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The Patriarch and the President:
Religion and Political Choice in Russia

VICKI L. HESLI, EBRU ERDEM, WILLIAM REISINGER,
AND ARTHUR MILLER

n this article, we argue that the political attitudes and electoral behavior of
Orthodox adherents in Russia today exemplify the traditional symphonic ideal

of church-state relations. As supporters of President Yeltsin, Orthodox believers
are carrying forward the idea of sobornost, whereby subjects, while devoted to
the church, submit freely to just rulers. In addition, following the tradition of a
Christian citizen, believers have the obligation and responsibility to go to the polls
and participate in voting.

To test our hypothesis that religion is an important factor that influences indi-
vidual political behavior in Russia, we provide evidence of the effect through per-
sonal interviews. We evaluate the responses to our survey questions and identify
the points of contact between religious identity and political behavior in the fol-
lowing focal areas: voter turnout, presidential vote choice, and institutional sup-
port/distrust. We are able to demonstrate that traditional religious identities, still
strong after decades of suppression, are among the major determining factors in
vote choice. We find that the religious faithful in Russia are dubious of govern-
ment institutions, yet concurrently, the faithful support the president and partici-
pate in voting at higher rates than nonbelievers.

Under the old theoretical paradigm, religion was to be weakened with mod-
ernization. A more recent thesis is that the modern world is witnessing the “depri-
vatization” of religion—meaning that religions are refusing to accept the mar-
ginal and privatized roles that theories of modernity and secularization had
reserved for them. Thus, religions are (re)entering the public sphere not only to
“defend their traditional turf,” but also to “participate in the very struggles to
define . . . private and public spheres.”1
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The Russian Orthodox Church is one such religion that is re-entering the pub-
lic sphere. The Orthodox Church is participating in the collective construction
and affirmation of new institutional structures. As we shall show, Orthodoxy in
Russia today is serving to legitimate the current regime, yet that support is
reserved and skeptical. The relationship between religion and politics is, there-
fore, complex, as the church plays a dual role of legitimator and critic. Given the
complexity of these roles, even conflicting roles, the untangling of these interac-
tions will only be started here.2

Theoretical Considerations
If we see the 1990s as the historical epoch when Russian voters first received the
democratic franchise (arguing that until recently their votes meant little), then it
is our responsibility as scholars to identify the major societal cleavages of this
era, as they will have a defining impact on the future alignments of parties and
voters. According to the Lipset and Rokkan tradition, Russian politics is being
built on the major lines of cleavage characteristic of that society today.3 Because
Russia is well along in the modernization process, one might think that the Lipset
and Rokkan framework has less applicability for this new democracy, but the his-
torical struggle for power between the church and advocates of a secular state has
not yet been played out in Russia.

To further specify the foundations of political behavior in post-Soviet societies,
one question that must be addressed is whether religious influences can be sepa-
rated from those of class or economic interest. If religious differences simply mask
a clash of economic or class interests, we can think of “religion as surrogate.” In
Kenneth Wald’s conceptualization of this idea, “religion is relevant to politics only
as a surrogate for some other form of ‘real’ social conflict. For example, the reli-
gion of a low status group may simply reflect the correlation between the pattern
of religious affiliation and socio-economic status.”4 Another application of this
idea would be that higher-status individuals are more likely to adopt regime-sup-
portive interpretations of the shared symbols than are lower-status people. Wald’s
own analysis, however, prompts him to “dismiss the notion that religion was a
mere surrogate for social disadvantage.”5 Nonetheless, the question still needs to
be answered in the Russian setting: Do economic concerns reinforce religious
influences on political behavior, or are these cross-cutting cleavages?

Our primary theoretical focus is a cultural one that posits religious faith as
identifying a “reality” that becomes part and parcel of individual lives and ulti-
mately influences political behavior. Because of religion’s ability to sacralize cul-
ture, religion serves to preserve cultural forms intact and unaltered over long peri-
ods.6 In terms of a familiar intellectual tradition, our approach builds on the ideas
of Max Weber as articulated in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism.
According to Weber, certain components of Calvinism, as emphasized by the
Puritans, upheld activities important for the capitalist enterprise. Similarly,
Michael Parenti identified a religious culture associated with Catholicism that has
social and political repercussions.7 David Laitin also has applied the tradition that
religious doctrines have practical implications.8 Kenneth Wald further developed
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the idea of religion as a belief system that transmits political orientations that
affect behavior in secular situations.9 Relatedly, Ramet states:

Religion is not merely a set of beliefs about a “world beyond” but also, and perhaps
more important, a set of beliefs about how the present world should be organized,
what the relations of hierarchy in society should be, and what the nature of authori-
ty and law is. [This means that] liturgy and ritual are less important for their own
sake than as occasions for the reaffirmation by a community of the authority of . . .
leaders.10

One way to conceptualize the role of religion in politics is put forward by a
group of scholars that we can label consensual theorists. Consensual theorists see
religious symbols and imagery as tools to be used in the process of national inte-
gration such as by affirming a common citizenship. In a definitive formulation of
this theory, the church is seen as “the hegemonic apparatus of the ruling group.”11

It is in the interest of the state, and the specific privileged group that it represents,
to “absorb the Church in order to better preserve its monopoly with the support
of that zone of ‘civil society’ which the Church represents.”12 The church itself
feels “very strongly the need for doctrinal unity of the whole mass of the faith-
ful. . . . Religion, or a particular church, maintains its community of faithful.”13

As we will see in the section below on the current status of church-state relations
in Russia, the 1997 Law on Religion does serve to define and protect a broad
sphere of influence—both public and private—for the Orthodox Church.

In a contrasting theoretical formulation, the cultural rhetoric of the society is
characterized by “dualism,” by a division between religious adherents and secu-
larists. In this conceptualization, we expect that a believer-versus-nonbeliever
societal cleavage would emerge and be highly evident, possibly even supersed-
ing that of class.14 In the Russian context, one might expect to see such a cleav-
age, as we could hypothesize little common ground between the secularists (non-
believers) and the Orthodox.

Yet another model is the “pluralist paradigm,” whereby Russian society,
because of it size and diversity, can be seen as a kind of competitive marketplace
for both ideas and votes. It is difficult, however, to think of Russia as a place
where denominations exist in a competitive religious market and where church-
es work at making their messages attractive to potential adherents. In fact, the
1997 Law on Religion gives the Orthodox Church definitive advantages. The
implications of these conceptualizations are important, as research demonstrates
that religious commitment tends to be higher in situations where religious com-
petition exists.15

Our starting hypothesis is that traditional Orthodox doctrines will be reflect-
ed in current belief systems and that they will affect the political behavior of
adherents. Recent survey data reveal that 55 percent of residents in the Russian
Federation identify themselves as religious believers. The majority of these
believers, 90 percent, are of the Russian Orthodox faith, with a minority, 8 per-
cent, being Muslim. Thus, the major divide is between nonbelievers and Russian
Orthodox adherents. Following the dualism paradigm, adherents are expected to
have different orientations toward politics than nonbelievers.



Religion and Political Choice in Russia 45

The nature of the church-state relationship, however, is contingent not only on
the nature of religious identities, but also on the degree to which religious and
political life overlie one another and interact. Given the stated goal of the Yeltsin
regime to establish democratic governance, religious influences could be consid-
ered negative if they interfere with the development of democratic values.
Notably, some researchers have argued that religiosity may contribute to intoler-
ant political orientations, although the evidence that relates religious beliefs to
political tolerance has been mixed.16 Thus, in positing that believers will differ
from nonbelievers, we will also explore in the analysis below whether one group
is more or less “tolerant” than the other.

