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In the more than 20 years since the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union, the political and 
socioeconomic orientation of the Russian elite 
has changed dramatically due to transforma-
tions in the country’s political and economic 
system, the emergence of new foreign-policy 
reference points, and a profound ideological 
crisis in the country. The post-Soviet period 
has been marked by a diversity of views among 
elite groups in Russian society regarding the 
direction Russia should take in both domes-
tic and foreign policy. The evolution of their 
views has tracked broader changes in Russian 
society and the country’s changing standing 
on the global stage.

The role of post-Soviet Russia in international 
relations has also changed radically over the 
past 20 years. The Soviet Union was one of 
the two leading world powers along with the 
United States, possessing a powerful army 
and vast material and human resources, which 
helped shape the country’s foreign policy. The 
Soviet Union had interests across the world 
and sometimes used military force to protect 

them. Russia, as the successor state of the 
Soviet Union, inherited the geopolitical status 
of its powerful predecessor. However, eco-
nomic decline caused by the painful restruc-
turing of the economic and political system, 
and the secession of several Soviet republics 
had significantly undermined its military and 
economic power.

The situation began to improve in the early 
2000s. Both the economy and the political 
system were aided by the consolidation of a 
vertical power structure. And the regime’s 
renewed strength at home was reflected in 
the country’s foreign policy. Russia began to 
more actively promote its interests on the 
international stage, which has sometimes led 
the country into confrontations with other 
influential members of the international com-
munity. The early Putin years are best cap-
tured by the famous words of state chancel-
lor Alexander Gorchakov (1798-1883) uttered 
after the Russian Empire rejected the Paris 
peace treaty: “La Russie ne boude pas; elle se 
recueille (‘Russia is not sulking, she is com-

Introduction
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posing herself’)” It became clear after Putin’s 
speech at the Munich Security Conference in 
2007 that Russia’s top political circles viewed 
the country as a leading actor in international 
relations and intended to pursue a foreign 
policy commensurate with this status.

To understand whether this trend will con-
tinue, we must determine how the Russian 
elite understand the country’s international 
interests today, and which methods of uphold-
ing these interests they consider to be the most 
effective.

In the period under examination, the elite 
changed its views of the country’s relationship 
with the West, primarily the United States. In 
the Soviet Union, official propaganda cast the 
United States as the country’s main political, 
ideological and military adversary. After the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, the Kremlin’s 
rhetoric toward the United States became 
more positive, with a growing number of pere-
stroika and post-Soviet Russia leaders pub-
licly assuring Washington of the friendship 
between the two countries. Initially, the feel-
ings seemed to be mutual: Mikhail Gorbachev 
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, and the 
US administration and private corporations 
extended financial and expert assistance to 

Russia during the economic and political 
reforms of the early 1990s. Many saw this as 
evidence that the Cold War was giving way to 
a new period of relative peace and prosperity 
in international relations.

However, even under Boris Yeltsin, in the late 
1990s, some groups of the Russian political 
elite grew increasingly dissatisfied with the 
US policy of global hegemony and insisted 
that Russia pursue an independent foreign 
policy, even if this were to cool relations with 
Washington. The situation came to a head 

when the then Prime Minister 
Yevgeny Primakov, who was fly-
ing to the United States for an 
official visit, ordered his plane to 
turn back home over the Atlantic 
after learning of NATO’s deci-
sion to bomb Yugoslavia. It was 
an unprecedented expression of 
a politician’s will to uphold Rus-
sia’s stance.

Russia’s claim to an independent foreign pol-
icy and the status of a global leader grew 
stronger with Vladimir Putin’s rise to political 
preeminence. This revival of Russia’s geo-
political ambition has been accompanied by 
growing Russia-US confrontation over several 
issues. The latest exchange of blows involved 
the US Magnitsky Act and Russia’s retaliatory 
Dima Yakovlev Law.

What prompted these changes in the Rus-
sian government’s foreign policy rhetoric? Is 
this evidence of Russia’s growing economic 
and military strength, or should we seek an 
explanation at the micro-level by analyzing 
the views of the Russian elite? Does the mood 

In the more than 20 years the political and 
socioeconomic orientation of the Russian 
elite has changed dramatically. The role 
of post-Soviet Russia in international 
relations has also changed radically
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of Russian society follow trends set by elite 
groups? Do Russians support the elite’s cur-
rent foreign policy, or is it public opinion 
that catalyzes the government’s actions on 
the international stage, as it seeks to garner 
additional public support? And lastly, do atti-
tudes toward the United States differ depend-

ing on age? In other words, is it possible to 
forecast changes in public and elite opinion 
in the future, when younger politicians will 
have replaced the current leaders? We will try 
to answer these questions by analyzing elite 
attitudes toward the United States in Russia.

Elite consensus is considered a critical feature 
of successful democratization. However, many 
forget that such consensus can also impede 
democratic reforms. If key actors in an author-
itarian country are in basic agreement regard-
ing the distribution of important positions and 
the priorities that should guide the country’s 
development, even strong popular demand 
for democracy can be blocked by the coordi-
nated action of elite groups. The elite will do 
its best to preserve the status quo, but if the 
public’s tolerance threshold is exceeded, the 
masses may attempt to build democracy from 
the bottom up, even using force to achieve 
this end. In light of international experience, 
we can assume that the latter scenario would 
most likely lead to an authoritarian regime or 

a long period of political instability. However, 
nascent differences are emerging between elite 
groups. Some are dissatisfied with individual 
elements of current policy, or with the dis-
tribution of resources and power. Divisions 
among elites on certain issues could catalyze 
reforms.

The extent of the reforms will 
depend on which issues are the 
most polarizing among elite 
groups. Given the current state 
of Russian politics, we first need 
to determine whether the oppo-
sition to the current regime – 
expressed in the large-scale pro-

test rallies of late 2011 and early 2012 – is also 
growing among elite groups. Do elites want a 
more democratic political system and sweep-
ing reforms as much as the opposition-minded 
segment of society that includes members 
of the so-called creative class? Or does the 
rift in Russian society, which has bolstered 
the protest movement, run horizontally and 
divide elite groups from the rest of the society, 
rather than vertically, cutting across all the 
most important segments of modern Russian 
society?

The opposition movement’s grievances, it 
should be noted, are directed at specific, lim-
ited aspects of how the country is governed. 
Radical demands and calls for immediate 
revolution are no more common among the 
opposition than the elite. Therefore, it may 
be ideological differences, rather than a fun-
damental value cleavage, that lie at the heart 
of the intractable politicial disputes between 
ruling groups or between the government and 
society.

Nascent differences are emerging between 
elite groups. Some are dissatisfied with 
individual elements of current policy
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We have entered a period in which young 
people born in the 1970s and 1980s will start 
to assume key positions in politics and busi-
ness. This next generation of leaders came 
of age in fundamentally different conditions 
and, therefore, differs dramatically from their 
predecessors. To know how this changing of 
the elite will influence the country, we need 
to thoroughly examine the values held by this 
generation and to predict how these values 
might evolve in the next several decades.

This research project analyzes the values, 
mindset and ideological orientation of post-
Soviet elites, as well as the factors that influ-
ence their formation and evolution, and 
attempts to predict the effects of this evolu-
tion on the country’s domestic and foreign 

policy. The authors seek to answer the fol-
lowing questions in order to determine how 
those who make crucial decisions about how 
Russia is run see the situation in the country 
and the world:

•	 Is there a generational gap in the politi-
cal and socioeconomic attitudes of Russian 
elites? If so, how are these attitudes chang-
ing within the different age groups?

•	 How does the modern Russian elite see the 
country’s place in the system of interna-

tional relations? In particular, how do cur-
rent leaders define the sphere of Russia’s 
national interests, and which instruments 
do they see as crucial for achieving Rus-
sia’s foreign policy goals? How these views 
change over time?

•	 What factors explain differences in elite 
views on foreign policy issues and their pre-
ferred approaches to dealing with them? In 
a broader theoretical context, this question 
can be reworded as follows: How do leaders’ 
psychological traits influence their foreign 
policy views?

•	 Which domestic and foreign threats to nation-
al security do elites see as most serious, and 
how have their views changed with time?

•	 Are the structural changes in the Russian 
elite’s political and socioeconomic views 

related to economic and political 
changes in post-Soviet Russia? 
Is there a connection between 
changes in the ideology of the 
elite and changes in public 
opinion?
•  In what direction will elite 

views evolve in the future, and 
what political consequences 
might this entail?

In order to answer these questions, we have 
outlined six basic areas of research, beginning 
with elite views on Russia’s national interests.

Our analysis will show which factors lead to a 
narrow definition of Russia’s sphere of inter-
est, limited to Russian territory, and which 
factors encourage a more expansive under-
standing of national interests, according to 
which modern Russia is one of the leading 
players on the international stage and its 

We have entered a period in which young 
people born in the 1970s and 1980s will 
start to assume key positions in politics 
and business
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sphere of interest embraces nearly the entire 
world.

Second, we examined the influence of indi-
viduals’ psychological traits on their foreign 
policy views. This research has revealed a 
relationship between such characteristics as 
ethnocentrism, authoritarianism and mental 
rigidness and views on Russia’s sphere of 
national interest, the use of military force in 
international relations, attitudes towards the 
United States, and some other key issues of 
the current agenda of global politics.

Third, we examined why the elite and the gen-
eral public hold negative views of the United 
States, allowing us to formulate the main 
causes of anti-Americanism and to compare 
the evolution of elite and general attitudes to 
US policy. We also forecast possible changes 
in anti-American sentiment and their poten-
tial impact on Russia’s foreign policy.

Fourth, we analyzed the elite’s perceptions 
of foreign and domestic threats to Russia’s 
national security. We examined how respond-
ents evaluate the possible negative impact 
of such internal factors as rising economic 
inequality, ethnic tensions, inflation, and pol-
lution. We have noted respondents’ views on 
such external dangers as the growth of US 
military power compared to Russia’s military 
capabilities, border conflicts between Russia 
and other CIS countries, and color revolu-
tions. These surveys reveal how elite views of 
these threats are changing, and whether these 
trends are likely to continue.

Fifth, we looked at structural changes in the 
ideology of the post-Soviet elite. We analyzed 
whether polarization in respondents’ views 
on key socio-political and economic aspects 
of the Russian system took place over the last 
years. Nascent changes in elite views have 

corresponded to changes in public opinion on 
the given issues, allowing us to analyze the 
interaction of elite and public opinion. and to 
forecast possible effects of the elite ideological 
divergence on social and economic develop-
ments of Russian society.

Sixth, we studied generational differences 
in the Russian elite’s values and views on 
the country’s domestic and foreign policy. 
We also focused on how respondents’ politi-
cal and socioeconomic views have changed 
over the course of the post-Soviet period. We 
studied the relationship between a respond-
ent’s age and views of the optimal system of 
government, democracy, the market econo-
my, the current government in Russia, and 
important figures in international politics, 
as well as changes in different age groups’ 
political and socioeconomic priorities. That 
analysis revealed the influence of one’s age 
and context of socialization on the develop-
ment and transformation of socio-political 
preferences.

This paper consists of three parts. The first 
part deals with the political situation in post-
Soviet Russia, emergence of the modern Rus-
sian elite, and the institutional context in 
which it operates. The second part is an 
analysis of elite values and views at individual 
points in time and as a function of time. It 
begins with a discussion of the methodology 
used in the research, followed by a detailed 
exposition of the results from the main sec-
tions of the survey. In the third part, we use 
the collected data to propose possible devel-
opment scenarios for Russia as a result of a 
comprehensive transformation of elite values, 
views and sentiments. This paper is supple-
mented with a sociological profile of a typical 
member of the Russian elite in the 2020s, 
including their values, domestic and foreign 
policy priorities and views on Russia’s future.
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All political regimes are primarily the product 
of the elite. The interaction between differ-
ent elite groups and their relationship with 
the people of their country shape the national 
political system and determine its stability. 
How elites interact, the degree of their internal 
cohesiveness and structure are determined 
by two main factors [Burton & Higley, 2006]. 
The first is the degree of structural integration, 
meaning how deeply embedded regional elites 
are in the system of elite relationships, and the 
stability of the system of vertical ties within 
elites. The other is the degree of consolidation 
among elites, which reflects the extent to which 
members publicly maintain a single set of val-
ues and abide by a uniform code of conduct.

Using these parameters, one can identify three 
main types of elites (for more detail, see 
John Higley’s lecture “Democracy and Elites”) 
//http://www.yermak.com.ua/txt/pol/art_
higley.html//.

Disunited elites are characterized by a failure 
to compromise on a shared value system and 

code of conduct. Due to frequent internal 
conflicts and continuous struggle for power, a 
political regime supported by such an elite is 
unstable and ineffective.

Elites can be united by ideology, such as the 
Soviet nomenklatura. They are highly cen-
tralized and closely integrated owing to their 
shared value system rooted in a dominant 
ideology. In this case, representatives of the 
elite must at least profess, if not actually share, 
all of these values. As a rule, power in such a 
system is concentrated in the hands of a small 
group of political elites.

Coordinated elites follow a single code of 
conduct and a value system agreed to by all 
elite groups. The values underpinning their 
actions are not openly stated, as in the case 
of ideologically bound elites, but there are 
unstated rules and principles for coexistence 
in the national political system, violations 
of which are discouraged. The presence of 
consensus does not mean that there are no 
disagreements or conflicts between or within 

1.  Overview of the Evolution 
of the Russian Elite and 
Transformation of the  
Post-Soviet Regime
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elite groups, but they occur in the framework 
of an established system. Ideally, there is a 
stable balance of forces and coordination of 
interests, which make it possible to create a 
self-regulating mechanism for elite interac-
tions, whose smooth functioning, for the most 
part, meets the interests of all sides. The elites 
themselves have a stake in maintaining this 
balanced system and quelling disruptions to 
the established order.

History suggests several ways to unify national 
elites. First, groups with conflicting aims and 
values can be integrated by war (both civil and 
against an outside enemy) or revolution, that 
is, powerful political upheavals and crises that 
demand cooperation to restore stability.

In the US example, elite consolidation was 
set into motion by a somewhat different ideo-
logical force: the realization among elites that 
British colonial rule had to end [Higley & 
Moore, 1981]. A unifying idea on a national 
scale is another force that can reconcile oppos-
ing elite elements in the interests of achieving 
common goals.

A favorable economic environment and stable 
economic growth in a country foster grad-
ual convergence among elites, without the 
need for powerful outside impulses or special 
understandings. The distinguishing feature of 

this type of integration is the timeframe; the 
process can take decades.

According to Higley, the current Russian elite 
is ideologically unified. However, some experts 
believe that the consolidation of elites in post-
Soviet Russia, which began amid profound 
political and economic crisis, is still underway. 
If this is true, the ultimate degree of elite con-
solidation in Russia is still up for debate.

The political attitudes of the Russian elite 
have been marked by diversity throughout the 
entire post-Soviet period. The 1993 crisis was 
the first turning point after the disintegration 
of the USSR, creating a deep cleavage among 
the elite [Gelman, 2002]. The new constitu-

tion, approved in late 1993, intro-
duced multi-party elections, the 
results of which highlighted the 
electorate’s polarization: vari-
ous opposition forces managed 
to win almost half of all parlia-
mentary seats in the 1993 Duma 
elections. Even though the ruling 
elite and opposition forces failed 

to refrain from using force, large-scale conflict 
was averted.

A new stage in the interaction of political 
forces in Russia started in 1994–1995. Presi-
dent Yeltsin and his supporters initiated the 
signing of an agreement on public accord, 
ostensibly aimed at consolidating the national 
political elite. In reality, the agreement, which 
provided for certain concessions and guaran-
tees on the part of both the ruling elite and 
the opposition, was an attempt to protect the 
post–1993 regime. As a result, the conflict 
took on a latent form in this period.

The political attitudes of the Russian elite 
have been marked by diversity throughout 
the entire post-Soviet period
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But the “truce” between opposing political 
forces was not stable, nor was it capable of 
assuring the stability of the country’s political 
regime. The ruling elite’s popularity declined 
sharply as a result of worsening economic 
conditions and the Chechnya war, while pub-
lic distrust of Russia’s political institutions 
began to grow [Lapkin, Pantin, 1999]. The 
ruling elite found itself in trouble ahead of 
the 1996 presidential election, confirmed by 
the Communists’ comfortable victory in the 
1995 parliamentary elections. The fate of the 
ruling elite and the continuity of the regime 
hinged on the presidential election. Canceling 
the election, which Yeltsin was poised to lose, 
was ruled out as a means to stay in power, as 
this would have delegitimized the regime and 

aggravated the conflict between the ruling and 
the opposition elites.

To win the election, the Yeltsin team deployed 
all available financial and administrative 
resources, launching a massive propaganda 
campaign in the media and systematically 
pressuring opposition candidates. The main 
clash of the campaign was between the Yeltsin 
camp and the Communists, who had many 
reasons to hope that their leader, Gennady 
Zyuganov, would win.

But Yeltsin prevailed, prompting opposition 
forces to take a new tact toward political 
opponents. Lacking the resources for a mas-

sive mobilization effort or effective political 
battles, the opposition elites, primarily the 
defeated Communists, limited their protests to 
the Duma. However, this could not ensure the 
regime’s stability, as the coexistence of elites 
within the system was based entirely on the 
concurrence of short-term goals.

The fragility of the truce was underscored by 
a new round in the struggle for political domi-
nance, which began shortly after the presiden-
tial election. An open conflict between ethnic 
elites further undermined the legitimacy of the 
already unstable political regime, and the 1998 
economic crisis suggested that the regime’s 
days were numbered.

Attempts to consolidate the Rus-
sian elites in the period from 
1993 to 1998 failed for sever-
al reasons. First, there was no 
strong leader capable of rallying 
key actors in the economic, polit-
ical, cultural and military spheres 

and achieving a compromise that could stabi-
lize the political situation at home and create 
conditions for Russia’s development in a new 
environment. Second, the elites (both opposi-
tion and ruling) failed to secure broad-based 
popular support. Moreover, the deep econom-
ic crisis and ineffective governance thwarted 
both elite consolidation and the stabilization 
of domestic politics. The country’s interna-
tional image had not improved either.

The situation changed in 1999, when Yevg-
eny Primakov was appointed prime minister, 
marking the start of the gradual consolidation 
of the Russian elite. Primakov was the first 
to appoint several ministers from opposition 

Attempts to consolidate the Russian elites 
in the period from 1993 to 1998 failed
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parties, in a bid to jumpstart dialogue between 
the Kremlin and the antagonistic Duma. Pri-
makov also attempted to play on Russia’s great 
power sentiments, taking a tough stand on 
Kosovo’s independence, the key international 
issue at the time, without fear of antagonizing 
the United States.

His successor, Vladimir Putin, continued and 
modified the process of consolidation. Fol-
lowing a string of terrorist blasts in Moscow 
and other Russian cities, linked to Chechen 
separatists in the popular consciousness, the 
new prime minister succeeded in shifting the 
focus of popular anger from the policies of the 
ruling elite to the terrorist threat. Although the 
first Chechen campaign was highly unpopular 
and opposed by the majority of the public, the 
1999 war was seen as an appropriate response 
to the terrorist attacks. This shift in public 
opinion helped Putin and his supporters gain 
a firmer foothold during the elections in 1999 
and 2000.

At the start of his first presidential term, 
Vladimir Putin declared his intention to revive 
the country. One of the most important politi-
cal issues at the time was winding down the 
war in Chechnya, which required the marshal-
ing of administrative and economic resources. 

This also required a larger role for the military 
elite in critical political processes at home and 
on the international stage. After 1991, the mili-
tary and security force’s involvement in Rus-
sian politics was restricted, but they surged 
to prominence under Putin and were incorpo-
rated into the new mechanism for allocating 

resources [Bremmer & Charap, 
2007]. Although the decision to 
elevate the military elite required 
additional financial resources, 
this helped establish a balance 
between different elite elements, 
while enhancing the new presi-
dent’s popularity and prestige. 
The ambitious economic reforms 
under Putin also required a per-
sonnel reshuffle, with a number 

of liberal economists appointed to key posts 
in the government and the presidential staff.

The new president succeeded in stabilizing the 
political situation at home, ending the bitter, 
open conflicts among elite groups, and open-
ing communication between the elite and the 
burgeoning civil society. The role of the State 
Duma also changed considerably. From 1993 
to 1998, the Duma was a platform for a mot-
ley array of opposition groups; but in 1999, 
the parliament began supporting the political 
regime and the president’s legislative initia-
tives. As a result, Putin enjoyed considerable 
popular backing in time for the next presiden-
tial election, with different polls putting his 
approval anywhere from 60% to 65%.

The main principle underlying the political 
system was an informal agreement between 
dominant political actors (the ruling elite) 
and other political forces regarding power 

The decision to elevate the military 
elite helped establish a balance between 
different elite elements, while enhancing 
the President Putin’s popularity and 
prestige
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sharing and the distribution of resources [Gel-
man, 2012]. Any political actor attempting to 
tamper with this arrangement had to decide 
whether they wanted to be part of the existing 
system on the terms set by the ruling elite, or 
to risk becoming marginalized.

