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The article problematizes a range of issues related to the transformation of coordination rela-
tions in the structure of public administration when making decisions under conditions of un-
certainty. The main substantive objective of the study is to analyze the conceptual model of
strategies and political-administrative coordination mechanisms of interaction in risk situations,
the features of management influences that ensure enhanced functionality of prevention and
distribution of threats, especially in the context of digitalization. The research methodology is
based on classical and modern concepts of public management, risk and its perception, and
theories of political coordination of various forms of algorithmic threat management. The article
argues that coordination in the structure of public administration is a political form of coordina-
tion and correction of political interests, rules of interaction between producers and consumers
of risks, their beneficiaries and those most exposed to risks. The article proves that political and
administrative coordination in the field of risk management is aimed at minimizing the results of
conflicts of interest, deformation of the perception of threats and dangers into riskophobia or
riskophilia. The authors argue that government monopolization of the right to information about
risks reduces the possibilities for joint coordination and the effectiveness of political strategies
to address threats. The analysis made it possible to come to the conclusion that the discoordi-
nation of functions, tasks and risk management processes does not allow the preferences and
perceptions of risk of social actors to be aggregated into the overall interest of preventing and

* The study was carried out with financial support of the Russian Science Foundation, Project

no. 19-18-00115. https://rscf.ru/project/19-18-00115 in the part of the article written by A. V. Aleinikov
and with financial support of EISR, Project no. 123091200053-0 “Dynamics of transformation of digital
public administration in modern Russia: political strategies and risks in the context of escalating global
conflict”, which is being implemented at INION RAN in the part of the article written by D. A. Maltseva
and O.D. Safonova.

© St. Petersburg State University, 2024

https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu23.2024.102



9T0Aumuuea(,ue UHCTMUNYMbL, NPOUECCHL U MEXHOA0ZUL

forecasting threats, and forms points of blockade of the structural-organizational and institu-
tional-regulatory mechanism for controlling hazards in the social system. The study identifies
and describes dysfunctions in the field of public administration associated with discoordination
of political risk management, highlights institutional, distributional, behavioral and paternalistic
management failures in situations of uncertainty, threats and dangers, identifies and describes
mechanisms of political-administrative coordination risk management.

Keywords: transformation of public governance, political and administrative coordination, risk,
risk reflection, political risk management, managerial failures.

The coordination theory is an analysis instrument underused in the arsenal of
modern sociology and political science of risk. It attracts attention in emergency cir-
cumstances.

Simultaneously, the global pandemic, which has significantly complicated the
configuration of administrative and political methods for regulating public relations,
has made it evident that the needs for rational and effective coordination urge the re-
newal of the heuristic tools for the analysis of this activity both at the level of academ-
ic relevance and at the level of developing technological mechanisms and methods
for solving issues of risk and threat management. The pandemic, forcing people to
adjust the practices of political risk management and decision-making in the context
of uncertainty, has created the urge to analyze the issue at a new level. It involves
evaluating new technologies and their effectiveness, re-evaluating the existing ad-
ministrative and political coordination mechanisms in the risk identification and as-
sessment system, and leveling these risks off.

The research relevance of studying the place and role of coordination relations
in decision-making in the context of uncertainty is due to the growing fragmen-
tation of the functional purpose of the political and administrative levels of main-
taining the rules of behavior in the conditions of “a reproducible algorithm for suc-
cessful extreme behavior without rules, in which the government easily provokes
repeated risks, relying on its lack of responsibility to the population” [Pavlovsky,
2019, p.92].

A particularly challenging issue is distributional equity of risks and determining
who should bear the burden of the corresponding costs. As one addresses the is-
sue of coordination mechanisms of interaction in the “risk subspace”, which, using
P.Bourdieu’s methodology, one considers to be an asymmetric structure that pro-
duces, reproduces, ranks, and distributes threats and risks, functioning “simulta-
neously as tools and goals of the struggle in various fields” [Bourdieu, 1993, p.40],
makes it possible to grasp the features of managerial influences that ensure the re-
inforcement of the functionality of prevention and distribution of threats.