Guy Swanson argues that as legislatures gain power, that is, as the system
becomes more democratic, the tendency is toward increased religious tolerance.
Following Swanson’s line of reasoning, religious changes are tied to changes in
the political realm. “This assumption implies that a process of collective discus-
sion and collective search must intervene between the rise of basic political nov-
elties and the emergence and acceptance of a theological interpretation appropri-
ate to them.”17 This means that for the Russian setting, given recent political
changes, the theological orientation of society may be in a state of flux. Thus, as
an alternate hypothesis, one might also reason that given the recent dramatic
changes in government structure, religious doctrines may be uncertain and will,
therefore, have no discernible effects on the political orientations and behaviors
of believers. According to this line of thought, we will not be able to find evi-
dence of patterned differences between believers and nonbelievers.

Antonio Gramsci also makes the argument that changes in authority structures,
for example, lessening the degree of coercion exercised over society, will lead to
the emergence of new ideologies. New systems of living and working, requiring
new customs and habits, can create a “crisis of morals” that gives rise to new ide-
ologies, new religions: “But why call this unity of faith ‘religion’ and not ‘ideol-
ogy,’ or even frankly ‘politics’? . . . Hence the reason why philosophy cannot be
divorced from politics.”18

This analysis can be put into the broader scholarly debate about the nature of
the democratic transition in Russia. Arguments have been made that democratic
political cultures must precede (to some degree) democratic political forms. If so,
does Russian Orthodoxy provide fertile ground for the growth of Russian democ-
racy? The problem is that the specified role for religion in democratic theory is
as nuanced and debatable as democratic theories themselves.19

A separate, but related, theoretical framework is represented by the work on
political cognition that argues that political attitudes can be predicted on the basis
of affective attitudes toward salient or highly visible groups. For many citizens,
group-related attitudes provide cognitive structures through which the political
world can be simplified and more efficiently understood.20 In this tradition, reli-
gious group identifications have also been shown to predict political attitudes.21

However, the more complicated the cognitive structures involved, that is, the
greater the number of salient groups, the more difficult the processing becomes,
and thus, the effect on political thought and action becomes less determinant.22



An important question for Russia is the degree to which religious identity does
require the identification of an outgroup.

Additional work has emphasized that even though a particular social/religious
group may share identification with certain cultural symbols and language, the
strength of this identification varies, as does the interpretation of the symbols.
Arguably, not only the nature of the religious identities themselves will affect the
diverse interpretations of the common set of symbols, but so will social (eco-
nomic) and political identities. “The fact that different members of a group expe-
rience the group differently means that there are always possibilities for diverse
understandings of what the doctrine means.”23

Of course, none of these conceptual approaches excludes the others; rather
they quite likely overlap and reinforce one another.24 Because the belief systems
approach puts emphasis on how religious beliefs affect behavior, our focus on this
perspective requires a cultural/historical overview: What are the traditional Or-
thodox doctrines that we expect to have repercussions in Russian society today?

Church-State Relations in Russia: Historical Overview

Although the role of the Orthodox Church in Russian society has varied
depending on the historical period under consideration, scholars tend to agree
that “perhaps no-where in Europe was religious identity so closely linked to
national and ethnic identity as in Russia.”25 Indeed, Russian peasants have his-
torically referred to themselves as “Orthodox” (pravoslavnyi). Robert Tucker
states that “Russian society was a political community of the faithful, an Ortho-
dox Tsardom.”26 The traditional Orthodox doctrine of symphonia—the striving
for a harmonious relationship between religious and political spheres—is espe-
cially critical in this regard.27 Within the credo of harmony between church and
state is the belief that each is responsible for a separate sphere. Even as “unity
and concord in all things among the government and the clergy” are held as
ideals, the patriarch is conceived of as having responsibilities separate from the
emperor.28

Yet weakness of state power in Russia has historically been tied to stronger
church authority. For example, the authority of the church weakened under Peter
the Great. The church lost sovereignty when Peter replaced the Patriarch with an
appointed administrative body in 1721. An appeal to the tsar by the metropolitan
of St. Petersburg at the start of the twentieth century reveals a concern about the
lack of guaranteed freedom for church affairs. In 1905, a council of bishops called
for the restoration of the patriarchate and a greater voice for the clergy in social
and public affairs. But it was only with the disintegration of the Russian empire
that Patriarch Tikhon was elected in 1917.

Thus, one could say that public support for the church increases and the church
assumes a more prominent role in the society during times of government turmoil.
Given the totalitarian nature of the Bolshevik state, the church once again reced-
ed into the background. By the end of the first Five Year Plan, nearly 95 percent
of Orthodox churches had been closed.29 True to the historical pattern, “when
Soviet power receded ever so briefly during World War II, the popularity of the
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church quickly reasserted itself.”30 Stalin’s successors, however, renewed the cam-
paign for atheism, and a majority of Orthodox churches were once again closed.

Although the Soviet state was successful at repressing overt religious activi-
ties, including religious education, we know that religious identities persisted.
Religious messages can be transmitted and kept alive in a multitude of ways; not
only through formal participation in religious services or religious schools, but
through cultural practices, narratives, and images. One of the major traditional
doctrines that was kept alive was that of symphonia.

The symphonic ideal of church-state relations was maintained throughout the
Soviet period in émigré writings, the underground (Catacombal) church, and
through other forms of dissident activity.31 The writings of Anton V. Kartashev
and Georgy Fedotov provide examples of those who carried forward the tradi-
tional religious views. Fedotov, for example, examined the idea of sobornost,
whereby “subjects subject themselves freely and where the rulers do not rule but
serve.”32 The word sobornost itself, being derived from an old Russian root mean-
ing “cathedral” or (religious) gathering, was originally proposed in the early nine-
teenth century by Slavophile thinkers and implies devotion to religious-based
norms. According to this view, the church has a dual responsibility: to serve as a
government critic, but also to submit to and to support just rulers. The role of a
Christian citizen is essential to Fedotov’s conception of an ideal democracy: polit-
ical participation should be accepted as an obligation and a responsibility. Rulers
are to be wise and just, bound by their own conscience and their own under-
standing of the common good.

This political theology represents an Orthodox view of the rights and respon-
sibilities of government: the good ruler deserves the right to rule, unencumbered
by anything but his own conscience. A bad governor, however, must be chastised.
Such a political theology is important because it provides not only an alternative
to communism (which history proved to be disastrous in the Soviet context) but
also an alternative to Western conceptions of liberal democracy, which many Rus-
sians reject as being foreign and unworkable in the Slavic context. Russian his-
torical documents reveal that the role of the church and religious believers is to
provide both support for and a check on government. This Orthodox view of the
Christian citizen leads us to propose two hypotheses to be tested: that higher lev-
els of voting participation and support for the president will be found among reli-
gious adherents in comparison with nonbelievers and, in contrast, that believers
will be skeptical of the “government” and will reveal distrust of the new “demo-
cratic” institutions.