After reforms of Russia’s federal system were 
launched in 2000, regional elites underwent 
a change in status. The central authorities 
established seven federal districts and intro-
duced the position of plenipotentiary presi-
dential representatives, who were supposed 

to coordinate the activities of their respec-
tive federal districts, monitor compliance with 
federal laws, and oversee other key spheres. 
Before the reforms, regional elites enjoyed 
practically unlimited power and control over 
the distribution of resources in their regions, 
but the new system of federal supervision 
reined them in to a degree [Chirikova, 2008]. 
Moreover, the president was given the right, 
in 2003, to dissolve regional legislatures and 
dismiss governors for violations of federal law. 
Yet, alongside these restrictions, the regional 
elites were given greater influence in charting 
the national political course through their rep-

resentatives in the Federation Council. This 
institutionalized relations between regional 
political elites and the federal center.

A strategy to rein in the political autonomy 
of the business elite was pursued, eventually 
reducing its influence in domestic and foreign 
policy decision-making [Fokin, 2009]. The 
majority of big business leaders accepted this 
arrangement with the ruling elite. The ruling 
elite tried to impose certain terms of coexist-
ence on the Russian elites in order to consoli-
date them, which all but ensured instability in 

relations between different elite 
groups, reduced their autonomy, 
and modified the distribution of 
resources. This integration system 
could only be effective in the con-
text of stable economic develop-
ment and growing influence in the 
world. Moreover, this top-down 
compromise jeopardized Russia’s 
democratic prospects by creating 
an unfair playing field among the 
country’s political forces.

The political elite, which had become a more 
or less homogeneous class by the late 2000s, 
is not the only group involved, directly or 
indirectly, in choosing from among Russia’s 
options for national development. Apart from 
people directly involved in public administra-
tion, the Russian elite includes numerous oth-
er actors that influence the country’s political 
course. Our analysis of trends in present-day 
Russia suggests that the local elite should be 
seen as a broad class composed of differ-
ent “professional” groups, such as business 
people, economists, the military, academics, 
scientists, cultural figures, etc. The elite as a 

The main principle underlying the 
political system was an informal 
agreement between dominant political 
actors and other political forces regarding 
power sharing and the distribution of 
resources
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class has its own structure, consisting of sev-
eral groups identified by their field of activity 
and their functional and hierarchical charac-
teristics. An individual in the elite may belong 
to several groups at once, for example, the 
military elite and the ruling elite.

All elite groups on the existing political field 
maintain constant interaction, and the sys-
tem’s stability depends on how well the inter-
ests and goals of the various actors are coordi-
nated. We showed earlier how the foundation 

for a compromise between ruling and opposi-
tion elites had been laid; the consolidation of 
field-specific elites occurred under the same 
difficult economic and political circumstances 
that discouraged the emergence of a single set 
of values for all groups of the elite class. As a 
result, a system of inter- and intra-group rela-
tions is still in the making.

The elite’s emergence as a social class in Rus-
sia is also unique from the point of view of 
social mobility. This class, particularly the 
political elite, is characterized by greater com-
petition [Kryshtanovskaya, 2005]. While this 
applies to the majority of modern societies, 
the distinguishing feature of the Russian case 
is the vagueness of the criteria used to select 
candidates for membership in the highest 
social strata. As the last 20 years make clear, 
there is no set of skills or qualities that will 
land a person in this or that elite group. Elite 

mobility mostly obeys certain vague rules that 
exist within each group rather than labor laws. 
Moreover, civil society lacks an effective tool 
for supervising elite rotation, which makes it 
difficult to expel ineffective members on the 
grounds of inadequate skills, reduced working 
capacity, age, etc. [Kryshtanovskaya, 2004].

These are, broadly speaking, the main insti-
tutional characteristics of the elite in present-
day Russia. While the current elite is suf-
ficiently consolidated, there are signs point-

ing to the possibility of a future 
schism. Last year’s mass pro-
tests are a clear indication that a 
segment of society is dissatisfied 
with the existing rules of the 
game and how resources and 
power are shared, primarily in 

the political sphere. By virtue of their social, 
cultural and economic status, many leading 
opposition protesters can also be regarded as 
members of the elite, though still below the 
upper echelons. There is a demand for change 
in the political system, backed by both ele-
ments of the elite and a considerable segment 
of the population, which most elites – judg-
ing by their response to the protests – seek 
to head off.

The country and its current political system 
face several serious socioeconomic challenges, 
apart from the impending ideological schism. 
There are a number of internal problems 
related to growing interethnic and religious 
tension, crime rates (particularly economic 
crime), and terrorist activity, including from 
international groups, which could threaten the 
stability of the Russian system of government 
in the long term.

A system of inter- and intra-group 
relations is still in the making
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Russia has been implementing a number of 
crucial reforms affecting key national institu-
tions, including military reform, education 
reform, and pension reform. But economic 
problems still remain: relatively high infla-
tion, considerable socioeconomic inequality, 
an insufficiently diversified economy focused 
on the production and export of raw materials, 

regional imbalances, a high level of public 
spending and underdeveloped innovative sec-
tors of the economy. This poses additional risks 
to the political and economic structure given 
the instability of the world economy caused by 
the 2008 crisis. And as Russia moves toward 
closer integration in the world economy, its 
international reputation – primarily, its low 

ratings for investment and cooperation with 
foreign partners – also represents a serious 
challenge.

Finally, the current geopolitical context pos-
es threats to the security of Russia and its 
elite. Instability is the defining feature of this 
moment. US hegemony is being challenged on 

several fronts, while new inter-
national actors, such as terror-
ist organizations, international 
institutions and transnational 
corporations – unknown in past 
eras of the history of nation 
states – are asserting themselves. 
Cultural differences, rather than 
economic interests alone, play an 
increasingly important role.

The kind of comprehensive national develop-
ment strategy Russia pursues in the next 10 to 
15 years will largely depend on how the Rus-
sian elite perceives these problems and what 
remedies it considers most effective. In the 
next section, we will analyze the Russian elite’s 
attitudes towards key questions of domestic 
and foreign policy.

There is a demand for change in the 
political system, backed by both elements 
of the elite and a considerable segment of 
the population, which most elites seek to 
head off
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2.  The Russian Elite Yesterday, 
Today, Tomorrow: Main Trends 
and Speed of Change

Our research project is aimed at providing 
a full and comprehensive description of the 
values and the ideological and political atti-
tudes of Russian elites. We also analyze the 
mindsets of individuals of the 1970s and 1980s 
cohorts in order to predict impending changes 
in the country’s political course as the cur-
rent elite are replaced by members of younger 
generations. Our analysis relies on various 
methods of statistical analysis. First, we inter-
pret graphs illustrating fluctuations in the 
diverse components of an individual’s value 
set in order to analyze temporary changes in 
different aspects of the worldview of the cur-
rent elite. We use a cohort analysis to account 
for possible generational differences. We also 
employ correlation and dispersion analyses. 
Finally, we use regression analysis to test 
other more complex hypotheses.

This study is based on empirical evidence col-
lected from six waves of the survey of Russian 
elites conducted by Prof. William Zimmer-
man [Zimmerman, 2002, 2009]. The waves 
were taken in 1993, 1995, 1999, 2004, 2008 

and 2012, with a total of 1,421 respondents. 
It should be noted that all respondents were 
Moscow residents; members of the provincial 
elite were not polled. Restricting the sample to 
Moscow is unlikely to result in statistical bias, 
given Moscow’s disproportionate impact on 
national political decision-making. Moscow is 
the financial, political, intellectual and cultur-
al hub of Russia, where the principal decision-
making centers and individuals occupying key 
positions in different spheres of public life are 
concentrated.

To compare elite and public views (specifically, 
with regard to the US), the study uses data from 
the Richard Rose’s project (together with Lev-
ada-Center), New Russian Barometer [Rose, 
1992–2009], comprising 18 national polls con-
ducted between 1992 and 2009. Our research 
focuses on 12 polls because the rest skipped 
certain questions of interest to the project’s 
organizers. To analyze differences in values, we 
also used data from six wave (1990, 1995, 1999, 
2006, 2008 and 2011) of World Value Survey 
[World Value Survey, 1981–2012].
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The data provided by these polls reveal not only 
short-term transformations in the elite’s atti-
tudes but also stable long-term trends charac-
terizing different elite groups. One of the meth-
ods we use is a cohort analysis, which demon-
strates age-based differences in respondents’ 
domestic and foreign policy preferences.

To identify generational differences in elite 
values, the respondents were subdivided into 
several generations: born in 1940 or before; 
between 1941 and 1950; between 1951 and 
1960; between 1961 and 1970; and after 1970. 
The World Value Survey data also allowed us 
to examine the generation born in the 1980s.

These are, in broad strokes, the most impor-
tant aspects of our methodology. As we con-
sider a wide range of specific problems, we 
discuss appropriate methodological tools in 
relevant sections.

2.1.  Members of the elite as participants 
in a survey experiment

A number of values were not polled during 
William Zimmerman’s survey of the Russian 
elites. While the missing data imposes certain 
limitations on our analysis, there are meth-
odological techniques that allow us to derive 
information by the mere fact of its absence. If 
the data reveals consistent patterns of missing 
values, these values can be used as a depend-
ent variable in a regression analysis, helping 
us to understand why the interviewees refused 
to respond or had difficulty responding to par-
ticular questions.

By understanding the factors affecting the 
behavior of respondents, we can assess how 
candid and sincere they are and, accordingly, 
to what extent their answers reflect reality. 
Moreover, this helps explain why respondents 
occasionally avoid giving a direct answer.

To identify patterns in participants’ refusal to 
reply or difficulty in replying, a regression anal-
ysis was performed, with the missing values as 
a dependent variable. Traits such as self-esteem, 
parenting values, interpersonal trust, age, gen-
der, affiliation with elite groups, and political 
orientation were chosen as descriptive vari-
ables. We also conducted a feedback experiment 
to study how the nationality of the Russian-US 

pollster influenced respondents’ willingness to 
take part in similar polls in the future.

Our findings indicate that individuals who 
regard themselves as influential members of 
the Russian elite are less willing to express an 
opinion on the 2011–2012 protests. This fits 
their broader response pattern. More conserv-
ative members of the elite (based on answers 
about parenting values) were also less inclined 
to openly express their views on the integrity 
of the 2011 State Duma elections. 

A pollster’s affiliation has little impact on 
whether a respondent is willing to participate 
in a future survey. Women and older respond-
ents are more willing to participate, while 
highly ethnocentric individuals are the least 
inclined to participate. Ethnocentric elites and 
people with a high level of interpersonal trust 
are more willing to say how they voted in pres-
idential elections. Ethnocentric respondents 
and women are less willing to share informa-
tion on personal income. Members of the sci-
entific elite are less inclined to answer whether 
they are satisfied with their life or feel happy, 
while people with a high level of interpersonal 
trust are more open in this regard. 

2.2.  Foreign policy attitudes of the 
Russian elite

To study the foreign policy attitudes of the 
Russian elites, we have analyzed trends and 
generation differences for two main survey 
questions: how respondents define the geo-
graphical scope of Russia’s sphere of interest 
and their attitudes to the use of military power 
in international relations. The questions were 
phrased as follows:

1. There are different views on Russia’s 
national interests. Which of the two state-
ments better reflects your own view?

1) Russia’s national interests for the most part 
should be limited to its present-day territory.

2) Russia’s national interests for the most part 
extend beyond its present-day territory. 

2. I will read two statements on the role of 
military power in international relations. 
Which of the two is closer to your own view?
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1) Military power is ultimately the decisive fac-
tor in international relations.

2) A country’s economic rather than its mili-
tary power is what determines its place and 
role in the world.

We have analyzed data from all six waves of 
William Zimmerman’s survey, allowing us 

to form trend lines, track shifts in foreign 
policy attitudes of Russian elites, and fore-
cast future changes in attitudes. To make our 
analysis more reliable, we have considered 
cohort differences in addition to changes 
over time. Obviously, members of younger 
generations will take over key positions of 
power in 10 to 15 years, making the attitudes 
of elites born after 1960 important for pre-
dicting future trends. With this in mind, we 
have divided all respondents into five groups 
by date of birth, as described in the begin-
ning of Part 2.

Figure 2.2.1 illustrates how respondents in 
Zimmerman’s survey define Russia’s sphere of 
national interest.

It is clear that the number of respondents 
who believe that this sphere extends beyond 
Russia’s borders has declined over time. 
Moreover, this trend has accelerated, with 
2008–2012 accounting for the most dra-
matic decline in the number of respondents 
expressing support for a broad definition 
(interestingly, the same period also saw a dra-
matic decline in the number of respondents 

who see the US as a major threat 
to Russia). This trend is also 
seen among different cohorts: 
in 2012, the younger genera-
tions tended to define Russia’s 
sphere of national interests in 
narrower terms. Accordingly, we 
can assume that the geopoliti-
cal ambitions inherited from the 
Soviet period are gradually being 
replaced by a sober assessment 
of the existing international bal-
ance of power.

The most radical transformation in attitudes is 
observed among elites born in the 1960s and 
1970s. For example, 89% of the 1961–1970 
generation held in 1999 that Russia’s national 
interests extend beyond its current borders, 
compared to less than 40% of the same group 
that supported this view in 2012. The same 
is true of the youngest cohort: the number of 
respondents supporting a broad conception of 
national interests declined from 87% in 2004 
(which is much higher than the percentage for 
this year in other age groups) to just 41.5% in 
2012 (a lower figure could only be found in the 
1961–1970 cohort). With the exception of this 
somewhat unexpected change, there can be no 
doubt about the general trend: increasingly 
more people believe that Russia has lost its 

The geopolitical ambitions inherited from 
the Soviet period are gradually being 
replaced by a sober assessment of the 
existing international balance of power. 
Increasingly more people believe that 
Russia has lost its world power status and 
should focus on domestic matters
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world power status and should focus instead 
on domestic matters.

Another important issue is how broadly the 
range of Russia’s national interests is defined 
by those who believe that Russia should take 
active foreign policy measures beyond the 
country’s borders. Data from polls in 2004, 
2008 and 2012 clarify the picture.

As these polls make clear, one-half of respond-
ents in the mid–2000s held that Russia’s 
sphere of national interests included the CIS. 
By 2012, however, this figure had plummeted 
to just 15%. The 2008 surge in the share of 
“globalists” (from 10% in 2004 to 26%) did 
not last, declining to 11% in 2012 (one point 
higher than in 2004). By 2012, there was 
essentially the same number of supporters of 
each of the three broader definitions of Rus-
sia’s sphere of interest.

Attitudes to the prospect of unification with 
Ukraine and Belarus differ according to how 

respondents define Russia’s 
national interests. Those in favor 
of restricting Russia’s interests 
to its own territory offer less sup-
port for unification with both 
Ukraine and Belarus in favor of 
independence for all three. This 
figure is much higher among 

supporters of other definitions of national 
interest, but we see a considerable decline over 
time in the number of supporters of unifica-
tion in all three groups of respondents. 

Also of interest is how views of the role played 
by different Russian foreign policy makers 
have varied. 

As Table 2.2.3 demonstrates, respondents 
believe that the president is the most impor-
tant figure and the main shaper of foreign 
policy. Moreover, perceptions of his influence 
on the most important foreign policy decisions 
have been growing since the mid–1990s. Next 
in line is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Per-
ceptions of its influence have grown by 0.9% 
over the last decade. The Defense Ministry 
is viewed as slightly less influential than the 
Foreign Ministry.

According to the polls, business elites are 
viewed as having slightly less influence on 

Defining Russia’s sphere of national interest: 
Data for five cohorts
Broad definition of national interests (%) Cohorts

1993 20122008 20041999 1995
30

45

60

75

90 Common trend

Before 1940

1941–1950

1951–1960

1961–1970

After 1970

The lines reflect 
changes in the 
percentage 
of respondents 
in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 2.2.1

Over time more respondents have come to 
see military power as the decisive factor in 
international relations
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* 7-point scale

President

Minister of Foreign Affairs 

Ministry of Defense 

Business elites 

State Duma 

Regional leaders 

Public opinion 

Political parties 

Rating the degree of influence of different actors 
on Russian foreign policy*

1995 1999 2004 2008 2012

6.16

5.70

6.44

6.58
6.44

5.06 

5.28 

4.73 

5.21 

5.63

4.43 

4.59 

4.49 

5.05 

5.12

4.19 

4.55 

4.67 

5.33 

5.77

3.45 

3.90 3.82 

4.54 

5.14

3.25 

4.10 

3.82 

5.35 

4.28

2.94 
3.01 

3.23 

3.68 
3.61

3.23 

3.96 

4.47

Table 2.2.3
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foreign policy, but they have come to be seen 
as considerably more influential in the decade 
since 1995. Members of the State Duma and 
heads of the Russian regions and political 
parties are viewed by the country’s elite as 
less influential in foreign policy matters, and 
public opinion was rated as having the least 
influence. 

With respect to the role of military power (see 
Figure 2.2.2), the trend is slightly different: 
over time more respondents have come to see 
military power as the decisive factor in inter-
national relations. 

As for the generation differences, the most 
“bellicose” generation was born in 1951–1960, 
almost half of whom said in the 2012 poll that 
military power was decisive in international 

relations. The 1961–1970 cohort 
also demonstrates a relatively 
high disposition to the use of 
power (35%), while only 21% of 
the youngest respondents in the 
last wave replied accordingly.

How elites define Russia’s sphere of national 
interests may largely determine their views on 
using military force abroad in order both to 
help others and defend their country’s inter-
ests. All elite groups covered by this research 
are more inclined to support military assis-
tance for CIS members than other countries. 
But respondents who believe Russia’s sphere of 
national interests stops at its borders show the 
greater ambivalence about military force as an 
acceptable option in a situation where a foreign 
country requests military assistance from Rus-
sia. Respondents who believe Russia’s sphere 
of national interests should extend far beyond 
Eurasia practically to the entire world held 
in 2008 that Russia should provide military 
assistance in this case; but they were less 
supportive of using military force to defend 
national interests both in the CIS and beyond. 
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Russia’s sphere of interest

Distribution of respondents answering 4 and 5 to whether 
Russia should merge with Ukraine or Belarus  

Share of respondents approving unification, %

with Belarus with Ukraine 

Definition of the sphere 
of Russia’s national 
interests 

Within Russia’s borders

the number of respondents 
% answers

* 1 = total independence; 5 = full unification

Neighboring countries; 
only Europe or Asia; 
CIS and the Balkans 

Eurasia and beyond, 
an almost global sphere 
of interest 

CIS

CIS

Within the borders of 
the Russian Federation 

Neighboring countries; 
only Europe or Asia; 
CIS and the Balkans 

2004 2008 2012

2008 2012

40 34

32 21

77

60
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47

66

24

80

45

Table 2.2.1

Respondents believe that the president is 
the most important figure and the main 
shaper of foreign policy
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By 2012, however, there had been a consider-
able increase in the number of respondents 
from this group who favored using force to 
defend Russia’s interests around the world.

Interestingly, in 2008, supporters of the nar-
rowest definition of national interests (within 
Russia’s borders) surpassed other elites in 
supporting the use of force to defend Russian 
interests without geographical restrictions. By 
2012, however, their number drew roughly 
even with that of similarly-minded respond-
ents in other groups except the last.

This is an interesting phenomenon, the cause of 
which is not clear. Some researchers claim that 
rising ethnocentrism among the Russian elite 

may play a very important role in 
this regard. A similar process had 
been described by Roman Szpor-
luk [Szporluk, 1988], who com-
pared internationally-minded 
empires with nation states pursu-
ing limited foreign policy objec-
tives. In this case, we can see that 
defending Russians is the only 

excuse to use force in the eyes of respondents 
who generally support a local sphere of nation-
al interest. This means that the interests of the 
nation as a people prevail over the interests of 
the nation as a state. But, as we will show in 
Part 2.3, ethnocentrism correlates positively 
with a broad definition of national interest, 
something that calls into question Szporluk’s 
explanation of this phenomenon.

On the whole, the number of people who 
support the legitimate use of force in former 
Soviet republics has risen perceptibly over the 
last four years, as has the share of respond-
ents from the group with the most expansive 
definition of Russia’s sphere of interest, who 
believe use of force is acceptable.
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Distribution of respondents answering 4 and 5 to whether 
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Table 2.2.2

The Russian elite have been transitioning 
from an imperial consciousness to a 
predominantly nationalist ideology 
fraught with heightened aggressiveness
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Thus, there are two divergent trends in how 
Russian elites approach the two key measures 
of foreign policy. Over time, a growing number 
of respondents have come to perceive Russia 
as a regional rather than a world power. In this 
respect, there are striking differences between 
2012 and the 1990s, as well as between older 
and younger cohorts. On the other hand, a 
growing number of elites think that military 
power is the decisive factor in international 
relations, even though the number of sup-
porters of this view has not grown as fast as in 
cases of defining the sphere of national inter-
ests. Nevertheless, one-third of respondents 
expressed support for this position in 2012.

At first glance, these divergent trends in elite 
opinion are counterintuitive, since in practi-
cal terms adhering to a broad definition of 
Russia’s sphere of national interests implies 

an active and even aggressive 
foreign policy aimed at expand-
ing to different regions of the 
world. Expansionist aspirations, 
in turn, are associated with the 
belief that the armed forces are, 
actively or passively, the key ele-
ment of foreign policy. Thus, 
shifts on one issue should lead 
to shifts on the other.

