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ABSTRACT

We examine how presentation order structures polarization in a public
debate. A large online debate on a proposed “Ministry of Happiness” is
analyzed. The data for analysis was obtained from a two-stage experiment
in which 307 (Stage 1) and then 200 (Stage 2) respondents from different
age groups evaluated 50 basic and 10 additional statements about the
creation of a “Ministry of Happiness.” The contribution is a sequence-
aware, audience-referenced reading of the same script. We trace how
alignment with loyal or disloyal framing accumulates over the observed
order, recover age-ordered cohorts directly from response patterns, rank
the most divisive statements, and quantify sign-free responsiveness
by age and gender. In terms of age categories, youth initially respond
to statements about benefits and feasibility, though they quickly adjust
after scrutiny or signs of distrust, ultimately receiving lower ratings when
critical moments arise. Mid-life splits into a trust-forward profile and an
oversight-oriented profile. The oldest cohort holds early, then declines in
long negative runs. Polarization concentrates on a compact set of identity,
control, and feasibility statements, with a sharp pivot at a mid-sequence
trust cue. In the older module, women react more decisively than men at the
same ages. The approach is descriptive and transparent, identifies where
and for whom polarization accumulates, and is portable to other debates.
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Introduction

How does the sequence of statements in a public debate polarize an audience? In our
previous work (Volchenkov & Lebedev, 2025), we reported a two-stage experiment
that tracked polarization as a fixed debate script unfolded in a large online audience.
In Stage 1, 307 volunteers from six Russian regions watched a moderated debate
about a proposed “Ministry of Happiness” advanced by Senator Valentina Matvienko
in 2023. From the transcript, three independent experts selected 50 statements (listed
in the Appendix, in Russian) and coded each as loyal or disloyal. Each statement
appeared on screen for 15 s, after which participants chose “agree”, “cannot evaluate,”
or “disagree.” In Stage 2, an older subsample of 200 respondents aged 40+ evaluated
ten additional statements prepared after a preliminary pass to probe age-by-gender
differences. Sessions were asynchronous with one-time token authorization, and we
recorded response times. Before both stages, participants completed brief instructions
and a training example. A short survey collected sex, age, education, and political self-
identification. All sessions were individual to avoid social influence, lists were shuffled
per person, participation was voluntary with electronic informed consent, and data
were stored in de-identified form.

Building on that design, the present article treats content as fixed and reads
reception over order. We extend the Loyalty Index introduced previously with
sequence-sensitive summaries that trace how alignment accumulates across the
script (Net Loyalty Drift) and we infer audience structure directly from response vectors
using t-SNE and k-means, then carry those cohorts through all analyses. For the older
module, we quantify sign-free engagement by age and gender with an absolute-sum
responsiveness measure, and we estimate cohort-specific logistic agreement models
with clustered errors to read axis weights descriptively. The discussion situates
the observed fractures and pivots within social identity, motivated reasoning, and
framing literatures (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Kunda, 1990; Lakoff, 2004; Taber &
Lodge, 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Thibodeau & Boroditsky, 2011). Labels attach to
statements, not to people.
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This article employed an Al writing assistant (ChatGPT-5 Thinking) for drafting
and language polishing and to propose analysis summaries. All procedures, coding,
and statistical analyses were designed and carried out by the human authors, who
verified every output and bear full responsibility for the manuscript.

Statement Loyalty Index

We use the Loyalty Index L, first introduced in Volchenkov & Lebedev (2025). For each
statement s, we assign four signed integer scores in {-3, -2, -1, 0, +1, +2, +3}: O(s)
for Optimism vs. Skepticism, T(s) for Trust vs. Distrust, P(s) for Patriotism vs. Critical
Perception, and B(s) for Benefits vs. Problems. The sign encodes direction, and
the absolute value encodes strength. Anchors and decision rules were fixed in
advance. For O(s), explicit predictions of improvement or success score toward +3,
explicit predictions of decline or failure toward —3; hedges, conditionals, and mixed
forecasts reduce magnitude; absence of forecasting yields 0. For B(s), attention to
positive consequences, advantages, or relief of burdens raises the score toward
+3; attention to harms, costs, or risks lowers it toward —3; mere description without
evaluative focus yields 0; magnitude follows salience and specificity rather than
length. For T(s), assertions of institutional competence, fairness, or benevolent
intent increase the score; allegations of incompetence, capture, or bad faith
decrease it; conditional trust (e.g., “if audited, then ...”) is coded weakly positive
unless the condition itself signals distrust. For P(s), civic identity cues that appeal to
shared national belonging or collective duty move the score toward +3; distancing,
cynicism about the polity, or derogation of collective identity move it toward -3;
issue-general or universalist arguments that do not invoke identity are near 0. The
index is the additive summary

L(s) = O(s) + T(s) + P(s) + B(s), L(s) € [-12, +12]; (1)

positive values denote loyal content and negative values disloyal content. Statements
with small absolute O, T, P, and B contribute little to L. The four-score representation
preserves distinctions among forecast tone (O), attention frame (B), institutional
stance (T), and civic identity (P). Two-axis schemes collapse these differences,
while larger bases fragment signal and reduce coder agreement. The structure
aligns with agenda-building traditions in political communication: Cobb & Elder’s
(1972) affective stream maps to P, their cognitive stream maps to T, and their analytic
stream maps to B. Relative to Cobb and Elder’s affective, cognitive, and analytic
triad, our scheme adds an explicit temporal forecast axis O, distinct from attention
to benefits (B) and from institutional trust (T). This axis makes explicit the temporal
cue implicit in that triad and is the novel element of our four-score operationalization
introduced in Volchenkov & Lebedev (2025). The scheme is scoped to judgments of
a public institutional proposal. Content that is rhetorical, deontic, ironic, or off topic
is treated as residual. Statements without evaluative or institutional content sit near
zero on all four scores and add no signal. Multi-topic lines are split into meaning units
before coding (Table 1).
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Table 1
Axis Scores and Loyalty Index for Two Anchor Statements
Axis (-3 ... +3) Statement 3 Statement 5

Optimism vs. Skepticism +3 -3
Trust vs. Distrust +2 -3
Patriotism vs. Critical Perception +2 -3
Benefits vs. Problems +3 -3
Loyalty Index (sum of four axes) +10 -12

Loyalty Cascade for the Debate

Using the additive score L defined above, we accumulate it in presentation order
to obtain a one-dimensional loyalty cascade. Additivity makes each step equal to
the current statement’s contribution to the running total; using an average would
only rescale the same path. Figure 1 shows the cumulative loyalty path over the
fixed script. The opening mixes short gains and losses; after #22 (a deliberately
provocative endorsement of official media), the path tilts and a dense late block of
critical statements in the low-30s and mid-40s drives the final decline. The figure
helps locate anchors, plateaus, and zones where polarization accumulates.

Figure 1
Loyalty Cascade for the Debate Sequence

Note. Bars plot the cumulative sum of L in presentation order. Blue bars mark positive steps;
orange bars mark negative steps; numbers indicate step size. Large and persistent steps
indicate anchors; flat segments suggest plateaus or contrast. Source: developed by the authors.