The USSR’s 1990 Law on Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organiza-
tions represented an official reinauguration of religion onto the political scene.
The evolving church-state relationship is represented in the newest law (approved
by Yeltsin in September 1997) and in the ways in which it differs from the pre-
vious one. Indeed, we posit that it is because the Orthodox Church has provided
the new regime with a high level of (diffuse) support that the state responded with
the new 1997 law on religion. The final version of the 1997 law clearly shows
increased favoritism toward the Russian Orthodox Church and is more restrictive
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of the “nontraditional” religions. The preamble states that the Russian Federation
is a secular state but also that it recognizes the “special role of Orthodoxy in the
history of Russia and in the establishment and development of its spirituality and
culture.” A “foreign” religious organization “may be granted the right to [have]
representation on the territory of the Russian federation, [but that] representation
may not engage in cultural and other religious activity nor does it have the status
of a religious association established by the . . . federal law” (Article 9.2).

In addition, several provincial governments passed legislation in favor of
Orthodoxy that serves to further constrain freedom of conscience and inhibit the
functioning of competing religious organizations.33 Non-Orthodox organizations
also suffer indirect official repression through means such as visa denials, ship-
ment blocks, unfair treatment of believers, and even raids on temples.34 On the
other hand, the unsettled state enables unconstrained religious activity for most
organizations as long as they do not become subjects of official pressure.

In the context of the new religious law, the Russian Orthodox Church is seek-
ing to reestablish itself as the major spiritual and cultural pillar of the Russian
society. The Orthodox Church wants to gain back the believers and the property
it has lost, although it does not explicitly demand “state religion” status. The rela-
tionship with politics has been give-and-take: In return for the 1997 law, extend-
ed social roles, and improved church-military relations, the church provides polit-
ical support in elections and for policies.35 Politicians, for their part, respect the
ability of the church to manipulate political outcomes. Some have incorporated
Orthodoxy as a main part of their ideology. Alexander Barkashov of Russian
National Unity and Alexander Lebed have clearly bowed to the church. Others
appeal more indirectly to the Orthodox population: Gennady Zyuganov, in the
period just before the 3 July 1996 runoff elections, declared his intent to ban for-
eign missionaries other than Orthodox.36

In the tensions between Yeltsin and the parliament, legislators attempted to
bring the church into their camp as an ally.37 Legislators criticized Yeltsin, on
nationalistic grounds, for yielding to the Western powers in his thoughts of veto-
ing the 1997 law on religion. Yet, Yeltsin has the upper hand from a traditional
Orthodox perspective, as he is the embodiment of the “emperor.” Legislators also
more openly support freedom of conscience and secularism. The Christian Demo-
cratic Union (CDU) and its proponents, such as Gleb Yakunin and Viktorovich
Savitsky,38 are all-faith advocates.

Other government officials, based on their personal beliefs or their will to
appeal to believers, have also acknowledged the power of the church. The mayor
of Moscow, Yuri Luzhkov, is a fervent supporter of the church; this may reflect
his desire to profit from the Patriarch’s support as Yeltsin did in 1996.39 Gover-
nor Evgeny Nazdratenko of Primorie territory declared: “I will fight inexorably
against various kinds of ‘fishers of souls.’ The Orthodox Church must remain in
our Russia as the chief church, as it was from time immemorial.”40

Given this historical and cultural context, and after reviewing available theo-
ries, we think that the Russian situation can best be conceptualized as dualistic,
with religious adherents competing primarily with secularists. The Orthodox
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Church is working to retain its monopoly by restricting newcomers and prevent-
ing a competitive market by encouraging legal sanctions against competitors.
Given the strength of the Russian presidency, we conclude that Orthodoxy is
unlikely to face any serious challenges to its position as chief doctrine—unless a
change away from the centralist nature of the Russian regime should occur. The
quid-pro-quo relationship between the church and state should yield higher lev-
els of support for Yeltsin among religious adherents. Thus, we expect that Ortho-
dox adherents will manifest different political behavior in comparison with non-
believers and atheists. We do not, however, expect to see the same level of conflict
of interest between believers and secularists as was historically the case in West-
ern Europe, given the broad sphere of influence that has been carved out for the
Orthodox Church.

In Soviet and post-Soviet systems, the prevailing wisdom has been that reli-
gion would have a muted effect given the atheistic position taken by the Bolshe-
viks. This portrait, however, clashes with the historical cultural tradition that
emphasizes the essential roles that the church played in Russian society prior to
the Bolshevik revolution and even during the Soviet period. We point out, how-
ever, that numerous political issues are seen as outside the realm of ideas that the
religious core feels the need to control, and thus, a diversity of political attitudes
will emerge, even among those with shared religious identities. The Orthodox
Church, for example, has not explicitly offered its backing to any particular polit-
ical party over and above any of the others, and thus we do not try to find a role
for religious identity in partisanship in Russia. Other ideas, however, such as
those relating to population policies, contraception, and abortion, regularly have
religious underpinnings.41 According to our historical overview, citizen partici-
pation (such as voting) is one of the issues that the church sees as within its realm.
We expect higher levels of voting participation (turnout) from religious adherents
because traditional Orthodox writings emphasize the importance of mutual sup-
port between ruler and church. The Russian Orthodox Church provided, to some
degree, an endorsement of Yeltsin during the 1996 presidential election; thus,
Orthodox believers are expected to report a vote for Yeltsin more frequently than
are nonbelievers and atheists.

Empirical Findings: The Confessional Base of Political Behavior in Russia

Our major argument is that religious doctrines have behavioral implications in
the electoral realm. For Russia, we posit that traditional Orthodox views of the
relationship between church and state still manifest themselves in support for the
president, as a vote for the president could be likened to the deference and loy-
alty accorded to the tsar in pre-Soviet times. More directly, in the words of Ramet,
religious beliefs provide the foundation for the “reaffirmation by a community of
the authority of . . . leaders.”42

In Russia, Orthodoxy so thoroughly dominates the confessional landscape that
we will focus on differences between believers and nonbelievers, and also on dif-
ferences depending on the strength of individual religious identity. An alternative
hypothesis for the Russian setting is that Orthodoxy is so pervasive as a world
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view defining Russian identity that it is a homogenizing force, and that we will
thus not be able to discern any political behavior differences among Russian cit-
izens that are due to any kind of religious distinctions. In the tradition established
by Kenneth Wald, we will evaluate the power of religious variables to explain
behavior with controls for other theoretically relevant considerations such as
socioeconomic status and sociotropic and pocketbook economic evaluations.

To set the context, we report that in one of our earlier surveys (1992), 43 per-
cent of respondents in Russia were atheists or nonbelievers, 53 percent were
Russian Orthodox, and the remainder followed another faith. Our 1995 survey
revealed that 40 percent of respondents in Russia were atheists or nonbelievers,
56 percent were Russian Orthodox, and the remainder followed another faith. In
1997, 45 percent of respondents in Russia were atheists or nonbelievers, 50 per-
cent were Russian Orthodox, and the remainder followed another faith. The fig-
ures attest to the fact that the proportion of Orthodox believers in the population
has been quite constant through most of the 1990s and no surge of new Ortho-
dox believers has occurred since 1992.

Although nonbelievers are not the same as atheists, the number of atheists is
relatively small (6 percent in 1997), and because both categories provide a prop-
er conceptual contrast to believers, athiests and nonbelievers are combined in the
analysis that follows. Among the believers, the overwhelming majority are Rus-
sian Orthodox (90 percent). The second-largest group of believers are Muslim,
but they made up only 4 percent of the population in 1997 (when believers, non-
believers, and atheists are considered together). Thus, to clarify the distinction
between Orthodox believers and nonbelievers (and atheists), Muslims are exclud-
ed from the analysis. (For further information on sampling procedures, please
contact the authors.)

