorable
conditions may evolve into broader
(generalized) trust.

Frequent interactions, shared
experience, and reputational sanctions
generate high baseline trust; through
networks and “bridges,” trust can
expand to wider groups and institutions.

Conclusions. The synthesis conducted in this study allows us to assert that trust is formed as the
outcome of interaction among several interrelated blocks of factors. Institutional and political conditions
foster trust through legitimacy, impartiality, and procedural justice, thereby making rule-based interaction
rational. Normative and cultural factors operate as a system of expectations and sanctions in which ethics
and a culture of trust or distrust determine the size of the trust radius, while social capital transforms
reliability into a reputationally advantageous strategy.

Socio-economic factors influence trust through stabilization and the reduction of incentives for
informalization, as well as through the normalization of financial risks under conditions of resilient banking
institutions. Security and the manageability of risks sustain trust by providing a sense of control and
predictability in everyday life, whereas excessive “risk saturation” erodes trust. The performance and
success of social actors function as signals of competence and reliability, while repeated failures accelerate
the erosion of trust and legitimacy.

Finally, interpersonal “nodes” of trust (family and close circles) provide a basic level of trust
“among one’s own” and may serve as a resource for expanding trust to broader groups under favorable
societal conditions. Overall, the proposed integrated framework makes it possible to explain both the
accumulation of trust and its deformations, and it can be applied to the analysis of policies and practices
aimed at restoring trust in society.

References.

105



Personality and Environmental Issues, 2026. Volume 5, Issue 2.

1. Vasilets N.M.: Formuvannia doviry yak chynnyka sotsialnoi vzaiemodii. Dys. kand. sotsiol.
nauk. Instytut sotsiolohii NAPN Ukrainy, Kyiv 2020.
URL.: https://lib.iitta.gov.ua/id/eprint/107195/3/ Tuceprarnisn%20Bacwurers. pdf

2. KIIS (Kyivskyi mizhnarodnyi instytut sotsiolohii): Rivens doviry do sotsialnykh instytutsii v
Ukraini. Zvit, Kyiv 2023.
URL.: https://Kiis.com.ua/?cat=reports&id=1569&lang=ukr&page=1

3. Alimpiev Ye.: Sotsiokulturnye osnovy formirovaniya doveriya v obshchestve. Donetsk 2014.
URL.: https://filesO1.core.ac.uk/download/pdf/60790537.pdf

4. Dovira do sudu v Ukraini. Tsentr ekonomichnoi stratehii (CES), Kyiv 2019.
URL: https://ces.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/TOBIPA-J10-CY1Y-B-YKPATHI-1.pdf

5. Sotsialna rehuliatsiia povedinky v umovakh suspilnoi nestabilnosti / za red. O. Zlobinoyi.
Instytut sotsiolohii NAN Ukrainy, Kyiv 2013.
URL: https://isnasu.org.ua/assets/files/books/2013/soc_regulation.pdf

6. Zlobina O.: Anomiia ta sotsialna napruzhenist u suchasnomu ukrainskomu suspilstvi. NaUKMA,

Kyiv 2017.
URL: https://ekmair.ukma.edu.ua/server/api/core/bitstreams/f6b2f5f4-088e-4373-9846-
2b66ea7c250d/content

7. Kozhemiakina O.M.: Kultura doviry yak reprezentatsiia sotsialnoi pamiati. Doksa, 2017, 1(27),
57-68.
URL.: http://doksa.onu.edu.ua/article/view/143560/141264

8. Sereda Yu.V.. Sotsialnyi kapital v Ukraini ta inshykh krainakh Yevropy: lehitimnist
ahrehovanoho konstruktu. Ukrainskyi Sotsium, 2013, 4(47), 81-97.
URL: https://ukr-socium.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/81-97__no-4 _vol-47 2013 UKR.pdf

9. Obshchestvo bez doveriya/ pod red. E. Golovakhi, N. Kostenko, S. Makeeva. Institut sotsiologii
NAN Ukrainy, Kyiv 2014.
URL: https://isnasu.org.ua/assets/files/books/2014/obshhestvo-bez-doveriya.pdf