One of the key research issues is that most works on this subject dramatically
ignore the understanding of the correlation of risk and its perception with the role of
coordinational management mechanisms in forming both adequate and inadequate
responses to contemporary threats. The consequences are the unwillingness to insti-
tutionalize norm and value regulators that work with risk exposure of modern society,
lack of situation and information assessment depth and various types of managerial
deviations in the practice of political strategy implementation. In different method-
ological approaches, the opportunity to influence risk production and spreading is
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related to one of the most profound characteristics of the crucial governmental gov-
ernance that ensures steady development.

Classical concepts relating to modern risk study and perception by U. Beck [Beck,
2000], Z.Baumann [Baumann, 2017], A. Giddens [Giddens, 1996], N. Luhmann [Luh-
mann, 1993], as well as keystone concepts by A.Wildavsky, K. Dake and M. Douglas
[Douglas, 1982; Wildavsky, 1994] have laid the foundation for this research that fo-
cuses on peculiarities of risk acceptance in different social groups caused by inher-
ent socio-cultural values.

N. Luhmann has stated that the fact that many sciences have turned to risk anal-
ysis never leads to a universal concept of risk. The research is unique in the way
it combines theories of political coordination of various forms of algorithmic threat
management that establish and change the rules of the game, disciplining sanctions
in a risk-based society, and studies of the institutional design of modern risks and
dangers, various strategies in the context of uncertainty. It is important to propose
a conceptualization of bureaucratic practices within the typology of risk response
strategies, the specifics of risk reflection, and the calculation of costs, benefits, and
utility in various organizational coordination models.

Within the research framework, there is no need to provide a detailed analysis
of publications on the methodological aspects of this issue. A detailed overview of
the research and development corpus is presented in the analytical review by Kevin
Crowston et al. [Crowston, Rubleske, Howison, 2006]. The authors believe that it is
essential to understand coordination not as a finite or equilibrium state but as a con-
tinuous open process in the system as a whole to ensure its stability by reinforcing
the integration of its parts and elements [Chavance, 2003].

Other approaches that are crucial in connection with the issues examined in the
paper include the social risk amplification concept [Kasperson, Renn, Slovic, 1988],
which considers the mechanisms of coordination of initial individual signals concern-
ing threats with the current political agenda, the political goal setting of the state,
the political intentions of the ruling minority, and public political discourse [Solovyov,
2019], which can weaken or strengthen the perceived risks.

This type of methodological narrative provides a chance to identify the risks and
dangers and show how political actors legitimize their decisions.

Public power is not unified (except for a monopoly on violence). It is a multi-level
hierarchical structure of fragmented echelons whose actions and interests are un-
coordinated and sometimes conflicting with each other, forming their strategies for
self-preservation and generating additional costs in connection with risks.

Noting in this regard the tremendous increase in the complexity of transactions be-
tween participants in the social game, the need for intervention to ensure equal access
to it and its conditions, Michel Crozier believes that it is necessary first to understand
the reasons for the behaviors that are considered undesirable, and then try to influence
the conditions that generate them and to anticipate possible errors. However, the issue
is not limited to that as “the dispute is not about the need for regulation, but about
the type of power that should develop it, about the type of power that should apply
it, on the one hand, and about the limits of this power and the abuse of power that it
commits, on the other” [Crozier, 2011, p. 196]. It is essential to take into considera-
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tion the ability of political and administrative institutions to abuse power and violence,
create, use the term suggested by M. Foucault, various forms of “administrative inqui-
sition”, their use of a sophisticated arsenal of practical tools, checks and balances,
formal and informal restrictions that are intended to compensate for the sinking trust
through organized distrust [Rosanvallon, 2008]. As Gleb Pavlovsky emphasizes, the
government is splitting into a supplier of dangers and a seller of means of protection.
Not managing the dangers turns out to be a winning strategy for political institutions.
The government, instead of coordinating risk and managing threats, tends to regard
human behavior as harmful for humans themselves (although it seems reasonable to
those who engage in it), creates challenges, generates demand for their creation, and
spreads anxiety from which citizens are “saved” on behalf of the same government.
The authorities detest conflicts, but suppression or “prevention” of conflict is extremely
advantageous for them. A business area emerges that manipulates by using threats
and creating false agendas [Pavlovsky, 2012].

Explanatory models of the perception of risk tolerance and its acceptability base
on assessments of the political/emotional perception of the evaluation of the “hon-
esty” of their distribution or on the analysis of coordinating political/administrative
decisions based on certain regulatory principles and methods of justifying assess-
ments of threats and dangers.

