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Abstract

The article examines a key attribute of Russian national identity—national pride—as it is reflected in mass
consciousness. To trace the dynamics of multiple facets of national pride and related phenomena from
1996 to 2015, we use data from five surveys. The results demonstrate a substantial growth in Russian
national pride in specific country achievements and general pride in Russian citizenship over the last 20
years. This change is the result of the population’s and state’s need for positive social identity as well as
from both real and imagined progress in the Russian economy and political influence, and it started long
before the Crimea mobilization and Olympics of 2014. The structural difference in pride in various
achievements persisted for the 20 years examined here, but became less distinct. Across the years
examined here, Russian national pride has become more strongly related to belief in the superiority of the
country and is therefore increasingly competitive.
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Introduction

Much discussion on the situation in post-Soviet Russia has focused on the effects of the fall
from imperial glory all the way down to painful defeat. Various sides of this contrast, captured
in the concepts of “Weimar syndrome,” cultural trauma, and ressentiment, to mention the most
prominent few, all share the same central point—the feeling of national humiliation (Hanson
and Kopstein 1997; Sztompka 2000). Discomfort and disequilibrium as the essential parts of
these phenomena bring to the forefront the demand for restoration of positive national identity
and national pride created by the elites and the general public alike. To follow the processes
born of this demand, in this paper we look at the dynamics of national pride in post-Soviet
Russia.

Interest in contemporary Russian national identity and nationalism has surged over the last
few years. The existing research mostly addresses the rhetoric and actions of the country’s
political elite (Kolste 2016; Blakkisrud 2016; Laine 2017). Our study is dedicated to the less-
visible part of the picture—the notion of national pride in Russian mass consciousness. By
differentiating pride in the various kinds of achievements of the country, we seek to counter-
balance the subjective and objective factors and explore to what extent the dynamics of national
pride parallel changes in Russia’s economy, politics, and other spheres.

The added value of the paper is found in its demonstration of the substantial net growth of
Russians’ national pride in the country’s various achievements and Russian citizenship over the
last 20 years as well as the corresponding drop in citizens’ shame in their country. The growth
has not been confined to post-Crimean mobilization. It is present throughout all 20 years and
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parallels the real or imagined progress in the Russian economy, society, and political influence.
In most of these years, however, the growth is selective, and not present in science, sports, arts
and literature, or history. In contrast to this, the growth we attribute to the post-Crimean
mobilization is almost universal and more rapid than in any preceding time period. Besides, over
the post-Soviet period, Russians’ national pride has become more competitive thanks to its
stronger association with the belief in the superiority of their country.

The rest of the article proceeds as follows. In the background section, we examine the existing
body of research on national pride in general and post-Soviet Russian national pride in parti-
cular. Based on these considerations, we propose a series of hypotheses that can be inferred from
the existing knowledge. The data and methods section presents the empirical research conducted
to test these hypotheses. The results section consists of two parts. First, we share Russia’s scores
on national pride and shame in 1996, 2003, 2012, 2014, and 2015 and estimate the magnitude,
direction, and statistical significance of the dynamics between adjacent time points as well as the
net dynamics. Second, we analyze the correlation between national pride and belief in a country’s
superiority and their dynamics as well as the dynamics of the superiority belief per se. In the
discussion and conclusion section, we confront the hypotheses with the accumulated empirical
evidence on Russian national pride and formulate some suggestions for investigating the
dynamics of national pride in other countries.

Background

National pride is a favorable attitude toward one’s country in general, toward its specific
achievements, and toward one’s national identity (Smith and Kim 2006). The peculiarity of pride
is found in its communicative context, since pride is a favorable attitudinal message addressed to
significant others (mainly foreigners) with the expectation of a favorable response from them.
Thus, national pride combines one’s own favorable attitude toward the country with the
expectation of a favorable attitude from significant others. Compared to evaluations of satis-
faction, pride statements imply higher standards of excellence. To be proud of something
requires a higher perceived quality of the relevant object than to be satisfied with it.

Contemporary nation-states as well as their citizens strive for positive national identity and
strong national pride as their attributes, and the focus on positive or strong pride is predominant
in national pride studies. This striving for positive or strong national pride is implied by several
theoretical traditions. Tajfel (2010) posits the general need for attributing positive significance to
any social identity; Hopkins (2001) introduces a general notion of national identity as “natural”
and “healthy”; Almond and Verba (1963) consider national pride a necessary prerequisite for the
formation of a civic culture based on a strong sense of solidarity. Most theories of nationalism
suggest that governments make a special effort to promote strong national pride in their citizens
using schooling, media, and other social institutions (Billig 1995; Anderson 2004; Hobsbawm
2012). Their immediate goal is strong national pride, no matter how well it is grounded in the
country’s achievements. In their seminal work, Almond and Verba classified national pride as an
emotional component of political culture, and this classification does not imply any cognitive
process of relating pride to the country’s achievements. In line with such an approach, Solt
(2011) demonstrates that stronger national pride may serve as the compensatory response to the
country’s level of inequality, and such a compensatory relation does not imply any connection
between pride and the country’s achievements either.

Contrary to this predominant theoretical assumption, some publications on national pride
(Magun and Magun 2009; Fabrykant and Magun 2016) outline the idea that when generating
statements on how proud they are of their country and its achievements, respondents do perform
some cognitive work. They try to consider the country’s actual achievements and compare them
with its aspired state. The extent of such cognitive work varies for different kinds of statements. It
is higher for pride in specific achievements and lower for generalized pride, which is more
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directly affected by relevant social norms. Needless to say, in many cases people have no direct
access to the objective manifestations of actual achievements of their country and rely on sec-
ondary messages provided by the media. Still, even in such cases, their pride statements may
result from some cognitive efforts and can be considered grounded, and not purely normative.

This theoretical idea is supported by empirical evidence from 32 countries analyzed by means
of a multilevel regression (Fabrykant and Magun 2016). The study shows that national pride in
various countries’ achievements actually depends on the countries’ economic and socioeconomic
achievements (reflected in the gross domestic product [GDP] per capita and human development
index [HDI] measures), and that this association can be mediated by cognitive processes, as
mentioned above.

Another cleavage, besides the one between grounded and normative pride introduced in the
previous research, relates to the structure of national pride in country-specific achievements.
Based on factor analysis results, Hjerm (2003) categorizes pride variables related to various
specific achievements as either political and cultural, which he considered two independent kinds
of national pride. Later, Magun and Magun (2009) and Fabrykant and Magun (2016) suggest
other terms for these two kinds of pride, namely pride in mass versus elitist achievements. Mass
achievements refer to the economy, social security, democracy, fair and equal treatment of all
groups in society, and the country’s political influence in the world. Their distinctive feature is
that their inputs and outputs are perceived as more closely related to laypeople’s experiences.
Elitist achievements refer to arts and literature, sports, science and technology, and history; their
inputs and outputs appear to laypeople as rather distant from their daily lives. Elitist achieve-
ments result from the activity of the great people of the past and present, and mass achievements
are produced by the present-day national state. There is also a difference in the access to
information about the two kinds of achievements. Pride in mass achievements is more affected
by the immediate experience of individual participation in a country’s economic, social, and
political life than the pride in elitist achievements. The latter is more affected by information
from media reports of achievements of past and present elites and is more likely to be normative.
Interestingly, the only exception belonging to neither type was pride in the armed forces.

Instead of the two independent sets of pride variables suggested by Hjerm (2003), the alter-
native analysis presented in those later publications detects the coexistence of two types of
relations between mass and elitist pride. The predominant one is the positive, friendly relation
indicating the compatibility of the two kinds of pride, but the secondary one is the conflict
relation between them. Correspondingly, pride in country-specific achievements is described by
two dimensions, one of which is general pride in the country’s various achievements, and the
other of which is the conflict between pride in elitist and mass achievements. Cross-country
comparisons demonstrate that a country’s socioeconomic achievements affect both dimensions
of national pride: higher GDP per capita and higher HDI cause higher levels of general pride in a
country’s various achievements and, additionally, cause relatively higher pride in mass than elitist
achievements (Fabrykant and Magun 2016). The dynamics of national pride in Russia should be
considered in this general frame of reference developed for the analysis of national pride.