Before delving into the political repercussions of religiosity, we first identi-
fy who the Orthodox believers are in Russia. In the first row of table 1, we see
that Orthodox adherents are on average significantly older than nonbelievers.
(The asterisks in table 1 mean that on this characteristic the difference between
the mean for Russian Orthodox adherents is significantly different from the
mean for nonbelievers and atheists using a two-tailed t-test.) Because Andrew
Greeley has argued that an increase in religiosity is occurring among the
young,43 we also divided our sample into age cohorts, but we do not find pro-
portionately more believers among the youngest cohort. Rather, we see a steady
increase in the percentage of Orthodox adherents as one moves into the older
cohorts. Thus, no evidence exists of a significant “cohort experience” impact,
such as one might expect if socialization during or after the communist experi-
ment was making a difference.

Also from table 1, Orthodox believers in comparison to nonbelievers are sig-
nificantly less well educated and have lower average incomes. When we combine
education, income, and occupation into the socioeconomic status (SES) index,
we see that Orthodox believers do have lower socioeconomic status. The per-
centage of Russian Orthodox adherents is also higher among women than men.
Never-married people are least likely to be adherents, while those who are wid-
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owed are most likely to be Orthodox adherents. We point out that, contrary to the
report of Mark Rhodes, these data do not show a higher percentage of religious
adherents in rural areas. Rhodes emphasized the urban/rural residence difference
in the believers’ political attitudes.44 Muslims may reside disproportionately in
rural areas, but Orthodox adherents do not.

Age, SES, sex, and marital status are intertwined in the Russian setting. For
example, the proportion of Orthodox adherents is lower among younger men than
among older men (32 percent and 38 percent respectively); and across all age
cohorts, female adherents outnumber male adherents, although the differential is
greatest among the oldest cohort. Widows, prevalent among Orthodox believers,

TABLE 1. Background Characteristics of Orthodox Adherents and 
Nonbelievers

Russian Orthodox Nonbelievers
Background Characteristics Adherents and Atheists

Age
Average age for each group 50 45***
Age cohort: < 30 years (%) 42.2 50.8
Age cohort: 30–39 years (%) 45.9 50.3
Age cohort: 40–49 years (%) 45.0 48.7
Age cohort: 50–59 years (%) 50.6 44.4
Age cohort: 60–69 years (%) 60.3 32.8
Age cohort: ≥ 79 years (%) 61.8 31.7

SES (mean scores)
Education levela 4.5 4.9***
Household income 745,972 915,481***
SES indexb 10.2 10.9***

Sex (%)
Male 35.0 59.9
Female 59.7 34.1

Marital status (%)
Never married 38.3 54.9
Married for the 1st time 45.5 49.3
Separated or divorced 57.8 37.7
Widowed 63.5 28.2

Residence (%)
City 53.8 43.2
Urban area 48.1 46.9
Rural 46.7 43.1

Former membership in the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (%)

Yes 51.7 42.5
No 37.8 57.4

n 854 768
% of total 49.6 44.6

Note. SES = socioeconomic status. Asterisks represent significance levels for t tests.
a1 = ≤ primary school, 8 = higher education.
bEducation, income, and occupational rank combined.
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .001.
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are also most prevalent among the older cohorts. Thus, we will include all of
these demographic characteristics (except marital status) in the multivariate
analysis to follow.

It is noteworthy that the percentage of Russian Orthodox adherents is higher
among those who were previously members of the old Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, and lower among those who were never members of the CPSU
(bottom of table 1). This may appear to be counterintuitive, as communism
preached atheism. Our interpretation is that those who were members of the party
were more willing to accept the dominant ideology. When the official ideology
switched from communism to Orthodoxy, these people switched along with the
ruler. In contrast, among those who were never members of the Communist Party
is a group of independent thinkers who are unwilling to adhere to official ideol-
ogy, whether religious or political. The Orthodox Church has been the state
church, and opposition to the state can take the form of opposition to the domi-
nant religion. The important point is that having been a member of the CPSU does
not mean that one was socialized into atheism.

Before moving to a multivariate evaluation of religious adherence, we need to
briefly address the Sullivan et al. and Conover notion of the role that group iden-
tities play in cognitive processing.45 Thus, for the first row of table 2, we have
calculated individual means across a set of affective evaluations of, and com-
monality with, in-groups and out-groups. We then report the mean difference be-
tween each respondent’s average evaluation of out-groups and each respondent’s
evaluations of Russians (the national in-group). This procedure corrects for
response set biases attributed to feeling thermometers.46 (See Appendix A for a
description of all of the scales used in our analysis.)

We found that Orthodox adherents were similar to (not different from) non-
believers in their tendency to evaluate their national in-group (Russians) more
positively than other nationality groups. The same procedure is used to stan-
dardize the scores assigned to specific sets of out-groups (rows 2 and 3, table 2).
We see that adherence to Orthodoxy, on average, is unrelated (in a bivariate sense)
to variations in scores given to non-Russian nationality groups from the near
abroad (Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and Jews). When looking at foreign powers, for
example, the United States and Germany, Orthodox adherents give lower evalu-
ations than do nonbelievers.

In the first half of table 3, we use this set of theoretical contrasts with out-
groups and in-groups, together with sociodemographic characteristics, to predict
the probability of being a Russian Orthodox adherent in the Russian setting. In
addition to controls for sex, residence in a rural area, age, and socioeconomic sta-
tus, we introduce measures of sociotropic evaluations of the economy and also
pocketbook (personal financial) evaluations. We use logistic analysis, based on
the cumulative logistic probability function, to explore the probability of being
Orthodox as compared with nonbelievers.47 In Model A of table 3, the full set of
characteristics and evaluations is considered; in Model B, the reduced model,
only the best predictors are included.48 We use the partial correlations between
the likelihood of being Orthodox and each of the independent variables to assess
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the contribution of each of the included factors. We see that being female is the
most important characteristic for predicting the probability of adhering to the
Orthodox faith. After sex, the second most important contribution is made by the
rural/urban residence dimension (see partial correlation in table 3). Orthodox
adherents in comparison with nonbelievers are more likely to be found in urban
areas. Those who give negative assessments of out-groups from the near abroad
are also more likely to be Orthodox adherents. Thus, when we introduce controls
through multivariate analysis, the theoretical argument that religious believers use
out-groups as markers of their own identity does receive support. Noteworthy is
the finding that with the controls for sex, rural/urban residence, and out-group
evaluations included in a multivariate model, age does not emerge as an inde-
pendent, significant predictor of Orthodox adherence.

In the second part of table 3 we report regression coefficients for a model that
seeks to explain our measure of religiosity. We use affective evaluations and com-
monalty with the Russian Orthodox Church to measure religiosity.49 We think that
those who feel closest to and rate the church most positively will be those whose
strength of religious identity is the greatest. Table 2, row 4, shows that adherents

TABLE 2. Attitudinal Characteristics of Orthodox Adherents and 
Nonbelievers

Russian Orthodox Nonbelievers
Attitudinal Characteristics (Mean Scores) Adherents and Atheists

Evaluation of ingroup–Russians 3.3 3.2
(standardized)

Evaluation of outgroups–Non-Russians .70 .98
from the near abroad (standardized)

Evaluation of foreign powers–U.S. and .54 .86**
Germany (standardized)

Measure of religiosity–Evaluation and 2.3 0.5***
commonality with Orthodox Church
(standardized)

Orthodoxy should become state religion 2.2 2.9***
(disagree)

Sociotropic index–Overall evaluation of the 7.6 7.7
economy

Pocketbook evaluation index (negative 11.9 11.7
personal finances)

Index of support for government institutions –1.63 –1.41
(standardized)