Additionally, the theoretical premise of M. Crozier is seen as fundamental in this
regard. He characterized modern society as the “realm of negotiation, and believed
that the power of the government depends on the scope of control over the source
of uncertainty” [Crozier, 2017].

In this context, it seems one-dimensional to describe coordination relations sole-
ly as the coordination of “the actions of public authorities, reconciliation of goals,
resources, forms, and methods of activity in order to achieve common goals” [Bu-
chakova, 2014]. The approach used in this paper to examine the coordination rela-
tionships in risk management is fundamentally different.

To overcome these shortcomings in understanding coordination relationships in risk
management, the authors propose to shift the epistemological attitude. Instead of reduc-
ing the practice of political coordination design to a normative and legal description of co-
ordination by the government authorities, it is necessary to identify the semantic dimen-
sion of the interests, motives, and actions of political actors in the coordination process
that use threats and dangers as a resource. Corey Robin emphasizes that fear is political.
It originates in society, has far-reaching consequences, can dictate politics, brings new
groups to power, keeps others out, and creates and cancels laws [Robin, 2004].

In particular, the research expands the range of the analysis to include the impact
of coordination on the responses of risk consumers to the dysfunctions of risk pro-
ducers. Awareness of the cleavage between them in differentiated societies is one
of the most important human attitudes [Shils, 1961]. Simultaneously, the primary risk
for risk producers is often “the risk of a Russian roulette player — an unrecoverable
final loss” [Pavlovsky, 2019, p.66-67].

They often develop and apply “a sophisticated arsenal of practical tools, checks
and balances, formal and informal restrictions that are intended to compensate for
the sinking trust through organized distrust”.
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A more productive option is the use of the epistemological arsenal of consider-
ing the coordination at the institutional level as a joint activity of the governors and
the governed, which implies “recognition of the mutual responsibility of the parties,
and, therefore, significantly lower use of deception and dishonest tricks” [Solovyov,
2021, p. 47].

This research issue can be formulated as a matter of the political and administra-
tive dichotomy, the mechanisms, and forms of coordination between those “exposed
to risks and those benefiting from them” and between “risk producers and risk con-
sumers” [Beck, 2000, p. 26].

Coordination is a specific authentic political form, a typical model of coordination
and correction of political interests, the rules of interaction of authorities at various
levels among themselves and with the population, a societal framework that arises
from competitive interactions. It concerns the model of the state as a “playmaker”
[Rubinshtein, Gorodetsky, 2020, p.179], a key player in generating, coordinating,
making, and executing decisions, which manipulates all threads of coordinating the
“game”, from the quality of strategic thinking and strategic decision-making skills,
the ability to organize a team game of risk management, which determines the life
of the “society of risk”.

Therefore, the special functional burden of political coordination is to maintain
(change), based on non-economic criteria, the compatibility of the positions of po-
litical actors with the political system and with each other. As the means and pre-
requisites for this compatibility, the initial organizational forms of coordination are
the unity of the order of adoption and the content of the organizational principles of
power, the order of decision-making, and functional specialization, the principles of
interaction and adjustment of the laws of rational management and models of the
political and organizational process [Malone, Crowston, 1994]. Therefore, this un-
derstanding of political coordination allows one to observe a different construction
of the techniques of ruling to study the art of governing, that is to say, the reasoned
way of governing best and, at the same time, reflection on the best possible way of
governing [Foucault, 2010].

Political and administrative coordination in the field of risk management, among
other things, aims at minimizing the consequences of conflicts of interest, the results
of which may lead to rejection of reasonable decisions and lead to “unrealistic opti-
mism” or “unrealistic pessimism” in the perception of threats and dangers, “riskopho-
bia” or “riskophilia”, social ideas regarding strategies of behavior in the conditions of
vulnerability since “the political process has its own logic, which in many cases does
not coincide with the usual logic of optimizing economic mechanisms... Moreover,
in the process of political maneuvering, participants often deliberately avoid risks
associated not only with the protection of strategies that they consider insufficiently
popular among voters but also with the search for new opportunities in this area”
[Radygin, Entov, 2012, p. 26].