The studies examining the various facets of Russians’ attitudes toward national pride in 1996
and 2003 all demonstrate a rather low level of pride in the country’s mass achievements and
armed forces, with average scores either lower or just slightly higher than “not very proud”
(Gudkov 1999; Bavin 2003; Magun and Magun 2009; Grigoryan 2014; Fabrykant and Magun
2016). The average scores for pride in elitist achievements were around “somewhat proud,”
which is higher than for mass achievements in Russia but still lower than that of most other
countries. So, the need for positive national identity and strong national pride was not satisfied in
these years. That is why, for many post-Soviet years, the wish for Russia “to restore its status as a
great power” (velikaia derzhava) appeared among the most widespread popular aspirations and
was featured among the top three expectations of a prospective presidential candidate (Gudkov
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2014, 40-41). All these facts indicate the prerequisites of a strong demand for higher
national pride.

This demand, moreover, meets the other kind of preconditions for the growth of national
pride from the supply side. Based on the differentiation between grounded and normative
national pride, the necessary supply may come in the form of objective grounds for national
pride or as massively transmitted state rhetoric that such grounds for pride exist. Publications in
Russian studies demonstrate both these prerequisites.

Most research focuses on the rhetorical part of the national pride related supply. Much of the
analysis of national identity issues in contemporary Russia are dedicated to the country’s massive
ideological bases for instigating national pride such as neo-Eurasianism (Laruelle 2004; She-
khovtsov and Umland 2009; @stbe 2016; Clover 2016) and other, milder and somewhat more
conventional ideologies present in the top-down political rhetoric (Malinova 2014; Blakkisrud
2016; Kolste 2016; Laruelle 2016), which are intensely transmitted via popular media, especially
television (Tolz 2016). Only a few authors complement this view with analysis of the objective
components of the supply side. Specifically, Shleifer and Treisman (2005, 2014; see also Treisman
2011) show that post-Soviet Russia achieved real progress in economics and institution building,
and their conclusion can be interpreted as suggesting objective grounds for an increase in
national pride in Russia. Still, as the authors themselves remark, their views oppose the prevailing
position, which regards post-Soviet Russia as a failure and an aberration and its economy as
underperforming. Some critiques go as far as to define Russia as “abnormal,” with scant prospect
for improvement (Rosefielde 2005; Hedlund 2008) and therefore more grounds for shame
than pride.

The interplay of objective grounds and ideological mobilization as two kinds of supply
factors is well illustrated by the annexation of Crimea. In a public opinion poll, the incor-
poration of Crimea into Russia, as well as the preceding victory of the Russian team at the
Winter Olympics in 2014 (the post factum annulment of some medals won by the Russian
team occurred only much later) were two of the three most popular answers to the question
about “the most important events in 2014” (the third one was the “collapse of the [Russian]
ruble;” Levada Center 2015b, 9). Both of these events were appreciated and perceived as
tangible achievements for the country by the vast majority of the Russian population (Levada
Center 2015b, 174-176, 214-216). As a result, the survey data demonstrate that the generalized
national pride measured several months after these events increased considerably compared to
the previous measurement (Levada Center 2015a). The upsurge of national pride constitutes a
part of a general positive shift in various kinds of social attitudes after February 2014 (Rogov
2015; Levinson and Goncharov 2015). In their explanations of the increase in national pride
and other facets of well-being after February 2014, researchers paid attention to the dramatic
increase in the volume of political news and explanations broadcasted by the state-controlled
TV channels (Borodina 2014) and consumed by the general public (Gudkov 2014, 219; Bor-
odina 2014; Rogov 2015). This patriotic campaign gave fresh impetus to the state patriotism
policy, which has been around since the early 2000s. The new “Program for patriotic education
in the years 2016-2020,” a successor of similar programs for the preceding periods of 2001-
2005, 2006-2010, and 2011-2015, proclaims as its goal inter alia “the education of pride in the
past and current country’s achievements” (Medvedev 2015). The recent parliamentary initia-
tive aims at turning a series of five-year programs into a full-fledged law, making patriotic
education mandatory and unified all over Russia.'

This brief review demonstrates that, to the present moment, the dynamics of national pride in
the post-Soviet period has received fragmentary attention only in the sporadic press releases by
the Russian public opinion centers Fond Obshhestvennoe Mnenie (Public Opinion Foundation,
2010), the Levada Center (2015a, 2016a), and VCIOM (Russian Public Opinion Research Center
2015). Most of these data reflect the net increase in national pride and decrease in the shame of
the country during the tracked periods. There are two exceptions: the first concerns the decrease

https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18

24 Marharyta Fabrykant and Vladimir Magun

in the generalized pride from 2002 up to 2010, and the second concerns the decrease of the pride
in achievement in sports from February 2014 to May 2016.

Leaving aside its fragmented nature, the available survey data on the dynamics of national
pride tracks a range of 11 years at best and predominantly features its generalized indicators; they
track the specific indicators across time spans of only two years. The analyses of these data do not
compute the size of effects and their measures’ statistical significance and do not control for
change in the sociodemographic structure of the country’s population. This paper compensates
for these deficiencies by providing a systematic, methodologically rigorous review of the
dynamics of Russian national pride comprising a period of 20 years. Based on the reviewed
studies of national pride in general and in Russia in particular, we suggest that in contemporary
Russia, the shared need for positive national identity amplified by the real progress during the
country’s post-Soviet development led to a net increase in Russians’ national pride. Such an
increase could be easily taken for granted if it were dated by the incorporation of Crimea or the
successful Olympics organization and participation in 2014, but the current paper traces it to an
earlier period of post-Soviet transformations.

Hypotheses and Rationale

The years from 1999 to 2012 (with the exception of the post-crisis year 2009) were a time of rapid
growth of the Russian economy, which then slowed down from 2012 to 2014 and, in 2015,
turned into a recession (Akindinova and Yasin 2015; Akindinova, Kuz’minov, and Yasin 2016;
Gurvich 2016a, 2016b). In addition, political achievements occurred parallel to the economic
growth. The satisfactory outcome of the second Chechen war counteracted the demoralizing
effect of the first one. The campaign in Georgia in 2008 augmented the military record of the
Russian army as well. Based on the idea that national pride reflects a country’s perceived
achievements, national pride in Russia can be expected to have increased before the incor-
poration of Crimea. Previous multi-country research has demonstrated that a country’s socio-
economic advancement primarily affects pride in mass achievements, and it can be expected that
the Russian dynamics would feature the same emphasis. The same is true for the military
victories of the 2000s, which should affect pride in the army.

HI. The non-Crimea pride increase: since the start of the post-Soviet economic growth and prior to
the incorporation of Crimea, pride in all of the country’s achievements increased, especially pride in
mass achievements and the armed forces.

The incorporation of Crimea into Russia in the spring of 2014 was perceived by the majority
of Russians as one of the country’s greatest achievements, and it had a strong positive impact on
general national pride as well as on other social attitudes substantively unrelated to the focal
event. This public response was amplified by the simultaneously implemented media campaign
of patriotic mobilization, which probably would have strong generalized effects on national pride
in most countries’ achievements.

H2. The Crimea pride increase: the incorporation of Crimea led to an increase in pride in most
kinds of the country’s achievements. This growth was faster than the growth in pride in the
preceding period of post-Soviet history.

