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Abstract 

This study explores the dynamics of emancipative value orientations (EV) in Russia throughout 

the course of the COVID-19 pandemic, using data for the period from June 2020 until December 2021 

based on three panel waves of the international longitudinal survey “Values in Crisis”. Despite the 

profound impact that the pandemic has had on Russian society, we don't find any substantial decline in 

EV among our sample, in line with the “baseline stability theorem” in value research. However, we 

observe opposite trends for two components of EV: mean scores on choice values have been negligibly 

increasing over time, whereas the scores on equality values have been negligibly decreasing. Also, in 

line with the “baseline stability theorem”, we interpret these subtle value shifts as a periodic situational 

adjustment to Corona-specific infringements into people’s daily lives. As for within-individual 

dynamics, such indicators of the personal pandemic experience as (1) encountering the disease 

personally or in family; (2) losing а job/business, or (3) health-related anxiety, do not have any effect 

on choice values, although we find a weak positive association between equality values and (4) worries 

about a potential economic recession. In addition, latent growth mixture modelling suggests that 

considerable changes in EV occurred only among a very small fraction of the population (about 2% of 

the panel sample). Overall, our results are the first to demonstrate that the “baseline stability theorem” 

in value research holds even in the face of a most dramatic external shock, with radically new threats 

to the economic sustenance and physical health of everyone. 
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The COVID-19 pandemic has caused large-scale social changes and a decline in living 

standards all over the world. The number of infections exceeded hundreds of millions worldwide; 

several million people died, and many of those who survived did not fully recover. Almost all countries 

faced an economic downturn, as well as an increase in unemployment, inequality, and poverty. 

Moreover, the uncertainty generated by the rapid spread of a new, simultaneously highly contagious 

and lethal infection (Lai et al., 2020; Shereen et al., 2020), skyrocketed the levels of anxiety and 

depression (Choi et al., 2020; Fazeli et al., 2020; Nochaiwong et al., 2021). Social restrictions and 

massive lifestyle changes introduced due to the pandemic depressed people's psychological well-being 

(Heo et al., 2021; Koopmann et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2020, but see: Delhey, Hess & Welzel et al. 2023).  

Furthermore, the pandemic has affected life priorities and value orientations of the population. 

Such evidence exists, for example, for Schwartz's basic values (Schwartz, 2007), which are generally 

sensitive to crisis situations (for more details see Daniel et al., 2013; Sortheix et al., 2019). Recent 

studies suggest an increase in the prevalence of conservation and tradition values (Bonetto et al., 2021; 

Bojanowska et al., 2021), and a decrease in the prevalence of self-enhancement (Aschauer et al. 2022, 

Daniel et al., 2021), openness to change (Bonetto et al., 2021), and self-transcendence (Daniel et al., 

2021) during the initial stage of the pandemic.  

At the same time, there is little evidence regarding the effect of the pandemic on another 

important type of value orientations, namely emancipative values (Akaliyski et al. 2023 is a rare 

exception). This concept of values continues a lineage from postmaterialist to self-expression values, 

with a joint emphasis on valuing freedom of choice and equality of opportunities — in short: human 

emancipation (Inglehart, 1971, 2015; Inglehart & Welzel 2005; Welzel 2013, 2014). From the 

viewpoint of Inglehart and Welzel’s “revised modernization theory” and its extension into Welzel’s 

“evolutionary emancipation theory”, rising emancipative values mirror the society-level shift from 

historically prevalent materialistic and survival orientations to a growing emphasis on self-expression, 

personal freedom and equal opportunities stimulated by steady economic development, an increase in 

existential security, rising life expectancies and expanding education in most regions of the world since 

the end of WWII. According to this theory’s “baseline stability theorem”, individual value orientations 

develop during people’s formative years and crystallize around the ages 20-25 to remain rather stable 
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throughout the rest of the life course. Robustness of value orientations, however, does not foreclose 

short-term shifts in response to situational changes, such that people’s emancipative orientations decline 

to some degree under more pressing circumstances while they incline to a certain extent under more 

permissive circumstances. Yet, these situational value adjustments within individuals’ life course are 

not lasting and relatively minor in scope, remaining centered on stable baselines that last throughout 

people’s life course once their formative phase of socialization is finalized1 (Welzel 2006, Inglehart, 

2016; Inglehart & Norris, 2017).  

To date, however, this theorem has only been confirmed (albeit mostly at the aggregate level) 

within the regular economic cycles that make existential conditions recurrently somewhat more 

pressing/permissive. In other words, the “modest shift postulate” has rarely been tested in the context 

of disruptive external shocks that pose a sudden threat to everyone’s living standard, livability, and life. 

The COVID-19 pandemic is an exemplary instance of such a pervasive shock, since it has posed a direct 

threat to existential security and stunted economic development all over the world, thereby creating the 

conditions prompting the reversal of the cultural modernization process. Thus, the question arises 

naturally whether the “modest shift postulate” still holds or whether the shifts in emancipative values 

are more far-ranging in scope when the external shock is big enough. 

To answer this question, our study examines the dynamics of emancipative values, including 

individual trajectories in value shifts during the COVID-19 pandemic. For this purpose, we leverage 

the data from three waves of the ‘Values in Crisis’ survey (VIC, an international longitudinal online 

study aimed at the exploration of the societal effects of the pandemic), conducted in Russia, which was 

severely hit by COVID-19, from June 2020 till December 2021. Our results confirm in surprising clarity 

the “modest shift postulate”, showing hardly any significant shifts in emancipative values during the 

period, neither in terms of the average prevalence of emancipative values among our respondents nor 

at the individual level.  