To assess order sensitivity, we keep O, T, P, B, and L fixed and recompute the
cascade for many random permutations and for three counterfactual scripts that
place positives early, strictly alternate signs, or place negatives late. We summarize
trajectories by four diagnostics: final level, distribution of same sign run lengths,
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location of the first turning point, and rebound size after sign switches. In the
observed sequence, runs are short (mostly length three) whereas random orders
of the same content typically yield runs of five to six. A simple pre- and post-check
around #22 shows no reliable shift in the average step relative to permutations.
Steps after sign switches are not larger than steps inside runs, so contrast is weak.
The robust feature is recovery shortfall: after long negative runs, the next positive
step is much smaller than the loss it follows. An early-support then late-critique
order climbs and then slides, finishing slightly below zero, showing how a dense
block of late negatives erases early gains. Strict alternation hovers near zero with
large swings and little drift. An early-critique then late-support order drops deeply
and rebounds only partly, echoing the observed recovery shortfall. Taken together,
the late negative finish reflects the placement and density of strongly disloyal
statements in the final third; the cascade simply records that accumulation in order,
without implying causation.

Audience Structure

We map respondent similarity using the 50-statement response vectors coded as +1,
0, -1. A t-SNE embedding (e.g., van der Maaten & Hinton, 2008) reveals four compact
regions aligned with age (Figure 2). We then fit k-means (e.g., Lloyd, 1982) with
k = 4 and identified four clusters, referred to by numeric IDs: Cluster 1 (ages 18-22),
Cluster 3 (40-47), Cluster 0 (44-56), and Cluster 2 (52-75). The map provides a stable
partition for subgroup analyses without prespecifying sociodemographic cutoffs.

Figure 2
t-SNE Map of 307 Participants Based on Response Similarity Across 50 Statements

Note. Colors show age. Dashed lines mark four k-means clusters (0-3). Proximity reflects similar
agreement profiles. Source: developed by the authors.
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Age organizes the map in Figure 2: four zones coincide with the previously
defined cohorts, yielding a tight, internally uniform youth cluster (1), two distinct mid-
age islands (3 and 0) with different trust and identity profiles, and a coherent senior
ribbon (2) oriented to duty and stability. Cluster 3 tends to support social-benefit
frames yet splits on oversight and pride, whereas Cluster 0 is more trust-forward
and receptive to patriotic cues. Behavioral markers align with age: youth register the
smallest neutral share (about 23%) and switch signs most often; the mid-age cohorts
carry many neutrals (about 36% in Cluster 3 and 35% in Cluster 0), consistent with
caution and ambivalence; the senior cohort sits between them on neutrality (about
29%) though shows the longest late negative runs.

The clearest fractures concentrate on a short set of statements: older cohorts
agree with #48 (“culture must come first; we remember the USSR”) and #47
(“censorship is needed”), while youth tend to disagree; youth are much more favorable
to #9 (a specifically Russian path to reduce poverty) than the senior cohort; Cluster 3 is
uniquely positive on #10 (feasibility and sincerity of the proposed ministry) compared
to the rest. Naming clusters by age ranges therefore makes the visualization
interpretable, supplies external validity for the grouping, and explains why two mid-
age islands appear with distinct trust and identity profiles. These four data-driven
clusters define the partition used in the analyses that follow.

Net Loyalty Drift

We keep the Loyalty Index L of each statement fixed as defined earlier. For cohortc and
statement s in the original order (1-50), let A (s) and D,(s) be the within-cohort shares
of “agree” and “disagree.” The statement-wise increment of loyalty score associated
with the statement s is L(s) [A(s) - D,(s)]. We define the Net Loyalty Drift (NLD) as the
cumulative sum of these increments across the sequence:

NLD(t) = ¥=q L()[Ac(s) — De()]- @

Positive increments mean the cohort aligns with loyal content or rejects disloyal
content of s; negative increments mean alignment with disloyal content or rejection
of loyal content; near-zero increments reflect split or neutral reactions. NLD (2) is
a content-referenced trajectory that summarizes how a cohort accumulates alignment
with the fixed labels of the 50 statements in the observed order.

Figure 3 overlays cohort trajectories with statement content held fixed. NLD (2)
rises when a cohort aligns with loyal content or rejects disloyal content of statement s,
falls in the opposite case, and is flat when “agree” and “disagree” balance or neutrality
dominates. Steeper slopes indicate greater sensitivity to the current frame; large
single steps mark anchors that move many respondents at once; a deep late decline
signals that negative content placed near the end is hard to offset with a few supportive
statements. These trajectories summarize group alignment with statement labels and
do not label individuals.
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Figure 3
Net Loyalty Drift (NLD) by Cohort

Note. Each curve is the cumulative sum, in presentation order, of a statement’s LLL multiplied by
the within-cohort opinion balance (share “agree” minus share “disagree,” with neutrals as zero).
Curves are shown for Cluster 1 (ages 18-22), Cluster 3 (40-47), Cluster 0 (44-56), and Cluster 2
(52-75). Source: developed by the authors.

Across cohorts the opening is mixed, and a prolonged negative drift follows
statement #22, a provocative affirmation of trust in official media. Differences lie in
depth and recovery. Cluster 1 (18-22) drops and rebounds quickly, showing many
sharp corrections that track low neutrality; rebounds fade as late disloyal content
accumulates. Cluster 3 (40-47) hovers near zero for much of the script and then
declines, consistent with support for social-benefit framing coupled with a split
between oversight and pride. Cluster 0 (44-56) holds longer under trust-forward
and patriotic cues but yields when negative blocks stack, particularly across 32-37.
Cluster 2 (52-75) is most inertial: once the late critical frame sets in, the curve falls
in long runs with small recoveries and finishes lowest. The shared downward finish
indicates that late segments concentrate critical cues whose effects accumulate faster
than earlier supportive steps can offset.

Age also orders how the four semantic components shift. On Optimism—
Skepticism, Cluster 1 gains on ##1, 3, and 10 and shows a strong rebound at #31,
while Clusters 0 and 3 display situational optimism that turns skeptical when negatives
repeat; Cluster 2 ends in sustained skepticism, particularly over ##32-37. On Trust-
Distrust, statement #22 is the clearest pivot: Cluster 1 reads it distrustfully and bends
down at once; Cluster 0, the most trust-forward earlier, loses less immediately and
shows more support on trust cues such as ##16 and 20; Cluster 2 trusts cultural and
protective themes early but turns distrustful when late critical frames concentrate;
Cluster 3 mixes trust with demands for oversight and stays near zero until late. On
Patriotism—Critical Perception, older cohorts are positive on #47 (“censorship is
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needed”) and #48 (“culture must come first; we remember the USSR”), while youth
tend to reject both; Cluster 3 is warm to patriotic belonging in ##40-41 yet sympathetic
to civic critique in #42 (“patriotism can include public protest against injustice”), which
explains the two mid-age islands in Figure 2. On Benefits—Problems, youth respond
strongly to benefit-framed #9 and to #10 about feasibility and sincerity; older cohorts
are cooler on #9 and shift toward a problem focus when negatives cluster, producing
the long downward segments seen for Clusters 0 and 2. In sum, age does not fix
people as loyal or disloyal; it shapes how the same fifty statements are integrated over
time, yielding distinct cumulative paths by cohort in Figure 3.