The period between late 2014 and late 2015 encompasses a series of momentous events in
various spheres. In the socioeconomic sphere, the drop in oil prices and the resulting rapid
depreciation of the Russian ruble after “black Thursday” on 16 December 2014 must have had a
sobering effect on pride in the economy. In the geopolitical sphere, on the contrary, the agenda of
the previous period kept unfolding with the beginning of Russia’s military operation in Syria.
For this reason, pride in the army and probably in the country’s political influence in the world
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was likely to continue growing, albeit more slowly than immediately after the incorporation of
Crimea.

H3. Post-Crimea pride dynamics: a year after the incorporation of Crimea, pride in most
achievements stagnated and pride in the country’s economy even declined, while pride in the armed
forces and political influence in the world continued to grow.

Smith and Jarkko (1998) and Smith and Kim (2006) allow for a possible association between
national pride and placing one’s own country above others. We suggest that it is worthwhile to
regard such national pride as competitive (implying win-lose relations) as opposed to non-
competitive (not implying win-lose relations). This emphasis on competition boosts a self-
serving social comparison, which appears in the Russian case as resentment against the West and
particularly the USA (Morozov 2015; Hopf 2016). The notion of “great power,” so attractive to
the Russian public, implies inter alia that a country is superior to other countries. The indicator
of superiority in our dataset is the belief that “Russia is a better country than most other
countries,” and in line with the wish of the population, we expect that this belief grew stronger
between 1996 and 2015. By the same token, pride in the country’s achievements became more
competitive—that is, more strongly associated with the belief in the country’s superiority.

H4. Belief in Russia’s superiority over other countries and positive correlation between this belief
and prideful attitudes increased throughout the post-Soviet period.

Data and Methods

In the present research, we test the hypotheses on the dynamics of Russian national pride using
five datasets provided by five survey waves. Three of these were run within the framework of the
International Social Survey Program (ISSP), which is one of the most comprehensive interna-
tional survey series. The three rounds of the ISSP included in our analyses, from 1995-1996,
2003-2004, and 2012-2014, are entirely dedicated to national identity.”

Each dataset of the ISSP-National Identity module contains a variety of survey items
reflecting respondents’ views on various facets of nationality, including national pride. The fourth
and fifth datasets included in our analyses reproduce all the relevant variables of national pride
but were collected in Russia in surveys not affiliated with the ISSP.

The data were collected in June 1996, July 2003, October 2012, November 2014-February
2015 (which we consider as entirely belonging to 2014, since only approximately 17% of
respondents were polled in 2015), and October-November 2015. The 1996 survey was con-
ducted by VCIOM, the surveys from 2003, 2012, and 2015 were conducted by the Levada
Center, and the survey from 2014 was conducted by the Institute of Comparative Social
Research. In our empirical analyses, we therefore use a harmonized dataset comprising the data
on national pride collected in Russia in 1996, 2003, 2012, 2014, and 2015. The sizes of each
representative national sample are 1585, 2383, 1516, 1244, and 1603 respondents, respectively.
The first three surveys represent the non-Crimea period, divided into two roughly equal time
spans (1996 to 2003 and 2003 to 2012), and the last three represent the Crimean period, also
divided into two much shorter, also roughly comparable periods (2012 to 2014 and 2014
to 2015).

To detect changes in the level of the indicators of national pride that occurred between each
the five waves of the survey, we use regression analysis. It yields coefficients estimating strength
and significance of the shifts of national pride between each survey time point. In more technical
terms, we estimate ordinal logistic regression models for each facet of national pride and pride-
related phenomena as dependent variables. All the models have the same independent variables.
The main variables indicate in which survey wave each piece of data was collected. To account
for possible effects of sociodemographic changes in Russia’s population on national pride, we also
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add several basic sociodemographic parameters as independent variables to each regression
model. The models differ by reference survey waves.

The set of questions to measure national pride are introduced as follows: “how proud are you
of Russia in each of the following?” Respondents are then required to express their pride on a
four-point scale (“not proud at all,” “not very proud,” “somewhat proud,” or “very proud”) for
each of the following specific achievements of their country: the way democracy works; its
political influence in the world; Russia’s economic achievements; its social security system; its
scientific and technological achievements; its achievements in sports; its achievements in arts and
literature; Russia’s armed forces; its history; and its fair and equal treatment of all groups in
society. The survey also contains a question on generalized pride in nationality by asking, “how
proud are you of being a Russian citizen?” with the same response options. In other countries, in
place of Russia, the same questions include the names of the relevant countries.

Two pride-related dependent variables include national shame and belief in the country’s
superiority. The questions for these variables are worded as (1) “there are some things about
Russia today that make me feel ashamed of Russia,” and (2) “generally speaking, Russia is a better
country than most other countries,” with response options of “disagree strongly” (1), “disagree”
(2), “neither agree nor disagree” (3), “agree” (4), and “agree strongly” (5). The original scales
measuring national pride and pride-related variables had the opposite direction.

The sociodemographic control variables are represented by age (measured in full years),
gender, education (operationalized as the total number of years a respondent spent receiving
education), marital status (five options: officially married, cohabitating, widowed, separated/
divorced, and single, never married), subjective social status (self-evaluated on a five-point scale
where 1 is lowest and 5 is highest), employer organization type (recoded into a variable showing
whether a respondent is employed by a government or public sector organization or by a
nongovernmental employer), number of working hours per week, and religiosity (operationalized
as frequency of attendance of religious services ranging from 1, never, to 6, several times a week).

All these variables and the relevant questions appear in the same manner in all three rounds of
the ISSP-National Identity module, and the data for Russia are available in all these datasets.
Moreover, beyond the ISSP project, these same questions were posed to Russian respondents in 2014
and 2015, and these surveys strictly reproduce the wording of the relevant ISSP questions. There
were, however, two exceptions. The question on pride in nationality was absent from the ques-
tionnaires used in 1996 and 2015, and the question on shame was not included in the same dataset
with the other questions in 2015. This makes it impossible to estimate a regression model for shame
as a dependent variable, but does nonetheless allow us to compute a country average for 2015.

To evaluate the dynamics of national pride in Russia in comparison to other countries, we use
the data for 11 countries represented in all three waves of the ISSP-National Identity module:
Czech Republic, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Norway, Philippines, Russia, Slovenia, the
United Kingdom, and the USA.

Thus, the data used in this paper yield the most comprehensive dataset to date on national
pride in Russia that can be comprised from national surveys conducted within the post-Soviet
period. We are aware of the fact that the collection of datasets we have at our disposal does
not constitute a time series and, therefore, does not allow us to trace changes year by year.
Nevertheless, the exact time points of the surveys allow to us trace the three periods of pride
change corresponding to our substantive hypotheses. The hypotheses outlined in this paper
do not refer to the exact time points of the surveys, but the surveys available fortunately allow
the examination of the three periods of pride change corresponding to our substantive
hypotheses.

The time spans between each of the first three waves are quite long (seven and nine years),
and might include several shifts in national pride in varying directions. Nonetheless, the analysis
detects the statistically significant net changes for each of these long time spans, findings which
indicate the predominant directions of change over time. The most recent surveys in 2014 and
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2015 provide the opportunity to follow shorter-term changes, and this opportunity appears
especially relevant for the period of increased national pride vulnerability.

Results
Dynamics of National Pride

This section deals with the changes in the levels of various indicators of national pride between
each of the five survey waves. The results are presented in Table 1, which contains four regression
models for each dependent variable. Each model compares the data on a dependent variable for a
certain wave with each other wave. Thus, the first model compares the level of national pride in
1996 to the levels of national pride in 2003, 2012, 2014, and 2015. Positive regression coefficients
in the body of the table indicate growth in an indicator of national pride from the 1996 reference
wave to the wave compared to it, and negative scores indicate decline. Changes for other periods
were tested in the same way for models two to four. The coefficients estimating the impact of the
sociodemographic variables are presented for each indicator of national pride only once, because
they stay the same in all the regression models.