 

 
1 Welzel (2006: 199) provides a neat depiction of this general logic: (1) When economic conditions become more 

pressing/permissive, individuals’ emancipative values decrease/increase correspondingly. (2) These situational 

adjustments fluctuate around stable cohort-specific baselines. (3) Each cohort-specific baseline follows a modest 

but steady upward slope, reflecting improving living conditions throughout individuals’ life course. 
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Previous Research 

Emancipative Values and Cultural Modernization 

The concept of emancipative values refers to the importance of freedom of choice and equality 

of opportunities for individuals or entire communities (Welzel, 2013, 2014). This term was proposed 

by Welzel as a refinement of the “revised modernization theory” developed by Inglehart (1971, 2015), 

now portrayed as “evolutionary emancipation theory”. This theory asserts that, being an intelligent 

species capable of self-determination, humans naturally strive for individual life control, which implies 

a deep-seated appreciation of freedoms. Yet, this emancipatory drive is functionally adaptable to 

external circumstances beyond individuals’ control, thus remaining dormant under pressing existential 

conditions that make life a source of threats and only awakening under permissive existential conditions 

that turn life into a source of opportunities. Hence, as progressing socioeconomic modernization 

gradually transforms the nature of life from a source of threats into a source of opportunities, value 

orientations shift in accordance with this threat-to-opportunity transition in existential conditions. This 

way, prevailing value orientations themselves provide a key marker of social development, the 

progression of which is visible in the extent to which prevailing value orientations have shifted from 

survival values, which focus on material sustenance and physical security, to emancipative values, 

which prioritize freedom of choice, equality of opportunities (Welzel, 2013; Inglehart & Baker, 2000; 

Inglehart & Welzel, 2005; Inglehart, 2018) and altruistic individualism (Kaasa & Welzel 2023; Kaasa 

& Minkov 2022). Welzel identifies four main domains of emancipative values: the priority of personal 

independence ("autonomy"), freedom of speech and political participation ("voice"), sexual and 

reproductive freedom ("choice") and gender equality ("equality").   

The values of a single individual are determined primarily by the conditions of life at the time 

of their adolescence, or formative, years (the so-called "socialization hypothesis"). If the overall level 

of well-being was low during person's childhood and adolescence, this person is more likely to adopt 

survival values (the so-called "deficit hypothesis"). By contrast, those people who grow up in better 

conditions do not need to worry about physical survival daily, so they appreciate the intangible aspects 

of quality of life to a greater extent. Because of this, such things as equality, personal freedom, human 

rights, and democracy become more important for them than immediate survival concerns (Inglehart, 
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2015). These attitudinal changes refer to the "utility ladder of freedoms": upon reaching a certain level 

of economic development, universal freedoms become a more beneficial "asset" in exploiting life’s 

grown opportunities for self-realization, and therefore they become more appealing for a larger number 

of people (Welzel, 2013).  

The theory of modernization/emancipation in the Inglehart–Welzel version suggests that with 

the growth of well-being in society, the average level of support for emancipative values should also 

increase. As for the stability/variability of individual social values, the “baseline stability” (or “modest 

shift”) theorem posits that they remain stable throughout the life course (Inglehart & Welzel, 2010; 

Brunkert, Kruse, & Welzel, 2019). However, few empirical studies focus on this issue (van Deth, 1983; 

Duch & Taylor, 1993); thus, the degree of stability of emancipative values in times of deteriorating 

living conditions also remains unclear, especially when disruptive external shocks cause a sudden and 

ubiquitous incision into people’s daily living conditions. 

Against this backdrop, the COVID-19 pandemic allows us to study how a large-scale social and 

economic shock affects the prevalence of emancipative values on both the societal and the individual 

levels. Some recent studies observed a decline in emancipative orientations (Akaliyski et al., 2023), an 

significant rise of institutional trust (Delhey et al., 2023; Reeskens et al., 2021), and specifically of 

confidence in political authority (Foa & Welzel, 2023), an increase in conservation values (Bojanowska 

et al., 2021; Daniel et al., 2022; Vecchione, 2022), and a decrease in Schwartz’s openness to change 

and self-transcendence values2 (Bonetto et al., 2021; Daniel et al., 2022) during the pandemic. Based 

on this, we expect that the pandemic led to a decrease in the average prevalence of emancipative values 

in Russia, and personal negative experience during the pandemic could lead to a decline in individual 

support for emancipative value orientations among the Russian population. The critical question is 

whether the scope of these decreases matches the severity of the Corona shock or whether the respective 

shifts remain so modest that the baseline stability theorem is reconfirmed within a more conclusive test 

setting than ever before. 

 

 
2 Both correlate with emancipative values (Dobewall & Rudnev, 2014; Welzel 2013: 204, Figure 6.2) 
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COVID-19 in Russia 

The first cases of COVID-19 in Russia were reported at the end of January 2020. Since then, 

based on official statistics, more than 22.5 million people have been infected; more than 390 thousand 

have died3. At the same time, researchers report a 17% increase in mortality (Druzhinin, Molchanova, 

& Podlevskih, 2021), as well as find around 0.5 m. of excess deaths (Karlinsky & Kobak, 2021; 

Scherbov et al., 2022) already in the first year of the pandemic. Later estimates suggest that almost 1,3 

million excess deaths (880,7 deaths per 100,000 population) had occurred in Russia since the start of 

the pandemic by September 2023, which is the second-largest death toll among all countries with 500K+ 

population in the world, behind only the USA. The death toll per 100K in Russia is the third-largest in 

the world, behind only Bulgaria and Lithuania4. In addition to enormous excess mortality, the pandemic 

brought about other negative demographic changes, such as delayed childbearing (Kazenin, 2022) and 

decline in birth rates (Sobotka et al., 2023).  

Recent research also indicates growing income inequality (Freije, Matytsin, & Popova, 2023), 

unemployment, and shutdown of small and medium-sized businesses (Otrachshenko et al., 2022; 

Zemtsov et al., 2022). In particular, the crisis has affected the well-being of women, since they made 

up the majority of those employed in the economic sectors most severely stricken by the pandemic 

(Bluedorn et al., 2023; Kartzeva & Kuznetsova, 2022). In addition, the level of domestic violence, most 

of which inflicted on women, has increased (Pisklakova-Parker & Efanova, 2021). 

Social and economic difficulties have affected the mental state of many Russians: concerns 

about the consequences of the pandemic for health and economic well-being became widespread 

(Konstantinov et al., 2022; Reshetnikov et al., 2020). Overall, abrupt changes in social and economic 

life induced by the COVID-19 pandemic in Russia have created conditions that, from a theoretical 

standpoint, lead to a decline in the support for emancipative values. 

To sum up, Russia appears as a quite relevant case to study the effect of the pandemic on value 

orientations which have been theorized to be potentially sensitive to the changes in the levels of 

 
3 According to the Ministry of Health and Federal Service for Surveillance on Consumer Rights Protection and 

Human Wellbeing: https://xn--80aesfpebagmfblc0a.xn--p1ai/  
4 According to Dmitry Kobak’s estimates available at GitHub: https://github.com/dkobak/excess-mortality (see 

the Excess mortality in Russia section and Kobak (2021) for the details on methodology). 

https://стопкоронавирус.рф/
https://github.com/dkobak/excess-mortality
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individual and societal well-being, as the COVID-19 has had a huge impact on health and life conditions 

in the country and triggered massive socio-economic and demographic changes. Overall, the prevalence 

of emancipative values in Russia was medium before the onset of the pandemic, with equality values 

being relatively more widespread than choice values (Inglehart 2018, Almakaeva & Mavletova 2018), 

In addition, there is some evidence that several issues that belong to the domain of  emancipative values, 

are in fact quite salient in the Russian society and public opinion regarding those issues is quite 

polarized: for instance, attitudes toward abortion (Mason, 2019) and homosexuality (Edenborg, 2023).  