Polarization hy Statement and Anchors in NLD

For each statement s, we keep its fixed Loyalty Index L(s) and, for each cohort c,
compute the within-cohort balance of opinion b (s) = A (s) - D (s), where A (s) and D (s)
are the cohort shares “agree” and “disagree.” Polarization is the dispersion of these
four balances: we report (i) variance across cohorts, V(s) = %ZC (bc(s) — E(s))2 with
b(s) = %ZC bc(s); (ii) range R(s) = max b.(s) — mcin b.(s); and (iii) the fracture index
F(s) = %ZKC,lbc(s) — b, (s)|. We rank statements by F(s) because it rewards wide,
multi-sided splits rather than a single outlier. Content weighted variants multiply by
IL()I: Fi(s) = [L(SIF(s), Rp(s) = [L(S)IR(s).

Figure 4 shows the resulting cohort-by-statement heat map; horizontal bands
indicate within-cohort coherence, sharp vertical contrasts mark cross-cohort splits.
The ten most divisive statements are ##49, 9, 3, 1, 47, 13, 40, 12, 10, and 7. A compact
reading of these ten follows #48 (cultural memory and primacy of culture): older
cohorts, especially Cluster 2, tend to agree; Cluster 1 is cooler or negative, a clear
line on Patriotism vs. Critical Perception. #9 (a specifically Russian way to reduce
poverty): Cluster 1 is most favorable, Cluster 2 is most skeptical, with Clusters 0 and
3 in between; the split lies on Benefits vs. Problems and Optimism vs. Skepticism.
#3 (help to low-income groups if reporting and oversight; coded 3, 2, 2, 2 - +10):
youth and Cluster 3 respond positively, older cohorts are more guarded; benefits
combine with conditional trust. #1 (opening supportive, feasibility frame): endorsed in
Clusters 1 and 3, cooler in 0 and 2; early optimism meets mid- and late-life caution. #47
(“censorship is needed”): agreement rises with age; Cluster 1 tends to reject the control
frame; Cluster 2 often supports it; Cluster 3 is mixed, strengthening late divergence.
#13 (categorical skepticism; -3, -3, -3, -8 —»-12): youth resist the blanket claim;
older cohorts show more agreement or neutrality; the fracture spans Optimism vs.
Skepticism and Trust vs. Distrust. #40 (patriotism as belonging and pride): Clusters 2
and 3 are positive, Cluster 1 cooler, Cluster 0 supportive but less intensely so; an
identity anchor on the right of the map. #12 (supportive with institutional prudence):
youth and Cluster 3 endorse; older cohorts keep trust conditional. #10 (sincerity and
feasibility of the ministry): Cluster 3 is notably positive, Cluster 1 favorable, Clusters 0
and 2 cooler; benefits meet perceived capacity. #7 (early critical claim): youth push
back; older cohorts are divided; it amplifies early dispersion on problems and distrust.
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Figure 4
Cluster by Statement Balance Heat Map

Note. Cells show b (s) = A (s) - D (s). Rows are age cohorts: C1 = 18-22, C3 =40-47, CO = 44-56,
C2 = 52-75. Columns follow the presentation order (1-50). Color encodes sign and magnitude.
Horizontal bands denote within-cluster coherence; vertical contrasts mark polarization by
statement.

Identifying anchors and turning points in NLD, we use the same inputs. With b (s)
as defined above, the alignment increment for cohort ¢ on statement s is A_ = L(s)
b_(s); and the cohort’s NLD cascade is defined by

NLDC,[ = Zsst Ac,s (3)

A statement anchor for cohort ¢ has large |4,.| and drives the biggest single-step
change; a turning point is a local extremum of NLD _ that ends a same-sign run.

Anchors in the NLD curves are the statements that shift a cohort most strongly
at once. Early supportive cues act as anchors for youth (#1, #3, #10). A late block
of critical material produces the largest downward anchors for the older cohorts,
and it also drives the shared late decline for everyone. The clearest pivot is #22,
a provocative affirmation of trust in official media, after which all curves tend to drift
down. A rare strong positive anchor appears for the 40-47 cohort on an identity-
patriotic cue (#41). A small set of late statements around the 30s sustains the longest
negative runs, especially for the senior cohort. Turning points are where a cohort’s
curve changes direction. The principal turning point across cohorts is the downward
bend after #22. Later brief peaks around the low 30s or early 40s are short-lived and
followed by renewed decline. Youth recover fastest but the rebounds fade when late
negatives cluster; the 40-47 cohort holds close to neutral for a long stretch before
sliding; the 44-56 cohort resists longer under trust-forward and patriotic cues but
yields when negative blocks stack; the 52-75 cohort falls in long runs with small
recoveries once the late critical frame consolidates. Labels attach to statements,
not to people. The figures record how age structures reception of the same content
and how a few statements organize where cohorts part ways.
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Axis Weights by Cohort: Logistic Agreement Model

We estimate how the four semantic components predict agreement at the person-
statement level. Each statement carries four signed scores on a common -3 ... +3
scale: O = Optimism vs. Skepticism, T = Trust vs. Distrust, P = Patriotism vs. Critical
Perception, B = Benefits vs. Problems. For respondent i in cohort ¢ evaluating
statement s, the outcome is coded as “agree” (1) and “cannot evaluate / disagree”
(0). We fit separate binomial generalized linear models (logit link) for each cohort with
standard errors clustered by respondent (e.g., McCullagh & Nelder, 1989).
For cohort ¢ the model specification is

logit Pr (agree, |c) = a_+ B, O(s) + B, .T(s) + B, P(s) + B, B(s), (5)

where logit p = log[p / (1-p)]. Coefficients are log-odds; exp (B) gives the odds ratio.
Axes are entered as coded (-3 ... +3) so one unit is one step along that axis.

Across all cohorts Optimism (O) carries a negative weight: overtly optimistic
forecasting lowers the odds of agreement once other content is held fixed. Benefits
(B) carries a positive weight in every cohort and is strongest from midlife onward:
concrete benefit framing reliably raises agreement, especially among the age group
40+. Patriotism (P) is most positive for the youngest cohort (18-22) and smaller
elsewhere: identity cues resonate with youth but are uneven in older groups. Trust (T)
adds little on average once the other axes are in the model: generic “trust” language
has limited marginal pull relative to benefits, identity, and forecast tone. These axis
weights are consistent with the age patterns seen in the maps and cascades: youth
move on identity and benefits, mid-age and older cohorts reward tangible benefits and
discount optimistic projection, and generalized trust contributes weakly once content
is specified.

Age-Gender Loyalty Framing Responsiveness (AGLFR)

The final section analyzes the second part of the experiment: ten statements evaluated
by an older sample (N = 200; ages 40-75). Unlike the youth sample, these respondents
reported gender, which enabled age—gender contrasts. We keep each statement’s
fixed Loyalty Index L(s). For a subgroup g (men or women at a given age) let A (s) and
Dg(s) be the shares “agree” and “disagree.” We define the subgroup’s responsiveness
as the sign-free sum of absolute contributions across the statements:

AGLFR =% |L(s)(4,(s) - D, (). 6)

Agreement with loyal statements and disagreement with disloyal statements
raise AGLFR; the opposite pair also raise it. Neutral or perfectly split reactions add
zero. Thus AGLFR defined in (6) measures how strongly a subgroup reacts to loyalty-
framed content, not which side it prefers.