Figure 1 provides the general picture of national pride dynamics based on the country
averages. Because this figure does not account for the statistical significance of cross-wave
differences or the impact of sociodemographic changes in Russia’s population, our description of
the results is based on the regression coefficients reported in Table 1. Nevertheless, Figure 1
roughly reproduces the main features of the regression analysis, and we include it here as a useful
graphic illustration.

The regression coefficients describe the net difference between national pride in various
achievements in 2015 and 1996 (Table 1, Model 1, in italics). This is an indication of a net
increase in the national pride in all the country’s achievements except arts and literature across
the 20 years. There is the net increase in generalized pride in nationality from 2003 to 2014 as
well. The weak correlation (averaging about 0.1 out of 1.0) of the national pride facets with belief
in unconditional support of one’s country (a survey item measuring the level of agreement with
the statement that “people should support their country even if the country is in the wrong”)
shows that most respondents do not report an exaggerated level of pride just out of loyalty.

The changes between the adjacent waves (e.g., between 1996 and 2003, 2003 and 2012; the
corresponding coefficients are in italics and bold in Table 1) mostly indicate an increase in pride
as well. Of the 31 significant regression coefficients, 23 (74%) of them indicate an increase in
pride over time, and they are usually larger in magnitude than the negative coefficients showing a
decrease in pride.

In absolute scores, on the four-point scales, the largest net increase in average score from 1996 to
2015 equals 1.0 point for pride in the armed forces and 0.9 for political influence in the world. This
is followed by pride in fairness and equality with a net change of 0.7 points, then social security
(0.6), the economy (0.6), and democracy (0.5). The smallest increases are in pride in sports (0.3),
history (0.2), and nationality (0.1), with zero increase in pride in arts and literature. As a result, the
average Russian score in 2015 was “not very proud” (or a bit more) of social security, fairness and
equality, the economy, and democracy; “somewhat proud” of science and technology and political
influence in the world; more than “somewhat proud” of sports, arts and literature, and nationality
(2014); and slightly more than that of history and the armed forces.

Figure 1 depicts remarkable differences among the scores on pride in different kinds of
achievements. In each of the five surveys conducted throughout the entire time span from 1996
to 2015, Russians were much more proud of their country’s elitist achievements and their own
nationalities than of the country’s mass achievements. Because the net increase in mass pride was
larger than that of elitist pride, this structural difference is most distinct in 1996 and later
becomes less pronounced, as indicated by the less-steep Russian pride curves in 2012-2015 as
compared to 1996-2003. Pride in the armed forces does not belong to either mass or elitist pride
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Table 1. Ordinal Regression Models of National Pride, Shame, and Belief in Russia’s Superiority.

Pride in
Pride in Pride in  Pride in nationality Belief in
Pride in Pride in  Pride in Russia’s the science Pride in Pride in (being a Shame in  Russia’s
social Pride in the demo- political armed and Pride in  arts and  Russian Russian the superi-
security  fairness economy  cracy influence forces technology sports literature  history citizen) country ority
MAIN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE
Model 1 - reference wave 1996
Wave 2003 0.137* 0.216* 0.353*** 0.035 0.329***  0.156*  —0.008 —0.339*** —0.307*** —0.147* - -0.171* 0.238**
Wave 2012 1.214***  1.090*** 1.311*** 0.961*** 0.891*** 0.937*** -0.173* -0.174* -0.341*** -0.131 = -1.611***  0.398***
Wave 2014 1.582***  1.675*** 1.450*** 1.068*** 1.719*** 1.661*** 0.370** 0.669*** -0.051 0.252* = =1.923***  1.294***
Wave 2015 1.394***  1.228***  1.212*** 1.385*** 1.900*** 2.044*** 0.151% 0.218™* 0.103 0.231** - - 0.912**
Model2 - reference wave 2003
Wave 1996 -0.161* -0.216** -0.351*** -0.041 -0.335*** -0.154* 0.008 0.339***  0.307***  0.147* - 0.087 -0.238***
Wave 2012 1.087*** 0.882*** 0.976*** 0.913*** 0.556*** 0.776*** —0.165* 0.165* —0.034 0.016 —0.379***  —1.486*** 0.160*
Wave 2014 1.462***  1.427***  1.143*** 1.003***  1.402***  1.469***  0.377** 1.008***  0.256* 0.398*** 0.048 -1.815***  1.056***
Wave 2015 1.248***  1.014*** 0.867*** 1.342*** 1.565*** 1.888*** 0.159* 0.557***  0.409***  0.378*** = = 0.674***
Model 3 - reference wave 2012
Wave 1996 -1.248*** -1.098*** -1.328*** -0.954*** -0.891*** -0.913*** 0.173* 0.174* 0.341***  0.131 - 1.573*** -0.398***
Wave 2003 -1.087*** -0.882*** -0.976*** -0.913*** -0.556*** -0.776*** 0.165* -0.165* 0.034 -0.016 0.379*** 1.486™** -0.160*
Wave 2014 0.375**  0.545*** 0.167 0.090 0.846***  0.692***  0.542***  0.843*** 0.290* 0.383*** 0.427*** -0.329* 0.896***
Wave 2015 0.160* 0.132 -0.109 0.429***  1.009***  1.112***  0.324***  0.392***  0.443***  0.362*** - - 0.515***
Model 4 - reference wave 2014
Wave 1996 -1.623*** -1.643*** -1.494*** -1.045*** -1.737*** -1.623*** -0.370** -0.669***  0.051 -0.252* - 1.902*** -1.294***
Wave 2003 —-1.462*** -1.427*** -1.143*** -1.003*** -1.402*** -1.469*** -0.377** -1.008*** -0.256* -0.398*** —0.048 1.815*** -1.056***
Wave 2012 -0.375** -0.545*** -0.167 —-0.090 -0.846*** -0.692*** -0.542*** -0.843*** -0.290* -0.383*** -0.427*** 0.329* -0.896***
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Pride in
Pride in  Pride in  Pride in nationality Belief in
Pride in Pride in  Pride in  Russia’s the science Pride in  Pride in (being a Shame in  Russia’s
social Pride in the demo- political armed and Pride in arts and  Russian Russian the superi-
security ~ fairness economy  cracy influence forces technology sports literature history citizen) country ority
Wave 2015 -0.214 -0.413*** -0.276**  0.339**  0.163 0.420*** -0.219 -0.451***  0.154 -0.021 - - —0.382***
CONTROL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Age 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.006**  -0.001 0.002 -0.004* 0.001 0.007*** 0.015*** 0.003 0.008***
Gender (1 - male, 0.069 -0.016 -0.092 -0.047 0.008 0.197*** 0.124* 0.020 -0.107 0.157** 0.012 0.011 0.062
0 - female)
Years of education -0.025*  -0.026*  -0.009 0.015 0.009 -0.053***  0.028** 0.006 0.030***  0.026** 0.001 0.023*  -0.052***
Marital status (from 0.032 0.029 0.059**  0.024 0.045* 0.040* 0.042* 0.003 0.028 0.028 0.006** -0.022 0.040*
1 - official marriage
to 5 - single)
Subjective social 0.265***  0.232***  0.235***  0.245***  0.222***  0.068** 0.033 0.049 0.031 0.007 0.067* -0.101**  0.041
status (from 1 - the
lowest to 5 - the
highest)
Working hours per -0.002 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 -0.002 -0.001** -0.001 -0.002
week
Employment in 0.144* 0.004 -0.097 -0.039 0.057 0.134* -0.035 0.092 0.031 0.056 0.127* 0.004 0.064
government/public
sector (reference -
other)
Attendance of 0.042*  -0.002 0.033 0.037 0.030 0.005 0.038* 0.038* 0.045* 0.051** -0.003 0.006 0.049**
religious services
(from 1 - never to 6 -
several times a week)
Pseudo R square, % 11.0 ©.5 10.3 8.3 8.5 9.0 13 2.7 1.6 1.8 3.7 15.0 7.1

*significant at 0.05; ** significant at 0.01; *** significant at 0.001
The regression coefficients indicating changes over the period immediately following the reference wave are highlighted in bold italic.
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Figure 1. Dynamics of pride in various country’s achievements, 1996-2015 (1, not proud at all; 2, not very proud; 3,
somewhat proud; 4, very proud).

estimates; its score is intermediate in the first three survey waves and approaches its peak
positions in the years 2014 and 2015.