 

Data and Methods 

To analyze the changes in the support for emancipative values we use the data from three waves 

of the ‘Values in crisis’ (VIC) survey for Russia. ‘Values in Crisis’ is a cross-national panel online 

survey aimed to capture various social consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. Particularly, the 

survey focuses on the change (or the lack of thereof) in value orientations during the pandemic 

(Aschauer et al., 2021). Data for all three waves of the VIC in Russia were collected via an online opt-

in panel operated by the polling organization Online Marketing Intelligence (OMI). Quota sampling by 

gender and age group (according to the then-latest national Census conducted in 2010) was employed. 

The first wave of VIC was conducted in June 2020 with 1,527 respondents (Ponarin et al., 2021a), the 

second wave - in April – May 2021 with 1,169 respondents (Ponarin et al., 2021b), and the third wave 

- in November – December 2021 with 1,203 respondents (Ponarin et al., 2023). The participation rate 

wass 2.01% in wave 1, 4.30% in wave 2, and 9.96% in wave 3; drop off rate was 8.03% in wave 1, 

8.64% in wave 2, and 8.16% in wave 3. A considerable number of initial participants withdrew from 

the survey after waves 1 and 2 (35.95% after wave 1, and another 19.22% after wave 2). Dropped-out 

participants were replaced with new respondents to maintain the established quotas. As for the balanced 

panel, the total number of respondents who participated in all three waves of the survey was 737. 

Women, younger respondents, and respondents with lower levels of education were more likely to drop 

out of the panel (more detailed analysis of the panel attrition patterns in the VIC data is presented in the 

Appendix 2).  
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In the VIC questionnaire choice values were measured using items reflecting the respondents’ 

opinions about the overall justifiability of homosexuality, abortion, and divorce. Equality values5 were 

measured as the attitudes to gender equality in the labor market, politics, and education. Choice items 

were 10-point ordinal scales (with 1 meaning ‘never justifiable’ and 10 meaning ‘always justifiable’), 

whereas equality items were 4-point ordinal scales (1 – ‘strongly agree’; 4 – ‘strongly disagree’). We 

computed individual scores on both constructs using composite indices created as average raw scores 

over the respective items. To ease interpretation, we transformed the scales of both composite measures 

and individual items so that they vary between 0 and 1, where 0 corresponds to the least emancipative 

position and 1 corresponds to the most emancipative one.  

In the subsequent analyses, we also include variables that measure various facets of 

respondents’ negative experience during the COVID-19 pandemic. We consider both actual negative 

experiences as well as the anticipation of such negative experiences. We assume that the respondent 

had a COVID-19 experience if they or people close to them6 had ‘received a positive test result’, ‘had 

mild or moderate symptoms of COVID-19’, or ‘had severe symptoms of COVID-19’. Further, we 

assume that the respondent had a negative job market experience if they had ‘lost a job’, ‘lost their 

business’, or ‘had to work part-time’. Importantly, those survey items asked whether a respondent had 

a negative health- or job-related experience during the period since the latest previous wave, not whether 

they had ever had such an experience since the beginning of the pandemic (i.e., both are wave-specific 

measures of the pandemic experience, not cumulative measures). Regarding prospective negative 

effects of the pandemic, both health- and job-related concerns were measured using a 5-point Likert 

scale (1 – ‘not concerned at all’, 5 – ‘concerned a lot’).  

Further, we account for the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, such as 

gender, age, education, income, and area of residence. The initially recorded educational levels were 

grouped into 2 categories – ‘tertiary education’ and ‘no tertiary education’. The survey item recording 

 
5 VIC data provides information about other types of values, for instance materialist/postmaterialist values. 

However, we opt for looking only at choice and equality values because of their better measurement properties 

(Sokolov, 2018).  
6 We compared the trends in value orientations of those who experiences COVID-19 personally and those who 

only had afflicted relatives and found no significant differences (see Appendix 4).  
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the area of residence was only asked in the first wave of the VIC, therefore, the missing values for the 

second and third waves were filled using the responses from the first wave. This variable was also 

grouped into two categories, namely, ‘urban’ and ‘rural’ area7. Income was calculated by dividing the 

reported household income by the number of people in the household. Accordingly, the respondents 

were grouped into 4 quartiles of income based on that variable’ distribution in wave 1 of the survey.  

We employ various exploratory analyses and multilevel regression to examine the group-level 

and individual-level trends in support for choice and equality values, as well as multivariate “latent 

class linear mixed modelling” (Proust-Lima, Philipps, and Liquet, 2017), to identify groups of 

individuals with similar trajectories of value shift during the pandemic. 

 

Data Analysis 

Socio-demographic Characteristics 

As a start, we compare socio-demographic coverage of the VIC to the respective population 

benchmarks from the 2010 All-Russian Census (see Appendix 1 in the Supplemental material; 

henceforth, SM). The VIC data oversamples people with tertiary education, those living in urban areas, 

and the middle age group 55-64; likewise, it undersamples younger (age group 18-24) and senior (65+) 

age groups. Gender proportions do not significantly deviate from the Census data in the first wave of 

the VIC. Yet, due to attrition the share of women in the balanced panel is considerably lower (see 

Appendix 2 in SM).  

Table 1 illustrates the distributions of the responses to the survey items on concerns about the 

negative effects of COVID-19 on health and jobs, as well as personal experiences with those two 

concerns. Most of the respondents indicate relatively high levels of concern (3.7–4.1 on a 1 – 5 scale) 

about potentially threatening effects of the pandemic, with a negligible lead of economic over health 

concerns. As for pandemic experience, in wave 1 about 20% faced job market difficulties. The share of 

such respondents declines to about 15% in wave 3. On the contrary, more respondents report a negative 

 
7 Since education and area of residence are only used as control variables, we dichotomize them to simplify 

visualization.  



 

 

10 
 

health experience with the COVID-19 infection as the pandemic progresses: the respective share 

skyrockets from just about 13% in wave 1 to about 52% in wave 2 and 62% in wave 38. 

Table 1 

Concerns about negative effects of COVID-19 pandemic and the pandemic experience by wave. 