The paradox of poor governance from the standpoint of risk management ef-
fectiveness is that the society pays a high price for its failures, and the stabilizing
mechanisms are distorted. In this situation, the entire society is at risk since reacting
to the perception of risks by the majority, which is directed by political management
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to maximize popularity, the society finds itself outside the zone of effective solutions
for managing threats [Rubinshtein, Gorodetsky, 2018]. Nevertheless, it is attractive
and convenient for politicians [Baland, Moene, Robinson, 2010].

Such political maneuvering in the subspace of risk and the desire to avoid dis-
cussing risks, simplified perception of threats due to the focus on purely tactical
goals, the monopolization by the authorities of the right to information about risks,
narrow the range of possibilities for joint coordination in the context of interdepart-
mental rivalry, reducing to zero the effectiveness of political measures aimed at
threats elimination.

Scholar’s attribute this primarily to the vagueness of criteria for assessing the
consequences of non-trivial decisions in a situation of uncertainty and threats com-
pared to ordinary activities. In the political coordination projection, a risk situation
generates preliminary probing, coordination, and other “safety” procedures that de-
lay decision-making and restrict its effectiveness [Radygin, Entov, 2012].

As U.Beck has pointed out, socially accepted risks include a “political detonator”:
the aspects that have been considered non-political become politics [Beck, 2000,
p.26].

Therefore, the incoordination of the functions, tasks and processes of risk man-
agement does not allow one to aggregate the preferences and perceptions of risk of
social actors into a common desire to prevent and predict threats, forms the points
of blocking the structural/organizational and institutional regulation mechanisms for
controlling hazards in the social system. Earlier in the research, the authors have
already mentioned that risk is the result of particular decisions oriented in specific
ways which can lead to unexpected, dysfunctional, negative consequences, in which
people form preferences and orientation that are beneficial to the authorities in terms
of optimizing risk management and achieving maximum effect at minimum cost [Ab-
gadzhava, 2020].

Therefore, coordination in risk management means finding ways to aggregate
conflicting perceptions of risks, aligning interests between those who produce risks
and those who consume them.

It is clear that since these groups can independently form models of their behav-
ior in a threat situation that do not coincide (contradict) with the risk minimization
objectives of the political system, it is necessary to reconcile operations, goals, and
resources to ensure a holistic risk management process. Considering the aspects
mentioned above, the authors believe that political and administrative coordination
tasks are to develop ways of controlling risk that minimizes and mitigates the emerg-
ing mismatches of private interests.

Within the framework of this discussion, it remains to identify the following mech-
anisms of political and administrative coordination of risk management [Aleinikov,
Maltseva, 2021, p. 185-1871]:

— Coordination unit for forecasting, identification, and assessment of strategic
risks, which is used to model the nature and trends of threat development, determine
the critical boundary, the red lines of risk tolerance;

— Coordination by quantifying risks and threats (their goals, subjects, actors,
resources, stakeholders, etc.);
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— Coordination unit of strategic risk limitation, which sets the limits of the free-
dom of decision-making on risks in the hierarchy of political institutions and elimi-
nates the uncertainty of their actions in a situation of a threat;

— Coordination by identifying the subjects and the actors of risk transfer in the
structure of political and administrative institutions;

— Coordination by defining the forms and mechanisms of political hedging and
preventive risk reduction;

— Coordination unit of strategic risk diversification based on making political de-
cisions on the distribution of gains/losses and risk management resources among
various social actors and institutions in order to minimize threats for the society as
a whole;

— Coordination unit of information and methodological support for management
actions, rapid response measures, systematization of tools aimed at prevention and
dynamic attenuation of risk;

— Coordination by “splitting” the contradictions of the operational generation of
possible management reactions to the hazards, regulation of the choice of possible
alternatives to the reactions of the solution that is currently the best;

— Coordination by identifying key changeable and persistent variables, “as-
signing responsibility” for past threats, identifying the primary stakeholders and
coalitions interested in the construction of hazards, their roles and risk-generating
potential;

— Coordination by establishing the time horizon of the impact of risk factors on
the level of uncertainty and their ranking, the opportunities of changing them in the
future;

— Coordination unit of scenario planning and integral ranking of scenarios of
standard and non-standard situations, in other words, of several significant and mu-
tually influencing trends in the development of risk situations;

— Political and administrative coordination design of alternative options for the
impact of threats and coordination of scenarios with the risk management strategy;

— Coordination unit for the formation of a strategic culture regarding risks [Alei-
nikov, Sunami, 2022] and the structure of risk management, the resolution of con-
tradictions, the adjustment of strategic, tactical, and procedural priorities, and the
methods of working with threats.