Our data indicate, however, that the trends 
for these two measures differ. This leads us 
to assume that the top crust perceive the 
ends and means of foreign policy as relatively 
independent things. A different explanation 
of this phenomenon can be found in Szpor-
luk’s work: quite possibly, the Russian elite 
have been transitioning from an imperial 
consciousness to a predominantly national-
ist ideology fraught with heightened aggres-
siveness. To better assess the concomitant 
changes in the Russian elite’s views on sphere 
of interest and key factors in international 
relations, we have devised a two-dimensional 
classification that divides respondents into 
four groups.

Table 2.2.5 shows that the majority of 
respondents believe that Russia’s position in 
world politics is determined primarily by its 

Key factors in international relations: 
Data from five cohorts
Military force (%)
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The lines reflect 
changes in the 
percentage 
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in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 2.2.2

From our analysis of elite attitudes toward 
Russia’s sphere of interest and the role of 
military power in international relations, 
we can conclude that respondents’ foreign 
policy preferences are polarized
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Total number of observations = 1,291 (without omitted values). 
Number of omitted values = 130.

Use of military force abroad: 
Percentage of respondents agreeing 
with statements and viewing them as legitimate

Classification of respondents by foreign policy attitudes 

Within the Russian 
Federation’s borders 

Bordering countries; 
only Europe or Asia; 
CIS and the Balkans 

Limited national interest 

Broad national interest

Eurasia and beyond, 
an almost global 
sphere of interests

CIS

Extending military 
assistance to former 
Soviet republics, if they 
request it

Extending 
military 
assistance to 
other countries, 
if they request it

Protecting 
Russians’ interests 
in the former 
Soviet republics 

Protecting 
Russians’ 
interests in 
other 
countries 

Definition 
of national 
interest 

Key factor in international relations/ 
National interest 

Economic Power Military Power 
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65

29
32
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65

48
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72
78

48
33

43
70

20
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32
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64

30
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87
91

64
60

46
83

29
75

2008 2012

Class 1: 

23,3% 

Class 3: 

7,4%

Class 2: Class 4: 

18,1%51,1% 

Table 2.2.4

Total number of observations = 1,291 (without omitted values). 
Number of omitted values = 130.

Use of military force abroad: 
Percentage of respondents agreeing 
with statements and viewing them as legitimate

Classification of respondents by foreign policy attitudes 

Within the Russian 
Federation’s borders 

Bordering countries; 
only Europe or Asia; 
CIS and the Balkans 

Limited national interest 

Broad national interest

Eurasia and beyond, 
an almost global 
sphere of interests

CIS

Extending military 
assistance to former 
Soviet republics, if they 
request it

Extending 
military 
assistance to 
other countries, 
if they request it

Protecting 
Russians’ interests 
in the former 
Soviet republics 

Protecting 
Russians’ 
interests in 
other 
countries 

Definition 
of national 
interest 

Key factor in international relations/ 
National interest 

Economic Power Military Power 

39
65

29
32

62
65

48
39

72
78

48
33

43
70

20
42

74
74

43
32

46
64

30
39

87
91

64
60

46
83

29
75

2008 2012

Class 1: 

23,3% 

Class 3: 

7,4%

Class 2: Class 4: 

18,1%51,1% 

Table 2.2.5
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economic rather than military power, even 
if they believe Russia’s sphere of interest 
extends beyond its borders. Therefore, our 
basic assumption that a broad definition of 
national interests is linked with a positive 
assessment of the role of military power is not 
confirmed (the correlation coefficient in this 
case is close to zero).

But this table does not fully reflect the infor-
mation gained from the latest waves of sur-
veys. As we saw, the number of respondents 
who saw Russia as a regional power surged in 
2012 (by over 5%), whereas this group’s share 
in the general sample is just 30% approxi-
mately. To take into account changes in the 
two categories of foreign policy attitudes over 
time, we have made a graph showing fluctua-
tions in the numerical strength of the selected 
classes in different waves of the survey (Fig-
ure 2.2.3).

This graph clearly shows that the correlation 
in numerical strength among the different 
classes represented in Table 2.2.5 more or 
less persisted for fifteen years. Respondents in 
Class 2 (“broad understanding of the national 
interest/emphasis on economic power”) made 
up the absolute majority in the first five waves 
of Zimmerman’s survey.

The situation began to change after 2004, with 
Class 1 (“local understanding of the national 
interest/emphasis on economic power”) emerg-
ing as the most numerous class in the last wave. 
However, the predominance of this class was 
not as significant as it was of Class 2 in the 
previous years. On the whole, the respondents 
are quite evenly divided among the classes in 
2012. A notable feature is the gradual growth of 
Class 4 (“broad understanding of the national 
interest/emphasis on economic power”), which 
includes individuals with the most aggressive 
foreign policy outlook. Thus, we can conclude 
that Russian elites hold a variety of views on 
matters of international relations, with no sin-
gle view predominating. To put it another way, 
there is no consensus among the elite today 
regarding the proper means and ends of Rus-
sia’s foreign policy.

From our analysis of elite attitudes toward 
Russia’s sphere of interest and the role of 
military power in international relations, we 
can conclude that respondents’ foreign policy 
preferences are polarized. Furthermore, we 
can draw a number of conclusions with regard 
to possible changes in the attitudes we have 
analyzed and forecast how these changes will 
influence Russia’s foreign policy in the future, 
which comes in Part 3 of this report.

Changes in the numerical strength of groups 
with different foreign policy attitudes 
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Figure 2.2.3
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2.3.  Foreign policy attitudes and 
personality traits of elites

The role of personality traits in politics has 
been studied rather thoroughly. But their role 
in international relations, a field dominated 
by approaches rooted in rational choice theory 
with a focus on maximizing expected utility 
and strategic thinking, has not been studied in 
sufficient detail, mostly due to a lack of data. 
It is, after all, very difficult to gain access to 
high-ranking politicians who are responsible 
for their country’s foreign policy. [Tetlock, 
1981] We attempted to resolve this problem by 
using data gathered during the sixth wave of 
surveys of Russian elites, overseen by William 
Zimmerman. (Regarding the use of these data 
to analyze the development of foreign policy 
attitudes, see [Zimmerman, 2002].)

Our analysis of the influence of psychological 
factors on the Russian elite’s foreign policy 
attitudes is based on a poll of 240 people con-
ducted in September and October 2012. The 
respondents represented executive govern-
ment authorities, parliament, the armed forc-
es, law enforcement, business, state-owned 
enterprises, research institutions and media 
outlets.

The data from their answers were used to for-
mulate several hypotheses.

First, given the available research into the con-
nection between personality traits and various 
ideological attitudes, one hypothesis posits 
that:

•	 (Н1) Authoritarian individuals tend to hold 
more aggressive foreign policy attitudes.

A second hypothesis suggests that:

•	 (Н2) More conservative-minded individu-
als tend to hold negative attitudes toward 
the United States and to broadly define 
Russia’s national interests.

We can assume that people with overtly 
nationalist or ethnocentric beliefs favor an 
aggressive and imperial foreign policy. Con-
sequently, the third hypothesis suggests that:

•	 (Н3) There is a connection between ethno-
centrism and hawkish views. 

The basic variables in this context are ethno-
centrism, personal authoritarianism (meas-
ured with the help of an index based on 
answers to questions about upbringing val-
ues), and cognitive closeness. To study the 
influence of these factors on the develop-
ment of foreign policy attitudes, we conducted 
a component analysis of the indicators of 
the elite’s personal traits, and also modeled 
structural equations to study the connection 
between foreign policy attitudes and latent 
variables which express some of the respond-
ents’ personality traits.

There are omitted responses in the data-
base compiled from the poll. As it has been 
said before, this offers us an insight into 
the respondents’ attitudes (see Section 2.1). 
However, this is also frustrating for the 
researcher: since the patterns of omitted 
responses do not coincide with variables, we 
cannot compare niche models on the basis 
of chi-square criterion, Akaike information 
criterion (AIC) or Bayesian information cri-
terion (BIC), because the number of obser-
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vations in a given model will depend on the 
addition of different variables. In this case 
regression models, even if comprising a niche 
set of variables, cannot de facto be considered 
as niche models.

To avoid problems with regression analy-
sis models due to omitted responses in the 
database, the missing data were imputed by 
means of multiple imputation package (mi) 
for the R environment designed by a group of 
co-authors led by Andrew Gelman, a professor 
of statistics and political science and director 
of the Applied Statistics Center at Columbia 
University [Yajima et al., 2011]. This allowed 
us to directly compare the explanatory power 
of models comprised of different sets of vari-
ables based on various indicators of the qual-
ity of regression models, such as the Akaike 
information criterion (AIC: [Akaike, 1974]) 
or the Bayesian information criterion (BIC: 
[Schwartz, 1978]).

Based on theoretical predictions, we selected 
five indicators of the Russian elite’s foreign 
policy attitudes (all of the given variables are 
binary):
•	 The respondent’s definition of the sphere 

of Russia’s geopolitical interests: Does it 
include the whole world, or are Russia’s 
interests limited to within its borders? (Q1)

•	 The respondent’s views on the role of mili-
tary power in international relations: Is 
military power a fundamental element or an 
auxiliary of foreign policy? (Q2)

•	 The respondent’s attitude to the United 
States as the traditional geopolitical rival 
of the Soviet Union and Russia: Does US 
foreign policy threaten Russia’s interests? 
(Q11)

•	 The respondent’s attitude to the interna-
tional military operation in Libya. (Q15)

•	 The respondent’s attitude to a potential 
international military operation in Syria. 
(Q16)

During the next stage we conducted a factor 
analysis of dependent variables. It was initially 
assumed that these dependent variables are 
influenced by a latent variable, which can be 
defined as “foreign policy attitudes.” However, 
factor estimates using the Mplus statistical 
package showed that this original assump-
tion was wrong: a meaningful correlation was 
registered for only one of the five indicators – 
attitude to international military operations in 
Libya and Syria. Consequently, it was decided 
to check basic hypotheses separately for each 
dependent variable.

An ethnocentrism index was developed on the 
basis of questions that probe the respondents’ 
attitude to members of ethnic and religious 
minorities. The index consists of four compo-
nents: attitude to Muslims; attitude to people 
of the Caucasus; attitude to Jews; and attitude 
to foreign workers.

We studied two versions of the index in dif-
ferent models. In conventional regressions 
we used the arithmetic mean to assess the 
four components with the help of a so-called 
feelings meter, where scores range from 1 
to 100 and reflect a respondent’s attitude to 
the members of other groups. In structural 
equation modeling this index was interpreted 
as a latent variable. In both cases, we deter-
mined that the ethnocentrism index has con-
siderable forecasting power and is statistically 
significant.
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2.3.1.  Ethnocentrism index =  
((А1 + А2 + А3 + А4)/4)/100, 

where А1—4 are scores given for the above-
mentioned four components (0 to 1 points).

To compose a personal authoritarianism 
index, we conducted a factor analysis of ques-
tions that address so-called parenting values. 
It turned out that it is impossible to determine 
parenting values based on the available data. 

At the same time, the relevant methodologi-
cal literature questions the possibility of using 
factor analysis for such data as parenting vari-
ables (ipsative data). Ipsativity is a quality of 
distribution where the average score (or the 
total of scores, which is equivalent in this case) 
given for a set of questions is always the same 
irrespective of random variables, which makes 
the result of the analysis untenable. 

Unfortunately, we could not use available meth-
ods of factor analyzing ipsative items in this 
study because our questionnaire does not use 
a ranking procedure for parenting values. We 
therefore decided to use regression models to 
compare an alternative authoritarianism index, 
which was not based on measurements of rel-
evant variables in terms of factor load, but on 
simple arithmetic addition of indicators in seven 

variables chosen a priori on the basis of theoreti-
cal predictions (see Kohn, 1977; Stenner, 2005).

We used the following indicators of parent-
ing values to construct an authoritarianism 
index: responsibility, obedience and religious-
ness as conservative value indicators (which 
can also be interpreted to denote personal 
authoritarianism and self-expression, toler-
ance, imagination and independence as liberal 

value indicators. The index is the 
difference between means for the 
scores each respondent received 
for each indicator from the above 
two groups (where the liberal 
average is subtracted from the 
conservative average). The result 
is approximated in a normal dis-
tribution chart and can be used as 
a predictor in a regression model.

2.3.2. Personal authoritarianism =  
(X1 + X2 + X3)/3 — (Y1 + Y2 + Y3 + Y4)/4, 
where X1 to X3 are conservative value indica-
tors, Y1 to Y4 are liberal value indicators given 
above.

The set of explanatory variables also includes 
the question about whether coexistence of 
several ideologies is acceptable/unacceptable 
(Q18.4), which was interpreted as an indicator 
of mental rigidity (closed-mindedness). The 
following independent variables were includ-
ed in the basic model:
•	 assessment of one’s own ability to influence 

foreign policy decision-making;
•	 trust;
•	 group affiliation (our respondents included 

military, legislative, executive, business, 
academic and media elites);

Personality traits influence one’s views on 
the goals and means of global politics. The 
revealed patterns can be used to predict 
the foreign policy of Russia and other 
countries
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•	 political leanings (voted for Putin);
•	 Soviet Communist Party membership;
•	 age;
•	 gender;
•	 education.

Since dependent variables are binary coded, 
we analyzed them using logistic regression 
with R (the ethnocentrism index as an aggre-
gated indicator). To determine if there is a 
difference between the effect of the ethno-
centrism variable, measured with the help of 
the aggregated index, and of a latent variable, 
we used structural equations modeling with 
Mplus to check regressive models.

The results of the regression analysis can 
be found in Appendix 2. One can see that 
personality traits are important predictors 
of foreign policy attitudes, although the sign 
of their effect can vary. For example, ethno-
centrism is certainly connected with a broad 
definition of Russia’s national interests and 
a negative attitude to the invasion of Libya. 
At the same time, highly ethnocentric people 
believe that economic prosperity is more 
important for a country’s foreign policy sta-
tus than its armed forces. Moreover, they 
have a more benign attitude in general to US 
policy.

Respondents who share authoritarian paren-
tal values also tend to broadly define Russia’s 
sphere of interest and to hold a negative view 
of the invasion of Libya and the possibility 
of a military operation in Syria. Like ethno-
centrists, they do not believe that US foreign 
policy is dangerous, yet stress the importance 
of the armed forces in relations between sov-
ereign states.

Mental rigidity (closed-mindedness) is also 
an explanatory variable that increases the 
probability of negative attitudes to the United 
States, a broad interpretation of the country’s 
geopolitical interests and belief in the decisive 
role of military power in global politics, while 
decreasing respondents’ negative attitude to 
military intervention in Syria and Libya.

The need for order increases the importance 
of the armed forces and negative attitudes to 
the Libyan operation, and at the same time 
has a negative correlation with a respondent’s 
conception of national interests. It is indica-
tive that the respondents’ profession is not 
important in this case: profession only had a 
partial effect on answers. In particular, those 
who graduated from military or managerial 
universities tended to highly rate the role of 
armed forces. Age and gender only have a 
minuscule effect in these models (also because 
the majority of the respondents were males). 
The only significant effect of the respondents’ 
age was a greater probability that they value 
economic power higher than military power 
in global politics. Furthermore, the variable 
of having voted for Putin was also insignifi-
cant (it was removed from the model at the 
preliminary stage and so does not feature in 
the table).

Overall, our basic assumption has been con-
firmed: personality traits influence one’s views 
on the goals and means of global politics. The 
effects we have identified should be further 
studied to clarify any issues that arise due to 
the ambivalent nature of these effects. How-
ever, it is clear that the revealed patterns can 
be used to predict the foreign policy of Russia 
and other countries.
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2.4.  Russian attitudes to the US: 
Comparing elite and popular opinion

Current research suggests that there are two 
main forms of anti-Americanism. According to 
Peter Katzenstein and Robert Keohane [Katzen-
stein & Keohane, 2007], one form is rooted in 
perceptions of what America does, or its foreign 
policy, while the other is rooted in perceptions 
of what America is – the American way of life, 
Americans themselves, and the US as a whole. 
This report deals with the first form of anti-
Americanism and examines Russian views of 

US foreign policy on the basis of several socio-
logical surveys. Along with an original survey, 
in which respondents were asked whether they 
see the US as a threat to Russia, the report also 
draws on the findings of surveys conducted by 
other researchers as part of William Zimmer-
man’s project exploring the views of Russia’s 
political, economic, military and cultural elite.

Figure 2.4.1 shows changes in elite perceptions 
of the US as a threat across the six waves of 
Zimmerman’s survey. To analyse generational 
differences, the respondents have been divided 
into five cohorts: born in 1940 or earlier; 1941–
1950; 1951–1960; 1961–1970; and ter 1970.

Obviously, anti-Americanism among elites has 
grown over time. In the early 1990s, most 
respondents across the five cohorts did not 
think the US posed a special threat. By the start 

of the next decade, though, more than half of 
the respondents – elites and ordinary Russians 
alike – came to see the US as a potential source 
of danger. Even in 2012, despite a substantial 
decline in anti-American sentiment, the per-
centage remained far above the 1993 level in 
all cohorts.

Curiously, the trend is non-linear. The graph 
based on Zimmerman’s data shows two peaks, 
in 1999 and 2008. These surges in anti-Ameri-
can sentiment apparently stem from the inter-
national context at the time, as they both 

coincide with the worst periods 
in relations between Moscow and 
Washington since the Cold War – 
NATO’s Kosovo campaign and 
bombing of Serbia, and the war in 
South Ossetia.

Heightened nationalism and, consequently, 
animosity toward potential enemies during 
times of wars and heightened international ten-
sion are a well-documented phenomenon. And 
this provides a reasonable explanation of these 
spikes in anti-Americanism [Mueller, 1970].

Other surveys conducted in Russia at different 
times confirm this finding. Polls conducted 
by VTsIOM, cited by Lev Gudkov [Gudkov, 
2002] and Eduard Batalov [Batalov, 2003], 
confirm the huge spike in anti-Americanism 
in Russia during NATO’s airstrikes against 
Serbia. Research by the Levada Center, cited by 
Roman Andreyev [Andreyev, 2011], also clearly 
shows that anti-American sentiment in Russia 
tends to surge during periods of international 
tensions. A graph in his book //The graph 
is also available at http://www.levada.ru/
press/2008092501.html (date of access Janu-

Anti-Americanism among elites has grown 
over time
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ary 15, 2013). See Figure 1// shows that Rus-
sians also expressed negative feelings toward 
the US during its and the coalition forces’ 
invasion of Iraq, the 2008 war with Georgia, 
and the Salt Lake City Olympics, which is 

remembered in part for its high-profile doping 
scandals involving Russian athletes.

The trends depicted on the above graph track 
with nationwide trends. And the traditional 
interpretation of the surges in anti-American 
sentiment observed in popular opinion in Rus-
sia in 1999 and 2008, as well as in 2001 and 
2003, appears equally valid for elites.

It should be noted that although the post-crisis 
periods – 2004 and 2012, respectively – saw 
anti-American sentiment fall somewhat, it was 
still significantly higher in 2012 than in 1993. 
Moreover, the trend was observed among all 
cohorts. Interestingly, the greatest generational 
difference in perceptions of the United States 

as a threat can be found among respondents 
born between 1961 and 1970. This cohort was 
the most pro-American in 1993, but by 2012 
the overwhelming majority viewed the US as 
a threat.

One would expect elites born 
in the 1960s to hold more pro-
American views, as many of the 
liberal politicians who led the 
reforms in post-Soviet Russia 
belong to precisely that cohort. 
But the opposite is true, in fact. 
While they used to be the most 

pro-American cohort in 1993, they have 
become the most anti-American cohort now. 
Other cohorts also manifest a surge of anti-
Americanism, though not as dramatic. Why 
has anti-American sentiment been on the rise 
in Russia since the end of the Cold War? The 
rapid increase in the ’90s suggests that Rus-
sians may have been experiencing ressenti-
ment. Many Russians were disillusioned by 
the results of the post-Soviet liberal reform 
agenda, and had expected the US to provide 
greater assistance in building a new economic 
and political system. This theory will be ana-
lysed in greater detail later in the report.

Negative attitudes toward the United States 
continued into the 2000s, although on a 

Perceptions of the US as a threat: 
Data for six waves of a survey of Russian elites
Anti-Americanism (%)

1993 20122008 20041999 1995
20

35

50

65

80

Cohorts

Common trend

Before 1940

1941–1950

1951–1960

1961–1970

After 1970

The lines reflect 
changes in the 
percentage 
of respondents 
in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 2.4.1

Many Russians were disillusioned by the 
results of the post-Soviet liberal reform 
agenda
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Changes in Russian perceptions of the US: 
Comparing elite and public opinion
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Figure 2.4.2

Changes in Russian perceptions of the US: 
Impact of college education
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Figure 2.4.3
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smaller scale. This trend was not linear, and 
surges in anti-Americanism in that era, in all 
probability, were the result of contemporary 
developments in Russian-American relations. 
Interestingly, the year 2012 saw a substantial 

decline in anti-Americanism. There is no sim-
ple explanation for this phenomenon, though. 
The shift in attitudes to the US among Russian 
elites may be attributable to their changing 
views of Russia’s sphere of geopolitical inter-
est, as discussed earlier in the report (accord-
ing to Zimmerman, there is a growing trend 
among the elites to regard Russia as a regional 
power rather than a world power), and could 
also signal an imminent rift over this issue.