 W1* W2 W3 P1 P2 P3 

Concerns about health 3.7 

(3.6-3.8) 

3.8 

(3.7-3.8) 

3.9 

(3.8-4.0) 

3.7 

(3.6-3.8) 

3.8 

(3.7-3.8) 

3.9 

(3.8-4.0) 

Concerns about economic recession 4.1 

(4.0-4.1) 

3.9 

(3.8-4.0) 

4.0 

(3.9-4.1) 

4.0 

(3.9-4.1) 

3.9 

(3.8-4.0) 

4.0 

(3.9-4.1) 

COVID-19 experience (%) 12.9 

(11.3-14.7) 

52.2 

(49.3-55.1) 

61.8 

(59.0-64.6) 

12.8 

(10.4-15.4) 

50.6 

(46.9-54.3) 

58.6 

(55.0-62.2) 

Negative economic experience (%) 21.9 

(19.8-24.0) 

19.2 

(16.9-21.5) 

15.2 

(13.2-17.4) 

19.8 

(17.0-22.9) 

18.7 

(16.0-21.7) 

14.5 

(12.1-17.3) 

Note: *Entries are sample means/proportions (with 95% CIs in parentheses) *W1, W2, W3 – pooled data (all respondents), 

P1, P2, P3 – balanced panel  

 

Aggregate trends 

Table 2 presents the mean scores on the six VIC items measuring choice and equality values 

across the waves9, both for full wave-specific samples and for the panel respondents only. The mean 

scores for the full samples in waves 2 and 3 are compared to the scores in wave 1 using t-test for partially 

paired data10, a so-called "p-value pooling test" (Qi, Yan & Tian, 2022). The scores remain fairly stable 

throughout the survey with two exceptions. Attitudes toward abortion become more favorable in later 

waves: the mean score for the full sample increases by 0.04 (on a 0 – 1 scale) between waves 1 and 2, 

 
8 The shares of VIC respondents with COVID-19 experience in wave 1 resemble the shares estimated in 

population-based seroprevalence studies, conducted in St. Petersburg, the second-largest Russian city, in 2020-

2021 (Barchuk et al., 2021, Barchuk et al., 2022). The estimated share of those who previously contracted COVID-

19 is around 9.7% (95% CI: 7.7–11.7) in these studies. In February-April 2021 (around the time of the VIC wave 

2 data collection) the estimated share is lower (43.9% with 95% CI 39.7–48.0) than that in the VIC; however, the 

VIC data captures the experiences of not only the respondents themselves but also their relatives, which may lead 

to a greater share of those who report having COVID-19 experience. 
9 We checked configural, metric, scalar, and strict longitudinal measurement invariance of choice and equality 

values across the waves (using a two-factor longitudinal confirmatory model) and found that all levels of 

measurement invariance hold in the balanced panel, so latent means on choice and equality values are comparable 

across waves among the panel respondents (Appendix 3). Although we use raw scores, not factor scores, for our 

analyses, the two are correlated at a very high level (Pearson’s ρ 0.94-0.97) for both constructs, so we believe that 

the comparability assumption implied by our measurement invariance results for a CFA model can be quite safely 

extrapolated to raw composite scores. Finally, since there are almost no differences in average scores on value 

indices between full wave-specific samples and panel wave-specific samples (two-sample t-test p-value >0.05 for 

both constructs in all three waves), we also assume that non-panel respondents do not differ significantly from 

panel respondents. CFA models for wave-specific participants and panelists also show the presence of 

measurement invariance, which further corroborates the assumption (detailed analysis is available upon request). 
10 We use the t-test for partially paired data because full samples for W2 and W3 overlap with that of W1 (i.e., 

they include both follow-up respondents, who participated in W1, and new respondents recruited to replace lost 

participants). 
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and by 0.05 between waves 1 and 3 (p <0.01 in both cases). However, these changes are quite small in 

terms of their size (Cohen’s d = 0.12 and 0.14 respectively). By contrast, support for gender equality in 

the labor market gradually declines between W1 and W3; yet once again these changes, although 

statistically significant (p = 0.04 between wave 1 and 2, and p <0.01 between wave 1 and 3), are mostly 

negligible (Cohen’s d = 0.07 and 0.12 respectively). Regarding the composite indices, we find a 

significant increase in choice values (p = 0.03 between waves 1 and 2, p <0.01 between waves 1 and 

3), and a decline in the support for gender equality by wave 3 (p = 0.04). As with the dynamics in 

individual items, these changes are elusively small in absolute terms (no Cohen’s d exceeds 0.2). The 

results for the balanced panel are generally the same11. 

Table 2 

Mean scores for value items across waves (full samples and panel only) 

Item W 1 W 2 W 3 P 1 P 2 P 3 

Choice values: 
.46 

(.44-.47) 

.47* 

(.45-.48) 

.48** 

(.46-.49) 

.46 

(.44-.47) 

.47* 

(.45-.49) 

.48** 

(.46-.5) 

Homosexuality 
.22 

(.20-.24) 

.22 

(.20-.24) 

.22 

(.21-.24) 

.21 

(.19-.23) 

.21 

(.19-.23) 

.21 

(.18-.23) 

Abortion 
.46 

(.45-.48) 

.50** 

(.48-.52) 

.51** 

(.49-.53) 

.48 

(.45-.50) 

.52** 

(.49-.54) 

.53** 

(.51-.55) 

Divorce 
.69 

(.67-.70) 

.68 

(.67-.70) 

.69 

(.68-.71) 

.68 

(.66-.70) 

.68 

(.66-.70) 

.70 

(.68-.72) 

Equality values: 
.62 

(.61-.63) 

.61 

(.60-.63) 

.61* 

(.60-.62) 

.62 

(.6-.63) 

.61 

(.59-.62) 

.60* 

(.58-.62) 

When jobs are scarce men should 

have more rights (reversed) 

.68 

(.67-.70) 

.67* 

(.65-.68) 

.66** 

(.64-.67) 

.69 

(.67-.71) 

.67 

(.65-.69) 

.65** 

(.63-.67) 

Men make better political leaders 

(reversed) 

.48 

(.47-.50) 

.48 

(.47-.50) 

.48 

(.47-.50) 

.47 

(.45-.49) 

.48 

(.46-.50) 

.46 

(.44-.48) 

Education is more important for 

boys (reversed) 

.69 

(.68-.71) 

.69 

(.67-.70) 

.69 

(.67-.70) 

.70 

(.68-.72) 

.68 

(.66-.70) 

.68 

(.66-.70) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01. Entries are sample means (with 95% CIs in parentheses). Mean scores for 

full samples were compared using t-test for partially paired data as described in Qi, Yan & Tian, 

2022. Mean scores for panel data were compared using paired t-test. Scores significantly different 

from the scores in the first wave are in bold. 