Figure 5 plots AGLFR by age for men and women (points) with smooth polynomial
fits (lines). Within the 40-75 range the curves rise with age and then level off in the
early seventies, indicating that responsiveness strengthens across later adulthood and
approaches a ceiling for this item set. At every age, women score above men, and the
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gap widens with age. The higher female curve reflects more decisive reactions—either
endorsement of loyal cues (order, protection, civic duty) or firm rejection of disloyal
cues (blanket distrust, categorical cynicism); the lower male curve reflects more
neutrality or internal balance on the same cues. Most of the aggregate comes from
statements with large IL(s)| paired with clear subgroup responses; where a subgroup
divides or remains neutral, contributions are near zero and the curve flattens.

This analysis is complemented to the main 50-statement debate, where Net
Loyalty Drift tracked a signed accumulation over order. Here the sign is removed and
only the magnitude of engagement is summarized for age—gender subgroups in the
ten-statement module. Read together, the two summaries show where the debate
ends and how strongly different groups engage with loyalty framing, without labeling
individuals or inferring causes.

Figure 5
Age-Gender Loyalty Framing Responsiveness (by Age for Men and Women)

Note. Points show subgroup totals by age for men and women; smooth lines are polynomial fits.
Higher values mean stronger cumulative responsiveness to loyalty-framed cues, not preference
for a side. Source: developed by the authors

Discussion and Conclusion

Polarization in this debate is best understood as an interaction between fixed
message content and audience predispositions observed over time. Our contribution
is methodological and substantive. Methodologically, we work with content that is
coded once and then held fixed, and we track reception as it unfolds in sequence.
This yields transparent, reproducible descriptors that do not require latent variables or
causal identification.
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The four-score loyalty index introduced in our prior work serves here as a compact
content space; the present study extends it in four ways. First, we make the temporal
forecast dimension explicit, separating future-facing affirmations from other forms of
supportive content. Second, we introduce a cumulative, order-sensitive description
of reception (the loyalty cascade) and its cohort-specific counterpart (Net Loyalty
Drift), which record how alignment with loyal or disloyal framing accumulates as the
script proceeds. Third, we complement signed accumulation with a magnitude-only
measure of engagement (Age—Gender Loyalty Framing Responsiveness) to capture
how strongly subgroups react to loyalty-framed cues regardless of stance. Fourth, we
quantify dispersion at the item level (variance, range, and a fracture index over cohort
balances) to identify a compact “vocabulary of fractures,” and we locate anchors and
turning points in the trajectories without imposing a model of persuasion. Together,
these tools provide a process-trace of polarization that is comparable across cohorts
and interpretable down to specific statements and frames.

Age organizes both structure and dynamics. Youth engage decisively and adjust
rapidly: early gains on feasibility and benefit frames are followed by quick corrections
when control or distrust cues appear, though a dense late block of disloyal content
still pulls the path down. Mid-life respondents bifurcate into two islands with distinct
trust and identity profiles: one starts trust-forward and patriotic yet yields under
sustained critique; the other supports social-benefit claims but hesitates where pride
and oversight conflict. The senior cohort is steady early and then shows the deepest
sustained decline once late critical statements cluster, with the clearest recovery
shortfall after long negative runs. These age-graded patterns fit motivated reasoning
and identity-congruent interpretation—congenial frames are assimilated, dissonant
frames resisted until counterevidence passes a threshold (Kunda, 1990; Taber &
Lodge, 2006)—and align with value-alignment perspectives in which identity and
authority cues are read differently across generations (Haidt, 2012).

Polarization concentrates on a small set of statements. Identity and control
themes divide generations (older participants endorse cultural primacy and tighter
information control; youth reject them), while reform-and-benefit themes divide in the
opposite direction (youth and younger mid-life are more favorable to concrete, feasible
gains; older cohorts shift to a problem-first reading when critical frames repeat).
A deliberately provocative trust cue mid-sequence is the clearest pivot: younger
respondents bend downward at once, older respondents later—consistent with
generational gaps in institutional trust and with framing work showing that diagnostic
labels steer interpretation (Thibodeau & Boroditsky, 2011). The long late slide across
cohorts mirrors gain—loss asymmetries: once the debate becomes problem-laden
and risk-framed, loss sensitivity dominates and supportive framing loses traction
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Social Identity Theory clarifies why the same patriotic
or protectionist language yields opposite readings across age groups—statements
are filtered through in-group norms and identity commitments (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
In Lakoff’s terms, audiences inhabit different frame grammars; identical words recruit
different value complexes across cohorts (Lakoff, 2004).
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Gender further stratifies engagement among older respondents. With content
fixed, women show consistently higher sign-free responsiveness than men at the
same ages, and the gap widens with age. This indicates stronger, more unified
reactions, either endorsement of loyal protection-and-duty cues or firm rejection of
cynical blanket distrust—while men’s aggregate responses more often cancel out
through internal splits. The finding coheres with moral-psychological accounts in
which communal protection and social order grow in salience for many women over
the life course, and with evidence that identical frames can polarize men internally
while producing clearer stances among women.

The broader contribution is a flexible grammar for debates. Holding content fixed
and reading trajectories over order yields a mid-level account between qualitative
narrative and causal identification: where polarization grows, which statements carry
disproportionate weight, and how subgroup paths diverge or converge—without
labeling individuals or imputing hidden traits. Classic frameworks supply mechanisms
(identity cleavages, motivated resistance and tipping, value-bound framing), while our
measures provide the process trace that shows when in a discourse those mechanisms
bite and which statements activate them. For applied fields in civic communication,
public consultation, and media studies, the value is diagnostic rather than prescriptive:
scripts can be audited ex post for order sensitivity, anchor density, and cohort
fractures; sign-free modules can gauge engagement magnitude; and audiences can
be segmented empirically by response profiles rather than by assumed ideology. None
of this asserts causation; it clarifies how a common agenda yields distinct cumulative
receptions across a real sequence of arguments. Future work should test generality
across topics and venues, preregister order audits, and examine whether cohort and
gender patterns persist when content foregrounds justice, autonomy, risk, or security
rather than culture and control; bridging research and practice will require careful
ethics, since these tools are for diagnosis and understanding, not manipulation.
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Appendix

Key Statements and Their Loyalty Assessment (in Russian)

Statement 1 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 8): [lpy3bsa, B. . MaTBMEHKO HECKOJIbKO pas
B CBOMX BbICTYMJIEHWAX MpegJsarana co3garb B Hawel cTpaHe Tak HasbiBaemoe
MuHMCTEPCTBO cYacTbA, KOTOpoe OydeT paccmaTtpuBaTb BCe MeponpuaTHs,
NPOBOANMbIE PYKOBOACTBOM CTPaHbl, Ha NpegMeT TOro, AeNatoT /I 3T MeponpUaATHA
nopen 6onee cYaCcTAMBBIMW MM OHM GecnosiesHbl. A gymaro, 4TO 3TO Xopollee
npeasioxeHue.