Coming back to regression coefficients, we take a more detailed look at the different parts of
the time span under study. The two initial periods analyzed in this paper—between 1996 and
2003 and between 2003 and 2012—are similar in their patterns of national pride change. Both of
them are characterized by rising pride in mass achievements and the armed forces and declining
or stagnant pride in elitist achievements and Russian citizenship. Still, in the second period, from
2003 to 2012, the increase in pride in social security, fair and equal treatment of all the groups in
society, economic achievements, democracy, political influence, and the armed forces is much
higher than in the first increase from 1996 to 2003.

The period between 2012 and late 2014 is notable because, for the first time, all pride estimates
but two (economic achievements and democracy) increased. This growth can no longer be
captured by the difference between mass and elite achievements. It is the first period since 1996
where pride in science and technology, arts and literature, history, and nationality became
stronger, and the positive effects of these pride attitudes compensate or outweigh the negative
effects of the previous, longer periods of change. The size of significant regression coefficients is
remarkable as well. The strongest effects hold for political influence, sports, and the armed forces,
and they indicate that the two-year increase in pride is stronger than the nine-year increase in the
previous period (or almost as strong, in the case of the armed forces). The positive effects for
pride in social security and fairness indicates a larger increase than could be expected from
adjusting the previous nine-year effects.

The majority of pride increments reported in 2014 remained intact in 2015 due to the fact that
in the period from late 2014 to late 2015, five pride variables stagnated, and the pride in the
armed forces and democracy even increased. Three pride variables (pride in fairness, economy,
and sports) decreased between 2014 and 2015, which for pride in fairness and sports means a
return toward their earlier scores. Yet none of the three falling pride attitudes returned to their
minimum scores.

Cross-country ranking of pride scores helps compare the described dynamics of pride in
Russia. The ISSP project involved many countries at different times, but the data for the three
waves (1995-1996, 2002-2003, and 2012-2014) are available only for 10 countries besides Russia,
namely the Czech Republic, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Norway, the Philippines, Slovenia,
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the United Kingdom, and the USA. Figure 2 illustrates the number of countries overtaken by
Russia for each point in time plus one (one point was added to provide visibility for otherwise
invisible zero bars), and this is a reverse of Russia’s rankings relative to the other countries. The
relative ranks for Russia in 2014 increased compared to 2012 for most pride facets with the
exception of pride in the economy. By 2014, which was the best year for Russian pride, Russia
shifted to the highest position among the countries covered by the data on pride in political
influence in the world, the third-highest position in pride in history and the armed forces, and
the fourth-highest position in pride in sports (although this dropped again in 2015). However,
Russians’ pride in social security, democracy, fairness, the economy, and nationality, as well as in
science and the arts and literature, remain comparatively low. The shame of the country is the
substantive opposite to national pride, and so we expect it to decline in parallel to the increase in
national pride across the post-Soviet years. The results confirm this expectation. All three
coefficients for adjacent waves indicate a decrease in shame from 1996 to 2014. The largest
decrease, between 2003 and 2012, complements the increase in pride in mass achievements and
the armed forces throughout the same period. We could not include the year 2015 into the
regressions for shame, but a comparison of the means indicates a sharp decline in shame from
2014 to 2015 (Figure 3). The average evaluation of shame drops 1.5 points on the five-point scale
across the 20 years. It is equivalent to the change in the average response to the statement “there
are some things about Russia today that make me feel ashamed of Russia,” from “agree” to
“neither agree nor disagree” and even a step further to “disagree.” As a result, the shame of the
country fell from the highest to the lowest position among the 11 countries (Figure 2).

The sociodemographic variables were added to the regression models to clear out the wave
effect due to changes in the population structure. Table 1 presents the effects of these variables on
the indicators of pride, shame, and belief in the country’s superiority.

12
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Figure 2. The number of countries overtaken by Russia on national pride, shame, and belief in one’s country superiority

plus one, comparison of mean estimates, 1996-2015 (the scores for Russia in 2014 and 2015 were compared to the scores
for other countries in 2012).
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The Dynamics of Belief in Russia’s Superiority and its Association with National Pride

Both the mean scores (Figure 3) and regression coefficients for the wave dummies (Table 1)
indicate consistent strengthening of the belief that, “generally speaking, Russia is a better country
than most other countries” from 1996 to 2014. The average score changed from a position
slightly higher than the neutral “neither agree nor disagree” in 1996 to a position slightly higher
than the definitely positive “agree” in 2014 (the most positive position is “agree strongly”). In
2015, the average score came down to slightly lower than “agree.” Russians’ belief in their
country’s superiority over other countries peaked at the end of 2014, immediately following both
geopolitical and Olympic sports achievements. After a slight decrease in 2015, understandably
following economic turmoil, this belief is still stronger than it was in 2012. Cross-country
rankings (Figure 2) demonstrate the same trend. In 1996, Russians were placed in the seventh
position among 11 countries in their belief in the country’s superiority; in 2014, they rose to the
second position behind Japan; finally, the decrease of 2015 brought them to fifth place.

Table 2 demonstrates that all correlation coefficients between pride in a country’s various
achievements and belief in its superiority are positive, and all but one are statistically significant.
These findings mean that Russians’ national pride tends to be involved in social comparison
processes, and the Russians who are proud of their country’s achievements tend to view them as
greater than achievements of other countries. In 2015, such associations are strongest for the
country’s political influence, democracy, and armed forces. These facets of national pride imply a
higher inclination to compare their own country with other countries. On the contrary, arts and
literature, fair and equal treatment of all social groups, and social security are the facets least
likely to be compared, because they have the least correlation with belief in the superiority of
Russia.

Each line of Table 2 corresponds to a specific facet of pride, and for each facet the correlation
coefficients increase from 1996 to 2015 (most differences between coefficients are statistically
significant). This finding indicates that, in addition to growth in national pride, the meaning of
pride throughout the 20 post-Soviet years has also changed substantively. With time, Russian
pride attitudes have become more strongly associated with belief in Russia’s superiority over
other countries. The largest increase over time is found for pride in democracy and political
influence—in Russia, probably the two most discussed issues of comparison, and the two most

5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5 R
3.0
2.5

2.0

1.0
Shame of country Belief in Russia’s superiority

B Russial996 O Russia2003 & Russia 2012 ® Russia2014 O Russia 2015

Figure 3. Dynamics of belief in Russia’s superiority and shame of country, 1996-2015 (1, disagree strongly; 2, disagree; 3,
neither agree nor disagree; 4, agree; 5, agree strongly).
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Table 2. Spearman’s Correlations Between Pride in Various Country’s Achievements and Belief in Russia’s Superiority.