Distrust of government index 16.3 16.3
Political intolerance index 7.6 7.6
Self-placement on left–right continuum 3.9 3.9

(7 = far right)
Russia needs strong leadership more than 1.7 1.7

democracy (disagree)

Note. Asterisks represent significance levels for t tests.
**p < .05. ***p < .001.
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TABLE 3. Predicting Adherence to the Russian Orthodox Faith (Logistic Regression) and Level of Religiosity (OLS Regression)

Russian Orthodox Adherence versus Being a Predicting Level of Religiosity
Nonbeliever or Atheist (Logistic Regression) (OLS Regression)

Model A Model B Model C Model D

Predictor Estimated Partial Estimated Partial Regression Partial Regression Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Female .850*** .163 1.108*** .218 .407** .110 .565*** .151
(.153) (.119) (.129) (.099)

Rural residence –.398*** –.107 –.226** –.061 –.315*** –.126 –.211** –.086
(.105) (.077) (.087) (.066)

Out-group evaluationa –.035** –.050 –.023* –.027 –.026* –.065
(.016) (.013) (.014)

Socioeconomic status –.035 .000 –.039* –.064 –.070*** –.118
(.026) (.021) (.016)

In-group evaluationb .042 .000 .126** .090 .141*** .103
(.058) (.049) (.037)

Age .007 .000 .002 .014
(.005) (.004)

Sociotropic economic –.091* –.032 –.004 –.003
evaluation (.052) (.044)

(table 3 continues)
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TABLE 3. (continued)

Russian Orthodox Adherence versus Being a Predicting Level of Religiosity
Nonbeliever or Atheist (Logistic Regression) (OLS Regression)

Model A Model B Model C Model D

Predictor Estimated Partial Estimated Partial Regression Partial Regression Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Pocketbook evaluation .030 .000 .032 .038
(negative personal (.035) (.029)
finances)

Out-group evalationc –.001 .000 –.021 –.032
(.027) (.023)

Constant .585 –.150 1.33** 1.800***
(.640) (.168) (.534) (.286)

% correctly predicted 59.5 63.0
χ2 (df) significance 55.06 (9)*** 98.38 (3)***
% of variance

explained–R2 .045 .050

n 789 1,293 822 1,401

Note. For the logistic regression models, asterisks represent significance levels for the Wald statistic—tests that the coefficient is zero. The the OLS regres-
sions, asterisks represent significance levels for t tests.
aNon-Russians, near abroad. 
bRussians. 
cForeigners–U.S. and Germany. 
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .001.



to Orthodoxy register significantly higher scores on the religiosity index than do
nonbelievers. In addition, those who rate the Orthodox Church positively are also
those most likely to support the idea that Orthodoxy should become the state reli-
gion. Similarly, adherents to Orthodoxy are more likely than nonbelievers to say
that Orthodoxy should be the state religion (row 5 of table 2). Thus, our measure
of religiosity has external validity, and it also operates as we would expect it to
when employed as the variable to be explained in an ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression model.

The regression (table 3, Model D) shows that the highest levels of religiosity
are found among women, people low in socioeconomic status, and urban
dwellers. Positive assessments of Russians (the national identity in-group for
Russian Orthodox believers) are also significantly related to more positive orien-
tations toward the Orthodox Church, given the controls for sex, residence, and
SES. Noteworthy is the finding that in the reduced model—which covers many
more cases than the full model (because of missing data in the full model on some
of the variables that proved to be unrelated and are now excluded)—being female
again emerges as the best predictor (see partial correlation) of religiosity. Lower
socioeconomic status, although it did not emerge as one of the best predictors of
the likelihood of being Orthodox, does emerge as the second most important pre-
dictor of religiosity in the reduced model.

With these measures of religiosity and Orthodox adherence in hand, we move
now into the realm of political behavior. We are interested in whether voting
behavior is related to religious adherence, given controls for other relevant pre-
dictors. We find that the data do affirm Fedotov’s view of a Christian citizen who
has an obligation to participate in the political process. In a bivariate sense, the
frequency of taking part in elections (both presidential and parliamentary) is high-
er among Russian Orthodox adherents as compared with nonbelievers (see vot-
ing participation index in table 4). We also break down the percentage of adher-
ents to Orthodoxy by participation in the first round of the 1996 presidential
election. Among those who did vote, we see a significantly higher percentage of
Orthodox believers. Nonvoters tend more frequently to be nonbelievers. Other
votes as well, for example in the second round of the presidential election and in
the 1995 parliamentary election, show the same pattern.

To determine whether these relationships are robust when we introduce con-
trols for other factors that have been identified as affecting turnout, we have built
a predictive model of voting behavior. For Models A and B in table 5, we employ
logistic regression analysis to predict the probability of having voted in the first
round of the presidential election. Again we introduce controls for sex, residence
in a rural area, age, socioeconomic status, sociotropic evaluations of the econo-
my, and personal financial evaluations. There is some controversy in the litera-
ture as to whether sociotropic evaluations (of the economy in general) or pock-
etbook evaluations have the greatest impact on voting behavior,50 so we include
both in our analysis. To measure the relationship between religion and voting
behavior we include a dummy variable for adherence to Orthodoxy and also our
measure of religiosity as described above.

56 DEMOKRATIZATSIYA
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If we move our discussion immediately to the more parsimonious Model B in
table 5 (with fewer predictor variables, we have less missing data), we see that
the best single predictor of the probability of having voted in the presidential elec-
tion is age—with older people being more likely to participate. In addition, those
of higher socioeconomic status are more likely to vote. Significantly, even with
controls for age and SES, Russian Orthodox believers are also more likely to vote
than are nonbelievers and atheists. Thus, table 5 provides evidence that an addi-
tion must be made to the voting behavior models in the literature: In the Russian
setting, an explanation of turnout is incomplete without taking into consideration
the impact of adherence to the Orthodox faith. Such adherence contributes to a
higher level of voting participation.

The finding is confirmed in the OLS regression model that predicts frequen-
cy of participation in elections (table 5, Model D). This measure of frequency of
participation combines reports of voting in both rounds of the 1996 presidential
election and in the parliamentary election of 1995. Again we see that older peo-
ple, those with higher SES, and Russian Orthodox adherents vote more fre-
quently. We also see in Model D that rural residents are more likely to turn out
than are city dwellers. It is noteworthy that neither sociotropic nor pocketbook
evaluations emerge as independent significant predictors of voting participation.51

In table 4, the breakdown of the percentage of Russian Orthodox adherents
versus nonbelievers is given for each of the candidates in the first round of the
presidential election. Three of the candidates, Yeltsin, Lebed, and Yavlinsky,
received votes disproportionately from Russian Orthodox adherents. In contrast,
the vote for Zhirinovsky came disproportionately from nonbelievers, while
Zyuganov’s vote was split evenly between Orthodox believers and nonbelievers.