Statement 2 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -8): HeckonbKo pas MHe 3TO
nonaganocb B CMW. Ecnun A npaBuabHO noHMmato, MaTBMEHKO npeanaraet, YToobl
3TO MMHUCTEPCTBO OLEHNBAJIO JIlobble peLleHns, 3aKOHOMPOEK Tbl, MOCTaHOB/IEHUA
npaBuTeNbCTBA M TaK Janee Ha npegMeT TOro, Kak OHWM NOBAMAIOT Ha BCeobllee
cyacTbe. Ho HEeMoHATHO, KaK aTo byaeT Aenatbea. A 3Hal, YTO TaKMe MUHUCTepPCTBa
€CTb B HEKOTOpPbIX CTpaHax, Hanpumep, B OA3 1 B Hurepmm. Ho ux npaktuka rosoput
0 TOM, 4TO BBeAeHne MuHMcTepcTBa cyacTbA €1abo KoppenmpyeT C TeM, HTO JII0aU
4yBCTBYIOT, MOTOMY YTO NMOKasaTe i FoBOpAT 06 SKOHOMMKE, a He O TOM, CHACT/INBbI
JIM II0AM Ha CaMOM fefie Ui HeT.

Statement 3 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): A gymato, 4TO ecam cospgaetcs
rocygapcTBeHHas opraHuvsauusa, TO oHa o06fA3aHa OygeT OT4MTbIBATLCA Mepef,
0o6LWecTBOM, TaKk Kak nosyyaeT puHaHcupoBaHue. M03TOMY ANA KAKOW-TO YacTu
HaceneHua, XoTa 6bl ANA ManoobecnedyeHHON, 6yayT paspabaTbiBaTbCA KakWe-To
NPOEKTbI, KOTOPbIE MPMHECY T NoJL3Y. [lymalo, 4TO TaKoe MMHUCTEPCTBO 06A3aTe/IbHO
6yZeT cnoco6CcTBOBATb YYHLIEHUIO HUSHMW.

Statement 4 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -11): A 4to 6ygeT pgenatb 370
MuHMcTepcTBo? Hakve 6ygeT pewartb npob6aemMbl, 4TOGbl JOOGUTLCA BCEObLEro
cyacTtba? Mbl 6ygem ¢ 6e4HOCTbI0O Takum 06pas3om 60poTbeA? A IMYHO 3TOro He
noHvMmalo. BoobLye-To BONpoc aTOT, HaBEPHOE, AONKEH Obl1 Gbl COMPOBOXKAATLCA
KaKoM-TO [OMOJIHUTENbHOM WMHMOpMauuen [NA HaceneHus O TOM, 4YTO cobow
npeAcTaBAseT aTOT NPOEKT. MHave 3TO AnLb o4epeAHan aKuua nonyamsma.

Statement 5 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): A A BOT He gymato, 4TO OHO
c 6egHocTblO GyaeT 60poTbcA. Beab 6e4HOCTb B CTpaHe BbIrogHa, MOTOMY 4TO
6eHbIM YeNOBEK, KOTOPbIM HMBET Ha 15 ThicAY, Kyga nget? OH naeT BoesaTb UM
06CNymBaTh 60raTbiX N0AEMN.

Statement 6 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 5): [lpy3bA, MHe KameTcsA, 4TO Mbl yXOAUM
OT Tembl. Havyann ¢ MuHUCTepcTBa cyacTbA, a yWwan B Kakoe-To MUHUCTepCcTBO
6eaHoCTU. ECin BepHYTLCA K TeMe, TO A XO4Y CKasaTb, YTO HET MOHATHbIX KpUTEpUEB
cyacTbA. 114 0gHOro c4acTbe — NeTb NOA rmTapy B Noxoge, a A8 ApYroro —cbesanTb
Ha ManbgmBbl.

Statement 7 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = —8): MHe Toxe BOT HE COBCEM ACHO, YTO
3TO 3a MMHUCTEPCTBO 6yaeT? N Tak apMma YUHOBHWKOB NPEBbILLAET BCE MbICIMMblE
M HEMbIC/IMMbIE MO YUCNEHHOCTH Npegesibl. MHe KameTes, 4TO 3TO MoAMeHa NOHATHH,
mMaHunynauuna. OnATb e 370 BCe ANA YMHOBHUKOB, KOTOpble ByAyT MUTb XOPOLLO
B 9TOM MUHUCTEPCTBE.
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Statement 8 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): A Toxe xo4y cKasaTb, NOTOMY 4YTO CO
MHOTMMMW 34eCb HEe MOry CornacuTbcA. Mgea noMoyb NoaAM cTaTb MeHee 6eHbIMU
M KaK-TO MX NogjepraTb MHe HpaBuTcA. YTo B 3TOM nsioxoro? A Ha camom fgene
3/106HblE Pas3roBOpbl C KPUTWKOM uaen B. MaTBmeHKO O co3gaHuM Mogo6HOro
MWHUCTEPCTBA — 9TO MPOCTO NOMNbITKA ONMO3ULMK Pa3ayTb U3 MyXH C/IOHA.

Statement 9 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 8): A cuutaio, 4To B Poccun BoobLie
[OJ/IHKHO 6bITb KaKOe-TO CBOE MOHUMaHWe TOro, Kak MOXHO 6e4HOCTb YMEHbLUNTD.
A 3Halo, YTO KaKMe-To Mepbl cenyac NPUHMMAIOTCA, YTOObI C 6€AHOCTLIO 6GOPOTHCA.
Hakune-To ecTb BbiNnaTbl, coumanbHan noggepxKa 1 TaK ganee. U ¢ KamabiM rogom
370 yBesinunBaeTca. [10aTOMy A IMYHO NOAAEPHKMBAID 3TY MAEIO.

Statement 10 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 12): lpo T0, 4TO MUHKWCTEPCTBO
CYacTbA — 3TO BMOJIHE BOSMOXHbIA MPOEKT, COMHEHNA HE MOET ObiTb. DTO e He
}KenTanA npecca npuaymana, aTo CKasaHo TPETbMM JIMLOM roCyAapcTBa No YPOBHIO
noaHomouni. M A He gymato, 4To B aHHOM ciydae MaTB1eHKo npecnegoBasia Kakue-
TO J/INYHbIE KOPbICTHbIE Lie/I1, HanpuMep, BO3r/1aBUTb 3TO MMHUCTEPCTBO. Y Hee 1 TaK
BbICOKAaA AO/MKHOCTb. [lymato, 3T0 6b1710 UICKPEHHEE HenaHne MOMOYb JI0AAM.

Statement 11 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -11): MMo3BoabTe A N0 NOBOAY KaK
pas 6eHOCTU M CHACTbsA XOYYy CKa3aTtb, MOCKOJIbKY 3TO YIKe He MepBbiii pas 3By4MT.
Bo-nepBbiX, HUKaKOM KOppenAL MK, HACKOJIbKO A NPeACTaBAAI, MEKAY He6eAHOCTbIO
M cyacTbeMm He cylecTsyeT. [0BOPUTL, YTO 6eAHbIM Ye/IOBEK 3aBef0MO HecHacTeH,
9TO BCe-Taku maHunynauua. NMotomy 4To 6eAHbIM OH UK He GeaHbIM, KarmKabli AnA
cebA cam onpegenseT. Migea ¢ MUHUCTEPCTBOM COBCEM He MOHATHA. 3ayemM 370?