To compare the dynamics of anti-American 
sentiment in elite and popular opinion, we 
have compared Zimmerman’s findings with 
data from the New Russia Barometer. Figure 
2.4.2 shows general trends in attitudes toward 
the United States among elites and the public 
(the lines reflect changes in the percentage of 
respondents who believe the US poses a threat 

to Russia). We can see the same trend in both 
sets of data: incremental growth, with highs in 
1999–2000 and in 2008–2009, and a decline 
in the early 2000s.

Interpretation of the data is com-
plicated by the fact that the dates 
of specific waves do not coincide 
in the two surveys. Therefore, 
we have removed some of the 
adjacent waves in Rose’s survey, 
including the 1994 wave (no data 

was available on the age of the respondents, 
which would have prevented us from using 
that wave in our analysis of cohort differ-
ences), and the second wave of 2000. Given 
that Rose’s findings, available in the public 
domain, do not go beyond the year 2009, the 
latest wave in 2012 is also omitted from the 
data on elites. 

Despite the similarity of the trends, there is 
one significant difference: anti-Americanism 
was found to be more widespread among elites 
in every wave of the two surveys. Also, the 
rise in anti-American sentiment begins earlier 
among elites than among ordinary Russians. 
This observation fits the findings of other 
researchers. Andreyev [2011; see also: Pona-
rin, 2001] argues that until 1999, there is no 
systematic anti-Americanism in the Russian 

Changes in Russian perceptions of the US 
across cohorts (New Russia Barometer)
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Among college graduates, negative 
attitudes are a little more common



The Russian Elite Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow

34 Moscow, JuLY 2013 

population. However, the graph shows that for 
the elites, anti-Americanism hit the 50% mark 
in 1995 (in other population groups, respond-
ents with negative attitudes to the US did not 
constitute 50% until after the mid–2000s).

To determine if there is a similar effect for 
high-status respondents who participated in 
Rose’s survey, we have made a separate graph 
depicting changes in attitudes toward the 
US among college graduates (Figure 2.4.3) 
compared to the rest of the population. This 
graph shows certain differences between the 
two groups: among college graduates, negative 
attitudes are a little more common.

That being said, the difference between college 
graduates and members of the elite is more 
dramatic than the difference between col-
lege graduates and all the other categories of 
respondents, which suggests that higher edu-
cation is not the sole indicator of elite status. 

If we compare cohort differences (Figures 
2.4.1 and 2.4.4), we see that in both graphs 
the rise of anti-Americanism is the steepest in 
the 1961–1970 cohort over the entire survey 
period. According both to Rose and Zimmer-
man, members of this cohort were among the 
most pro-American in 1993, while in recent 
years (2009 and 2012) they had the highest 
percentage of respondents who viewed the 
United States as a threat. The trends for other 
cohorts largely coincide.

On the whole, one can conclude that both sets 
of data reflect the same trend of rising anti-
Americanism among the Russian public, and 
that anti-American attitudes are more com-
mon among Russian elites. 

There is even a significant difference in the 
level of anti-Americanism among elites and 
college graduates. But the fact that higher 
education increases the likelihood of anti-
American attitudes (confirmed by regressions 
analysis) is consistent with the differences 
between elites and ordinary Russians in this 
regard.

This can also be explained by the concept of 
ressentiment, as discussed above. The Rus-
sian public’s disillusionment with perestroika 
was higher among elites, who, owing to their 
higher education level and social status, had 
greater expectations for the prospects of post-
Soviet Russia’s liberal reforms. The hypothesis 
is confirmed with the help of the regression 
model to be described later in the report. 

The difference in elite and popular opinion 
on the US could be explained by the popu-
lar theory that in Russia, perceptions of the 
United States are highly susceptible to official 
propaganda and will change in concert with 
the Kremlin’s stance [Shlapentokh, 2011]. But 
this interpretation does not account for the 
fact that the range of fluctuation in elite views 
(Figure 2.4.2) across the waves of the survey 
is much higher than in the larger population 
(even if, in Zimmerman’s survey, the inter-
vals between the waves are a bit longer). This 
attests to the greater stability of popular atti-
tudes in Russia compared to elite attitudes.

The ressentiment effect

This paper attempts to explain the rise in anti-
Americanism using a theory first proposed by 
Liah Greenfeld in her classic work “National-
ism: Five Roads to Modernity” [Greenfeld, 
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1992; Greenfeld 2008]. Her theory is based 
on the ressentiment concept introduced by 
Friedrich Nietzsche in his work “On the Gene-
alogy of Morals” and subsequently developed 
in a sociological context by Max Scheler. Origi-
nally, the term was used to describe the feeling 
upon realizing the impossibility of attaining a 
desired object. As a result, the positive feel-
ings toward that object are transformed into a 
rejection of the object’s worth.

Greenfeld adapts the ressentiment concept to 
explain the emergence of nationalistic ideolo-

gies in Europe in the 18th–19th centuries. She 
uses the term to refer to the negative attitudes 
that formed among national elites and, subse-
quently, the general public toward a foreign 
country that used to be looked upon as a 
role model. She believes ressentiment mani-
fests itself in the following way: one coun-
try attempts to replicate another’s successful 
reforms, regarded as a model, but fails to 
achieve its goals and, as a result, develops an 
inferiority complex that can eventually morph 
into aggressive nationalism and even hostility 
toward the other country.

According to Greenfeld’s theory, the change 
in Russian elites’ perceptions of the US can be 

attributed to their dashed hopes for any sub-
stantial improvement in socioeconomic condi-
tions as a result of their country’s transition 
from a planned economy to a market econo-
my, as well as to a new form of government.

During the perestroika era, younger genera-
tions tended to have a positive outlook on the 
future. They saw the United States as a kind 
of guidepost for post-Soviet reform [Levada, 
1990; Kagarlitsky, 2002; Shlapentokh, 2011]. 
With the Cold War over, euphoric Russian lib-
erals came to see America as an ally and part-

ner eager to lend a helping hand 
in transforming post-Soviet Rus-
sia into a democracy and a mar-
ket economy. But their optimism 
dwindled with the rapid deterio-
ration of living conditions in the 
early 1990s, and they projected 
their frustration onto the United 
States, blaming it for not doing 
enough to help Russia through 
the transition.

The rise of mistrust and hostility toward the 
United States captured in sociological surveys 
is a natural consequence of the disappoint-
ment of perestroika-era hopes. Realizing that 
immediate integration with the Western com-
munity of nations was unrealistic and that 
the West was not prepared to help solve the 
numerous problems caused by Russia’s transi-
tion, many Russian politicians laid the blame 
at the United States’ door. The inability to 
replicate the model established by the political 
and economic institutions of Western democ-
racies, primarily the US, engendered resent-
ment toward those values and the country that 
embodied them.

The inability to replicate the model 
established by the political and economic 
institutions of Western democracies, 
engendered resentment toward those 
values
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Some researchers exploring anti-Americanism 
in Russia have proposed similar theories. In 
his work on Russian attitudes to the West in 
general and to the United States specifically, 
Eduard Batalov singles out a separate category 
of “disappointed” Russians [Batalov, 2003]. 
His description of their state of mind has 
much in common with the ressentiment inter-
pretation. According to Batalov, among those 
who are disillusioned with the West there are 
quite a few former pro-Western Russians who 
until recently regarded Western European 
countries and especially the US as partners 
who ought to help Russia – without expect-
ing anything in return – to reinvent itself and 
integrate into the developed world. But the 
attitudes of those pro-Westerners shifted from 
admiration to resentment once it became clear 

the West was in no hurry to welcome Russia 
into the community of Western nations.

There is considerable evidence of this shift in 
contemporary Russian political discourse. Yet, 
we should be aware that public pronounce-
ments by politicians or high-profile intellec-
tuals only reveal the evolution of their indi-
vidual views and do not necessarily represent 
the broader community. To corroborate our 
theory, we relied on statistical data and the 
findings of sociological surveys.

In order to find statistical evidence support-
ing the ressentiment hypothesis, we first had 
to find empirical indicators of the various 
aspects of the ressentiment concept. Second-
ly, we had to account for temporal and gen-
erational changes: we assumed, for example, 
that ressentiment should decline in Russia 
as economic growth picked up after the 1998 
crisis. Yet, as our graphs show, the growth of 
anti-American sentiment continued into the 
2000s despite the obvious economic achieve-
ments of Vladimir Putin’s first term as presi-
dent. This suggests that other factors came 
into play.

Putin has employed anti-US rhetoric to a 
degree and has attempted to revive the image 
of Russia as a global leader. But we believe 
the negative attitudes to the United States 
among the Russian public are, in fact, a 
reflection of their more positive views of the 
situation at home. Russians who believe that 
under Putin the country is heading in the 
right direction may see America as a threat 
to the political system and the prosperity 
attained under Putin. 

This argument suggests a number of 
hypotheses:

•	 (Н1) Anti-American sentiment in Russia 
stems from disappointment with its recent 
economic and political transformations.

Given that Russia has been 
enjoying economic growth since 
the late ‘90s, it would be logical 
to assume that the ressentiment 
effect is a valid explanation only 
for the first decade after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union.

•	 (Н2) Until the year 2000, negative atti-
tudes to the US in Russia were largely the 
result of disappointment with the situation 
at home. But after 2000, they were shaped 
by the opposite sentiment, that is, enthusi-
asm for the Russian government’s political 
and economic direction.

In Zimmerman’s survey, there are no indica-
tors of a respondent’s view of the current 
situation in Russia – something that would let 
us trace how this variable changes over time, 
along with its influence on public attitudes to 
the US. Therefore, in order to test the theory 
that anti-American sentiment is rooted in 
ressentiment, we have supplemented Zim-
merman’s database with information from the 
New Russia Barometer. 

In our analysis, we rely on data from just 
twelve waves of surveys, spanning the 1992–
2009 period (June-July 1993, March-April 
1994, January 1996, July-August 1996, 
March-April 1998, January 2000, April 
2000, June-July 2001, June 2003, January 
2005, April 2007, and June 2009). Part of 
the reason for this is that data for the latest 

Nostalgia for the Soviet Union is a factor 
underlying anti-American sentiment 
among younger Russians
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two waves (2011, 2012) is not publically avail-
able. Also, not all the waves include our base 
question about a respondent’s attitudes to the 
United States.

As a dependent variable, we use answers to the 
following question (with regard to the United 
States): “In your opinion, which of these coun-
tries poses a big threat/some threat/a small 
threat/no threat at all to peace and security in 
your country?”

The New Russia Barometer’s questionnaire 
offers four possible answers (except for the 
1993 and 1994 waves). Zimmerman uses a 
similar question to gauge public perceptions 
of the US, but provides the respondents with 
just two possible answers (as in the first waves 
of the New Russia Barometer). 

To make the data comparable, we have nar-
rowed the Barometer’s choice down to these 
same two answers: threat (originally, big 
threat/some threat) and no threat (small 
threat/no threat).

A disappointment index and a confidence 
index are used as independent variables. 

To determine whether the ressentiment effect 
has any role to play in the surge of anti-Amer-
icanism in Russia, we need reliable indicators 
for disappointment over the outcome of post-
Soviet reforms in the 1990s. Such indicators 
can be found in the New Russia Barometer. In 
all waves of this survey, respondents are asked 
how they view the political and economic 
situation in Russia currently as well as prior to 
perestroika, and what they expect it to be like 
in five years.

Using these indicators, it is easy to construct 
variables that show a respondent’s view of 
completed reforms (comparing the current 
situation and the Soviet era) and the level 
of confidence in the present political course 
(comparing the current situation and five-year 
predictions).

The first indicator can be used to operational-
ize disappointment with an ideal as one kind 
of ressentiment. Russia’s post-Soviet reforms 
were inspired by the liberal ideals of the Wash-
ington Consensus, which is why disappoint-
ment with those transformations may have 
had an adverse effect on attitudes to liberalism 
and countries associated with it.

As Mendelson and Gerber point out [Mendel-
son & Gerber, 2007], nostalgia for the Soviet 
Union is a factor underlying anti-American 
sentiment among younger Russians.

Disappointment with the outcome of post-
Soviet reform and feelings of nostalgia for 
the Soviet past seem like a valid explanation 
for the surge of anti-Americanism in modern 
Russia.

On the other hand, confidence in the Russian 
government’s current direction may be seen as 
a factor that can raise or lower the level of res-
sentiment depending on the official position 
of the Kremlin.

Respondents who expect the situation to 
improve in the future are more inclined to sup-
port government policy and the ideals behind it. 
This largely corresponds to the findings of pre-
vious surveys. Specifically, Mendelson and Ger-
ber report that affiliation with the pro-Kremlin 
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youth movement Nashi raises the likelihood of 
developing negative attitudes to the US.

To build our disappointment and confidence 
indexes, assessments of the three time peri-
ods (past/present/future) were represented 
on a scale of 0 to 1. Four indexes reflecting 
economic/political disappointment and eco-
nomic/political confidence were then calculated. 
With regard to the two disappointment indexes, 
the difference between views of the Soviet era 
and the current situation was calculated for 
each particular respondent. For the confidence 
indexes, the assessment of the current situation 
was subtracted from that of the future.

In order to factor in absolute values of the 
variables along with the difference (if there is 
no difference, this may be interpreted differ-
ently depending on how low/high the assess-
ments are), related indexes were divided by 
the arithmetic mean of the components plus 

0.1 (one-tenth was added to avoid zeros in 
the denominator), with the mean of the index 
components added to this result. 

The final indexes of disappointment and con-
fidence are the arithmetic mean of dimension-
specific values (economics, politics) repre-
sented on a scale of 0 to 1. Both indexes are 
normally distributed; their peak values signify, 
respectively, maximum disappointment and 
maximum confidence.

The respondents are divided into five cohorts: 
born in 1940 and earlier; 1941–1950; 1951–
1960; 1961–1970; and after 1970.

Time is used as an additional categorical vari-
able (the number of surveys conducted).

The control variables are as follows:
•	 sex: a binary variable, with “male” being the 

base category;

Disappointment index formulae:

2.4.1. 
Disappointment.ec = (((epast – epres)/(((epres + epast)/2) + 0.1)) + ((epres + 
epast)/2))

2.4.2. 
Disappointment.pol = (((ppast – ppres)/(((ppres + ppast)/2) + 0.1)) + ((ppres + 
ppast)/2))

2.4.3. 
Disappointment = ((((Disappointment.ec + Disappointment.pol)/2) + 1.205556)/3.5)

Confidence index formulae:

2.4.4. 
Conf.ec = (((efut – epres)/(((epres + efut)/2) + 0.1)) + ((epres + efut)/2))

2.4.5. 
Conf.pol = (((pfut – ppres)/(((ppres + pfut)/2) + 0.1)) + ((ppres + pfut)/2))

2.4.6. 
Confidence = ((((Conf.ec + Conf.pol)/2) + 1.204412)/3.5),

where epast/ppast, epres/ppres, efut/pfut denote, respectively, the view of the political 
and economic situation before the perestroika era, in the present, and five years from now. 

Disappointment.ec and Disappointment.pol are dimension-specific indices of 
disillusionment with economic and political changes while Conf.ec and Conf.pol 
are dimension-specific indices of confidence in the country’s current economic and 
political direction. Disappointment and Confidence are general disappointment and 
confidence indexes.
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•	 employment: employed/unemployed;
•	 residence: urban/rural;
•	 social status: high/low (the question on 

social status seeks to identify members of 
the elite; this variable was not included 
in the first few waves of the New Russia 
Barometer’s survey; models using it are 
based on the findings of ten waves, from 
January 1996 onward);

•	 education: a binary variable, with “no col-
lege” being the base category; used as an 
alternative marker to indicate a respon-
dent’s belonging to the elite. 

Our primary task was to find out just how 
comparable the two surveys by Zimmerman 
and Rose really are. We concluded that both 
sets of data reflect the same trend – growing 
anti-Americanism among the Russian popula-
tion. Therefore, conclusions based on a statis-
tical analysis of one survey can be used, albeit 
with certain reservations, to interpret the 
trends observed in the other survey.

To test our hypothesis, we carried out a sta-
tistical analysis of the findings of the New 
Russia Barometer’s popular opinion survey. 
We used binary logistic regression to deter-
mine whether there is any correlation between 
anti-Americanism and disappointment and/
or confidence in Russia’s current political and 
economic direction (Model 1a). We then tried 

to determine whether the ressen-
timent effect changes over time, 
as had been originally assumed 
(Model 1b). With that objective 
in mind, we added interactive 
effects linking time with disap-
pointment and/or confidence. 
Finally, we examined whether 
the ressentiment effect remained 

stable (without interactions over time) when 
the control variables were added. 

Model 2a enables us to detect the presence of 
inter-generational differences and to determine 
the degree to which public attitudes toward the 
US are influenced by factors such as education 
and social status. Model 2b serves to explain 
education- and status-related differences.

The simplest of the models (see Table 1 in 
Appendix 3) has just two predictors: the index-
es of disappointment and confidence in Rus-
sia’s current political and economic direction.

Both these variables are statistically signifi-
cant, but their effect is not the same. Predict-
ably, disappointment dramatically increases 
the likelihood of coming to see the United 
States as a threat. While a positive outlook on 
the future is usually accompanied by a more or 
less tolerant attitude toward the US.

To determine whether the ressentiment effect 
changes over time, we built a model gauging 
the interactive effects between ressentiment 
and the time when a survey was conducted 
(see also Table 1 in Appendix 3). 

This model shows that the effect of disappoint-
ment declined in the mid-‘90s and has since 

The impact of disappointment was the 
strongest in the period immediately after 
the collapse of the Soviet Union and the 
drastic market reforms
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remained stable. We can therefore conclude 
that the impact of disappointment was the 
strongest in the period immediately after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and the drastic 
market reforms. 

The New Russia Barometer conducted the 
first round of its survey in the summer of 
1993, by which time the fallout of the reforms 
had largely become apparent. Although it has 
abated since, the effect remains a significant 
factor. 

Confidence that Russia is on the right track 
appears to have had the greatest effect in atti-
tudes to the US in the latter half of the 1990s. 
Interaction coefficients were the highest at the 
time, signaling a stronger impact as compared 
with the base category (1993). 

In the 2000s, those coefficients were at about 
the same level as in the early 1990s. In all 
probability, this is due to the fact that the over-
all number of people holding anti-American 
views in Russia grew over time, reducing the 
dispersion of the dependent variable. This 

also explains the incremental decline in the 
impact of disappointment on anti-American 
sentiment. 

Finally, a general model was built to incor-
porate all the presumed predictors of anti-
Americanism (see Table 2 in Appendix 2 
(Model 2a)). According to this model, the 
effects of disappointment and confidence 
remain stable even after control variables 
were introduced into the equation. Disap-
pointment still leads to greater anti-Ameri-
canism in Russia, whereas confidence in the 

current direction of the Russian government 
makes this sentiment less pronounced. This 
provides more support to Hypothesis H1, 
suggesting that surges in anti-American sen-
timent in Russia are the result of the disap-
pointment that many Russians feel about the 
recent economic and political transforma-
tions in their country. 

Some curious findings have been made con-
cerning the effect of socio-demographic vari-
ables. Where a respondent lives (urban/rural 

area) has proved irrelevant. Sta-
ble employment has also turned 
to have little to no effect on 
negative perceptions of the US, 
although this variable’s Z-value 
and p-value come close to the 
threshold (1.78 and 0.07, respec-

tively), making it a potentially defining factor. 

Interestingly, fewer women tend to regard the 
US as a threat to Russia. In younger genera-
tions, too, anti-Americanism appears to be a 
less common trend; in two cohorts (1951–
1960, 1961–1970), there is a statistically sig-
nificant difference in anti-American sentiment 
as compared with the base category – the 
cohort born before 1941. The coefficient also 
has a negative value for the youngest cohort. 
The standard level of statistical significance 
(p-value< 0.05) is not met in this case.

However, this observation is at 
odds with what we see in Fig-
ures 2.4.1 and 2.4.4, which both 
show that the 1961–1970 cohort 
contains the highest percentage 
of respondents holding anti-
American views. We attribute 
this discrepancy to the fact that 

the greatest spike in anti-Americanism in this 
cohort occurred only in recent years; until 
then it had been largely pro-American. The 
graphs show this clearly, with the 1961–1970 
line surpassing other age groups only in the 
most recent period of observation.

Our most interesting finding on the control var-
iables’ effect has to do with the impact of social 
status and education. Initially, it was assumed 
these variables were indirect indicators that a 
respondent is part of the elite, and that their 
effect is similar. However, their regression coef-

In younger generations, anti-Americanism 
appears to be a less common trend

Among respondents with the highest 
status, anti-Americanism is more common 
than in the middle class
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ficients have opposite signs, with college educa-
tion raising the likelihood of anti-Americanism 
while high social status, on the contrary, works 
against perceptions of the US as a threat. 

These two indicators have the same quality but 
opposite effects. How is this possible? In the 
base model, the variable “status” is an interval 
variable, taking values of 1 to 10. There may 
well be some non-linear connection here. 