Net growth between

1996 2003 2012 2014 2015 1996 and 2015
Pride in nationality (being a Russian citizen) - 0.30***  0.29*** 0.39*** - 0.09
Pride in Russia’s political influence 0.13***  0.21***  0.28"** 0.34*** 0.38*** 0.25
Pride in democracy 0.04 0.01***  0.20*** 0.23*** 0.33*** 0.29
Pride in armed forces 0.22*** 0. 21*** 0.19*** 0.24*** 0.32*** 0.10
Pride in sports 0.22*** 0.11***  0.21*** 0.19*** 0.29*** 0.07
Pride in science and technology 0.14***  0.09***  0.23*** 0.24*** 0.25*** 0.11
Pride in history 0.22*** 0.18***  0.21*** 0.22*** 0.25*** 0.03
Pride in economy 0.13***  0.17***  0.22*** 0.18*** 0.23*** 0.10
Pride in arts and literature 0.15*** 0.10***  0.18*** 0.15*** 0.19*** 0.04
Pride in fairness 0.07* 0.14***  0.18*** 0.17*** 0.18*** 0.11
Pride in social security 0.07* 0.13***  0.13*** 0.19*** 0.17*** 0.10

Presented in descending order of correlations for the last available year.
* significant at 0.05; *** significant at 0.001.

difficult issues for the general public to evaluate unequivocally. The data from other countries
represented in all three waves of the ISSP Online Supplement® show that Russia shares its
increase in the strength of correlation between national pride and belief in superiority with most
post-socialist countries.

Discussion and Conclusion

Taken together, the results mostly confirm all four hypotheses. The hypothesis HI predicted a
universal increase for all the pride estimates, with larger increases in pride in mass achievements
and armed forces through the period of economic growth starting in 1999 but not overlapping
with the incorporation of Crimea and its implications. We check this hypothesis by comparing
the 1996 and 2012 surveys with the 2003 survey as the interim one. HI is partially confirmed,
with the increase in pride in mass achievements and the armed forces occurring as predicted.
Still, pride in elitist achievements shows no increase at all; rather, it declined or stagnated
throughout this period.

To explain this result, we refer to the abovementioned point that there are two types of
relations between pride in mass and elitist achievements: generalized and conflicting. We did not
formulate any hypotheses on the factors determining the predominance of each of these types of
relations, but based on the results described in this paper, we can conclude the predominance of
conflict in the 1996-2012 period. This conflict most likely is indicative of the compensatory
function of elitist pride used by people to outweigh their cognizance of poor mass achievements
of their country (Fabrykant and Magun 2016). The compensatory function is probably inherited
from Soviet society, which generously provided public goods to counterbalance the scarcity of
private ones (Trudolyubov 2011), with the difference between public and private goods being
rather similar to the difference between the country’s elitist and mass achievements. Accordingly,
the net increase in the country’s mass achievements in 1996-2012 provides a valid basis for the
corresponding increase in pride and makes it unnecessary for Russians to reassure themselves
with pride in the country’s elitist achievements.
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According to the rationale for hypothesis HI outlined earlier in this paper, an increase in mass
pride should result from the supply side—the country’s perceived economic and military
achievements—as well as from the perceived normalization in Chechnya. There was no real
progress in democracy across those years: according to Polity IV measures (the democracy index
varying from —10 for complete autocracy to 10 for perfect democracy), Russia shifted from four
in 1996 to five in 2012, remaining in the same category called “anocracy” (Marshall 2014).
However, comparisons of both the regressions and averages demonstrate that pride “in the way
democracy works in Russia” becomes one of the main beneficiaries of the national pride increase.
The explanation lies in the way the notion of democracy is constructed in Russia. According to
the 16-year monitoring by the Levada Center (from 2000 to 2015), about 30% of Russians
(ranging from 24% to 47% in various years) include “the country’s economic flourishing” in their
understanding of democracy. In addition, a fraction of Russia’s population of approximately the
same size (from 24% to 41% in various years) consider “order and stability” one of the features of
democracy (Levada Center 2016b, 51). This country-specific pattern corresponds to the con-
clusions of Welzel and Moreno (2015) based on comparative survey data from approximately 50
societies worldwide, including Russia.

Hypothesis H2 predicted the pride increase associated with the incorporation of Crimea, and
to test it we compare the 2012 and 2014 surveys. This hypothesis is fully confirmed. From 2012
to 2014, the only period in the entire monitoring, the regressions indicate the increase in all pride
estimates except two and a time of faster change than any before it. The two-year increase in
pride is stronger than the nine-year increase found in the previous 2003-2012 period (or almost
as strong, in the case of the armed forces). Thus, the pride variables demonstrated the same
generalized response to patriotic mobilization as the response of other social attitudes described
in the literature (Rogov 2015, Levinson and Goncharov 2015).

To test hypothesis H3, concerning the post-Crimea dynamics of national pride, we compare
the 2014 and 2015 surveys, and this hypothesis is mostly confirmed. First, unlike in the preceding
period of patriotic euphoria, the main tendency is pride stagnation or deterioration. Second,
pride in the armed forces kept increasing—in line with continuing geopolitical activities of the
Russian state and its coverage by the state-controlled media. Third, pride in the economy
decreased—in line with the Russian economic crisis launched by the collapse of oil prices and the
Russian currency rate at the end of 2014. It is worth mentioning that pride in economy proved
itself, a very sensitive indicator of the real economic situation at the previous period of mon-
itoring as well. The timing of the 2014 survey overlapped with the beginning of the economic
crisis, and pride in the economy remained unchanged even under the pressure of patriotic
mobilization. The increase in pride in the armed forces could be viewed as a secondary com-
pensation for the lesser pride in the economy and testing “a new ‘post Crimea’ social contract, in
which the people accept economic hardship in return for Russia’s restoration to the ranks of the
great powers” (Rutland 2016, 358).

Still, the hypothesized increase in pride in political influence did not occur. This is most likely
because the people became aware of the mixed results of Russian activities in southeastern
Ukraine and the critical or reserved response from most of the world’s politicians regarding the
incorporation of Crimea. Influenced by the information flow from the state-controlled media,
people may derogate that response as unjust, but the very fact that it was mostly critical and led
to the country’s isolation may inadvertently enter their minds and corresponding media
messages.

The unpredicted increase in pride in democracy in 2015 cannot be attributed to pride in the
economy, because the latter decreased over that year. During the same period, popular support of
the succession of powers and the necessity for public control over the government as an essential
part of democracy considerably weakened, and the percentage of those believing that con-
temporary Russia is democratic grew (Levada Center 2016b). Thus, the paradoxical increase in
Russia’s pride in democracy over this year owes much to a redefinition of democracy in the
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public opinion in such a way that it is not that the objective reality comes closer to a model
democracy, but that the subjective model of democracy itself gets modified to better match the
current state of affairs. This way, popular demand for pride in democracy is reconciled with the
actual authoritarian backlash.

Hypothesis H4 concerning belief in the country’s superiority and its association with
national pride postulated the strengthening of this belief and increase in its association with
pride, and this hypothesis is mostly confirmed. The belief in Russia’s superiority consistently
grew stronger in the time between 1996 and 2014 (especially from 2012 to 2014), and the
strength of the association between national pride and belief in superiority grew stronger as
well, making national pride increasingly competitive. Competitiveness also grew in most post-
socialist countries. For Russia, we ascribed this effect to the post-imperial demand for great-
ness. In other post-socialist countries, this competitiveness is likely due to the rapid transition
from isolation to global openness and European integration inevitably intensifying compar-
isons to other countries.

This competitiveness may seem akin to chauvinism and gives an impression of strong ties
between national pride and hostility towards foreigners. The empirical evidence demonstrates
that national pride and belief in national superiority in Russia are indeed positively correlated
with various anti-foreigner attitudes. Yet the correlations are consistently weak (around 0.15) and
do not increase with time. It means that national pride and even belief in national superiority are
distinct from chauvinism.

What was not predicted is the weakening of the belief in superiority (but not the strength of its
association with national pride) in 2015. The swift turn from the peak in this belief in 2014 to the
remarkable decrease in 2015 indicates that Russians’ mass beliefs, even on such a sensitive issue,
can step back. It may be due to the specific grounds on which Russia is considered “a better
country than most other countries.” According to public opinion research conducted in 2015, the
majority of Russians prefer to live in a country able to provide a high standard of living for its
population but not in a militarist superpower (Levada Center 2016b, 34), and the country’s
economy deteriorated in 2015 (Gurvich 2016a). So, the dynamics of belief in Russia’s superiority
demonstrates a degree of sensitivity to the objective component of the supply side that cannot be
fully overridden with patriotic propaganda.