Statement 12 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 9): Kctatn, BO3MOMXHO, Bbl HE 3HaeTe
MM He NOMHUTE, HO cama MaTBMEHKO, Korga obCyAann NeHCHMOHHYI0 pedopmy,
coo6LWwnAa, 4TO JIMYHO Y Hee NeHCKA, OKasblBaeTcs, Bcero 25 ToicAY pybnen. Tax
4TO A Aymaro, 4To Npo MMHUCTEPCTBO CHACTbA OHA BMOJIHE UCKPEHHEe 3TO CKasana.
PasBe HeT?

Statement 13 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = —12): Hy He moxeT y Hee 6bITb NeHcHA
25 TbicAY py6ei. 3To cMelwHO. 34ech Bbl HTO-TO HE TO FOBOpUTE.

Statement 14 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 5): [Mouemy xe? [lame BOT Yy Hay4HbIX
COTPYAHWKOB 3apn/ata CerojHA O4YeHb MasieHbKas, HO eCTb HeKue HapabaBKM,
KOTOpble Ha MEHCWMOHHbIX HaKOMJEeHMAX He oTpamarTca. ST HaabaBKM YacTo
npeBbIWaoT 3apnaaTy. To e camoe MOMeT 6bITb U 34€eChb.

Statement 15 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): HeT, oknag rnasbl CoseTa
degepann He MOXKET OblTb TAKUM, YTOObI U3 HEFO NEHCKA NoJy4Ynaach B 25 TbicAY
(py6nen).

Statement 16 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 12): [To noBogy KaKOM-TO KOpbICTU
MaTBMEHKO 3T0, CKOpee Bcero, o4epeaHor denK. A nM4HO No nosogy GenKoB Mory
CKasaTb, 4TO Te, KTO MX CO3HaTE/IbHO COYMHAET U BOPAChIBAET B COLMA/IbHbIE CETH,
3TO /104K, KOTOpble BCeraa 4em-To HefoBOJbHbl. OHM BO BCeM BUAAT HeraTtus,
0COBEHHO 3TO Te, y KO0 ¥W3Hb He croxwunack. [lpouie rosops, 370 Bcerga
HeyAa4yHWKM, KOTOpble XOTAT XannaHyTb U MpeMae BCero Ha ycnewHbIx Agax. Jlyywe
BCero gosepaTb opuumanbHbiM CMU, OHKM y TOYHO hEWKM He pacrnpoCTPaHAIoT.
Y HUX B 3TOM HET HEOBXOAMMOCTMH...
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Statement 17 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 12): A A gymato, 4TO Ha caMOM Jiene BCe-
TaKu JO/KHA OblTb TaKaAa opraHvsauus, Kotopaa 6ygeT 3aHMMaTbCA BOMpOcamu
60pb6bl C 6€4HOCTBIO, MOTOMY HTO NPE3NAEHT MOCTOAHHO 3Ty 3aAady cTaBuT. OH BOT
TOYHO 3aMHTEpecoBaH, 4Tobbl 6eAHbIX He 6bIno.

Statement 18 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = —12): A moxeT 6bITb, 3T0O 6b11 TAKOM
NONyMCTCKUMA x0A7? MoeT 6biTb, 3TO YMCTO C/IOBA, CKa3aHHble ANA ayauTopuM,
TakaA wHAMBMAyasbHaa duwra: «Bor MartBueHKo rosopuT o MwuHWcTepcTBe
CYacTbA, 3HAYMT, OHA 3a Hapog, 3a CHaCTbe BCEX JI0AeN».

Statement 19 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): OueHb MOMeT 6bITb, TaK KaK
B [ocayme, Hanpumep, genyTaTtbl, KOTOpble NPUMHUMAIOT 3aKOHbI, MOAy4alT 3a
3aKOHOMPOEKTbl ONpeAeNeHHbIe AEHbIM, U 3TO AeHbIM Hemasible. Y UM HYKHO, 4TOObI
nx pamuanm Bce Bpemsa 6bliM Ha cayxy. To eCTb OHM NoAyYaloT JOMNOJHUTENbHbIE
JeHbrn Kpome cBoew 3apnaaTbl. [10aTOMy OHM YacTo npegsaaratT To, 3a 4To Jyma
AIBHO He NMporosiocyer.

Statement 20 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): A 370 odpuLMaIbHbIA UCTOYHUK WK
MHTepHeT? MHe IM4HO TaKoro HMKorga He nonagano. MHTepHeTy Boo6Le Henb3A
[OBEpATh.

Statement 21 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): lNMoyemy Henb3a? No-moemy,
TOJ/IbKO MHTEPHETY U MOXHO A0BepATb. Hy He TeneBnsopy we?

Statement 22 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 6): A 4em Bam He HpaBuTCA TeneBM3op?
OdwvunansHas nHdopmauua Bceraga HagexHee. OHa e NpoBepeHHas.

Statement 23 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): 11 MHe KaweTcsA, 4TO /OAM
B JlyMe NpoCTO XOTAT YEM-TO BbIAENATLCH, TO €CTb O4HA — MUHUCTEPCTBOM CHaCTbA,
APYyrol — 3aKOHOM MPOTUB rees, HaMpumep, TPeTU ewe Yem-To. BoT MunoHoBa
3HaloT KaK BesmKoro 6opua ¢ JITBT-cooblecTBoM?, a Apyroro 3HalT ele Kak-To.
M BCe OHM KaK-TO BbIAEIATCA, M 3TO KaK pas 31€MeHT MPOCTO COBCTBEHHOMO nNMapa
Ha QoHe Apyrux.

Statement 24 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): [lpy3bs, MMHUCTEPCTBO CHACTbA UK
HecYacTbA—HEeBaXHO, HO BOOGLLE 3TO MUHUCTEPCTBO MHTEpPeCcHas WTyKa. MaTBMeHKo
BeAb O4YeHb aKTMBHaA eHwwmHa. OHa e go aToro pabotana B [leTepbypre.
Celuac Bce ¥anylTca Ha HOBOro rybepHartopa, a npu MaTtBneHKo Beab 6b1s10 BCE
XOpOLWO. YTO-TO TAKOro A He NOMHIO, 4TOBbI Ha Hee }asnoBaaucb. Celyac Kakue-To
OTAE/IbHble Mepbl MPeAnpPUHMMAlOTCA, HO NoYeMy 6bl X B 0683aHHOCTH OTAE/IBHOMO
MWHUCTEPCTBA HE BK/IOYUTL?

Statement 25 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): He yBepeH. MHe KaeTcs, 4To
MWHUCTEPCTBOM CHaCTbA BCE-TaKW JO/IKEH ABNATLCA napnameHTt. M aTo JoamwHO
6bITb CBOGOAHLIM TBOPYECTBOM Ha 6aaro foger B pamKax 3aKoHogaTeslbHOro
opraHa. M He Hago cBanMBaTb 3TO HA KaKoe-To OAHO MMHUCTEPCTBO. 3aHMManTeChb
C NMOMOLLBIO AeNyTaTCKMUX CBOMX NOJIHOMOYMM 3TUM AE/IOM.