10. Ministerstvo finansiv Ukrainy: Zvit pro stan vykonannia Natsionalnoi stratehii dokhodiv, Kyiv

2024.
URL:
https://mof.gov.ua/storage/files/3Bit%202024%20HamionansHa%20ctpareris%20moxonis%20(1).pdf

11. CASE-Ukraine: Shemi-2024. Analitychnyi zvit pro tinovu ekonomiku v Ukraini, Kyiv 2024.
URL.: https://case-ukraine.com.ua/content/uploads/2024/11/Shemi-2024-final.pdf

12. Natsionalnyi bank Ukrainy: Ohliad bankivskoho sektoru. Kyiv, Serpen 2025.
URL.: https://bank.gov.ua/admin_uploads/article/Banking_Sector Review 2025-08.pdf?v=14

13. Giddens A.: The Consequences of Modernity. Polity Press, Cambridge 1990.
URL: https://voidnetwork.gr/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/The-Consequences-of-Modernity-by-Anthony-

Giddens.pdf
14. Beck U.: Risikogesellschaft — Auf dem Weg in eine andere Moderne. Suhrkamp Verlag,
Frankfurt am Main 1986.

URL.: https://books.google.com/books/about/Risikogesellschaft.ntml?id=tZ-SDOAAQBAJ

15. Putnam R.D.: Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. Simon &
Schuster, New York 2000.
URL.: https://www.beyondintractability.org/bksum/putnam-bowling

16. Granovetter M.: The Strength of Weak Ties. American Journal of Sociology, 1973, 78(6),
1360-1380.
URL: https://snap.stanford.edu/class/cs224w-readings/granovetter73weakties.pdf

The article has been submitted to the editorial board 09.04.2026
The article has been recommended for publication 27.05.2026

106


https://lib.iitta.gov.ua/id/eprint/107195/3/%D0%94%D0%B8%D1%81%D0%B5%D1%80%D1%82%D0%B0%D1%86%D1%96%D1%8F%20%D0%92%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%B8%D0%BB%D0%B5%D1%86%D1%8C.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://kiis.com.ua/?cat=reports&id=1569&lang=ukr&page=1&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://files01.core.ac.uk/download/pdf/60790537.pdf
https://ces.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/%D0%94%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%86%D0%A0%D0%90-%D0%94%D0%9E-%D0%A1%D0%A3%D0%94%D0%A3-%D0%92-%D0%A3%D0%9A%D0%A0%D0%90%D0%87%D0%9D%D0%86-1.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://isnasu.org.ua/assets/files/books/2013/soc_regulation.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://ekmair.ukma.edu.ua/server/api/core/bitstreams/f6b2f5f4-088e-4373-9846-2b66ea7c250d/content?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://ekmair.ukma.edu.ua/server/api/core/bitstreams/f6b2f5f4-088e-4373-9846-2b66ea7c250d/content?utm_source=chatgpt.com
http://doksa.onu.edu.ua/article/view/143560/141264
https://ukr-socium.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/81-97__no-4__vol-47__2013__UKR.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://isnasu.org.ua/assets/files/books/2014/obshhestvo-bez-doveriya.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://mof.gov.ua/storage/files/%D0%97%D0%B2%D1%96%D1%82%202024%20%D0%9D%D0%B0%D1%86%D1%96%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B0%D0%BB%D1%8C%D0%BD%D0%B0%20%D1%81%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B5%D0%B3%D1%96%D1%8F%20%D0%B4%D0%BE%D1%85%D0%BE%D0%B4%D1%96%D0%B2%20(1).pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://case-ukraine.com.ua/content/uploads/2024/11/Shemi-2024-final.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://bank.gov.ua/admin_uploads/article/Banking_Sector_Review_2025-08.pdf?v=14&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://voidnetwork.gr/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/The-Consequences-of-Modernity-by-Anthony-Giddens.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://voidnetwork.gr/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/The-Consequences-of-Modernity-by-Anthony-Giddens.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://books.google.com/books/about/Risikogesellschaft.html?id=tZ-SDQAAQBAJ&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.beyondintractability.org/bksum/putnam-bowling?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://snap.stanford.edu/class/cs224w-readings/granovetter73weakties.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com