 

Individual-level value shifts 

Using balanced panel data, we analyze the personal trajectories in support for choice and 

equality values, as well as look at their association with pandemic experiences. Starting with a 

 
11 We also analyzed the dynamics across social groups (by gender, age, income, education, and area of residence) 

and found no particular patterns in either sample (see Appendix 5).  
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descriptive analysis, Figure 1 shows the distributions of individual changes in choice and equality values 

between waves 2 and 1, waves 3 and 2, and waves 3 and 1. Positive scores indicate an increase in the 

support for choice or equality values, whereas negative scores imply a decline; zero means no change 

between waves. Overall, most of the respondents show no or only little change in their choice and 

equality values as most of the individual between-wave differences are close to 0. However, a certain 

variation is present nevertheless, although drastic changes occur only among a small fraction of the 

respondents.  

Figure 1 

Individual changes in choice and equality values (balanced panel data). 

 

Note. Dotted vertical lines represent the respective means, horizontal boxplots represent distribution 

quantiles (median, 75%, 95%). 

  

Further, we use multilevel linear regressions with random intercepts (but not slopes) to analyze 

the relationships between emancipative values and COVID-19 experiences. Intraclass correlation 

coefficients indicate high variation of both choice and equality values across the respondents (ICC in 

the null models for choice values = 0.758, for equality values = 0.639). Results (Table 3) indicate no 

relationship between choice values and either health or economic issues, whether experienced or 

anticipated. Regarding equality values, health-related experiences and expectations do not make a 

difference either, whereas concerns about a possible economic recession are associated with greater 
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support for gender equality (most likely because the salary cutbacks during a recession increase the 

pressure to earn a double income, which requires female access to the labor market).  

Table 3 

Pandemic experience and support for emancipative values (multilevel linear regression with random 

intercepts for individuals)  

  Choice  Equality 

Predictors Estimates SE Estimates SE 

Intercept .26 ** .03 .50 ** .03 

Gender (female) .12 ** .02 .16 ** .01 

Age (scaled) -.02 ** .01 -.00 .01 

Age (scaled)^2 .02 * .01 -.00 .01 

Tertiary education .02 .01 -.01 .01 

Income level .01 * .00 .01 .00 

Subjective well-being -.00 .00 .00 * .00 

Area of residence (urban) .07 ** .02 -.03 .02 

Religiosity (not religious) .04 ** .01 .01 .01 

Religiosity (atheist) .07 ** .01 .00 .01 

COVID-19 (yes) .00 .01 -.00 .01 

Job loss (yes) -.00 .01 -.02 .01 

Concerns about health -.00 .00 -.00 .00 

Concerns about recession .00 .00 .01 * .00 

Wave 2 .01 * .01 -.01 .01 

Wave 3 .02 ** .01 -.02 * .01 

Random Effects 

σ2 .01 .02 

τ00:respondent .04 .03 

ICC .72 .59 

N 737 737 

Observations 2182 2170 

Marginal R2 / Conditional R2 .115 / .751 .129 / .642 

* p<.05   ** p<.01    
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As for the changes over time, the results indicate a small but steady increase in the support for 

choice values in the 2nd and 3rd waves of the surveys. At the same time, they also show a significant 

decline in equality values by wave 3. However, the estimated changes are relatively small (|0.02| 

between waves 1 and 3 on a 0-1 scale, which generally mirrors the descriptive trends presented above).   

 

Latent class mixed modelling of individual value change trajectories 

Next, we use multivariate latent class mixed modelling (henceforth, LCMM: Proust‐Lima, 

Amieva, & Jacqmin‐Gadda, 2013, Nguena Nguefack, 2020; van der Nest et al., 2020) to identify groups 

of the respondents with similar trajectories of value change over time. We estimate two sets of models 

(with varying numbers of latent classes within each set), one for choice values and one for equality 

values. In all models, we specify random intercepts, as well as random slopes for the time variable (i.e., 

wave number) and the quadratic term for time, to account for varying starting levels of support for 

emancipative values of the panel respondents and possible non-linearities in value change trajectories. 

Each model estimates the trajectories of the responses to all relevant items simultaneously.12  

Table 4 contains the fit measures for these models.13 The results indicate that for choice values, 

the 5-class model is the best-fitting one, as it has the lowest AIC, BIC, and SABIC scores, as well as 

the highest entropy. 

Table 4 

Model fit for choice and equality values survey items 

 N class N prm Log.Lik. AIC BIC SABIC Entropy 

Choice 2 23 -5546.74 11139.48 11245.34 11172.31 0.69 

 3 27 -5501.63 11057.25 11181.52 11095.79 0.86 

 4 31 -5478.90 11019.80 11162.48 11064.05 0.88 

 5 35 -5454.53 10979.06 11140.15 11029.01 0.90 

Equality 2 23 -5362.32 10770.64 10876.50 10803.47 0.97 

 3 27 -5334.53 10723.07 10847.34 10761.60 0.88 

 4 31 -5192.68 10447.36 10590.04 10491.61 0.74 

 

 
12 Models are estimated with R programming language version 4.2.3, using multlcmm() function from the {lcmm} 

R-package (Proust‐Lima, Amieva, & Jacqmin‐Gadda, 2013) with 100 random start values and 10 iterations.  
13 For choice values we estimated models with 2 to 5 latent classes. We stopped at 5 classes since new latent 

groups in models with higher numbers of classes were identified based on the between-class differences in the 

intercepts, not the trajectories of value change.  
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For equality values we choose a model with 3 classes14 for further analysis. Although fit 

measures show that the model with 4 classes is better, we also have to take into account the (relative) 

size of the identified groups. Table 5 presents the estimated proportions of respondents in each latent 

class and in each model specification. The 4-class model for equality values yielded one class with no 

observations, thus, we decide to opt for the model with 3 classes, as a more substantively meaningful 

one.  