The dynamics of national pride can vary across countries. Our analysis of the Russian case
suggests a specific frame of reference for studying these dynamics in various countries taking into
consideration not only the changes in the level of pride as such but also its relative competi-
tiveness operationalized as a correlation with belief in national superiority.
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1 “On Patriotic Education in the Russian Federation.” 2017. Bill no. 315324-7 (pending). http://
sozd.parlament.gov.ru/bill/315234-7
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Archive, Cologne, ZA2880 data file, Version 1.0.0, doi:10.4232/1.2880; International Social
Survey Programme: National Identity II—ISSP 2003, 2012, GESIS Data Archive, Cologne,
ZA3910 data file, Version 2.1.0, doi:10.4232/1.11449; and International Social Survey Pro-
gramme: National Identity III—ISSP 2013, 2015, GESIS Data Archive, Cologne, ZA5950 data

file, Version 2.0.0, doi:10.4232/1.12312.
3 See supplementary material.

References

Akindinova, Natalya, and Evgeny Yasin. 2015. “New Stage of Economy’s Development in Post-Soviet Russia.” [In Russian.]
Economics Issues 5: 5-27.

Akindinova, Natalya, Yaroslav Kuz'minov, and Evgeny Yasin. 2016. “Russia’s Economy Facing Long Transition.”
[In Russian.] Economics Issues 6: 5-35.

Almond, Gabriel A., and Sidney Verba. 1963. Political Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five Nations. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Anderson, Benedict. 2004. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism. London, UK: Verso.

Bavin, Pavel. 2003. “Proud of What, Ashamed of What?” In Desiat’let sotsiologicheskikh nabliudenii Fonda “Obshchestvennoe
mnenie” [Ten years of sociological observations of the Public Opinion Foundation]. Moscow, Russia: Institute of the
Public Opinion Foundation.

Billig, Michael. 1995. Banal Nationalism. London, UK: Sage.

Blakkisrud, Helge. 2016. “Blurring the Boundary between Civic and Ethnic: The Kremlin’s New Approach to National
Identity under Putin’s Third Term.” In The New Russian Nationalism, edited by Pal Kolste and Helge Blakkisrud,
249-274. Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh University Press.

Borodina, Arina. 2014. “Television of Olympics and Ukraine: Propaganda Records.” [In Russian.] Forbes Online. http://www.
forbes.ru/mneniya-opinion/konkurentsiya/261539-televizor-olimpiady-i-ukrainy-rekordy-propagandy

Clover, Charles. 2016. Black Wind, White Snow: The Rise of Russia’s New Nationalism. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Fabrykant, Marharyta, and Vladimir Magun. 2016. “Grounded and Normative Dimensions of National Pride in Comparative
Perspective.” In Dynamics of National Identity: Media and Societal Factors of What We Are, edited by Jiirgen Grimm,
Leonie Huddy, Joef Seethaler, and Peter Schmidt, 109-138. London, UK: Routledge.

Fond Obshchestvennoe Mnenie [Public Opinion Foundation]. 2010. “Pride and Shame of Russia.” [In Russian.] http://bd.
fom.ru/map/dominant/dominant2010/dom1035.

Grigoryan, Lusine. 2014. “Civic Identity and Anti-immigrant Attitudes.” [In Russian.] In 14th April International Academic
Conference on Economic and Social Development. Vol. 3, edited by Y. G. Yasin, 446-457. Moscow, Russia: NRU-HSE
Publishing House.

Gudkov, Lev. 1999. “Russia among Other Countries: On the National Identity Issue.” [In Russian.] Public Opinion
Monitoring: Economic and Social Changes, 1: 39-46.

Gudkov, Lev. 2014. “Ressentiment Nationalism.” [In Russian.] Public Opinion Herald 3-4 (118): 163-226.

Gurvich, Evsei. 2016a. “Misbalances of Plenteous Years and Adaptation to the “Normal.” [In Russian.] In Seven Years of
Famine: Russian Economy at the Threshold of Structural Changes. Materials of a Roundtable, edited by Kirill Rogov, 12-19.
Moscow, Russia: Liberal Mission Foundation. http://www.liberal.ru/modules/spaw2/uploads/files/sem_toshih_
let_02_04_16.pdf.

Gurvich, Evsei. 2016b. “The Feast is Over: Two Ways of Saving the Economy.” [In Russian.] Slon Magazine. https://slon.ru/
posts/65943.

Hanson, Stephen E., and Jeffrey S. Kopstein. 1997. “The Weimar/Russia Comparison.” Post-Soviet Affairs 13 (3): 252-283.

Hedlund, Stefan. 2008. “Such a Beautiful Dream: How Russia Did Not become a Market Economy.” Russian Review 67 (2):
187-208.

Hjerm, Mikael. 2003. “National Sentiments in Eastern and Western Europe.” Nationalities Papers 31 (4): 413-429.

Hobsbawm, Eric J. 2012. Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Hopf, Ted. 2016. ““Crimea is Ours’: A Discursive History.” International Relations 30 (2): 227-255.

Hopkins, Nick. 2001. “National Identity: Pride and Prejudice?” British Journal of Social Psychology 40 (2): 183-186.

Kolste, Pal. 2016. “The Ethnification of Russian Nationalism.” In The New Russian Nationalism, edited by Kolste and Helge
Blakkisrud, 18-45. Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh University Press.

Laine, Veera. 2017. “Contemporary Russian Nationalisms: The State, Nationalist Movements, and the Shared Space in
between.” Nationalities Papers 45 (2): 222-237.

https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18 Published online by Cambridge University Press


http://www.forbes.ru/mneniya-opinion/konkurentsiya/261539-televizor-olimpiady-i-ukrainy-rekordy-propagandy
http://www.forbes.ru/mneniya-opinion/konkurentsiya/261539-televizor-olimpiady-i-ukrainy-rekordy-propagandy
http://bd.fom.ru/map/dominant/dominant2010/dom1035
http://bd.fom.ru/map/dominant/dominant2010/dom1035
http://www.liberal.ru/modules/spaw2/uploads/files/sem_toshih_let_02_04_16.pdf
http://www.liberal.ru/modules/spaw2/uploads/files/sem_toshih_let_02_04_16.pdf
https://slon.ru/posts/65943
https://slon.ru/posts/65943
https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18

Nationalities Papers 37

Laruelle, Marlene. 2004. “The Two Faces of Contemporary Eurasianism: An Imperial Version of Russian Nationalism.”
Nationalities Papers 32 (1): 115-136.

Laruelle, Marlene. 2016. “The Three Colors of Novorossiya, or the Russian Nationalist Mythmaking of the Ukrainian Crisis.”
Post-Soviet Affairs 32 (1): 55-74.

Levada Center. 2015a. Day of People’s Unity and National Pride. [In Russian.] News release, November 2. http://www.levada.
ru/2015/11/02/den-narodnogo-edinstva-i-gordost-za-stranu/?utm_source=mailpress&utm_medium=email_link&utm_
content=twentyten_singlecat_268&utm_campaign=2015-11-02T09:22:35+00:00.

Levada Center. 2015b. Public Opinion—2014. [In Russian.] Moscow, Russia: Levada Center.

Levada Center. 2016a. National Pride. [In Russian.] News release, June 30. http://www.levada.ru/2016/06/30/natsionalnaya-
gordost/.

Levada Center. 2016b. Public Opinion—2015. Yearbook. [In Russian.] Moscow, Russia: Levada Center.