Statement 26 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): A ewe xo4y fo6aBUThL.
A cuuTato, 4TO ecam ByaeT MMHUCTEPCTBO 6egHOCTH, TO BegHOCTb cama cebs He
n3xuMBeT. [lymato, 4To ec/iv 6yaeT MUHUCTEPCTBO 60pbObI C 6EAHOCTHLIO, TO 6EAHOCTH
6ygeT 6osblwe. [MoToMy 4TO Nt060E BEAOMCTBO CTPEMMUTCA YBEAMYUTb CTEreHb
CBOEro KOHTPOJIA W pacwmpuTb TO, YTO OHO peryanpyeT. M oHO 06 beKTUBHO ByaeT
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CTPEMUTBCA HE K TOMY, YTOObl 6efHbIX CTas0 MEHbLUE, a K TOMY, YTO6bl 6efHbIX
cTasno 60Ablue, MOTOMY YTO TOrAa y 9TOr0 MMHMCTEPCTBA BblpacTaloT NOJIHOMOYMS,
1HaHcHpoBaHue, cTaTyc.

Statement 27 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 6): A BOT y MeHA Apyroe MHEHMe...
CHavana KameTcs, 4TO 3TO HanBHas Takan nges, Ho Takoe MMHMCTepPCTBO MOTJ10 Bbl
3aHMMaTbCA, Hanpumep, TeM, YTO MOXHO U3MEPATL: SKOHOMUYECKUE MOKa3aTeny,
3MOLMOHaIbHOE COCTOAIHWE HaceneHma 1 ap. A 3Hato npumMepsbl 1 B CLUA, 1 B gpyrmx
cTpaHax. Tam ecTb TaKue Nporpammbl 417 NOMorarwLmx npodeccuit. A cumTato, 4To
3TO OYEHb HYXKHO, M 3TO MUHUCTEPCTBO MO0 Gbl BO30OGHOBUTL CTapylo TpaauLmio
CCCP no npodunaKkT1Ke 340pOBbS U HE TO/IbKO (U3UYECKOr0, HO U BMOLIMOHAJTLHOTO.

Statement 28 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): A A 3Ty ngeto nogaepmsato. MHe
KameTcs, 4TO ceryac y Hac B CTpaHe MHOroe CTaHOBUTCA 60J1ee NPO3payHbIM. TOYHO
He 3Halo, HO y MeHs 60/iblUe MO3MTUBA B N1aHe PasBUTUA CTPaHbl B 6yayliem. Cervac
HameyatTCA OrpOMHbIE NEPCNEKTMBBI.

Statement 29 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): He ysepeH. CerogHsa Boobue
Hesb3f1 HUYEro ckasaTb O TOM, YTO C HAMKU BYAET NET Yepes AecATb.

Statement 30 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = —12): lMouemy 4yepes gecatb? CerogHa
Heslb3Al CKa3aTb fame 0 TOM, 4To ByaeT Yepes napy neT. Bce o4eHb HEMOHATHO.

Statement 31 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 11): Hy n nouyemy y Bac Takor neccummnam?
MHe KameTcs, YTO BCE OYeHb Aare fCHO, YTO ¢ Hamu GyaeT. Byaem passuBaTbeA
W paxe eue 6onee GbICTPbIMM TEMMNAMMK, YeM paHblue. M aKOHOMWKa ByaeT pacTy,
a YPOBEHb XW13HM y¥e BbIPOC, U AeduuMTa HET, KaK 6b1710 B 90-e.

Statement 32 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): N Bce-Takn... MHe KameTcs,
YTO Mbl YUKW OT TEMbI. Y MEHA BO3HMKAET BOMPOC: a KaKoBbl ByAyT 3ajayuu y 8Toro
MUHKUCTepcTBa? MNpoBoanTb 3amepbl? MOMKET 6biTb, B KAKON-HUOYAb DPUHAAHAMK
3TO MMEET CMbIC/1, HO B HaLLMX peasivsX A 9TO BOCMPMHUMAID KaK CTPYKTYpPY YMCTO
penpeccuBHyto. A HE MOTY OT Hee OXUAAaTb HUYero apyroro. Ecauv ato 6yayT 3amepbl,
TO A HE AyMalo, 4To ByAeT YeM noxBacTaTbeA nepes PUHAAHANEN, HanpUMep. To ecTb
Hago 6yfeT Kak-To NOAKPpYyYMBaTh, yaydlaTb NoKasaTenu. fl He O4eHb NOHWMALD, Kak
No-ApYromMy 3TO MOXET paboTaTb B HbIHELLHUX peausXx...

Statement 33 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): Tak n 6yget pabotatb —
CKpYy4MBaTb, HaKpyuuBaTtb, youpaTb HEHyXHoe. MoMMUTE, HUKTO Bam npaBay He
cKameT. Jllogn 60ATCA roBOpUTL NpaBay. A Kak onpeaenunTb, Tbl CHaCTANB UK HET?
KpuTepuii cyacTba y KaXoro CBOM.

Statement 34 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 9): A a BoT gymaio, 4TO B HOBOM
MUHWCTEPCTBE MOTrYT paboTaTh JII0AM, KOTOPble ByAyT paboTaTb NPOhEeCCUOHABHO.
CeropHs Befb eCTb TaKMe CTPYKTYPbl B CU/I0BbIX BEAOMCTBaX, Hanpumep, KoTopble
NIOBAT «0BGOPOTHEW B MOroHax», MU OHU Hemsoxo paboTatT. PaseBe HeT? Begb
y Hac MuHdWH nopaepmBaeT SKOHOMMUKY, @ MWHUCTEPCTBO MPOMbILLIEHHOCTH
pa3BMBaEeT Npon3BoACTBO. [103TOMY rOBOPWTb, 4TO MMHUCTEPCTBO CYACTbSl — 3TO
nosHas epyHAa, HaBepHoe, HENPaBULHO.

Statement 35 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): 3HaeTe /i1, BOT cerogHs Bce BpoAe
KaK OTBeYaloT 3a CYacTbe, HO HET KAaKOro-TO KOHKPETHOro OTBETCTBEHHOMO SMLA
Wnu nogpasgeneHus... HenoHATHO K KOMY BOOGLLE MOXHO 06paTuTbCcA. TO ecTb
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6blna 6bl N0Nb3a, €C/M 6bl 3TO Gblna OTAENbHAA CTPYKTYypa, B KOTOPYK MOMHO
NPUIATH, 3alTU HA CalT M NOHATb, YTO OHa pa3paboTasna, YTOObl KTO-TO KOHKPETHbIN
Hec OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a pelueHus. Celyac y Hac, Mexay npo4nm, obpaTHan cBA3b
C HaceNeHMEM yIKe HEMN0Xo HasameHa...

Statement 36 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): A ceityac caywato 1 BOT, 4TO
mMeHsA 3auenuo. lNpeactasmaock MHe cnegytowee. Hanpumep, BBeM napameTpsl
cyacTbA M BOT... CemMbA BAMAET Ha olyweHue cyacTbA? 3HA4YUT — yrosoBHas
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a pasBoa! Huskana poxagaeMoctb? A6opThl 3anpetmum! To ecTb He
YBEJIMYMM COLMASIBbHYIO 3aLMTY 417 OANMHOKMX HEHLMH C AeTbMMK, a MPOCTO abopThl
3anpetum!

Statement 37 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): [la n ecan Tak nowngert, ToO
y Hac euwe cgenaroT MuHucTepcTBO nponaraHgbl U1 MUMHUCTEPCTBO NaTtpuoTM3ama,
0 HEOB6XOAMMOCTH KOTOPbIX YIKE BbICKAa3bIBAJIMCb HEKOTOPbIE AenyTaThl, M 3TO BeAb
6ygeT yxacHo! Passe HeT?