Table 5 

Estimated proportions of observations in classes (%) 

 Сlass 1 Сlass 2 Сlass 3 Сlass 4 Сlass 5 

Choice 34.74 65.26 
   

51.7 27.27 21.03 
  

2.04 25.51 51.29 21.17 
 

2.04 22.25 18.18 39.76 17.77 

Equality 2.04 97.96 
   

1.90 88.06 10.04 
  

0.00 19.95 50.47 29.58 
 

 

 

Figure 2 show the estimated class-specific mean trends for the choice items. In all classes, 

respondents’ tolerance to homosexuality remains low across all waves, whereas the acceptance of 

divorce remains relatively high. The main difference among the classes occurs due to the changes in 

the acceptance of abortion. In class 1 (increase in choice values) acceptance of abortion improves 

considerably during the pandemic. The scores on the other two items increase as well; yet these changes 

are much less pronounced. This class is estimated to be the least prevalent and contains only about 2% 

of the respondents. In class 2 (stable low support for choice values), toleration of abortion remains low 

in all waves, whereas in class 3 (stable high support for choice values) it is at the highest level among 

all classes and still slightly growing. These classes comprise 22% and 18% of the respondents, 

respectively. Classes 4 (stable moderate endorsement of choice values) and 5 (moderate endorsement 

of choice values with slight increase) start with a moderate toleration of abortion; after that, toleration 

 
14 Model with 5 latent groups failed to converge.  
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in class 4 remains stable, while class 5 shows a slight increase in toleration. Class 4 is the most populous 

and includes approximately 40% of the respondents, whereas class 5 contains about 18% of the sample.  

Figure 2 

Estimated class-specific trajectories for choice values across ViC waves 

 

 

Estimated item-specific trends for equality values are presented in Figure 3. Class 1 (decrease 

in equality values) demonstrates a rapid decline for each item. However, this class contains only 2% of 

the respondents. By contrast, class 2 (stable moderate to high support for equality values) is the most 

sizable class with about 88% of the respondents; in this group support for equality values is higher and 

remains stable during the pandemic. At the same time, in class 3 (non-linear low support for equality 

values) the scores for all 3 items are low in all three waves of the surveys, although the trend is non-

linear: support for gender equality increases slightly in wave 2; however, after that a downtrend can be 

observed. This class contains about 10% of the respondents. 
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Figure 3 

Predicted class-specific trajectories for equality values across ViC waves 

 

 

Table 6 presents the “average” socio-demographic profiles (for wave 1) of the respondents by 

latent classes for choice values, as well as the class-specific means for the pandemic experience 

indicators and individual value indicators. Compared to the full balanced panel, class 1 (increase) 

contains fewer women and people with tertiary education, while having more people who live in urban 

areas and people with lower incomes. These differences are statistically non-significant (one-sample15 

binomial test p-value >0.05 in all cases), due to a small number of observations in this class. However, 

this class has a significantly smaller fraction of those who had the direct disease experience (40% vs 

71.4%, p <0.01).  

Table 6 

Pandemic experience and social profiles across the classes for choice values among respondents 

participated in all three waves. 

 Class 1 

(Increase 

2.04%) 

Class 2 

(Stable low 

22.25%) 

Class 3 

(Stable high 

18.18) 

Class 4 

(Stable 

moderate 

39.76%) 

Class 5 

(Moderate 

increase 

17.77%) 

Balanced 

panel 

Women (%) 33.3 37.8* 59.0** 42.3 52.7 46.0 

 (11.8-61.6) (30.4-45.7) (50.1-67.4) (36.6-48.2) (43.4-61.5) (42.4-49.7) 

Tertiary education (%) 40.0 36.6* 44.0 49.1 48.1 45.0 

 (16.3-67.7) (29.2-44.5) (35.5-52.9) (43.3-55.0) (39.3-57.0) (41.4-48.7) 

Mean age 49.6 48.3 47.3 51.0* 49.4 49.4 

 
15 Since we compare class-specific proportions and means to sample proportions and means, which appear in this 

regard as observed features of the sample, not estimates of unknown population parameters, we use one-sample 

tests for all such comparisons reported in this section.  
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 (42.3-56.9) (46.4-50.2) (44.9-49.8) (49.5-52.4) (47.0-51.7) (48-5-50.3) 

Urban area (%) 93.3 84.1 91 86.7 94.7* 88.5 

 (68.1-99.8) (77.6-89.4) (84.9-95.3) (82.3-90.4) (89.3-97.8) (85.9-90.7) 

Income quartile 1 (%) 6.7 20.9 12.8 16.4 9.9 15.4 

 (0.2-31.9) (14.9-27.9) (7.6-19.7) (12.3-21.1) (5.4-16.4) (21.3-27.6) 

Income quartile 2 (%) 46.7 26.4 29.3 22.9 22.1 25.2 

 (21.3-73.4) (19.8-33.8) (21.8-37.8) (18.2-28.1) (15.4-30.2) (22.1-28.5) 

Income quartile 3 (%) 20.0 25.2 21.8 23.9 27.5 24.4 

 (4.7-50.8) (18.7-32.5) (15.1-29.8) (19.1-29.2) (20.0-36.0) (21.3-27.6) 

Income quartile 4 (%) 26.7 27.8* 36.1 36.9 40.5 35.1 

 (7.8-55.1) (20.9-35.1) (27.9-44.9) (31.3-42.7) (32.0-49.4) (31.6-38.7) 

COVID-191 (%) 40.0** 71.3 73.9 70.1 73.3 71.4 

 (16.3-67.7) (63.8-78.1) (65.6-81.1) (65.4-76.1) (64.8-80.6) (68.0-74.6) 

Job loss (%) 33.3 39.0 35.8 26.6 29.8 31.8 

 (11.8-61.6) (31.5-46.9) (27.7-44.6) (21.6-32.1) (22.1-38.4) (28.4-35.2) 

Concerns about health  3.8 3.8 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.8 

(mean)2 (3.3-4.3) (3.6-3.9) (3.5-3.9) (3.7-3.9) (3.6-4.0) (3.7-3.9) 

Concerns about  3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.0 

economic recession 

(mean) 

(3.3-4.5) (3.8-4.1) (3.8-4.1) (3.8-4.0) (3.9-4.2) (3.9-4.0) 

Choice values (mean)3 0.32* 

(0.21-0.44) 

0.27** 

(0.25-0.30) 

0.73** 

(0.69-0.76) 

0.41** 

(0.39-0.43) 

0.52** 

(0.49-0.55) 

0.46 

(0.44-0.47) 

Homosexuality (mean) 0.27 

(0.08-0.47) 

0.10** 

(0.07-0.14) 

0.42** 

(0.35-0.49) 

0.16* 

(0.13-0.19) 

0.24 

(0.19-0.29) 

0.21 

(0.19-0.23) 

Abortion (mean) 0.21** 

(0.10-0.32) 

0.18** 

(0.15-0.21) 

0.85** 

(0.81-0.88) 

0.44* 

(0.41-0.47) 

0.57** 

(0.53-0.60) 

0.48 

(0.45-0.50) 

Divorce (mean) 0.49* 

(0.31-0.67) 

0.54** 

(0.49-0.58) 

0.91** 

(0.88-0.94) 

0.63** 

(0.60-0.66) 

0.76** 

(0.72-0.81) 

0.68 

(0.66-0.70) 

Note: 1 Respondents considered to experience COVID-19 or job market troubles if they reported respective issues at 

least in one wave of the survey. 
2 Health and economic concerns were computed as average scores across all three waves. 