Model 2b (see Table 2 in Appendix 3) repre-
sents the variable “status” as a categorical var-
iable with the following five categories: lower 
class, lower middle class, upper middle class, 
upper class, and elite (a subcategory singled 
out in the upper class category).

As we can see, the differences in effect are sta-
tistically significant here only for the categories 
“upper middle class” and “upper class.” But we 
cannot say that elites are any less inclined to 
view the US as a threat, although the regres-
sion coefficient has a negative sign. This sug-
gests that among respondents with the highest 
status, anti-Americanism is more common 
than in the middle class, and is approaching 
the level seen in Zimmerman’s survey of elites.

Also, we should bear in mind that the very 
wording of the question on social status pre-

supposes a subjective answer. Plus, the ques-
tion is not present in every wave of the survey, 
hence the removal of this variable is unlike-
ly to have any dramatic effect. Apparently, 

the variable “status” is not the 
best indicator of elite status, so 
care should be taken to prop-
erly interpret its effect. We must 
acknowledge that it’s not entirely 
clear why the effects of social sta-
tus and education are different. 

This analysis of the New Russia 
Barometer’s data confirms our 

ressentiment hypothesis. But if we supple-
ment the model with the interactive effect of 
ressentiment and the years when the surveys 
were conducted, this will predictably weaken 
the ressentiment effect across all cohorts in 
the 2000s. 

The effect of confidence in the government’s 
economic and political direction, which is also 
an indicator of loyalty to the regime, appears to 
reduce the level of anti-Americanism – coun-
ter to our initial premise that under Putin, a 
positive view of the socioeconomic situation 
in this country should fan anti-American sen-
timent among the Russians. Presumably, the 
explanation for the level of anti-Americanism 
in Russia observed in the 2000s lied beyond 
the scope of our statistical model.

That said, the surges in anti-Americanism 
may have been provoked by US-Russian con-
flicts over Kosovo, Iraq, and South Ossetia. 
Coupled with the ressentiment effect, those 
emotionally charged controversies must have 
added to the level of animosity toward the 
US. Although the peaks of 1999–2000 and 

The surges in anti-Americanism in the 
2000s may have been provoked by 
US-Russian conflicts over Kosovo, Iraq, 
and South Ossetia
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2008–2009 were followed by a slight decline, 
anti-Americanism has never returned to its 
pre-peak lows. Given the inertia of individual 
attitudes, we believe that anti-Americanism 
can be largely attributed to transformations 
in post-Soviet Russia.

Another significant finding is that the growth 
of negative attitudes toward the US among 
Russian elites preceded growth in anti-Amer-
ican sentiment among ordinary Russians 
(see Figures 2.4.2 and 2.4.3.) This can be 
seen as further evidence that in Russia, anti-
Americanism – and, by extension, anti-West-
ernism – is a top-down phenomenon rather 
than bottom-up.

The results of our analysis are largely in 
line with theoretical predictions made by 
Greenfeld and other researchers, as well as 
with opinions of reputed analysts who have 
explored the issue.

We believe the ressentiment theory is quite 
productive in explaining the phenomenon of 
anti-Americanism – not just in the Russian 
context, but in a cross-country setting as well. 
It would be interesting to do a comparative 
analysis of post-Communist transformations in 
Russia and Eastern European countries, which 
began their transition to democracy almost at 
the same time and in similar circumstances. 

The Bulgarian political analyst Ivan Krastev 
notes that in post-Communist states, public 
perceptions of the US tend to be closely linked 
with attitudes to democracy and the market 
economy. He argues that in the early ‘90s, 
Eastern European populations were “eager 
to embrace democracy primarily because in 
their minds democracy was associated with 
the American dream.” [Krastev, 2004:11]. The 
same appears to be true of Russia. We can 
assume therefore that the subsequent surges 
in anti-Americanism in the former Eastern 
Bloc countries were not just brought about 
by the national elite for whom anti-American 

rhetoric was a way to earn political capital, 
according to Krastev. Ressentiment may well 
have been at play here, too.

Getting back to Russian realities, another way 
to test our ressentiment theory would be to use 
qualitative methods, such as analyzing public 
speeches by members of the elite or in-depth 
interviews with politicians, academics, and 
community activists.

2.5.  Elite perceptions of external and 
internal threats to national security

Zimmerman’s survey of elites shows which 
internal problems elites view as most danger-
ous and how elite perceptions of threats have 
evolved over time. Our analysis covers the four 
main issues which the respondents view as 
threats: growing economic inequality, internal 
ethnic conflicts, rising prices and inflation, 
and pollution.

Table 2.5.1 presents data on 
respondents’ perceptions of the 
threat of growing economic ine-
quality from 1993 to 2012, on a 
scale of 1–5 (from the lowest to 
highest threat level).

Russian elites were especially worried about 
growing economic inequality in the second 
half of the 1990s, though the number of 
respondents viewing it as a big threat subsided 
over time. The largest number of respondents 
chose 4 (“heightened danger”) in four of the 
six waves.

Over 85% of the respondents in 2012 said that 
economic inequality poses at least some threat 
to stability (3 to 5), while 59% rated it 4 or 5. 
It can be assumed, therefore, that despite the 
considerable economic growth in the 2000s, 
Russian elites believe that there is consider-
able economic inequality in the country, which 
poses the risk of social upheaval.

It should be noted that the global crisis of 
2007–2008, which had a dramatic impact on 
the Russian economy according to experts, 
only had a minor effect on elite perceptions of 
economic inequality: the number of respond-
ents who see economic inequality as a very 
large threat (5) changed gradually from wave 

Russian elites were especially worried 
about growing economic inequality in the 
second half of the 1990s
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1 = absence of danger; 5 = greatest danger

Waves, %Year Total

Growing economic inequality as a threat 
to the nation’s stability

1993 

1995 

1999 

2004 

2008 

2012

11,6  
18,6  

32,2
20,6  

17,1

1,1  
9,5  

28,5
25,1

35,8

2,1
9,2

28,8
31,7

28,3

2,2  
13,4  

28,4  
30,3  

25,6

1,2
7,1

25,7  
43,6  

22,4

4,3
9

27,8
39,3  

19,7

23

2

5

7

3

10

37

17

22

43

17

21

64

51

69

91

62

65

41

45

76

97

105

92

34

64

68

82

54

46

199

179

240

320

241

234

1413Total:Average %:

64

3,5 11,1 28,5 32,3 24,6

1 2 3 4 5

– the number of respondents

Table 2.5.1
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1 = absence of danger; 5 = greatest danger

Waves, %Year Total

Ethnic conflicts as a threat to the nation’s stability 

1993 

1995 

1999 

2004 

2008 

2012

200

180

240

317

241

236

1414Total:Average %:

0,5
8,0

18,0
29,5  

44,0

1,1
1,7

14,4
34,4

48,3

0,4
2,5

15,0
38,8

43,3

2,8 
11,0

31,5
30,0  

24,6

2,9
14,9

29,9
31,5

20,7

3,0
15,7

23,7
32,2

25,4

1

2

1

9

7

7

16

3

6

35

36

37

36

26

36

100

72

56

59

62

93

95

76

76

88

87

104

78

50

60

1,9 9,4 23,1 32,6 33,0

1 2 3 4 5

64 – the number of respondents

Table 2.5.2
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to wave. The number of respondents who 
chose 4 increased at the height of the crisis 
in 2008 but subsided by 2012, even though 
predictions of a second wave of the crisis were 
widespread in the time between waves. There-
fore, one can conclude that elites see economic 
inequality as a major problem (a possible 
aftershock of the 1990s), but the issue has 
become less acute for them over time.

According to experts, one of Russia’s biggest 
problems during the “parade of sovereign-
ties” in the 1990s, when post-Soviet repub-
lics demanded greater sovereignty from Mos-
cow, was smoldering ethnic conflicts, some 
of which grew to full-scale wars. Table 2.5.2 
shows respondents’ views on the threat of 
ethnic conflicts.

In the first three surveys, at least 70% of 
respondents identified ethnic tensions as a 
major threat to internal stability, with at least 
40% of respondents ranking it 5, the highest 
risk level.

According to the surveys conducted after 
Vladimir Putin’s ascent to power, elites agreed 
that one of his greatest achievements was end-
ing the Chechen war and suppressing separa-
tist movements in other regions. In the 2000s, 

the number of respondents who viewed ethnic 
tensions as a high or very high risk fell con-
siderably, though they still accounted for over 
50% of respondents. It is notable that follow-
ing an initial plunge in the perceived threat of 
ethnic conflicts in 1999 to 2004, perceptions 
did not vary much. The only exception was a 
minor uptick in respondents who chose 5 in 
2012. Clearly, differences between ethnic Rus-

sians and other ethnic groups of 
the Russian Federation remain a 
very sensitive issue for the elite, 
who still view ethnic relations as 
a major threat source.

Table 2.5.3 shows changes in 
elites’ perception of rising prices 
and inflation and the danger they 
pose.

Although the highest level of inflation in 
modern Russia occurred during the radical 
economic reforms of the 1990s, the surveys 
show that elites were especially worried about 
inflation in the early 2010s. Most respond-
ents, 69.1%, chose 4 or 5 in the 2012 survey, 
which is considerably more than in 1993 and 
1995 (57.8% and 62.6%) when inflation was 
very high. In 2012, inflation was substantial 
but still quite manageable (6%-7%). However, 
elites are more concerned about inflation than 
ethnic conflicts or economic inequality, which 
is paradoxical in a sense.

Table 2.5.4 shows that elites generally do not 
view pollution as a major threat. Their concern 
was elevated in 1995 and 2008, but in 2012 
a large majority of respondents claimed that 
environmental pollution was not a big threat. 
There is a stable trend of convergence of elite 

Differences between ethnic Russians 
and other ethnic groups of the Russian 
Federation remain a very sensitive issue 
for the elite, who still view ethnic relations 
as a major threat source



The Russian Elite Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow

46 Moscow, JuLY 2013 

1 = absence of danger; 5 = greatest danger

Waves, %Year Total

Inflation as a threat to national stability 

1993 

1995 

1999 

2004 

2008 

2012

199

179

239

318

241

236

1412Total:Average %:

0,5
12,1

29,6
31,2

26,6

1,7
11,7

24,0
38,0

24,6

1,7
10,5

30,5
36,0

21,3

4,4 
18,6

39,0
29,6  

8,5

1,2
13,7

21,2
40,2

23,7

0,0
2,5

28,4
41,1

28,0

1

3

4

14

3

0

24

21

25

59

33

6

59

43

73

124

51

67

62

68

86

94

97

97

53

44

51

27

57

66

1,8 11,9 29,5 35,7 21,1

1 2 3 4 5

64 – the number of respondents

Table 2.5.3
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1 = absence of danger; 5 = greatest danger

Waves, %Year Total

Environmental pollution as a threat to the nation 

1993 

1995 

1999 

2004 

2008 

2012

198

180

240

320

241

232

1411Total:Average %:

11,6
21,7

29,3
21,7

15,7

11,7
20,6

24,4
23,3

20,0

8,8
20,4

34,2
25,0

11,7

7,2 
30,6

32,5
18,8

10,9

7,5
26,6

24,9
21,6

19,5

3,4
24,1

41,8
23,3

7,3

23

21

21

23

18

8

43

37

49

98

64

56

58

44

82

104

60

97

43

42

60

60

52

54

31

36

28

35

47

17

8,1 24,6 31,5 22,0 13,7

1 2 3 4 5

64 – the number of respondents

Table 2.5.4
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views of this issue, with scores 1 and 5 selected 
less and less frequently (excluding the year of 
peak concern, 2008). It can be said, therefore, 
that the elites do not view environmental 
problems as a major threat source. Moreover, 
this issue is gradually losing salience.

Other problems perceived as major threats to the 
country’s internal stability and security include 

inability to resolve internal problems and falling 
oil prices (over 70% of respondents chose 4 or 
5), while only 50% of respondents identified ter-
rorism as a major threat (see Appendix 4).

In other words, Russian elites are especial-
ly worried about internal problems. Foreign 
threats are seen as potentially dangerous, 
but the Russian elite believes that they are 
less acute than economic problems and other 
domestic issues. Elites are likely less worried 

about Russia’s international standing than 
its internal situation because they have easier 
access to the relevant information. It is note-
worthy that the two most alarming issues for 
respondents – poor governance (“inability to 
deal with internal problems”) and the coun-
try’s dependence on energy exports (“falling 
oil prices”) – are also named Russia’s big-
gest problems by experts. Therefore, we can 
assume that Russian elites have a realistic 
view of Russia’s current economic and politi-
cal strengths and weaknesses.

2.6.  Evolution of the Ideological Attitudes 
of Elites

William Zimmerman’s research on Russian 
elites allows us to trace the evolution of their 
ideologcal attitudes as well as to determine 
whether they hold consensus views on soci-
ety’s basic developmental goals and the means 
of achieving them, and whether the attitudes 

of groups with the highest status 
are gradually diverging, indicat-
ing growing ideological polariza-
tion among elites. This will also 
enable us to make inferences 
about the trajectory of Russia’s 
political and economic develop-
ment over the next 10-15 years.

The questionnaires used by Zim-
merman include various indica-
tors of the respondents’ ideologi-
cal attitudes. The questionnaires 

prepared for each wave comprised around 15 
questions, some of which varied from year 
to year. But 10 of these questions were asked 
during every wave of the survey. Our analy-
sis is based on the evolution of repsondents’ 
answers to these 10 questions.

The wording of the question was the same for 
all 10 indicators: “I will read you several con-
stroversial statements. How strongly do you 
agree or disagree with each statement?” 

Respondents selected answers 
from a five point scale rang-
ing from strongly disagree (1) to 
strongly agree (5). We analyzed 
respondents’ attitudes to the fol-
lowing statements: “In any soci-
ety it will always be necessary to 
prohibit the public expression of 

dangerous ideas”; “The rights of the individ-
ual should be defended even if guilty persons 
sometimes remain free”; “The interests of 
society should be protected even if innocent 
people sometimes end up in prison”; “It is 
apparent that of all of the existing philoso-
phies, there is only one that is clearly correct”; 
“Stalin is blamed for things he didn’t do”; 
“Competition among various political par-
ties makes our system strong”; “Competition 
among various enterprises, organizations, 
and firms benefits our society”; “It’s normal 

Russian elites are especially worried about 
internal problems. Foreign threats are 
seen as potentially dangerous, but the 
Russian elite believes that they are less 
acute than economic problems and other 
domestic issues

Throughout the 1990s, elites widely 
believed that dangerous ideas should be 
prohibited
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when the owner of a prosperous enterprise, 
using the labor of his workers, becomes 
richer than many people”; “There’s no sense 
in beginning a new business as it might fail”; 
and “All heavy industry should belong to the 
state and not be in private hands.”

For the sake of convenience, these questions 
can be divided into two large groups – atti-
tudes to models of governance, and attitudes 
to economic policy. This allowed us to grade 
repsondents on a two dimensional ideological 
plane, where one axis is socialism/liberalism 
(the economic dimension) and the other is 
authoritarianism/democracy.

Figure 2.6.1 shows the evolution of mean 
values for each question. Clearly, there has 
been a downward trend for nearly all ques-
tions: over time respondents have tended to 
offer less support for all statements. The only 
exception is their attitude to state ownership 
of heavy industry. At the same time, the fluc-

tuations observed for each mean 
value vary, and some ideological 
indicators even showed a nonlin-
ear trend. Throughout the 1990s, 
elites widely believed that dan-
gerous ideas should be prohib-

ited, but that trend subsided to its initial 1993 
level over the subsequent decade.

The chart also shows two periods of steep 
decline, one after 1999, when the mean value 
decreased for eight indicators, and the other 
after 2008, when it fell for seven indicators. 
For three indicators, the decline was great-
er than 0.5 or 10%–20%. The biggest drop 
in support during the entire survey period 
occurred for the belief that the rights of the 
individual should be defended even if guilty 
persons sometimes remain free, and for the 
benefits of political (party) competition to the 
country. This means that elite support for the 
ideals of liberal democracy has waned. Also, 
deviations of political indicators have grown 
considerably within the given group: support 
for antiliberal views (the primacy of a single 
ideology) was initially lower and hence more 
stable, while support for liberal statements 
(the primacy of human rights) has declined 
considerably during the survey period. 

Ideological indicators: Change in mean value 
Mean value Question
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The lines reflect changes in the percentage of respondents 
in each generation who support a “broad” interpretation

Figure 2.6.1

Elite support for the ideals of liberal 
democracy has waned
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Also notable is the downward trend for those 
indicators which are essentially opposed to 
each other (for example, primacy of human 
rights versus primacy of society). This may 
mean that there are two or more diverging 
trends for each indicator. In other words, 
a decrease in the mean value may point to 
polarization in the ideological attitudes of 
elites. A more careful assessment of the diver-
gence of attitudes calls for analyzing changes 
in the variance of responses to each question 
over several years. A change in the mean value 
could be interpreted as a change in the trend. 
Variance is a measure of the dispersion of 
a random variable around its mean, which 
shows the difference between concrete indica-
tors and the mean value for the given group. In 
a study of values and attitudes, growing vari-
ance over time can point to differences in the 
respondents’ attitudes. Therefore, variance 

is often used to assess trends 
of polarization and convergence 
in values and ideology. //Some 
authors oppose using variance 
as an indicator of polarization 
when working with ordinal 
variables [Mouw&Sobel, 2001]. 
However, variance is the only 
adequate indicator for a tenta-

tive assessment of a polarization trend, which 
can subsequently be verified using more com-
plex methods even in the case of ordinal indi-
cators, as Mouw and Sobel acknowledge//

We standardized all variables to establish a 
reference point for the purposes of comparing 
absolute values of variance in different time 
periods. Therefore, 1 represents a relatively 
normal amount of variance. Values above 
1 may indicate considerable differences in elite 
attitudes. Values below 1 show that elites have 
a consolidated view of a given issue.

Figure 2.6.2 shows that variance on all ques-
tions increases with time, although the size 
of the change varies for each indicator. There 
are two peaks in this chart, 2004 and 2009, 
where the figures are the highest for nearly all 
lines. At the same time, variance in the period 

Indicators of ideological attitudes: 
Change in variance 
Variance Question
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Figure 2.6.2

The elites disagree on the main methods 
of governance, and that their attitudes 
to economic policy are particularly 
consolidated
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after 2004 is only relatively constant for three 
variables: attitudes to economic competition, 
using hired labor for personal enrichment, and 
the primacy of human rights. 

However, variance in responses regarding the 
primacy of the interests of society and Sta-
lin’s culpability has somewhat declined. The 
sharpest increase in variance was seen for the 
existence of a single true philosophy, the pros-
pects of starting a new business, and the role 
of party competition. In general, variance has 
been growing faster for ideological attitudes 

than for economic attitudes. The absolute 
variance indicator exceeds 1 for most ques-
tions, which may mean that the elites disagree 
on the main methods of governance, and that 
their attitudes to economic policy are particu-
larly consolidated.

2.7.  Cohort differences in elite values and 
political views

Surveys of elite groups provide copious infor-
mation about the mentality of members of 
the upper echelons of Russian society and 
the factors that shape it. Understanding the 
mentality of elites is very important in any 
forecast of the direction Russia’s domestic and 
foreign policies will take over the next 10 to 15 

years. Still, it is difficult to use these data to 
draw conclusions about the disposition, val-
ues and convictions that will characterize the 
age groups that by 2020 will form the lower 
rung (or backbone) of the Russian elite, and 
by 2030 will occupy key government posts. 
These are the elites born in the 1970s and 
1980s primarily. 

Given their relative youth, these age groups 
are underrepresented in William Zimmer-
man’s survey of the Russian elites. Therefore, 
we had to use an alternative source as the basis 

for our analysis of their attitudes, 
which we found in the World 
Values Survey (WVS), a series of 
global polls conducted in many 
countries over the last 30 years. 

In order to understand the social 
context in which the future Rus-
sian elite will take shape, we have 
used the data from the six WVS 

polls conducted in Russia in 1990, 1995, 1999, 
2006, 2008 and 2011. Our analysis focused 
on the generation born between 1981 and 
1990, with an emphasis on their values and 
ideological preferences, their vision of the 
ideal political system, and prospects for their 
involvement in politics. 

Core values significantly influence how indi-
viduals relate to different aspects of society. 
According to modern sociological theories, 
the overarching trend in the majority of coun-
tries will be the transition to a so-called post-
materialistic society, with a growing number 
of people coming to see the satisfaction of 
material desires as secondary and prioritiz-
ing self-fulfillment and personal development. 

The rise of post-materialism among 
younger generations may indicate that 
these age groups will make Russian society 
more democratic and open
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This process has obvious political implica-
tions. Data from over the years has consist-
ently shown that post-materialists are growing 
increasingly dedicated to the ideals of democ-
racy, human rights, free society, etc. And 
the spread of post-materialism around the 
world will eventually make political systems 
more democratic. In the context of Russian 
realities, the rise of post-materialism among 
younger generations may indicate that these 
age groups will make Russian society more 
democratic and open as they mature and gain 
greater influence on social, economic and 
political decision-making.