The meaning of such an analytical dimension of political and administrative
coordination is to highlight additional characteristics related to the relationship
between the theory of risk management and the concepts of formal/informal co-
ordination mechanisms. This approach, which creates a framework for interacting
between all players in the “risk field”, activates various tools for addressing threats
and creates the basis for institutional and functional adjustments to the mecha-
nisms and procedures used to coordinate the management of hazards and uncer-
tainty. This perspective is a necessary step towards searching for new models for
developing policy solutions aimed at preventing and minimizing risks.
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TPAHC®OPMALIUA CTPATEITUN
NoOJINTUKO-AAMUHUCTPATUBHOW KOOPAUHALIMU
B CTPYKTYPE NYBJINYHOIO YNPABJIEHUS PUCKAMW*

A.B. AneiHnkoB

CaHkT-leTepbyprcknii rocyaapCTBEHHbIN YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickas denepaumns, 199034, CaHkT-lMeTepbypr, YHuBepcutetckas Hab., 7-9

A.A. ManbueBa

CaHkT-leTepbyprcknin rocynapCTBEHHbIA YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickas Pepepaums, 199034, CaHkT-lMeTepbypr, YH1Bepcutetckasa Hab., 7-9,

Poccuiickuin yHBepcuteT apyxobl HapoaoB umenun Matpuca Jlymymoei,
Poccuiickasa denepaumsa, 117198, Mocksa, yn. Muknyxo-Maknas, 6

0. [.CadoHoBa

CaHkT-lNeTepbyprckumini rocyaapCTBEHHbI YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickas ®enepaumns, 199034, CaHkT-lMeTepbypr, YHuBepcutetckas Hab., 7-9

B ctatbe npobnematnanpyeTcs Kpyr BONPOCOB, CBSI3aHHbIX C TpaHcopmMaumelnt KoopamHaum-
OHHbIX OTHOLUEHWUI B CTPYKTYpe NyOAMYHOMO yrnpaBAeHUst NPy MPUHATUM PELLEeHUIA B YCIOBUSX
HeonpeaeneHHoCcTn. OCHOBHYIO coaepXaTefibHyl0 3a4advy MUCCNefoBaHUsA COCTaBfsieT aHanvs
KOHLLeNTyaslbHON MOAENN CTpaTernii U NOMTUKO-aaMUHNCTPATMBHBIX KOOPAMHALMOHHBIX Mexa-
HN3MOB B3aUMOLENCTBUSI B CUTyaLMSIX PUCKOB, OCOOEHHOCTEN YNpaBneHYeCKNX BO3LENCTBUN,
obecneumBalonX ycuneHne OyHKLMOHANbHOCTU NPEBEHLMW U pacnpeneneHns yrpos, oco-
©6eHHO B ycnosusx undposusaumn. Metogonorus nccnefoBaHns 6a3npyeTcs Ha KNacCUHeckmnx
1 COBPEMEHHbIX KOHLENUMSX NYOANYHOrO ynpaBiieHns, pUcka 1 ero BOCNPUSTUS U TEOPUSX NOIN-
TMHECKOWN KOOPAMHALMN PadnnyHbix GOpM anropuTMUYECKOro ynpasneHmsa yrposamm. B ctatbe
YTBEPXAAETCS, YTO KOOPAMHAUMS B CTPYKTYpe MyGAMYHOro ynpasneHus — 370 NoAMTuyeckas