In the second round of the 1996 presidential election, the choice of candidates
was narrowed to that between Yeltsin and Gennady Zyuganov (the Communist

TABLE 4. Voting Behavior of Orthodox Adherents and Nonbelievers

Russian Orthodox Nonbelievers
Participation and Vote Adherents and Atheists

Voting participation index (mean scores) 2.2 2.0**
Nonvoting participation index (mean scores) .51 .60*
Participated in 1st round of presidential 

election (%) 51.2 43.1
Did not participate in 1st round of presidential 42.5 51.1

election (%)
1st-round presidential vote (%)

Boris Yeltsin 52.7 41.0
Gennady Zyuganov 46.9 46.4
Alexsander Lebed 52.7 44.1
Grigory Yavilinsky 53.5 42.3
Vladimir Zhirinovsky 44.3 52.5

*p < .1. **p < .05. 
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TABLE 5. Predicting the Decision to Vote in Presidential and Parliamentary Elections (Logistic and OLS Regression)

1st Round of the 1996 Presidential Election Voting Frequency
(Logistic Regression) (OLS Regression)

Model A Model B Model C Model D

Predictor Estimated Partial Estimated Partial Regression Partial Regression Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Female –.103 .000 –.006 –.003
(.187) (.073)

Rural residence .097 .000 .095* .069 .095** .066
(.121) (.048) (.040)

Age .025*** .141 .028*** .163 .017*** .266 .017*** .254
(.006) (.005) (.002) (.002)

Socioeconomic status .041 .000 .069** .069 .037** .107 .054*** .152
(.031) (.024) (.012) (.010)

Russian Orthodox .379* .040 .255* .030 .122 .053 .115* .055
believer (.207) (.144) (.080) (.059)

High religiositya –.132** –.061 –.060** –.098
(.058) (.021)

Sociotropic economic .050 .000 .023 .033
evaluation (.061) (.024)

Pocketbook evaluationsb –.012 .000 –.020 –.041
(.042) (.017)

Constant –.392 .619* .950** .595**
(.739) (.363) (.292) (.193)

% correctly predicted 6 8
χ2 (df) significance 27.2 (8)*** 47.2 (3)***
% of variance–R2 .084 .078

n 913 1,363 838 1,247

aAffect and commonality with Orthodox Church. 
bNegative personal finances. 
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .001.
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Party candidate). Thus, in table 6, Models A and B, we use the same set of pre-
dictors to explain a vote for Yeltsin in contrast to a vote for Zyuganov or against
both candidates in the final round of the presidential election. Looking only at the
best predictors of the vote (Model B), we see that higher levels of religiosity are
tied to increased probability of a vote for Yeltsin. Positive pocketbook evaluations
are also tied to a vote for Yeltsin. Economic considerations are entering the cal-
culation of which candidate to support, even though economic calculations do not
enter the decision of whether or not to participate in the elections. Those who
were most likely to vote for Zyuganov, or against both Yeltsin and Zyuganov, were
also most likely to report that they were worse off economically now than before
(and also expected to be worse off in the future). The important finding is that,
in addition to positive pocketbook evaluations, which are the best predictor of an
increased probability of a vote for Yeltsin, a religious influence on presidential
vote choice can also be documented with survey data.

TABLE 6. Predicting the Decision to Vote for Yeltsin in the Second Round of
the 1996 Presidential Election (Logistic Regression)

Model A Model B

Predictor Estimated Partial Estimated Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Female .130 .000
(.177)

Rural residence –.087 .000
(.113)

Age .004 .000
(.005)

Socioeconomic status .019 .000
(.029)

Russian Orthodox –.169 .000
believer (.196)

High religiositya .163** .088 .123** .076
(.054) (.041)

Sociotropic economic –.085 –.009
evaluation (.059)

Pocketbook evaluationb –.326*** –.229 –.355*** –.297
(.046) (.033)

Constant 4.723*** 4.268***
(.769) (.405)

% correctly predicted 66.4 66.6
χ2 (df) significance 115.34 (8)*** 148.36 (2)***

n 684 931

aRatings of Orthodox Church. 
bNegative personal finances. 
**p < .05. ***p < .001.
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In table 7, we move from an evaluation of the impact of religion on voting to an
evaluation of the impact of religion on evaluations of government institutions. Mod-
els A and B (table 7) employ OLS regression to help identify the best predictors of
positive evaluations of representative institutions (national and local parliaments)
and ministers and other officials of the government. Those who most closely iden-
tify with the Orthodox Church give the more negative evaluations of representative
institutions and ministers of government. Thus, these data support our argument
that Orthodoxy is playing the role of social and political critic and does not accept
government institutions unconditionally. As indicated by the significance of the
regression coefficients tied to religiosity, age, SES, and residence, support of gov-
ernment institutions (nonpresidential institutions) tends to be highest among those
with lower levels of religiosity, among those with higher socioeconomic status,
among older people, and among rural residents. These findings emphasize that sup-
port for the president needs to be distinguished from support of parliamentary insti-
tutions, as a completely different set of traits is associated with each.

Also from table 7 (Models C and D), we see that distrust of government insti-
tutions (central organs of power, parliament, national and local governments, and
judicial powers) occurs more frequently among those with higher levels of reli-
giosity, among those with the most negative sociotropic evaluations, and among
the city dwellers. Religiosity in the Russian setting appears to be tied with a skep-
ticism of nonpresidential government institutions. This finding can be interpret-
ed as support for Fedotov’s idea that the faithful have an obligation to serve as
government critic and (potentially) to chastise bad (corrupt) government.

In our final table (table 8) we address briefly the theoretical question that relates
to the connection between religion and variations in levels of political tolerance.
We did not anticipate that Orthodox adherents would be more or less intolerant than
nonbelievers—primarily because previous research in this area has been inconclu-
sive.52 We also thought that the Sullivan concept of “pluralistic intolerance” and the
argument put forward by Jelen and Wilcox would reason against expecting a high-
er level of intolerance among believers: tolerant politics is more likely when there
does not exist a consensus concerning the circumstances under which intolerance
is appropriate.53 Such a consensus is least likely when society is marked by diverse
social groups that cannot agree on which ideas deserve suppression. Yet, we did
demonstrate above that Orthodox adherents are more likely to give negative assess-
ments of non-Russians, and that those with higher levels of religiosity do tend to
have stronger in-group identities (table 3, Model D). The question remained as to
whether this makes a difference when it comes to tolerating the expression of views
and beliefs that are different from one’s own. To find this out, we constructed a
political intolerance scale based on questions about organized opposition to the gov-
ernment, competition among political parties, and the rights of minorities. We again
employ our set of predictor variables and socioeconomic controls in an effort to
determine whether religious adherence makes a difference. In the case of political
intolerance, religious adherence does not make a difference (table 8). In table 8,
Models A and B, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the coefficients associ-
ated with Orthodox adherence and religiosity are different from zero. Thus, we have
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TABLE 7. Predicting Institutional Support (Evaluations of Main Governmental Institutions and Officials) and Distrust of Govern-
ment Institutions

Institutional Support Level of Distrust of Government Institutions

Model A Model B Model C Model D

Predictor Regression Partial Regression Partial Regression Partial Regression Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Female .191 .035 .000 .000
(.193) (.091)

Rural residence .266** .076 .170* .049 –.404* –.124 –.328** –.105
(.125) (.102) (.128) (.103)

Age .017** .107 .015** .092 .007 .045
(.006) (.005) (.006)

Socioeconomic status .075** .086 .087** .101 –.016 –.021
(.031) (.025) (.031)

Russian Orthodox .249 .042 .196 –.036
believer (.212) (.214)

High religiositya –.253*** –.159 –.232*** –.163 .201** .137 .124** .097
(.056) (.041) (.057) (.042)

Sociotropic economic –.022 –.012 .429*** .257 .510*** .337
evaluation (negative) (.064) (.064) (.047)

Pocketbook evaluation –.051 –.042 .060 .055
(negative personal (.043) (.043)
finances)

Constant –2.596** –3.107*** 12.76** 12.78***
(.766) (.484) (.764) (.402)

% of variance
explained–R2 .047 .043 .141 .130

n 792 1,167 649 915

aAffect and commonality with Orthodox Church. 
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .001.
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no evidence that Orthodox believers are less tolerant than nonbelievers. This find-
ing is important for theories of democracy. Religion in the Russian setting does not
appear to be detrimental to political tolerance.