To determine whether there have been sig-
nificant changes in the value system of the 
Russian population, we relied on the clas-
sic index of post-materialism developed by 
US political scientist Ronald Inglehart, who 
originated the theory of post-materialism, 
as well as on the emancipative values index 
developed by Inglehart’s regular coauthor 
Christian Welzel. 

Inglehart’s post-materialist 
index is a variable that can 
take on three possible val-
ues. Respondents are asked to 
choose what they see as the two 
most important challenges fac-

ing society out of four possibilities: maintain-
ing law and order, promoting broad pub-
lic involvement in political decision-making, 
fighting inflation, and protecting freedom of 
expression. Respondents who prioritize chal-
lenges 1 and 3 are characterized as materi-
alists, while those who choose 2 and 4 are 
post-materialists. There is also an intermedi-
ate category for respondents who choose one 
item from 1 and 3 and one item from 2 and 4 
[Inglehart, 1971, 1990]. 

The post-materialist index has its shortcom-
ings. In fact, some researchers doubt that it 
can accurately reflect value changes in a soci-
ety [Davis & Davenport, 1999]. This is why our 
analysis also relies on the emancipative values 
index as a more current and reliable indica-
tor of changes in values //The methodology 
for calculating emancipative values is rather 
complex, and a description would exceed the 
scope of this paper. Christian Welzel describes 
it in detail in his published works. See, for 
example, the supplement to The Contribution 

Post-materialism in Russia: 
Elites and the general population
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Figure 2.7.1

The absolute value of post-materialism in 
Russia is rather low 



Russian Elite — 2020

53Valdai discussion club Grantees analytical report

of “Good” Jobs to Development and Cohe-
sion: The Human Empowerment Perspective, 
forthcoming. This article is available on the 
Internet at http://siteresources. worldbank.
org/EXTNWDR2013/Resour ces/8258024-
1320950747192/8260293-1320956712276/ 
8261091-1348683883703/WDR2013_bn_
Contribution_of_Good_Jobs_to_Develop-
ment.pdf//.

Figure 2.7.1 shows the general trend of post-
materialism in the Russian Federation. 
After a sharp decline post–1990, the level 
has remained more or less stable. Following 
another ebb in 2006–2008, there was a surge 
in 2011 back to 2006 levels. 

The absolute value of post-materialism in 
Russia is rather low (less than 1.5 on a scale of 

1-3). To estimate how the atti-
tudes of the upper strata have 
evolved using the WVS data, we 
constructed a theoretical elite 
on the basis of two indicators: 
college degree and high income 
(four upper categories on the 
WVS scale).

For college graduates, we observe 
the same general trend as for the 

rest of the population, even though the size of 
the fluctuations from wave to wave is slightly 
greater. Among high-income respondents, the 
level of post-materialism has undergone less 
dramatic variations, though the overall trend 
is similar. Another notable feature is that in 
recent years post-materialism is at its highest 
among high-income earners, while the level 
of post-materialism among college graduates 
declined relative to other groups. That said, 
both high-income earners and college gradu-
ates are more likely to hold post-materialist 
views than the rest of the population.

Turning to cohort differences (Figure 2.7.2), 
we see a similar trend – with a few excep-
tions – in all cohorts, which generally tracks 
with nationwide variations in the level of 
post-materialism. 

Post-materialism in Russia: Cohort differences
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Figure 2.7.2

In recent years, the highest level of post-
materialism has been found among people 
born in the 1980s. These people will form 
the largest segment of the Russian elite in 
the 2020s and the backbone of the ruling 
elite in the 2030s
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For all the similarity in the trends, there are 
several interesting generational peculiarities, 
like the decline in post-materialism in the 
early 1990s, which was most dramatic among 
relatively young groups (born in the 1960s 
and 1970s). Nevertheless, post-materialist 
attitudes were most prevalent among precisely 
these age groups. In recent years, the high-
est level of post-materialism has been found 
among people born in the 1980s. These people 
will form the largest segment of the Russian 
elite in the 2020s and the backbone of the rul-
ing elite in the 2030s. 

With the exception of a single dip in 1990–
1995, the general trend in emancipative val-
ues is upward (Figure 2.7.3), while post-
materialism, after a decline in the same peri-
od in the ‘90s, has been more or less stable 
in Russia for the last fifteen years (to be fair, 
the rate of diffusion for emancipative values 
has been also quite moderate). On the whole, 
both trends fit Inglehart and Welzel’s mod-
ernization theory, but emancipative values as 
an indicator of value changes are more in line 
with theoretical predictions, specifically, the 
importance of economic growth as a driver 
of value changes. The dramatic decline in 
post-materialism and emancipative values in 
the mid-’90s occurred in the midst of a pro-

found socioeconomic crisis. Likewise, eco-
nomic growth was high in the 2000s, when 
emancipative values were on the rise (unlike 
the post-materialist index). 

The subset of respondents in the large WVS 
survey with high education levels and social 
status (or both), who approximate the Rus-
sian elite, have not exhibited a stable increase 
in emancipative values. In other words, the 
dynamics in Figure 2.7.3 are closer to what we 
see in Figure 2.7.1. 

An analysis of cohort differences is required 
to better understand the stability of the trend 
we have observed. Figure 2.7.4 shows changes 
in the level of emancipative values for each 
of the cohorts born in the following periods: 
1931–1940, 1941–1950, 1951–1960, 1961–
1970, 1971–1980, 1981–1990. While the three 
youngest groups average the highest level of 
emancipative values, there has been no linear 
growth (though values are uniformly higher in 
2011 than in the “crisis wave” of 1995). 

We used dispersion analysis to authenticate 
mid-value differences in accordance with the 
emancipative values index in the 2011 wave 
of the survey. The differences are statisti-
cally significant at p < 0.001 (F=18.57, with 
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df=5) //Performed with the help of Levene’s 
test, our analysis of dispersion homogeneity 
in different groups revealed no statistically 
significant differences between the disper-
sions (p=0.816). Hence, it is legitimate to use 
ANOVA. Multiple comparisons were based 
on Turkey’s “Honest Significant Difference,” 
which makes it possible to adjust the level of 
significance while checking several hypoth-
eses at once in order to avoid an increase 
in type 1 error//. Our multiple comparisons 
analysis demonstrates that the level of eman-
cipative values in the 1981–1990 cohort is sig-
nificantly different from the values for 1931–
1940 (p<0.001), 1941–1950 (p<0.001), and 
1951–1960 (p<0.01) cohorts. No differences 
have been revealed with the 1961–1970 and 
1971–1980 cohorts. 

Thus, we can conclude that in 
general there has been no growth 
in emancipative values among 
people born after 1960. This is 
a consequence of the collapse of 
the USSR and its political and 
economic system, and the mas-
sive socioeconomic crisis that 
ensued. According to Inglehart, 
economic prosperity is the key 
prerequisite for the diffusion of 
post-materialist values, while 

periods of recession and economic crisis are 
accompanied by a return to survival-orient-
ed values. Nevertheless, this confirms our 
assumption that there are no significant dif-
ferences in this respect for people born after 
1960. It should be noted that our analysis was 
not applied to people born after 1990. Eman-
cipative values may be more prevalent in this 
age group, but as they will not assume lead-
ing positions in society until the late 2030s, 
we have disregarded the attitudes of this age 
group at this stage in our survey.

We should also take into account that cohort 
differences in emancipative values are unlike 
cohort differences in post-materialism. Each 
cohort features a greater number of indi-

Diffusion of emancipative values: Cohort differences
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The general growth of emancipative values 
in Russia is most likely the result of the 
gradual dislodgement of older cohorts who 
exhibit a low level of post-materialism by 
younger generations with somewhat higher 
levels
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viduals with post-materialist attitudes than 
the preceding cohort. As noted earlier, data 
from the most recent studies suggest that 
the emancipative values index yields more 
reliable results [Inglehart & Welzel, 2003a, 
2003b, 2005]. Accordingly, when two trends 
diverged, we assumed the emancipative values 
index was the more reliable of the two.

Thus we can conclude that the general growth 
of emancipative values in the Russian Federa-
tion is most likely the result of the gradual dis-
lodgement of older cohorts who exhibit a low 
level of post-materialism by younger genera-
tions with somewhat higher levels. However, 
the growth of post-materialists in the country 
should slow because there are no significant 
differences between respondents born in the 
1960s, the 1970s, and the 1980s. 

Will the relatively modest diffusion of eman-
cipative values in Russia have the kinds of 
political effects that are closely associated in 
modern sociology with value changes of this 
type – a growing emphasis on democracy, 
tolerance, and human rights? To answer this 
question, we analyzed WVS data on individual 
political preferences and attitudes, with an 
emphasis on the generation born in the 1980s.

To identify preferences for the political sys-
tem, the WVS survey asked respondents to 
rank on a four-point scale how well the fol-
lowing types of political systems suit Russian 
conditions: an authoritarian system with a 
high-profile leader unconstrained by elections 
or parliament; technocratic governance, under 
which key decisions are made by independent 
experts rather than the government; a military 
regime; and a democratic political system. 

Figure 2.7.5 shows the mean response to the 
four types of political systems in each wave 
of the survey. The darker shades of each color 
represent the values related to the relevant 
variables for the 1981–1990 cohort, and esti-
mates for all indicators have been transferred 
to the scale from 0 to 1.

We see that a military regime is the least 
popular option (begins at a mean value of 0.3 
and tapers off with time), but all other types of 
political systems are rated similarly in terms 
of how well suited they are to Russian reali-
ties. On average, positive views of each type of 
political system grow over time.

It is worth noting that authoritarian rule has 
enjoyed the greatest leap in popularity: since 
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1995 (0.52) the mean value for this option has 
grown by 30% (to 0.69). Most strikingly, the 
preference for authoritarianism grew by over 
50% (from 0.39 to 0.64) in the younger gener-
ation, while favorable views of democracy have 
declined. In fact, this age group has a lower 
opinion of democracy than the country as a 
whole. Clearly, loyalty to the democratic ideol-
ogy has been on a downward trajectory among 
Russia’s younger generation. Nor can we say 
that this ideology is even dominant, as the dif-
ferences between assessments of democracy, 
authoritarianism and rule by experts are quite 
modest. 

This conclusion is further supported by spe-
cial indicators of popular attitudes to democ-
racy. Table 2.7.1 illustrates respondents’ 
views on how important democracy is for 
the development of Russian society and the 
current level of democratization in the coun-
try. For both questions, “10” is the highest 
possible value and “1” is the lowest. We 
can see that the results remained essentially 
unchanged between 2008 and 2012. The 
generation born in the 1980s does not differ 
greatly from the rest of the nation: views of 
democracy’s importance and the current level 
of democratic development in the country in 
2011 were 0.16 and 0.21 respectively for this 
cohort, which is lower than the general indi-
cator. In comparison with the previous wave, 
the decline in views of democracy’s impor-
tance proved greater (0.28) in this cohort as 
well. On the other hand, the current regime’s 
democratic nature was ranked much higher 
both in the country as a whole and in the 
cohort in question. Still, the change is essen-
tially insignificant, making it hard to escape 
the conclusion that democracy as a model 

of societal and political organization has not 
been gaining popularity in the Russian popu-
lation. Moreover, the younger generations 
exhibit the first signs of a decline in loyalty to 
democratic ideals compared with other types 
of political systems. 

In light of this, we should not expect rapid 
democratization of the political system. In fact, 
it seems that an authoritarian regime focused 
on solving socioeconomic problems will be 
favored by Russians, including the future elite. 
But what governance model will be regarded 
as most desirable in this case? To assess possi-
ble priorities in the sphere of social policy, we 
examined the current ideological preferences 
of the Russian population. 

The following question was used as an indi-
cator of an individual’s ideological position: 
“Speaking about politics, people use the terms 
‘left’ and ‘right.’ Generally speaking, where 
would you place your views on this scale?” 
(This question was dropped from the 2006 
wave.) Respondents were asked to classify 
their position on a scale from 1 to 10, from 
extreme left to extreme right. Shifts in popular 
ideological attitudes over time for the differ-
ent cohorts are presented in Figures 1-7 (See: 
Appendix 6).

The general ideological trend for all age groups 
is a gradual shift to the right. Immediately 
after the USSR’s disintegration and through-
out the 1990s, left and center-left views (5 and 
lower on the scale) were shared by 80% of the 
population in separate cohorts. By 2011 the 
ideological balance leveled off, with right and 
left becoming roughly equal. There are also 
cohort differences, though they are not very 
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pronounced: older respondents tend to align 
themselves on the left.

There are more supporters of extreme views 
in the older age groups as well, while the over-
whelming majority of those born in the 1970s 
and the 1980s are centrists. This observation 
is of some value to our analysis of the elite’s 
ideological orientation, which revealed a 
trend of polarization that is most pronounced 
among those born in the 1970s. Thus, there is 
a kind of contradiction: polarization among 
the elites is growing, while the larger popula-
tion increasingly shows a normal distribution 
on the ideological scale.

Any interpretation of these data must take 
into account the methodological differences: 
in a large-scale poll, the respondent assesses 
his or her ideological stance without relying 

on any additional objective indi-
cators, while there are a number 
of indicators reflecting different 
aspects of elites’ political and 
economic views, which help to 
identify their individual posi-
tions on the ideological spec-
trum. The latter method seems 
more reliable. On the other hand, 
it is quite possible that there are 

certain ideological differences between elites 
and the general public. While the population 
as a whole is growing less ideological and pre-
fers to judge the government’s performance 
by how well it creates adequate living stand-
ards, the elites are increasingly divided in 
their views of how the country should develop 
in the future. 

If elites are indeed polarized over the methods 
and aims of governance, the question is how 
consistently groups with minority views will 
promote their point of view. With the help 
of the World Values Survey, we can gauge 
how active and politically-minded young peo-
ple are. Specifically, the questionnaire asks 
whether respondents would participate in var-
ious forms of political action, such as strikes, 
rallies, pickets, petitions, and others. In addi-
tion, respondents are asked whether they 

General trend

1981-1990 cohort

Sample Importance of democracy Current level of 
democratic development

* 10-point scale

The importance of democracy for the country’s development 
and the level of democracy in the current political system* 

2008 2011

7,47
7,41

7,53
7,25

4,65
4,80

4,37
4,59

Table 2.7.1

We should not expect rapid democrati-
zation of the political system. In fact, an 
authoritarian regime focused on solving 
socioeconomic problems will be favored 
by Russians, including the future elite
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have taken part in political activity recently. 
The data can potentially be used to estimate 
how active various groups within the Rus-
sian elite will be in translating their political 
positions into reality. In particular, a crucial 
question is whether they will be willing to 
engage in various types of unsanctioned pro-
test if a significant rift occurs in the elite, or 
whether greater polarization will only inten-

sify behind-the-scenes struggles without any 
visible consequences for popular politics. 

The low response rate (11.6%) for the question 
about recent political activity poses a problem. 
Thus the vast majority are either not politi-
cally active or are for some reason unwilling 
to advertise this part of their lives. Recall 
that the last wave of the WVS was conducted 
before December 2011, when the first surge of 
the political protests in Russia occurred, and 
the latest data may show something differ-
ent. But the simple fact that these large-scale 

protests against election rigging occurred is 
clear evidence that the potential for political 
activity in Russia is sufficiently high, par-
ticularly so in large, economically advanced 
cities. At the same time, the unprecedented 
protests can be explained by an overly emo-
tional popular reaction to violations in the 
parliamentary elections. In a computerized 
society where there are many opportunities 

for collective action, the latent 
disaffection with the govern-
ment and its policies in various 
areas spurred on by the electoral 
scandals did not take long to 
erupt into mass protests. When 
passions subsided, the protests 
petered out. Thus, the develop-
ments in 2011 and 2012 may be 
an emotional phenomenon (or a 
fad) rather than a manifestation 
of civic activism and awareness. 

This conclusion is supported by monthly polls 
conducted by the Levada Center. The poll data 
show that the number of individuals who would 
consider taking part in protests has remained 
at approximately the same level (plus or minus 
20%) during the last three years. But the share 
of those who were definitely willing to take 
to the streets has not exceeded 8% even at 
the peak of the protests //See Figure 2 and 
Table 2 in the Levada Center’s online pub-
lication: http://www.levada.ru/27-12-2012/
protestnaya-aktivnost-rossiyan-protsess-po-
delu-na-bolotnoi-ploshchadi//. 

The low response rate (11.6%) for the 
question about recent political activity 
poses a problem. Thus the vast majority 
are either not politically active or are for 
some reason unwilling to advertise this 
part of their lives
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We have relied on a wide range of empirical 
data to trace the evolution of elite values and 
their preferences for the country’s political 
system, economic development model, and 
foreign policy in the context of the Russian 
Federation’s changing role in the international 
system. Based on the results of our analysis, 
we have composed a portrait of a typical rep-
resentative of the modern Russian elite, and 
forecasted how elite values and attitudes (and 
the effect they have on the country’s foreign 
and domestic policy priorities) will continue 
to evolve.

Elites help shape the conceptual foundations 
of policy in Russia and choose the means of 
achieving preferred ends, but they are not 
always guided by rational motives in these 
pursuits. The influence of individual psycho-
logical traits on foreign policy decisions still 
has not been thoroughly studied owing to the 
difficulty of polling officials at the highest lev-
els of power. However, the unique data of Wil-
liam Zimmerman’s surveys of Russian elites 
provide some insight. 

Based on our analysis, we have concluded that 
psychological characteristics of elites do indeed 
determine which countries they prefer as allies, 
and whether they perceive certain actors in glob-
al politics as threats to national security. Owing 
to the rigidity of psychological traits, the for-
eign policy preferences they inform are a good 
predictor of an individual’s actions in specific 
situations. In fact, psychological traits are a bet-
ter predictor of foreign policy views than group 
allegiance and political orientation. Therefore, 
the psychological component is important in any 
analysis or forecast of changes in elite values. 

Ethnocentrism is one of the most important 
characteristics that shape policy preferences. 
Respondents holding ethnocentric views tend 
to more broadly define Russia’s sphere of 
national interest. However, there is also a 
negative correlation between ethnocentrism 
and support for using military force as a tool 
in international relations.

These two findings appear contradictory. 
It seems like a broad definition of Russia’s 

3.  Elite Values and Attitudes 
and the Regime in Russia: 
Forecasted Changes  
for 2015—2030
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sphere of national interest should correlate 
with support for defending the national inter-
est by military means. But the trend we’ve 
identified is supported by our analysis of the 
foreign policy views of Russian elites.

While the number of respondents supporting a 
broad definition of Russia’s sphere of national 
interest (extending beyond the country’s bor-
ders) has fallen, the number of those who see 
military power as the decisive factor in inter-
national relations has increased on average for 
all cohorts.

On the basis of cohort differences observed 
in the responses to these questions, we have 
made several forecasts of the direction Rus-
sian foreign policy will take in the coming 
decades.

The lowest percentage of respondents express-
ing support for a broad conception of Rus-
sia’s national interest was found among two 
cohorts: those born in 1961–1970 and those 
born after 1971. By 2020 these two cohorts 
will be the largest in the Russian elite, making 
them especially important in any discussion of 
the future of Russian foreign policy.

The youngest cohort (born after 1971) were 
the least likely to support the use of military 
force as a tool of foreign policy. Still, by 2012 
respondents of this age group who saw mili-
tary power as decisive exceeded 20%.

The growing number of elites with more 
aggressive views on the use of military force 
suggests that Russia will likely take a harder 
line in foreign policy matters in coming years. 
This will not come in the form of more armed 
conflicts unleashed by Russia but rather great-
er attention to all matters pertaining directly 
and indirectly to growing the country’s mili-

tary power. These include greater funding 
for military programs, including the rearma-
ment of the army and navy, and continuing to 
reform the Russian Armed Forces. In this way, 
elite views on military power will shape not 
only the direction of foreign policy but Rus-
sia’s domestic priorities as well.

As we’ve shown, psychological traits have a 
significant impact on an individual’s foreign 
policy preferences, and shape the style and 
behavior of diplomats and politicians in nego-
tiations on important issues affecting Russia’s 
internal policy and international relations. 
Thus, the growth of aggressive foreign policy 
views among elites suggests that Russian dip-
lomats will become more inclined to support 
military force as a means to protect the coun-
try’s interests. It is also more likely that the 

stewards of Russia’s foreign pol-
icy will favor tougher measures 
in conflicts on the world stage, 
including military force, to pro-
tect their interests. This dynamic 
was on display in the 2008 war in 
South Ossetia. It should be noted 
that 2008 marked the peak in 
respondents born after 1971 – the 
most dovish age group, according 
to 2012 data – who view military 
force in international relations 

as decisive. Again, the views of this cohort are 
important in any forecast of the trajectory of 
Russia’s foreign policy in the coming decades. 
The 2008 peak suggests that while this cohort 
is the most dovish on the whole, they are 
prepared to support tough military measures 
in response to an international conflict and 
threats to Russia’s interests.

Russia is unlikely to use military force in the 
absence of any international conflict or poten-
tial threats to the national interest, as sup-
ported by the survey data. For example, both 
respondents who broadly define the national 
interest and those who hold opposing views 
rank economic power ahead of military power 
as a factor in international relations. This sug-
gests that elites are most likely to support using 
economic leverage rather than military force 
in peacetime. It is noteworthy that elites who 
are directly involved in the implementation 
of foreign policy are more likely to advocate 
military power than the average elite, which 

Psychological characteristics of elites 
determine which countries they prefer 
as allies, and whether they perceive 
certain actors in global politics as threats 
to national security
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increases the likelihood that such tactics will 
in fact be used. Currently, however, supporters 
of a foreign policy anchored in military power 
represent a small minority, with most elites 
believing that economic power determines a 
country’s place on the world stage. And this 
will not change in the coming decade.