Socio-demographic proportions were estimated using data from W1. 
3Mean values for choice values and the respective survey items in W1. 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Values significantly different from sample proportions are in bold (based on one-sample t-tests). 

Values in parentheses are 95% CIs for the respective measures.  

 

Class 2 (stable low) exhibits a similar pattern in terms of gender proportions, education, and 

income (p <0.05 in all cases). At the same time, this class contains slightly more people who 

experienced job loss during the pandemic (p = 0.053). Class 3 (stable high) contains significantly more 

women, and slightly more respondents who experienced COVID-19 and/or job loss. The socio-

demographic profile of class 4 (stable moderate) is similar to that of the balanced panel, except for a 

slightly greater mean age. This class includes slightly fewer respondents who experienced a job loss 

during the pandemic. Finally, class 5 (moderate increase) contains a significantly higher share of people 

from urban areas (p <0.05).  

Table 7 shows the profiles of the respondents in latent classes for equality values. Class 1 

(decrease) contains fewer women (p <0.05) and more respondents with tertiary education and higher 

income. Furthermore, this class contains fewer respondents who had a direct experience with COVID-



 

 

19 
 

19 (50% vs 71.4%), although it also includes a greater share of those who experienced job loss (42.9% 

vs 31.8%). Moreover, these respondents are slightly less worried about the consequences of the 

pandemic.  

Table 7 

Pandemic experience and social profiles across the classes for equality values. 

 Class 1 

(Decrease 

1.90%) 

Class 2 

(Stable moderate  

88.06%) 

Class 3 

(non-linear low 

10.04%) 

Balanced  

panel 

Women (%) 14.3* 48.5 29.7** 46.0 

 (1.8-42.8) (44.6-52.5) (19.7-41.4) (42.4-49.7) 

Tertiary education (%) 57.1 44.2 50.0 45.0 

 (28.9-82.3) (40.4-48.1) (38.1-61.9) (41.4-48.7) 

Mean age 48.5 51.0 52.5 49.4 

 (41.8-54.2) (48.3-50.3) (47.1-53.8) (48-5-50.3) 

Urban area (%) 92.9 87.8 93.2 88.5 

 (66.1-99.8) (85.1-90.2) (84.9-97.8) (85.9-90.7) 

Income quartile 1 (%) 14.3 14.5 23.3 15.4 

 (1.8-42.8) (11.9-17.5) (14.2-34.6) (12.8-18.2) 

Income quartile 2 (%) 21.4 25.9 19.2 25.2 

 (4.7-50.8) (22.6-29.5) (10.9-30.1) (22.1-28.5) 

Income quartile 3 (%) 14.3 24.4 26.0 24.4 

 (1.8-42.8) (21.1-27.9) (16.5-37.6) (21.3-27.6) 

Income quartile 4 (%) 50.0 35.2 31.5 35.1 

 (23.0-77.0) (31.5-39.0) (21.1-43.4) (31.6-38.7) 

COVID-191 (%) 50 72.7 63.5 71.4 

 (23.0-77.0) (69.1-76.1) (51.5-74.4) (68.0-74.6) 

Job loss (%) 42.9 30.7 39.2 31.8 

 (17.7-71.1) (27.1-34.4) (28.0-51.2) (28.4-35.2) 

Concerns about health (mean)2 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 

 (2.9-4.4) (3.7-3.9) (3.6-4.1) (3.7-3.9) 

Concerns about economic  3.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 

recession (mean) (2.7-4.2) (3.9-4.0) (3.8-4.2) (3.9-4.0) 

Equality values (mean)3 0.65 

(0.49-0.81) 

0.66** 

(0.65-0.58) 

0.23** 

(0.18-0.25) 

0.62 

(0.60-0.63) 

When jobs are scarce men should 

have more rights (rev) 

0.67 

(0.47-0.87) 

0.73** 

(0.71-0.75) 

0.35** 

(0.27-0.42) 

0.69 

(0.67-0.71) 

Men make better political leaders 

(rev) 

0.48 

(0.24-0.71) 

0.50** 

(0.48-0.52) 

0.16** 

(0.11-0.21) 

0.47 

(0.45-0.49) 

Education is more important for 

boys (rev) 

0.81 

(0.69-0.93) 

0.76** 

(0.74-0.77) 

0.14** 

(0.11-0.18) 

0.70 

(0.68-0.72) 

Note: 1 Respondents considered to experience COVID-19 or job market troubles if they reported respective 

issues at least in one wave of the survey. 
2 Health and economic concerns were computed as average scores across all three waves. 

Socio-demographic proportions were estimated using data from W1. 
3Mean values for equality values and the respective survey items in W1. 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Values significantly different from sample proportions are in bold (based on one-sample 

t-tests). Values in parentheses are 95% CIs for the respective measures. 

 

Class 2 (stable moderate) is generally identical to the full balanced panel in terms of socio-

demographic characteristics. By contrast, class 3 (non-linear low) contains fewer women (p <0.01) and 
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slightly more people with tertiary education. Similar to class 1, there are fewer respondents who 

experienced COVID-19 (63.5% vs 71.4%), and more of those who had economic difficulties during the 

pandemic (39.2% vs 31.8%). 

 

Discussion 

 

Data from the three waves of the Values in Crisis longitudinal survey show a large degree of 

stability in the value orientations of Russian respondents (at least, those with a regular access to Internet) 

— despite the severity of the Corona crisis in the country. Although evidence for value shifts does exist, 

the results indicate contrasting trends in support for the two dimensions of emancipative values: support 

for choice values has slightly increased, whereas support for equality values has slightly declined. These 

changes are mainly due to rising toleration of abortion in the choice domain and declining support for 

female employment in the equality domain. At the same time, negative health and job experiences 

during the pandemic are not related to either value domain, except for concerns about a forthcoming 

economic recession, which shows a weak positive association with support for equality values (as 

double family incomes and, thus, women’s employment might be needed to weather through the salary 

cuts and inflation during a recession).  