In addition, if one looks back to the final two rows of table 2, we see that Ortho-
dox believers and religious nonbelievers do not differ in their Left-Right political
orientations. In addition, Orthodox believers and nonbelievers do not differ sig-
nificantly from one another in their opinion that Russia needs strong leadership
more than it needs democracy. Thus, in terms of broad or generalized political ori-
entations, we do not find evidence of a religious divide in Russia. For voting par-
ticipation and for evaluations of government institutions, however, we can discern
the influence of religion.

Summary
The data presented above show that Orthodox identity is important to the political
behavior of the Russian people. Responses to survey questions indicate that reli-

TABLE 8. Predicting Political Intolerance

Model A Model B

Predictor Regression Partial Regression Partial
Variable Coeff. (SE) Correlation Coeff. (SE) Correlation

Female .479** .101 .375** .081
(.161) (.135)

Rural residence .262** .085 .219** .071
(.105) (.089)

Age .000 .004
(.005)

Socioeconomic status –.142*** –.180 –.121*** –.158
(.026) (.022)

Russian Orthodox .034 .006
believer (.179)

High religiositya .027 .019
(.048)

Sociotropic economic –.126** –.079 –.079* –.056
evaluation (negative) (.054) (.041)

Pocketbook evaluation –.046 –.043
(negative personal (.036)
finances)

Constant 8.722*** 8.866***
(.650) (.473)

% of variance
explained–R2 .072 .048

n 871 1,176

aAffect and commonality with Orthodox Church. 
*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .001.
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gious sentiments do provide a partial foundation for political participation in Rus-
sia; however, religious beliefs do not appear to provide the basis for any major atti-
tudinal or ideological cleavages. In the Russian setting, we venture to argue that
Orthodoxy is serving as an integrating as well as a motivating ideology. Religious
believers vote at higher rates than nonbelievers. Religious believers also support the
incumbent leader (Yeltsin) at higher rates than nonbelievers. High religiosity, how-
ever, does not imply unconditional acceptance of representative institutions and
officials of the government. Religiosity also does not imply political intolerance.

In contrast to other European countries, religion in Russia provides more of a
basis for societal consensus than for societal conflict. Representative of this soci-
etal consensus is an agreement between Orthodox Patriarch Aleksii II and Rus-
sian Minister of Social Defense L. F. Bezlipkina. The agreement is “directed
toward the merging of efforts of the Russian state and the Russian Orthodox
church for restoring moral norms of social life and establishing social protection
for the population in keeping with the high historical mission which the Russian
Orthodox church has fulfilled in the course of centuries.”54

The role of the church in providing a guiding ideology may be quite positive
from the perspective of state-building. The church may well be providing a need-
ed unifying ideology during a difficult transition period. The church appears to
be relatively stable and secure. To put this into a Gramscian perspective, the new
ideology that is emerging as a result of changes in authority structures over the
past decade is the replacement of communism with Orthodoxy as the state reli-
gion. There is no transformation in Orthodoxy per se. Rather, according to the
patriarch, the church is now able to “perform, on a basis that almost has the force
of law, the kind of thing that for a long time it has been forbidden to do, namely
to perform social good.”

In conclusion, we need to reemphasize those findings that serve to challenge
some previous thinking about the Soviet Union. Nearly two-thirds of old people in
Russia are religious believers, in spite of nearly seventy years of socialization under
communism. Thus, we need to rethink some of our assumptions about the effec-
tiveness of regime-sponsored socialization programs. In addition, Orthodox adher-
ents are found as frequently in urban areas as in rural areas. Thus, religious adher-
ence is not solely an attribute of those less touched by the forces of modernization.
The fact that those with closer attachments to the Orthodox Church are less trust-
ful of government institutions (given relevant control variables) also provides a
more positive outlook for the operation of a friendly opposition to the Yeltsin
regime. Finally, we return to the demonstrated link between religious beliefs and
higher levels of voter participation. In the 1988 U.S. presidential election, those who
scored highest on a religious commitment scale were also the most likely to vote.55

Thus, this link between religiosity and turnout may well be an important addition
to our understanding of political behavior cross-nationally.
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Appendix A: Description of the Scales

PERSFINA: The pocketbook evaluation (personal financial situation) index consists of
three variables. Q18 asks: “Would you say that you and your family (living here) are much
better off (1), somewhat better off (2), about the same (3), somewhat worse off (4), or much
worse off (5) economically than you were a year ago?” Q21 asks: ”Now looking ahead,
do you think that a year from now you and your family will be much better off economi-
cally (1), somewhat better off (2), about the same (3), somewhat worse off (4) or much
worse off (5)?” Q19 is worded as: “Now, thinking back to the period before Perestroika,
would you say that you and your family (living here) were better off financially before
Perestroika (1), are you better off now (2), or is there not much difference(3)?” This ques-
tion is re-coded such that “better off now” is 1, “not much difference” is 3, and “better off
before Perestroika” is 5. The variables measure the evaluation of the personal financial sit-
uation retrospectively, prospectively and also with reference to perestroika. High values
indicate negative assessments. They are combined in a simple additive index, which has
an alpha coefficient of .627.

SOCIOTRO: The sociotropic evaluation index (overall economic situation) is a simple
additive index of two variables and has an alpha coefficient of .6868. The two variables
are intended to measure the retrospective and prospective evaluations of the national econ-
omy respectively. Q25 asks “And as for the country in general, do you think that the con-
dition of the economy has gotten much better (1), somewhat better (2), stayed the same
(3), somewhat worse (4), or gotten much worse (5) in comparison with the past year?”
Q26 asks “What about in the next 12 months: do you think that the economy of the Russ-
ian Federation will get much better (1), get somewhat better (2), stay about the same (3),
get somewhat worse (4), or get much worse (5)?”

VOTEPAR: This additive index combines the three variables on participation in elec-
tions and the alpha coefficient is .7763. The questions ask whether the respondent has par-
ticipated in the two rounds of the presidential elections and the parliamentary elections.
They are worded as: “Q4. During elections, some people are not able to participate due to
illness or problems in their family. What about you, did you participate in the first round
of presidential elections which took place on June 16th?” “Q5. Did you participate in the
second round of elections on July 3rd?” “Q6. Now, do you remember if you were voted
in the most recent parliamentary elections on 12 December 1995?” All three questions
were re-coded (1) for the affirmative and (0) for the negative.

DISTRUST: The distrust of government institutions index has six items, is additive,
and has an alpha coefficient of .6269. The included variables measure respondents’ view
of the fairness and correctness of the government decisions. Q22 asks, “When the central
organs of power make a policy decision, how often do you think they consider the views
of all sides before making the decision, always (1), sometimes (2), rarely (3), or never
(4)?” Q23 asks, “Do you think the procedures followed by the parliament when making
decisions are fair and unbiased, always (1), sometimes (2), rarely (3), or never (4)?” Q54
is worded as: “Do you think that the Russian government makes correct decisions, almost
always (1), in most cases (2), in some cases (3), or almost never (4)?” Q55 as: “Do you
think that the government of our oblast [republic or krai] makes correct decisions, almost
always (1), in most cases (2), in some cases (3), or almost never (4)?” Q57 as: “How often
do you think the judicial powers in Russia make just and fair decisions: Very often (1),
sometimes (2), only rarely (3) or never (4)?” Q58 as: “To what degree do you think that
elections make the government take into account the opinions of voters: A good deal (1),
Some (2), or Not much (3)?”