Our forecast of the foreign policy views of Rus-
sian elites should not be taken as a declaration 
of this group’s expansionist intentions, though 
they are likely to support efforts to increase 
Russia’s military power and to favor tough-
er measures, including the use of military 
force, in international conflicts that threaten 
Russia’s interests. Their lack of expansion-
ist ambitions is supported by the consistent 
downward trend in the number of elites who 
broadly define Russia’s sphere of national 
interest. According to 2012 data, respondents 
born in 1961–1970 and post-1971 are the least 
likely to believe that Russia’s sphere of inter-
est extends beyond its borders. One can argue 
that Soviet geopolitical ambitions are gradu-
ally giving way to a more realistic view of Rus-
sia’s place in the world. And given its focus on 
internal problems, Russia is unlikely to make 
any aggressive, offensive moves in the sphere 
of foreign policy.

The trend toward a narrower conception of 
Russia’s sphere of national interest contrasts 
with elite perceptions of internal threats. As 
the surveys indicate, respondents view the 
inability to meet internal challenges as one 
of the greatest threats to the stability of the 
Russian state. More than 60% of respondents 

believe this poses a significant 
threat to Russia, which suggests 
a connection between elites’ sig-
nificant concerns about govern-
ance and the growing number of 
elites who narrowly define Rus-
sia’s sphere of national interest: 
unresolved internal problems 
draw greater attention to domes-
tic politics even at the expense 
of geopolitical ambitions. Moreo-
ver, Spearmen’s rank correlation 

coefficient for the two variables is –0.167 
(p = 0.013), which leads us to conclude that 
there is a meaningful connection between 
them. Nevertheless, we believe that in assess-
ing changes of the elites’ views more attention 
should be focused on the relationship between 
domestic political views and foreign policy 
preferences.

The waning geopolitical ambitions of the elite 
stand in marked contrast to Russia’s claims 
to a leading role in international relations. 
Vladimir Putin’s Munich speech was essential-
ly a declaration to the international commu-
nity of the Russian Federation’s status as a key 
player in global politics. The country’s foreign 
policy has changed considerably in the last 10 
years, and today the Russian Federation seeks 
not only to defend its interests but to expand 
its influence in Eurasia and around the world. 
Russia is also adopting a new approach in its 

The growing number of elites with more 
aggressive views on the use of military 
force suggests that Russia will likely take 
a harder line in foreign policy matters 
in coming years
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relations with major international players, 
such as NATO and the EU, one rooted in equi-
table partnership. This can be explained, in 
part, by the fact that representatives of older 
generations, who are more inclined to broadly 
define Russia’s sphere of national interest, 
currently occupy key positions in the foreign 
policy establishment. But there is another 
way to explain this contradiction. The current 
policy of strengthening Russia’s position on 
the world stage can be interpreted not only as 
a revival of Soviet geopolitical ambitions but 
also as a desire to protect the country. In this 
interpretation, a broad conception of Russia’s 
national interest, which positively correlates 
with ethnocentrism, makes more sense.

If Russia’s current foreign policy is viewed 
as an attempt to ward off potential external 
threats by expanding the country’s influence 
and to protect its national interests, especially 
in border regions, the trend toward a narrower 
definition of Russia’s sphere of interest among 
elites does not suggest that the country is mov-
ing toward a more isolationist foreign policy. 
Rather the current trend supports the argu-
ment that when the younger elite groups that 

we surveyed assume responsibility for foreign 
policy decisions, members of the foreign policy 
elite will be guided by a rational approach 
and Russia’s national interests. They will view 
foreign policy as a tool to defend the country’s 
interests rather than to pursue geopolitical 
ambitions. It should be noted, however, that 
our research has revealed considerable polari-
zation in elite views on foreign policy matters, 
such as the extent of Russia’s sphere of interest 
and the significance of military power in inter-
national relations. This could signal the emer-
gence of several factions with opposing views 
in the foreign policy establishment, which 
could result in friction between elites over the 
proper direction of Russia’s foreign policy.

Our research also has implica-
tions for the prospects of the Rus-
sian-US relationship. The level 
of anti-Americanism expressed 
in the surveys is today consider-
ably higher among elites and the 
general public than in the 1990s. 
Over time more respondents 
have come to view the United 
States as a threat to Russia. The 
most significant changes in atti-
tudes to the US and democratic 
values in general were recorded 

in the cohort born in 1961–1970. In 1993, 
the majority of this generation supported 
democracy and liberal economic reforms, and 
viewed the United States as a potential part-
ner. But in the 2000s, anti-American atti-
tudes began to grow rapidly. This change in 
attitude toward the US among these cohorts, 
which will soon take over key foreign policy 
posts, has a direct bearing on the direction of 
Russia’s US policy.

Their lack of expansionist ambitions is 
supported by the consistent downward 
trend in the number of elites who broadly 
define Russia’s sphere of national interest. 
Soviet geopolitical ambitions are gradually 
giving way to a more realistic view of 
Russia’s place in the world
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While the number of respondents with nega-
tive attitudes to the US has grown since 1993, 
a meaningful decline was in evidence by 2012. 
This supports our hypothesis that the rise of 
anti-Americanism in the Russian population 
is rooted in ressentiment, or disillusionment 
with Western values and the US as the embod-
iment of those values, caused by Russia’s 
rocky transition to democracy and a liberal 
market economy, and the attendant decline 
in the standard of living. This hypothesis has 
been borne out by the data. Ressentiment 
explains a critical dimension of the transfor-
mation of elite values. Moreover, as our analy-
sis shows, anti-American sentiment was at its 
highest during times of international tension 
and heightened antagonism toward a potential 
geopolitical rival.

Currently, relations between the United 
States and Russia are turbulent, with rela-
tively frequent disagreements on matters of 

international importance, like the military 
operations in Libya and Syria). Russia has 
not shied away from confrontation; it has 
dug into its positions. This could be due to 
the significantly higher number of people in 
the 1961–1970 cohort who see the US as a 
serious threat to Russia’s security. These are 
people with significant influence on Russia’s 
foreign policy.

From this we can infer that Russia’s policy to 
the US will undergo some changes when elites 
born after 1971 become more of a presence in 
positions that formulate foreign policy. It is 
entirely possible that younger elites will take a 
milder approach to bilateral relations and will 
seek out compromise. This hypothesis is sup-
ported by the results of the survey question on 
the role of military power in international rela-
tions. The group born after 1971 is the most 
dovish, suggesting that in bilateral relations 
with the United States during times of relative 

global stability these elites will be inclined to 
rely on economic rather than military leverage 
to influence events.

However, this age group, like the others, has 
exhibited a significant increase in negative 
attitudes to the US during periods of tension 
in bilateral relations (for example, during the 
2008 war in South Ossetia). They take a softer 
line to the US during periods of relative stabil-
ity in bilateral relations, but in times of serious 
contradictions and conflicts can be swayed 
toward the more assertive posture which is 
characteristic of the current foreign policy 
establishment. The 2008 survey data backs up 
the claim that these respondents would likely 
favor military power as a means to protect the 
national interests in the event of an open con-
frontation with the US. Alongside the growth 
of anti-American sentiment, more respond-
ents in this cohort have come to see military 
power as the decisive factor in international 

relations, despite their dovish 
disposition in times of peace.

Considering that the US and 
Russia are currently locked in 
conflict, in the short term it is 
unlikely that elite attitudes to 
the US will warm, resulting in 
milder policy. Interestingly, anti-
American views among elites are 

significantly more intense than among the 
general Russian public. During the rapid rise 
in negative views of the US during the early 
1990s, surveys of ordinary Russians showed 
less dramatic growth. That said, the peaks in 
anti-American sentiment roughly coincide, as 
do the general trends for both elites and the 
general public. On this basis, we can conclude 
that public opinion will draw closer to elite 
opinion regarding Russia’s policy toward the 
US, particularly in periods of international 
tension when anti-American views typically 
spike. There is cause to assume that this trend 
will persist, at least in the medium term. 

Any interpretation of the role of foreign policy 
views must account for the host of other fac-
tors in international relations that can influ-
ence outcomes, including the behavior of 
other international actors, the institutional 
environment, past decisions and many others. 
As such, it is impossible to say for sure that 

The waning geopolitical ambitions of the 
elite stand in marked contrast to Russia’s 
claims to a leading role in international 
relations
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the changes in elite attitudes we’ve observed 
will lead to a fundamental transformation in 
Russian foreign policy, even if current trends 
persist in the years to come. In the short term, 
there are no grounds to expect a radical revi-

sion of the Russian government’s position 
on the majority of problematic foreign policy 
issues, including Russia’s disputes with other 
countries. 

Our analysis of elite perceptions of internal 
threats to the country suggests a number of 
conclusions regarding likely domestic policy 
priorities in coming years. As noted above, 
elites regard ineffective governance as one of 
the most serious threats to Russia’s stabil-
ity, increasing the likelihood of future efforts 
to reinforce Russia’s vertical power system 
and overcome internal contradictions, as well 
as to stabilize interethnic relations. Ethnic 
strife, another major threat in the eyes of the 
elite, has been a source of instability in vari-
ous Russian regions during the entire post-
Soviet period, and has undermined efforts to 
strengthen the vertical power system. Still, 
economic problems are viewed by elites as the 

main source of trouble (see Section 2.5 and 
Appendix 4), suggesting that the main empha-
sis of domestic policy will be on overcoming 
socioeconomic challenges.

Elites are becoming more ideo-
logically polarized, particularly 
in their political views. To under-
stand the potential consequences 
of this trend for the socio-politi-
cal situation in Russia, we must 
understand the cohort differ-
ences at play for questions that 
prompted the greatest diver-
gence in views.

We can see that mean values 
are essentially the same for all 
cohorts, but the dispersion can be 

quite wide. For some age groups the dispersion 
exceeded 2, which indicates a significant degree 
of polarization (see Appendix 5). For young-
er respondents (born after 1970), the greatest 
divergence is seen on questions of government 
ownership of industrial enterprises, the prospect 
of starting a new business (an indirect indicator 
of a respondent’s positive attitudes to the market 
economy), the existence of a single true philoso-
phy, and outlawing dangerous ideas. The disper-
sion for this cohort was the highest for outlawing 
dangerous ideas, but in general this cohort is no 
more polarized than others, as the structure of 
cohort differences varies for each indicator.

Elite political ideology has been marked by 
gradual divergence between two groups, the 
first of which prefers authoritarian methods of 
governance while the second favors a liberal 
democratic model. The first group is currently 
in the majority, as illustrated by the declin-

Russia’s policy to the US will undergo 
some changes when elites born after 1971 
become more of a presence in positions 
that formulate foreign policy. In the short 
term it is unlikely that elite attitudes to 
the US will warm, resulting in milder 
policy
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ing average value of ideological indicators 
from year to year. But, as demonstrated by 
the meaningful increase in dispersion for all 
ideological indicators, the number of support-
ers of liberal democracy has also grown in the 
past few years.

Will this group exert a significant influence on 
Russian politics in the coming decades? That 
depends on a host of factors. First, will the 
general public support calls for liberalization 
and democratization? In 2011–2012, we saw 
an increase in protest activity due mostly to 
the greater political participation of the mid-
dle class. However, it appears that their energy 
has been dissipating, as there hasn’t been an 
avalanche of new demonstrators. In reality, 
it is unlikely that a majority of the population 
are on their side. Second, much depends on 
cohort differences: the generation born in the 
1960s will occupy key government positions 
in the 2010s, to be gradually replaced by those 
born in the 1970s in the following decade.

In addition, their selectorate //The idea of the 
selectorate comes from a theory proposed by 
American political scientist Bruce Bueno de 
Mesquita and his coauthors. According to the 

theory, the selectorate is a class of influen-
tial individuals who don’t hold key political 
positions but still possess significant influ-
ence in how key roles are apportioned. Their 
approval of policies and the people staffing 
the institutions that run the country is critical 

to effective governance and the 
perpetuation of the regime, as a 
unified selectorate has sufficient 
resources to block government 
action. See: B. Bueno de Mes-
quita, A. Smith, R. M. Siverson 
and J. D. Morrow, The Logic of 
Political Survival, (Cambridge, 
MA: The MIT Press, 2003)// 
will include individuals born in 
1981–1990, and government pol-
icy will depend largely on which 
goals (and the means of achiev-

ing them) this age group comes to regard as 
priorities for the future of the Russian Federa-
tion. The survey data both for the general pub-
lic and from Zimmerman’s research on Rus-
sian elites do not show a significant increase 
in support for democratic governance among 
the younger cohorts relative to the older ones. 
The level of polarization in these groups has 
grown over time, and if this trend continues, 
it could produce a schism in the elite and 
an intensified power struggle between sup-
porters of authoritarian and democratic rule, 
which will encompass the vast majority of the 
population.

Of course, rising socioeconomic prosperity 
in the Russian Federation could upend this 
course of events. If the country overcomes the 
ill-effects of the crisis and economic growth 
continues at the same pace as in the 2000s, 
elite polarization likely won’t lead to a schism 

Elites regard ineffective governance as 
one of the most serious threats to Russia’s 
stability, increasing the likelihood of 
future efforts to reinforce Russia’s vertical 
power system and overcome internal 
contradictions
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and open confrontation but to the formation 
of two camps in the government that will 
advocate different solutions to pressing prob-
lems in line with their ideological preferences. 
This does not mean the country will undergo 
a general democratizing trend. The current 
political regime will be conserved for sev-
eral decades to reproduce a new generation of 
elites by attracting many loyal Russians from 
younger cohorts.

On the other hand, slowing economic growth 
could cause a spike in popular dissatisfaction 
and lead to a number of extreme scenarios. In 
this case, unforeseen factors could easily put 
Russia on an unpredictable path. As history 
shows, an authoritarian regime could emerge 
from the turmoil. In any case, an economic cri-
sis and the resulting political instability would 
reduce the level of post-materialism in society 
and push calls for liberal-democratic reforms 
off the agenda.

Our analysis can shed light on the impact 
of value changes on the behavior of future 

generations of Russian elites. First, we can 
assume that the number of people subscribing 
to post-materialist views both among elites 
and the general public will continue to rise. 
However, this trend will slow with time giv-
en that respondents born after 1960 do not 
exhibit significant divergences in values. As 
the older members of the elite step down 
from leading positions, the number of post-
materialists in the ruling elite will grow before 

leveling off or slowing to a crawl. 
As a result, ruling elites will pay 
less attention to domestic issues 
like human rights (including 
women’s rights and the rights 
of sexual and ethnic minorities) 
and developing democratic insti-
tutions (honest elections, free 
media, and independent legisla-
tive and judicial agencies).

This is confirmed by the fact that 
democracy is not the preferred 
form of government among Rus-
sian citizens: authoritarian and 
technocratic governance are seen 

as equally acceptable political systems in light 
of Russian realities. Moreover, the popularity 
of authoritarian rule is likely to grow over time 
among the general public and the elite.

Finally, on the whole the younger genera-
tions are not very politically active. The recent 
protests are perhaps better understood as 
an emotional reaction or a fad, rather than a 
conscious decision to fully participate in civil 
society. Without a doubt, there is a small seg-
ment of society – particularly in big cities like 
Moscow and St. Petersburg – that holds post-
materialist views and is prepared to defend 

Democracy is not the preferred form of 
government among Russian citizens: 
authoritarian and technocratic governance 
are seen as equally acceptable political 
systems in light of Russian realities. The 
rotation of elites over time is unlikely 
to lead to significant liberalization and 
democratization of the current political 
system
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and promote its ideals. However, they cannot 
count on mass support, as they learned in late 
2011-early 2012, when protests fizzled out 
after an initial peak.

The rotation of elites over time is unlikely to 
lead to significant liberalization and democra-
tization of the current political system. More 
likely, a combination of authoritarian and 
technocratic methods will be employed. Civil 
society and democratic institutions will devel-
op albeit slowly, while economic concerns will 
likely be the main driver of the process, at 
least initially – this process will be initiated by 
the need for better cooperation between busi-
ness (especially small and medium-sized) and 
the government. Increased foreign investment 
resulting from Russia’s accession to the WTO 
and its ongoing integration with other inter-
national economic institutions will also likely 
play a role. However, for a significant segment 
of Russian society and for the elite, this will 
not be of particular interest. In terms of how 
elite groups behave and the views they hold, 
we expect values to play an insignificant role 
in the development of democracy in Russia in 

the next 10-15 years. Individuals born in the 
1970s and 1980s who are post-materialist in 
their outlook and politics will either be incor-
porated into existing government structures, 
forcing them to compromise between their 
convictions and established rules of the game, 
or they will be sidelined from politics.

However, if economic growth continues at a 
steady pace in coming years, this will inevita-
bly foster the spread of post-materialist val-
ues among younger Russians, especially those 
born after 1990. Greater post-materialism will 
translate into greater political activity among 
representatives of these cohorts, who will be 
supported by few but united activists from 
the preceding generation. It will be difficult 
for the regime to ignore the growing calls for 
democratization and a more powerful civil 
society, forcing it to make some concessions. 
Given Russia’s growing integration with the 
international community, particularly on the 
economic front, and the institutional require-
ments that come with it, it appears that Rus-
sia’s political climate will see some significant 
changes in the 2020s.
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A lot of people born in the 1980s will join 
the ranks of the Russian upper class in the 
following decades. They will not necessarily 
hold key political positions in this period, but 
these people will constitute the backbone of 
a wide range of government agencies, busi-
nesses, and scientific and cultural organiza-
tions. Therefore, they will have a significant 
impact on the choice of a national develop-
ment strategy. That makes the study of their 
attitudes and values vitally important for the 
forecast of Russia’s medium-term political 
and economic course.

The portrait of a typical representative of 
the Russian elite in the 2020s is based on 
the results of our analysis. The main issues 
considered in this research are as follows: the 
transformation of the future national leaders’ 
values, their political views, their position on 
international issues, Russian foreign policy 
priorities, and civic engagement. We should 
emphasize that the accuracy of our predictions 
depends on Russia’s future development: 
in our analysis we assume a high economic 
growth rate and prosperity level. An alterna-
tive scenario of Russia’s development is briefly 
discussed at the end of the paper.

Russia is going through transition to post-
materialist society, which means that over 
time fewer people will prioritize material val-
ues. This process is accompanied by a growing 
importance of freedom values and an increase 
in the number of people who support democ-
racy. Post-materialist attitudes, as opposed 
to survival values, which are typical for the 
industrial world, make self-expression and 
the fulfillment of the creative potential to be 
primary life goals. The analysis of the growing 
post-materialism among the younger genera-
tions in Russia may show that representatives 

of these cohorts transform the 
social system and make it more 
open and democratic, if they 
have the influence on making 
key social, economic and political 
decisions.

However, data shows (Figure 1) 
that in Russia the spread of eman-
cipative values is quite moderate; 
moreover, this rate doesn’t differ 
greatly between the youngest and 

the oldest cohorts (people born in the 1960s 
and 1970s). As a share of representatives of 
the older generation in the elite decreases, 
there will be a gradual spread of emancipative 
values, but in the next twenty years this pro-
cess will unfold rather slowly. 

In ten years, the Russian elite will be much 
more ideologically polarized. We can divide 
the elite into two groups based on their ideo-
logical attitudes and values. The first group 
comprises people with post-materialist values; 
they are a minority despite the fact that edu-
cated people with high social status are more 

Appendix 1
Sociological Portrait of  
the Russian Elite in 2020s

We can divide the elite into two groups. 
The first group comprises people with 
post-materialist values. The second group 
consists of individuals with materialist 
and mixed values
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disposed to post-materialism. This category 
amounts to no more than a third of the elite. 
The second group consists of individuals with 
materialist and mixed values.

This cleavage will influence different aspects 
of Russia’s foreign and domestic policy. 
Authoritarianism will become more popu-
lar among the future elite, while a number 
of democratic government proponents will 
gradually decrease (Figure 2). In 2011, people 
born in 1981–1990 equally supported several 
political systems: authoritarianism and tech-
nocracy were as acceptable for respondents 
as democracy. Providing there is a promi-
nent growth of adherents of authoritarian 
government, we can argue that authoritari-
anism will become more and more popular 
among members of this age group. People 
who support the Western idea of democracy 
in Russia will have to fit into the existing 
political system, which is characterized by 
a vast polarization in the preferred political 

regime. Otherwise these people will likely 
be excluded from the process of political 
decision-making.