* MccnepoBaHue BbIMOMHEHO 3a cyeT rpaHTa Poccuiickoro HaydHoro ¢oHaa N2 19-18-00115,

https://rscf.ru/project/19-18-00115/, B 4acTtu ctatbu, HanucaHHon A. B. AneliHnkoBbIM, 1 Npu du-
HaHcoBol nopaepxke ONCKU B pamkax Hay4Horo npoekta N2 123091200053-0 «AuHamuka TpaHc-
dopmaumm undpoBOro NyGAMYHOro ynpaBieHns B COBpeMeHHOM Poccum: nonvtmndeckme crparernm
1 PUCKN B YCIIOBUSIX acKanaumm rnobanbHoro KoHdnmkTa», kotopeii peannayetcs 8 MHNOH PAH,
B YacTu cTtaTbu, HanucaHHom [. A. Manbueson n O. 1. CadoHoBO.
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9To;tumuuec:(,ue UHCTMUNYMbL, NPOUECCHL U MEXHOA0ZUL

dopma cornacoBaHms 1 KOPPEKLMM NOUTUYECKNX MHTEPECOB, NPaBW B3aUMOAENCTBUS MeXAY
npou3BOAUTENAMU 1 NOTPEOUTENAMU PUCKOB, X BeHedurumapamMmm 1 TeMu, KTo Hanbonee noa-
BEpXeH puckam. [lokasblBaeTcsl, H4TO MOAUTUKO-aAMUHUCTPATMBHAA KoopauHaums B cdepe
YNpPaBiEHNS PUCKaMW HanpaeieHa Ha MUHUMN3ALMIO PE3YLTAaTOB KOHPMKTA UHTEPECOB, Ae-
dopmMaunm BOCNpUATUS Yrpo3 K ornacHocTen B puckodobuto nnu puckodunmnio. ABTopbl NpUBO-
OAT apryMeHTbl B NOJb3Y TOrO, YTO MOHOMONN3ALIMS BAACTbIO NpaBa Ha MHPOPMALIMIO O PUCKax
CY>KaeT BO3MOXHOCTU COBMECTHOM KoopanHauum n 9dGeKTUBHOCTb NMOUTUYECKNX CTpaTernn
Mo yCTpaHeHu o yrpo3d. MpoBeaeHHbIV aHanu3 No3BOJI NPUIATY K BbIBOAY, YTO ANCKOOPAVHALMS
bYHKUMIA, 33424 1 NPOLLECCOB YNPaBEHNS PUCKaMK HE MO3BOJISIET arperMpoBaTh NPeanoYTeHNs
1 NpeacTaBfieHnst O puUcke couuasibHbIX CyObeKTOB B COBOKYMHBIN MHTEPEC NPEeBEeHUUN 1 Npo-
rHO3MpPOBaHUs yrpo3, GopmupyeT ToukM 610Kaabl CTPYKTYPHO-OPraHM3auMOHHOIO U UHCTUTY-
LIMOHAJNbHO-PErynaTMBHOIO MexaHm3ama KOHTPOJIS OMacHOCTEeNr B coumanbHOM cucteme. B mnc-
cnenoBaHunM onpenesieHbl U onMcaHbl ANCPYHKLMM B chepe rocyaapCTBEHHOIO yrnpaBieHus,
CBSA3aHHbIE C AMCKOOpANHAUMEN NOUTUYECKOTO PUCK-MEHEOXXMEHTA, BbIOENSAIOTCH UHCTUTYLN-
OHaJIbHblE, pacnpeaennTenbHble, MOBEAEHYECKNE N NATEPHAIMCTCKNE yNpaBieHYeckne nposa-
Jbl B CUTyaUMsIX HEONPEAENEHHOCTH, YrPO3 U OMACHOCTEN, BbISIBNIEHbI M OMMCaHbl MEXaHU3MbI
MONNTUKO-aAMUHUCTPATUBHOIO KOOPAMHALMOHHOIO YNPaBIeHUs PUCKaMU.

KnioueBble cnoBa: TpaHchopmMauus nyosMyHOro ynpaeseHus, noamtmieckas u aaMmHn-
CTpaTuBHAs KOOPAMHAUMSA, PUCK, PUCK-PeDEKCUS, MOMNTUYECKUI PUCK-MEHEOXKMEHT, ynpaB-
JIEHYECKMe NpoBasibl.

Crtatbs nocTynuia B pegakumio: 5 nioHsa 2023 r.;
pekomeHaoBaHa k neyaTu: 10 Hosa0ps 2023 r.

Ansa uutnpoBaHusa: Aleinikov A. V., Maltseva D. A., Safonova O. D. Transformation of political
and administrative coordination strategies in the structure of public risk management // Monn-
Tnyeckas akcneptumsa: NOJIMTIOKC. 2024. T. 20, N2 1. C. 23-32.
https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu23.2024.102
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