INTOLERANCE: The political intolerance index is an additive measure that includes
three items from the agree/disagree battery: Q68, “Any individual or organization has the
right to organize opposition or resistance to any governmental initiative” Q69, “Compe-
tition among many political parties will make the political system stronger” Q70, “The
government has the responsibility to see that the rights of all minorities are protected.”
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Increasing values indicate increasing intolerance. The scale has a reliability coefficient
of .3197.

SES: The socioeconomic status index includes the conventional occupation, income,
and education variables. Occupation is asked through the question: “Q227. What is your
main occupation?” The coding was director, supervisor, manager (1), specialist (doctor,
engineer, priest, writer, artist, jurist, teacher, scientific worker) (2), service worker (book-
keeper, secretary, civil servant, including lower echelon government agencies, army and
militia, and also other workers not engaged in manual labor) (3), qualified worker (4),
unqualified worker in manufacturing (5), unqualified worker in agriculture (6), pensioner
(7), student (8), on maternity leave/on leave to take care of a child (9), housekeeper (10),
temporarily unemployed, looking for work (11). We re-coded the responses so that unqual-
ified workers in manufacturing and unqualified workers in agriculture are coded (1), qual-
ified workers are coded (2), specialists are coded (4), directors, supervisors and managers
are coded (5), and the rest are coded (3). The income variable is a combination of the
responses to three questions. “Q223. What was your family’s total income last month?
Please total all sources of income for all family members living with you.” “Q224. How
many adults, 18 years old and older, live with you, including yourself?” “Q225. How many
children younger than 18 years old live with you?” The total income is divided by the num-
ber of people in the household, that is, by the sum of responses to Q224 and Q225. The cut-
points for five equal percentiles are identified and each income grouping is re-coded from
1 through 5, each category including approximately 20 percent of the responses. Increas-
ing codes correspond with increasing income. Finally, the education question is worded:
“Q211. What is the highest level of education you have reached?” and is coded as primay
or less (1), incomplete secondary (8–10th class) (2), PTU (without secondary education)
(3), general secondary (4), SPTU (with secondary education) (5), Secondary specialized
(tekhnicum, military school) (6), incomplete higher (no less than 3 courses) (7), and high-
er (8). The SES index is the simple additive index of these three variables and has an alpha
coefficient of .3112.

The next five indices utilize standardized variables. The survey includes a set of feel-
ing thermometer items (Questions 72 through 100). They are seven-point scales that have
the introductory question: “Now we would like to get your feelings toward certain groups
using a seven-point scale, where 1 indicates a very negative view, 7 indicates a very pos-
itive view and 4 is neutral. You may use any number between 1 and 7 to tell me how favor-
able or unfavorable your feelings are for each group. If you have difficulty answering, just
tell me and we will go on to the next one.” The survey also includes a set of commonali-
ty items (Questions 128 through 141) and they are four point scales with the introductory
question: “Our society is made up of many different kinds of people. Next we would like
to ask you some questions about the many different groups that are part of our society.
Any individual may have a great deal in common with some of these groups and very lit-
tle in common with other groups. On this card is a list of various social groups of people.
I would like to find out how much you have in common (share their ideas, interests, their
outlook on different events) with these different sorts of people. For each one, tell me if
you have a great deal (1), some (2), very little (3), or nothing (4) in common with this
group.” We first reorder the commonality items so that nothing is (1), very little is (2),
some is (3), and a great deal is (4). Then, we compute two separate means for the respons-
es that a respondent has given for the two sets of items. We subtract the corresponding
means from the items of relevance. This standardization process corrects the scales to be
constructed for individual biases toward overall positive or negative evaluations.

INSTFEEL: The institutional support index measures the respondents’ evaluations of
main governmental institutions and officials. It includes three variables and has an alpha
coefficient of .694 for nonstandardized variables and of .4895 for standardized variables.
All three items are from the seven-point feeling thermometer set: Q75 is “The Russian Fed-
eration Parliament,” Q77 is “Your local legislative body,” and Q78 is “Ministers and other
officials of the Russian government.”
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RELIGIOS: The religiosity index (for Russian Orthodox believers) includes two vari-
ables and has an alpha of .5596 when items are not standardized and .5413 when the items
are standardized. The first variable is one of the seven-point feeling thermometer for the
item “Q99 Russian Orthodox Church” and the second variable is one of the four-point
commonality items asking how much the respondents have in common with certain
groups. The item is Q136 “Russian Orhodox Believers.” Higher values indicate positive
feelings/more commonality with the Russian Orthodox Church.

OUTGROUP: This six-item additive index combines the respondents’ feelings toward
three non-Russian nationality groups and how much they think they have in common with
them and has an alpha coefficient of .7448 for standardized items. The first three items are
variables of the standardized evaluations of “Q83. Lithuanians,” “Q84. Ukrainians,” “Q85.
Jews” on the feeling thermometer introduced earlier. The last three items are the stan-
dardized responses for the items “Q130 Jews, ” “Q131 Lithuanians,” and “Q135 Ukraini-
ans” from the commonality index mentioned above.

OUTGRFAR: This index of evaluations of foreign powers consists of two standardized
items from the feeling thermometer set. The first of the items, Q86 asks, “How do you rate
the United States of America on the same scale?” Q87, the second item asks, “How do
you rate Germany on the same scale?” The alpha coefficient for the index is .8932 if the
items are not standardized and .8697 if they are standardized.

INGROUP: This is an index of evaluation and commonality with the Russians. As in
the OUTGROUP index, one of the items is the feeling thermometer question, “Q82. Rus-
sians” and the other is the commonality question “Q133 Russians.” The index has an alpha
of .3244 for standardized items.

RELIDEN1: This variable is made up of variables Q215 and Q216, which are worded
as “What term describes you best: believer (1), non-believer (2), or atheist (3)?” and as “To
which religion do you belong?” respectively. The list of denominations for Q216 is Ukrain-
ian Orthodox—Kievan Patriarchate (1), Ukrainian Orthodox—Moscow Patriarchate (2),
Ukrainian Autocephalous Church (3), Russian Orthodox (4), Greek Catholic (5), Roman
Catholic (6), Protestant (7), Jewish (8), Muslim (9), No organized religion (10), Other (11).
Q215 is re-coded such that “believer’ is (1) and “non-believer” and “atheist” is combined
in (0). Q216 is also re-coded such that “Russian Orthodox” believers are (1) and believers
of other denominations are (2). RELIDEN1 is a variable, which is a multiplication of the
recoded Q215 and Q216, which results in nonbelievers and atheists being (0), Russian
Orthodox believers being (1), and other believers being (2). The respondents who did not
answer Q215 are system missing.

RELIDEN2: This variable is a derivation from RELIDEN1. Since only 5 percent of the
sample are believers who are non-Russian Orthodox, sometimes these are excluded from
the analyses. In this variable, believers who are non-Russian Orthodox are missing and
while others are coded the same as in RELIDEN1.

RURAL RESIDENCE: This variable is a collapsed form of Q228 where the interviewer
notes residence of respondent. Residences that fell under the category “City” were coded
from 1 to 30, “Urban Area” from 201 to 230 and “Rural Area or Village” from 301 to 330.
We recoded “City” as (1), “Urban Areas” as (2), and “Rural Area or Village” as (3).