Individual value systems of the 
people who will comprise the 
core of the elite in the 2020s will 
not have a great impact on their 
foreign policy views. Attitudes 
towards the United States are 
being formed under the influ-
ence of resentment and growing 
patriotic feelings resulted from 

the economic success of the current govern-
ment. This resulted in a distrust of US foreign 
policy in a part of the Russian elite. As analysis 
shows, sharp flashes of aggression towards 
the US arise among younger generations in 
the periods of international tension and dip-
lomatic conflicts affecting the interests of both 
states. Moreover, representatives of younger 
generations consider the United States to be 
a security threat to Russia. We can argue that 
when the role or influence of the 1980s gen-
eration increases in foreign policy decision-
making, Russia’s position on the international 
scene will become tougher. This does not 
imply the use of military force as a conflict 
resolution tool, but it means that Russia will 
defend its right to participate in internation-
al decision-making and protect its national 

Diffusion of emancipative values: Cohort differences
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Authoritarianism will become more and 
more popular among members of this age 
group
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interests both in the former Soviet republics 
and all over the world. 

We should emphasize that the younger gen-
eration is inclined to define the sphere of 
Russia’s national interests less widely than its 

predecessors. That is why it is possible that in 
ten years Russia’s policy will focus less on the 
neighboring regions and more on Russia itself. 
The younger generation believes that ambi-
tious geopolitical plans of the Soviet period 
should not be at the core of Russia’s foreign 
policy agenda; younger people more cautious-
ly chose the goals of foreign policy and meth-
ods of their implementation. Integration with 
former Soviet republics will probably remain 
an essential part of national foreign policy 
when new representatives of the elite take 
up positions in government agencies. In the 
2020s the key goal will be to maintain stabil-

ity in Eurasia; to maintain Russia’s prestige 
and protect its spheres of influence will likely 
become priorities on the international stage.

The generation born in the 1980s has quite 
pragmatic views and considers economic 

interests to be more important 
than ideology. This projection 
will be the basis of domestic poli-
cy agenda in the coming decades. 
Russia will continue integrating 
into the world economic system; 
its accession to WTO is just the 
first step which demonstrates its 
openness to foreign investment 

and willingness to accept international mar-
ket regulations. Despite the fact that Rus-
sia’s foreign policy priority will be focused 
on border territories and post-Soviet space, 
the general line of Russian foreign policy will 
not be isolationist and integration into the 
international economic and political system 
will continue to the extent that is necessary to 
achieve the national goals.

The civic engagement of the future elite mem-
bers is rather low. In this regard we can 
discern two different groups. The first group 
consists of people with post-materialist values 

In ten years Russia’s policy will focus less 
on the neighboring regions and more on 
Russia itself
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and democratic views; they will extensively 
participate in political activities, building the 
institutions of civil society, liberalizing legis-
lation, protecting human rights and making 
the government more open. These people will 
probably be opposed by the second group, 
which will consist of more conservative indi-
viduals with nationalistic views. However, the 
majority of this generation is fairly indifferent 
to politics; they focus more on their careers 
than promoting political ideas. 

To sum up, we can predict some changes in the 
political elite that will occur in a decade. First, 
it is reasonable to suppose that in ten years the 
elite will be divided in two groups in accord-
ance with their political views: the democrats 
and the technocrats who support authoritar-
ian government. It means that the change of 
generations in the Russian elite will not lead 
to a drastic liberalization and democratization 
of the regime. Most probably a combination 
of authoritarian and technocratic approaches 
will be used to achieve maximum econom-
ic growth. However, this division will not 

influence Russia’s foreign policy. Moreover, 
Russia’s integration into the global economy 
and the favorable attitude to the market may 
become one of the main drivers of political 
transformation in the country.

Nevertheless, as it was highlighted at the 
beginning of the paper, this prediction will 
be realized only providing Russian economic 
growth continues. Otherwise the expansion of 
post-materialist values and gradual democra-

tization of the regime will cease. 
In this case people who will 
hold dominant positions among 
younger generations will focus on 
satisfying their materialist needs 
and behave in a predatory man-
ner, that is, soaring corruption 
and an increase in state pressure 
on business. In this situation the 
foreign policy of new elite will be 

highly aggressive.

We do not believe that the scenario described 
above is highly probable. It is more likely that 
the gradual spread of post-materialistic values 
will continue, resulting in the emergence of 
a new type of politicians and managers, and 
a significant transformation of the regime. But 
this will happen in the 2030s at the soonest. 
Until that time the majority of the elite will not 
be interested in drastic changes of core politi-
cal institutions without a strong economic 
impetus.

In ten years the elite will be divided in two 
groups in accordance with their political 
views: the democrats and the technocrats 
who support authoritarian government
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Appendix 2
Regression Tables.  
How Foreign Policy Attitudes 
Are Influenced by Individual 
Psychological Traits
Table 1

Regression model of the relationship between definitions of Russia’s  
sphere of geopolitical interest and individual psychological traits

Base1 Best1

(Intercept) −1.554
(2.715)

0.572
(1.456)

Inequality 0.598***
(0.185)

0.563***
(0.173)

Self Esteem 0.212
(0.330)

Need For Order −0.393*
(0.158)

−0.345*
(0.149)

Punitivness −0.339*
(0.169)

−0.299
(0.157)

Mental Rigidness 0.516***
(0.156)

0.474***
(0.145)

Trust 0.367
(0.340)

Happiness 0.201
(0.320)

Gender −0.614
(0.466)

Group: Science/Education/Media 0.373
(0.651)

0.112
(0.578)

Group: Business/Media −0.694
(0.606)

−0.908
(0.569)

Group: State-owned Enterprises/Media −1.293
(0.708)

−1.666**
(0.621)

Group: Executive/Media −1.375*
(0.623)

−1.409*
(0.586)

Group: Legislative/Media 0.357
(0.694)

0.181
(0.611)

Group: Military/Media −0.915
(0.799)

−1.148*
(0.581)

CPSU −1.123*
(0.570)

−1.448***
(0.482)
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Base1 Best1

Age 0.011
(0.022)

Edu: Admin/Military/High-Tech 0.121
(0.563)

Edu: Human/High-Tech 0.867
(0.447)

Edu: Other/High-Tech 1.293
(1.243)

EthInd 0.018*
(0.007)

0.017*
(0.007)

Conservative Parenting 0.897
(0.591)

0.952
(0.553)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.251 0.233

McFadden R-sq. 0.247 0.224

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.284 0.261

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.384 0.353

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 80.296 72.714

p 0.000 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−122.151
244.302

−125.942
251.884

AIC 288.302 279.884

BIC 364.876 328.613

N 240 240

signif. codes - ”***”=.005, ”**”=.01, ”*”=.05

Table 2

Regression model of the relationship between the role of military  
force in international relations and individual psychological traits

Base2 Best2

(Intercept) 5.622*
(2.647)

6.090**
(2.196)

Inequality 0.030
(0.173)

Self Esteem 0.165
(0.345)

Need For Order 0.218
(0.157)

0.290*
(0.145)
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Base2 Best2

Punitivness 0.325
(0.168)

0.285
(0.153)

Mental Rigidness −0.230
(0.156)

−0.350*
(0.144)

Trust −0.740*
(0.367)

−0.673*
(0.343)

Happiness 0.177
(0.333)

Gender −0.060
(0.476)

Group: Science/Education/Media −0.379
(0.702)

Group: Business/Media −0.596
(0.674)

Group: State-owned Enterprises/Media −0.339
(0.738)

Group: Executive/Media −1.002
(0.661)

Group: Legislative/Media 0.031
(0.764)

Group: Military/Media −1.821*
(0.838)

CPSU −0.797
(0.567)

−0.973
(0.503)

Age −0.056*
(0.022)

−0.054*
(0.021)

Edu: Admin/Military/High-Tech −1.015*
(0.510)

−1.580***
(0.416)

Edu: Human/High-Tech −0.222
(0.459)

−0.142
(0.386)

Edu: Other/High-Tech 15.869
(1071.797)

15.652
(1091.824)

EthInd −0.021***
(0.007)

−0.019**
(0.007)

Conservative Parenting 2.594***
(0.648)

2.409***
(0.618)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.257 0.234

McFadden R-sq. 0.263 0.233

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.293 0.263

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.400 0.360

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 83.110 73.393

p 0.000 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−116.163
232.326

−121.021
242.043

AIC 276.326 266.043
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Base2 Best2

BIC 352.900 307.811

N 240 240

signif. codes - ”***”=.005, ”**”=.01, ”*”=.05

Table 3

Regression model of the relationship between attitudes  
to the USA and individual psychological traits

Base3 Best3

(Intercept) 4.695*
(2.322)

−0.030
(0.488)

Inequality 0.198
(0.149)

Self Esteem −0.321
(0.308)

Need For Order −0.151
(0.137)

Punitivness −0.183
(0.149)

Mental Rigidness 0.274*
(0.139)

0.316**
(0.118)

Trust 0.036
(0.313)

Happiness −0.466
(0.300)

Gender 0.317
(0.407)

Group: Science/Education/Media −0.493
(0.596)

Group: Business/Media −0.627
(0.558)

Group: State-owned Enterprises/Media −1.026
(0.619)

Group: Executive/Media −0.124
(0.562)

Group: Legislative/Media −0.947
(0.658)

Group: Military/Media −0.249
(0.716)

CPSU −0.693
(0.497)

Age −0.021
(0.020)

Edu: Admin/Military/High-Tech −0.128
(0.477)
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Base3 Best3

Edu: Human/High-Tech −0.451
(0.403)

Edu: Other/High-Tech 1.040
(1.083)

EthInd −0.027***
(0.007)

−0.023***
(0.006)

Conservative Parenting −1.647***
(0.550)

−1.507***
(0.497)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.166 0.122

McFadden R-sq. 0.144 0.101

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.180 0.130

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.241 0.173

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 47.730 33.422

p 0.001 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−142.282
284.564

−149.436
298.872

AIC 328.564 306.872

BIC 405.138 320.795

N 240 240

signif. codes - ”***”=.005, ”**”=.01, ”*”=.05

Table 4

Regression model of the relationship between attitudes to the military  
operation in Libya and individual psychological traits

Base4 Best4

(Intercept) −5.154
(2.835)

−5.018***
(1.367)

Inequality 0.069
(0.200)

Self Esteem 0.557
(0.382)

0.484
(0.326)

Need For Order 0.415*
(0.194)

0.410*
(0.183)

Punitivness 0.089
(0.185)

Mental Rigidness −0.338*
(0.159)

−0.330*
(0.137)
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Base4 Best4

Trust 0.503
(0.390)

0.539
(0.378)

Happiness 0.570
(0.358)

0.505
(0.323)

Gender −0.321
(0.491)

Group: Science/Education/Media 0.468
(0.700)

Group: Business/Media 1.134
(0.686)

Group: State-owned Enterprises/Media 0.395
(0.767)

Group: Executive/Media 0.082
(0.722)

Group: Legislative/Media 0.341
(0.787)

Group: Military/Media 0.494
(0.926)

CPSU −0.085
(0.620)

Age −0.013
(0.023)

Edu: Admin/Military/High-Tech −0.233
(0.595)

−0.258
(0.478)

Edu: Human/High-Tech −0.553
(0.444)

−0.660
(0.392)

Edu: Other/High-Tech −16.663
(1121.125)

−16.122
(1170.926)

EthInd 0.019*
(0.008)

0.017*
(0.007)

Conservative Parenting 2.054***
(0.684)

1.917***
(0.654)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.164 0.150

McFadden R-sq. 0.184 0.165

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.178 0.162

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.272 0.246

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 47.159 42.312

p 0.001 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−104.380
208.759

−106.803
213.606

AIC 252.759 235.606

BIC 329.333 273.893

N 240 240

signif. codes - ”***”=.005, ”**”=.01, ”*”=.05
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Table 5

Regression model of the relationship between attitudes to a military  
operation in Syria and individual psychological traits

Base5 Best5

(Intercept) −5.169
(2.696)

−4.853***
(1.257)

Inequality −0.192
(0.188)

Self-Esteem 0.637
(0.363)

0.488
(0.306)

Need For Order 0.540***
(0.190)

0.442**
(0.169)

Punitivness 0.122
(0.182)

Mental Rigidness −0.344*
(0.159)

−0.241
(0.129)

Trust 0.726
(0.376)

0.653
(0.351)

Happiness 0.420
(0.340)

0.438
(0.307)

Gender 0.058
(0.466)

Group: Science/Education/Media 0.187
(0.657)

Group: Business/Media 1.166
(0.643)

Group: State-owned Enterprises/Media −0.179
(0.741)

Group: Executive/Media 0.226
(0.670)

Group: Legislative/Media 0.210
(0.747)

Group: Military/Media 0.575
(0.877)

CPSU −0.470
(0.580)

Age 0.006
(0.022)

Edu: Human/High-Tech −0.268
(0.434)

Edu: Other/High-Tech −16.665
(1131.740)

EthInd 0.012
(0.008)

Conservative Parenting 1.659**
(0.632)

1.577**
(0.573)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.141 0.099

McFadden R-sq. 0.149 0.101
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Base5 Best5

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.151 0.104

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.227 0.157

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 39.249 26.460

p 0.009 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−111.939
223.878

−118.333
236.667

AIC 267.878 250.667

BIC 344.452 275.031

N 240 240

signif. codes - ”***”=.005, ”**”=.01, ”*”=.05
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Appendix 3
Regression Tables.  
Variations in Anti-Americanism 
among the Russian Elite

Table 1

Regression models of the relationship between anti-American attitudes  
and views on the current political and economic course

Model 1a Model 1b

(Intercept) −0.807∗∗∗
(0.081)

−2.008∗∗∗
(0.306)

disappointment 1.739∗∗∗
(0.080)

3.130∗∗∗
(0.350)

confidence −0.959∗∗∗
(0.116)

−1.925∗∗∗
(0.379)

Year: Y94/Y93 0.315
(0.366)

Year: J96/Y93 0.389
(0.385)

Year: JA96/Y93 1.267∗∗∗
(0.420)

Year: MA98/Y93 0.894∗
(0.417)

Year: J00/Y93 1.489∗∗∗
(0.401)

Year: A00/Y93 1.558∗∗∗
(0.448)

Year: J01/Y93 1.888∗∗∗
(0.411)

Year: J03/Y93 2.725∗∗∗
(0.521)

Year: J05/Y93 1.826∗∗∗
(0.459)

Year: A07/Y93 2.192∗∗∗
(0.664)

Year: Jun 09/Y93 1.341
(0.746)

disappointment × Year: Y94/Y93 −0.687
(0.408)

disappointment × Year: J96/Y93 −0.751
(0.427)
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Model 1a Model 1b

disappointment × Year: JA96/Y93 −1.809∗∗∗
(0.437)

disappointment × Year: MA98/Y93 −0.909∗
(0.460)

disappointment × Year: J00/Y93 −1.829∗∗∗
(0.447)

disappointment × Year: A00/Y93 −1.492∗∗∗
(0.476)

disappointment × Year: J01/Y93 −1.763∗∗∗
(0.442)

disappointment × Year: J03/Y93 −2.361∗∗∗
(0.473)

disappointment × Year: J05/Y93 −1.497∗∗∗
(0.474)

disappointment × Year: A07/Y93 −1.710∗∗∗
(0.591)

disappointment × Year: Jun 09/Y93 −2.146∗∗∗
(0.605)

Year: Y94/Y93 × confidence 1.676∗∗∗
(0.469)

Year: J96/Y93 × confidence 0.983
(0.516)

Year: JA96/Y93 × confidence 0.869
(0.552)

Year: MA98/Y93 × confidence 0.628
(0.534)

Year: J00/Y93 × confidence 1.413∗∗
(0.536)

Year: A00/Y93 × confidence 0.766
(0.634)

Year: J01/Y93 × confidence 0.523
(0.552)

Year: J03/Y93 × confidence −0.511
(0.728)

Year: J05/Y93 × confidence 0.494
(0.609)

Year: A07/Y93 × confidence 0.512
(0.903)

Year: Jun 09/Y93 × confidence 2.475∗
(1.044)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.028 0.059

McFadden R-sq. 0.021 0.046

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.028 0.061

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.038 0.081

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 559.735 1230.809
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Model 1a Model 1b

p 0.000 0.000

Log-likelihood −13133.607 −12798.069

Deviance 26267.213 25596.139

AIC 26273.213 25668.139

BIC 26296.877 25952.108

N 19693 19693

Table 2

Regression models of the relationship between anti-American attitudes  
and views on current policy course plus control variables

Model 2a Model 2b

(Intercept) −1.216***
(0.136)

−0.945***
(0.128)

disappointment 1.621***
(0.100)

1.617***
(0.100)

confidence −1.045***
(0.143)

−1.042***
(0.144)

Year: JA96/J96 0.221***
(0.077)

0.225***
(0.077)

Year: MA98/J96 0.253***
(0.069)

0.251***
(0.069)

Year: J00/J96 0.712***
(0.067)

0.711***
(0.067)

Year: A00/J96 0.646***
(0.075)

0.646***
(0.075)

Year: J01/J96 0.656***
(0.066)

0.656***
(0.066)

Year: J03/J96 0.611***
(0.073)

0.608***
(0.073)

Year: J05/J96 0.753***
(0.067)

0.756***
(0.067)

Year: A07/J96 1.015***
(0.091)

1.017***
(0.091)

Year: Jun 09/J96 1.026***
(0.090)

1.028***
(0.090)

Status 0.026***
(0.009)

education: Higher/else 0.141***
(0.045)

0.141***
(0.045)
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Model 2a Model 2b

cohort: 1971/1940 −0.089
(0.057)

−0.083
(0.057)

Sex: female −0.167***
(0.034)

−0.167***
(0.034)

empstat: full-time/other 0.074
(0.041)

0.077
(0.041)

urban 0.033
(0.039)

0.033
(0.039)

status2: lower middle/lowest −0.064
(0.050)

status2: upper middle/lowest −0.172***
(0.050)

status2: higher/lowest −0.141*
(0.066)

status2: elite/lowest −0.190
(0.115)

Aldrich-Nelson R-sq. 0.045 0.046

McFadden R-sq. 0.035 0.035

Cox-Snell R-sq. 0.046 0.047

Nagelkerke R-sq. 0.062 0.063

phi 1.000 1.000

Likelihood-ratio 711.051 715.994

p 0.000 0.000

Log-likelihood
Deviance

−9928.874
19857.748

−9926.402
19852.805

AIC 19899.748 19900.805

BIC 20059.623 20083.520

N 14960 14960
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Appendix 4
Elite Perceptions of External 
and Internal Threats to Russia

Growing economic inequality as a threat
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Figure 1

Declining oil prices as a threat
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Rising prices and inflation as a threat
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Environmental pollution as a threat
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Growing US military power as a threat
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Inability to solve internal problems as a threat
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Terrorism as a threat
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Border conflicts as a threat
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Growing tensions between ethnic Russians 
and other ethnic groups in Russia as a threat
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Color revolution as a threat
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Appendix 5
Cohort Differences in the Attitudes 
of the Russian Elite

Cohort averages for the statement 
“In any society there will always be a need to forbid 
the public expression of dangerous ideas”
Average value Cohorts
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The lines reflect 
changes in the 
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in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 1
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“In any society there will always be a need to forbid 
the public expression of dangerous ideas”
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The lines reflect 
changes in the 
percentage 
of respondents 
in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 2

Cohort averages for the statement 
“The rights of the individual must be protected even 
if guilty people sometimes go free”
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Figure 3
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“The rights of the individual must be protected even 
if guilty people sometimes go free”
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Figure 4

Cohort averages for the statement 
“The interests of society must be protected even 
if innocent people sometimes are imprisoned”
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Figure 5
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“The interests of society must be protected even 
if innocent people sometimes are imprisoned”
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Figure 6

Cohort averages for the statement 
“It is apparent that of all the philosophies that exist 
in the world, only one is undoubtedly correct” 

1993 20122008 20041999 1995
1,8

2,1

2,4

2,7

3,0

Average value Cohorts

Before 1940

1941–1950

1951–1960

1961–1970

After 1971

The lines reflect 
changes in the 
percentage 
of respondents 
in each generation 
who support a “broad” 
interpretation

Figure 7
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“It is apparent that of all the philosophies that exist 
in the world, only one is undoubtedly correct” 
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Figure 8

Cohort averages for the statement 
“Stalin is blamed for things he didn't do”
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Figure 9
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Cohort variance for the statement
“Stalin is blamed for things he didn't do”
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Figure 10

Cohort averages for the statement 
“Competition among various political parties 
makes our system stronger”
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Figure 11
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“Competition among various political parties 
makes our system stronger”
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Figure 12

Cohort averages for the statement 
“Competition among various enterprises 
benefits our society”
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Cohort variance for statement 
“Competition among various enterprises 
benefits our society”
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Figure 14

Cohort averages for the statement 
“It’s normal when the owner of a prosperous enterprise, 
using the labor of his workers, becomes richer 
than many other people
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Figure 15
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Cohort variances for the statement 
“It’s normal when the owner of a prosperous enterprise, 
using the labor of his workers, becomes richer 
than many other people
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Figure 16

Cohort averages for the statement 
“It makes no sense to begin a new business 
insomuch as it might not succeed”
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Figure 17
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“It makes no sense to begin a new business 
insomuch as it might not succeed” 
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Figure 18

Cohort averages for the statement 
“All heavy industry must belong to the state 
and not be given over to private ownership”
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Figure 19
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Cohort variance for the statement 
“All heavy industry must belong to the state 
and not be given over to private ownership.”
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Ideological positions of the Russian population: 
common trend
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Figure 1

Appendix 6
Ideological Positions of the Russian 
Population: Speed of Change
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