Levinson, Alexey, and Stepan Goncharov. 2015. “War instead of Future Is an Escape for Anomic Consciousness.” [In
Russian.] Public Opinion Herald 3-4 (121): 45-66.

Magun, Vladimir, and Asya Magun. 2009. “Relation to Country and Pride in Its Achievements (Russian Data in the Context
of International Comparisons).” [In Russian.] Social Sciences and Modernity 2: 102-13; 3: 32-44.

Malinova, Olga. 2014. “Obsession with Status and Ressentiment: Historical Backgrounds of the Russian Discursive Identity
Construction.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies 47 (3): 291-303.

Marshall, Monty G. 2014. “Authority Trends, 1946-2013: Russia.” Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and
Transitions, 1800-2010. www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm

Medvedev, D. 2015. O gosudarstvennoi programme “Patrioticheskoe vospitanie grazhdan Rossiiskoi Federatsii na 2016-2020
gody [On the State Program “Patriotic Education of Citizens of the Russian Federation in 2016-2020]. December 30.
http://government.ru/media/files/8qqY UwwzHUxzVkH1jsKAErrx2dE4qOws.pdf. (Accessed December 11, 2016.)

Morozov, Vladislav. 2015. Russia’s Postcolonial Identity: A Subaltern Empire in a Eurocentric World. New York: Springer.

QDstbp, Jardar. 2016. The New Third Rome: Readings of a Russian Nationalist Myth. Stuttgart, Germany: Ibidem Verlag.

Rogov, Kirill. 2015. ““Crimean Syndrome:” Mechanisms of Authoritarian Mobilization.” [In Russian.] Counterpoint 1: 1-18.
http://www.counter-point.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/rogov_countepoint1.pdf.

Rosefielde, Steven. 2005. “Russia: An Abnormal Country.” European Journal of Comparative Economics 2 (1): 3-16.

Shekhovtsov, Anton, and Andreas Umland. 2009. “Is Aleksandr Dugin a Traditionalist? ‘Neo-Eurasianism’ and Perennial
Philosophy.” Russian Review 68 (4): 662-678.

Rutland, Peter. 2016. “The Place of Economics in Russian National Identity Debates.” In The New Russian Nationalism,
edited by Pal Kolsto and Helge Blakkisrud, 336-361. Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh University Press.

Shleifer, Andrei, and Daniel Treisman. 2005. “A Normal Country: Russia after Communism.” Journal of Economic
Perspectives 19 (1): 151-174.

Shleifer, Andrei, and Daniel Treisman. 2014. “Normal Countries: The East 25 Years after Communism.” Foreign Affairs 93
(6). https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/2014-10-20/normal-countries?gp=139360%3A85d715d0548efe9a&
CID=EMC-FARelease-Shleifer-Treisman-102214.

Smith, T. W., and Lars Jarkko. 1998. National Pride: A Cross-national Analysis. Chicago, IL: National Opinion Research
Center, University of Chicago.

Smith, Tom W., and Seokho Kim. 2006. “National Pride in Comparative Perspective: 1995/96 and 2003/04.” International
Journal of Public Opinion Research 18 (1): 127-136.

Solt, Frederick. 2011. “Diversionary Nationalism: Economic Inequality and the Formation of National Pride.” Journal of
Politics 73 (3): 821-830.

Sztompka, Piotr. 2000. “Cultural Trauma: The Other Face of Social Change.” European Journal of Social Theory 3 (4):
449-466.

Tajfel, Henri. 2010. Social Identity and Intergroup Relations. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Treisman, Daniel. 2011. The Return: Russia’s Journey from Gorbachev to Medvedev. New York: Simon and Schuster.

Trudolyubov, Maxim. 2011. Me and My Country: Common Deed. [In Russian.] Moscow, Russia: Moscow School of Political
Research.

VCIOM (Russian Public Opinion Research Center). 2015. “Russia’s Coat of Arms, National Anthem, and Flag: Knowledge
and Attitudes.” [In Russian.] http://permv.ru/2015/08/21/gerb-gimn-i-flag-rossii-znanie-i-otnoshenie/.

Welzel, Christian, and Alejandro Moreno. 2015. “Enlightening People: The Spark of Emancipative Values.” In The Civic
Culture Transformed: From Allegiant to Assertive Citizens, edited by Russell J. Dalton and Christian Welzel, 59-89.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Cite this article: Fabrykant, M. and Magun, V. 2019. Dynamics of National Pride: Attitudes in Post-Soviet Russia, 1996-
2015. Nationalities Papers 47: 20-37, doi:10.1017/nps.2018.18

https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18 Published online by Cambridge University Press


http://www.levada.ru/2015�/�11/02/den-narodnogo-edinstva-i-gordost-za-stranu/?utm_source=mailpress&utm_medium=email_link&utm_content=twentyten_singlecat_268&utm_campaign=2015-11-02T09:22:35+00:00
http://www.levada.ru/2015�/�11/02/den-narodnogo-edinstva-i-gordost-za-stranu/?utm_source=mailpress&utm_medium=email_link&utm_content=twentyten_singlecat_268&utm_campaign=2015-11-02T09:22:35+00:00
http://www.levada.ru/2015�/�11/02/den-narodnogo-edinstva-i-gordost-za-stranu/?utm_source=mailpress&utm_medium=email_link&utm_content=twentyten_singlecat_268&utm_campaign=2015-11-02T09:22:35+00:00
http://www.levada.ru/2016�/�06/30/natsionalnaya-gordost/
http://www.levada.ru/2016�/�06/30/natsionalnaya-gordost/
www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm
http://government.ru/media/files/8qqYUwwzHUxzVkH1jsKAErrx2dE4q0ws.pdf
http://www.counter-point.org/wp-content/uploads/2015�/�09/rogov_countepoint1.pdf
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/2014-10-20/normal-countries?gp=139360%3A85d715d0548efe9a&CID=EMC-FARelease-Shleifer-Treisman-102214
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/2014-10-20/normal-countries?gp=139360%3A85d715d0548efe9a&CID=EMC-FARelease-Shleifer-Treisman-102214
http://permv.ru/2015�/�08/21/gerb-gimn-i-flag-rossii-znanie-i-otnoshenie/
https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.18

	Dynamics of National Pride Attitudes in Post-Soviet Russia, 1996&#x2013;2015
	Introduction
	Background
	Hypotheses and Rationale
	Data and Methods
	Results
	Dynamics of National Pride

	Table 1Ordinal Regression Models of National Pride, Shame, and Belief in Russia&#x2019;s Superiority.
	Figure 1Dynamics of pride in various country&#x2019;s achievements, 1996&#x2013;2015 (1, not proud at all; 2, not very proud; 3, somewhat proud; 4, very proud).
	Figure 2The number of countries overtaken by Russia on national pride, shame, and belief in one&#x2019;s country superiority plus one, comparison of mean estimates, 1996&#x2013;2015 (the scores for Russia in 2014 and 2015 were compared to the scores for o
	The Dynamics of Belief in Russia&#x2019;s Superiority and its Association with National Pride

	Figure 3Dynamics of belief in Russia&#x2019;s superiority and shame of country, 1996&#x2013;2015 (1, disagree strongly; 2, disagree; 3, neither agree nor disagree; 4, agree; 5, agree strongly).
	Discussion and Conclusion
	Table 2Spearman&#x2019;s Correlations Between Pride in Various Country&#x2019;s Achievements and Belief in Russia&#x2019;s Superiority.
	Acknowledgments
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	Supplementary material
	1&#x201C;On Patriotic Education in the Russian Federation.&#x201D; 2017. Bill no. 315324-7 (pending). http:&#x002F;&#x002F;sozd.parlament.gov.ru&#x002F;bill&#x002F;315234-72See International Social Survey Programme: National Identity I&#x2014;ISSP 1995, 1
	References