The analysis of individual trajectories in value shifts also supports the “baseline stability” 

theorem in value research. Respondents who significantly changed their values during the pandemic 

comprise only a small fraction of our sample (approximately 2% for each value construct). Furthermore, 

these respondents had rather distinct pandemic experiences (e.g. fewer personal experiences with 

COVID-19, more negative economic experiences) compared to the balanced panel sample.  

From the perspective of modernization and emancipation theory, the findings are ambiguous. 

On one hand, the absence of noticeable overtime changes confirms the “baseline stability theorem” 

which expects temporary decline in emancipative values under external shocks to remain rather limited 

in magnitude because situational value adjustments remain anchored on people’s socialization-induced 

value baseline — even in times of severe economic and health threats. On the other hand, the trends 

show the opposite dynamics of the two types of emancipative values. The positive association with 
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anxiety suggests that the prospective considerations may act as an emancipatory factor in uncertain 

environments. 

Some features of the discovered attitudinal trends also raise questions about the mechanisms of 

value changes during the crisis. A slight increase in choice values derives exclusively from the raising 

toleration of abortion, with acceptance of homosexuality and divorce remaining stable throughout the 

pandemic. Similarly, the deterioration of the support for equality values is mostly manifested through 

the change in attitudes to equality in the labor market, whereas other spheres (i.e., politics and further 

education) remain relatively unaffected.  

Such results may indicate that crisis situations change the attitudes to the immediately affected 

areas of life. Abortion (unlike other two concepts within the domain of choice values) or, on the 

contrary, continuation of the pregnancy is associated with one of the major life decisions that require 

the assessment of both health and economic external conditions. A decision to have a child is less likely 

to be made amidst the largest crisis of the last thirty years in a country, which has undergone the second 

demographic transition a long time ago, so it is not surprising that the acceptance of abortion has slightly 

increased since the early stage of the pandemic16.  

Similar reasoning applies to the decrease in the support for equality in the labor market. Unlike 

representation in politics or education attainment, having a job is a more pressing concern for most of 

the population in any society. Furthermore, this is the aspect of life that has been directly and most 

drastically affected by the pandemic. As a result, overall existential insecurity pressure on individuals 

desperately struggling for finding a job in the time of growing unemployment have intensified a bit, 

thereby provoking a rollback in toleration of female employment. This interpretation is corroborated by 

the finding that the latent class where the support for gender equality rapidly dropped, as well as another 

class with stable low scores on the equality index, contain much greater fractions of male respondents 

(85.7% and 70,3% respectively vs. 54% in the full panel sample) and greater fractions of those 

experienced troubles at the job market (42.9% and 39.2% vs. 31.8%) at least once during the pandemic.  

 
16 Noticeably, Class 1 (increase in choice values) also includes more males, urban dwellers, relatively low-

educated and low-income respondents. These demographic groups simply can't afford a childbirth in harsh social 

conditions, so it is not surprising that they have gradually become more tolerant of abortion during the pandemic, 

especially given their initial low level of support for choice values. 
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Of course, our study has obvious limitation. First, we don’t have pre-pandemic data on 

individual attitudes17, but it is possible that some important changes might have occurred in the very 

beginning of the pandemic and therefore gone unnoticed. However, the estimates of the mean support 

for choice and equality values, both for the full sample and for specific demographic groups, from the 

first wave of the VIC are nearly indistinguishable from those yielded by another online survey, 

conducted in Russia using the same opt-in panel, but in 2018, almost two years before the start of the 

pandemic (the first officially confirmed COVID-19 case in Russia was reported on 31 January; first 

officially confirmed death on March 2020) (Korsunava & Sokolov 2023, Tables 3 and 7). This 

observation supports the expectation that no large value shift had occurred before the start of our study.  

Second, our study covers only a year-and-half period. It is possible that such a time span is too 

short to detect any value shift that will last into the future. Hence, it remains unclear until newer data 

are collected whether even the minor value shifts that we did observe have been temporary or will last 

into the future. The fact, however, that the few shifts that we did observe are limited to just one item 

per domain and that the items in question were most directly related to the specificities of the pandemic, 

speaks in favor of a temporary period effect—in line with the “baseline stability” theorem. 

Third, we use an online panel which by design excludes all people who do not use Internet 

actively. Moreover, even the initial W1 sample includes less rural, younger, and low-educated 

respondents compared to the census-based benchmarks. Respondent attrition further aggravated the 

problems with representativity of our sample and, therefore, generalizability of our results.  At the same 

time, previous research shows that most groups insufficiently covered by our survey tend to possess 

more conservative attitudes, so at least a negative shift away from emancipative values is less likely to 

occur among those groups, due to the so-called “floor” effect (it’s hard to fall if you are already on the 

floor). On the other hand, our panel contains less young and female respondents, among which we might 

 
17 It is, in principle, possible to use data from the latest-to-date Russian round of the World Values Survey 

(conducted in 2017) as the pre-pandemic benchmark for the prevalence of choice and equality values in Russia 

(like Akaliyski et al. (2023) did for Japan). Yet, the WVS differs from the ViC both in terms of the target 

population and the sample frame so it may be not the best benchmark. In addition, there is evidence that online 

samples anyway yield systematically greater estimates of support for emancipative values in Russia (which is 

possibly due to a less pronounced social desirability effect in web surveys: Korsunava & Sokolov 2023) Thus, the 

online survey we are referring to below seems to be a better benchmark option.  
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expect a greater increase of acceptance of abortion (because childbirth, due to all associated social and 

financial costs, is a highly salient issue for these groups). Yet, our subgroup analysis, reported in the 

SM (Table A5.1), suggests that the trends in support for emancipative values are similar across most 

demographic groups, as well as between the full wave-specific samples and the panel sample. Thus, it 

seems that our conclusions can be, with some caution, generalized to the whole Russian population. 

Whether our findings are generalizable beyond Russia is a different, and difficult, question. On 

one hand, Inglehart and Welzel consider the cultural modernization process as more or less universal: 

countries may differ in terms of where they start and how fast they move but all societies are assumed 

to go through the same stages during the modernization process. This implies that the process of 

individual value formation and life course evolution should also be relatively universal18. On the other 

hand, different nations vary in the degree of severity of the COVID-19 crisis and related adverse socio-

economic effects, as well as in the average level of prevalence of emancipative orientations. The actual 

effect of the pandemic on attitudes may be conditional on both factors (in case of the latter, both floor 

and ceiling effects are possible). Anyway, it would be inherently interesting to compare our results for 

Russia with what has happened in other societies from different regions of the world. 
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