Statement 38 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 11): 3HaeTe, ecnn Takoe MUHWCTEPCTBO
cYacTbA NOABMTCA, TO AOTHHbLI MMETb MECTO M Nponaranaa, v ero nonyaapusaums, Ho
K 3TOMY HY}HO MOAXOAWUTb O4EHb rPaMOTHO. XOTA A IMYHO Aymalo, YTO nponaraHga
HywHa. OHa B o6om obuiecTBe ecTb. A y Hac ee ABHO He xBartaeT. HymHO
nponaraHaMpoBaTh LleHHOCTH 06LLecTBa, a He NPOCTO O HUX FOBOPUTb.

Statement 39 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): [la Bbl 4TO TaKoe roBopuTe?
Y Hac v Tak nponaraHgbl CAMWKOM MHoro! HymHbl HesaBucumble CMU! A unx
NpaKTHU4ecKu HeT!

Statement 40 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 7): A gymato, 4TO 4yBCTBO CYacTbsA
dhopmMHpyeTCa, M OHO 3aBUCUT HE TONbKO OT MaTepuasibHbIX YCA0BUM HUSHU, HO W,
Hanpvmep, OT 4yBCTBA MPUYACTHOCTM K HEMY-TO BaXHOMY A/1A YenoBeKa. A gymato,
4YTO B MOHATME CYacTbA 06A3aTesIbHO AOMKHO BXOAWUTb YYBCTBO MaTpMOTU3MA.
M a1o pewaembiit Bonpoc. Ceryac oam ¢ hpoHTa BO3BpaLLanTcA ¢ 60eBbIM OMbITOM.
MNpepnaraeTcA, pasymeeTcA, MOCAE CMeELUasbHOMO OBYy4YeHWsA nejarorM4ecKum
HaBblKam MX NpuB/eKaTb K paboTe B WKoMaX U By3ax. M MHe KameTcs, aTO Towe
OY€eHb BaXKHO M AaCT NOJIOKUTENbHbIN 3PPEKT.

Statement 41 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 11): A cornaceH, HO Begb NaTPUOTU3M
TOX¥E M0-pasHOMY MOXHO OLEHMBAaTb, KaK W cHacTbe. BoT ecTb maTpuoThl, KOTOpble
TOJIbKO KpHUyaT o 068K K PoguHe, a Ha camoM fefie OHU ee 3almiuaTb Ha GPOHTE He
ToponATtca. Ceilvac pewaetca cyapba Poccmn 1 Kawabli JONKEH YTO-TO caenathb,
4yTo6bI N06EAMTL. M OKasanock, 4To BeCb MMp NpoTMB Poccuu, noTomy 4TO nNpasga
Ha Hawem cTopoHe. [la 4To A roBOPIo, 3TO BCE CEerogHA noHnmMaroT. o KpaiHer mepe
JOJIHbI MOHUMATb.

Statement 42 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): lNaTtp1oTn3m pasHbii 6biBaeT.
9710 TO4HO! Ho 0AHO Aeno — 3TO NpMHUMATh BCE, YTO CBEPXY CKaxyT, a Apyroe —
BbICTYNaTb NPOTMB HECMPAaBEA/MBOCTHU, KOTOPOM CErogHA MHOrO NMOTOMY, 4TO eCTb
M o4yeHb 6oraTtble, U o4eHb 6eAaHble! [aTpMoTbl — 3TO U Te, KTO MOXKET My6anYHO
BbICKa3aTb CBOE MHEHMWeE U He BoUTCA.

Statement 43 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 8): C 6e4HOCTbIO, KOHEYHO, HYXHHO
60pOTbCA, HO rocyaapcTBO He MOXeET cpasy BCex mMaTepuasbHO obecneyvBaTb
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Ha BbICOKOM YypOBHe. [103TOMy, HanpuMMmep, BbIXOAWTb HA MWTUHIM — 3TO Aame
amopasnbHo. Pa6oTaTb Hy*HO 60/bLUE, BbINOMHATL 3a4a4M 06LiecTBa.

Statement 44 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 10): A gymato, 4T0 MUTUHIM yCTpanBaTb —
3TO HE amMOpasibHO, a 6eCCMbICTIEHHO. STO TO/IbKO BpeMs TepATb. MOXHO CO MHOTMMMU
BellaMn He cornawaTbCs, HO MoMnacTb B MHOCTPaHHbIE areHTbl U Jame B TIOPbMY
A IMYHO CHUTAIO FNYMOCThIO.

Statement 45 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): A A BOT He cornaceH ¢ Bamw.
Horga 3atonnno OpeHbByprcKkyto 061actb, TO JIOAN BbICTYNWAM NMPOTUB MECTHbIX
HayYa/lbHWKOB M MpaBWbHO caenanun. MiHaye M Boo6LLEe Gbl HUKAKOM MOMOLLM He
6b1710. BnacTb HyXHO KOHTPOAMPOBATb W He GOATbLCA, MOTOMY YTO €W AOBepATb
He/b3A.

Statement 46 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): Hakne mutnHrn? MobowTtech
Bbl 6ora! Jlioan Bcero 6osaTcA. He To, 4TO BbICTYNUTb C TpeGOBaAHUAMM, a NPOCTO
roBOPWUTb Y4TO-TO MPOTUB Ha4YanbCcTBa. HUKTO HUKyAA y Hac He noiaeT. Tn BpeMeHa
ye npownu gasHo! Bce KOHTpoMpyeT LeHsypa.

Statement 47 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 9): A noyemy HeT? LleH3ypa o4eHb
Jame HywHa. Bce aTh «ronble Be4EPUHKK», KOrga Ntoan Ha dpoHTe rMbHYT, passe
HopMasibHO? B KMHO ogHa NopHyXxa, No TeNeBU30pY TOXE NOLLIOCTb oAHa. KOMopUcCTl
Takoe BbigatoT, 4To B CCCP 1x AaBHO 6bl yiKe nepecaxanu. Hynstypa pesko ynana.

Statement 48 (disloyal; Loyalty Index = -12): [la, A ¢ Bamu coriaceH.
Mbl poguamce B CCCP n BCé NMOMHWMM. Punbmbl 6blIM XOPOLLME W IOAN TOXeE.
A celyac Kam bl cTapaeTca 6onblie 3apaboTaTb N06bIMU cpeacTBamMn. M pare
He 3apaboTaTb, a XarnHyTb No6osibLue. M NlofM yKe HUYEro He cTecHaTeA. M ¢ aTum
Hajo YTO-TO Aenatb.

Statement 49 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 11): A gymato, 4T0 €cam MUHUCTEPCTBO
CYacTbA 1 NOABUTCSA, TO OHO AOJ/IHKHO NPEMAE BCEr0 3aHATLCA MMEHHO KYJIbTYPOM.

Statement 50 (loyal; Loyalty Index = 8): la nagHo Bam! He cmewwmTe! Y Hac
HULLMX TOIbKO 0durumnanbHo 10 MUAIMoHOB. Hakas TyT KynbTypay ilofen, y KOTOpbIX
JEHEr aare Ha KOMMYHaJKy W efly He XBaTaeT.
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