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Abstract

How does the prospect of an autocrat remaining in office affect individual expectations
and behavior? To answer this question, we implemented a survey experiment in May
2021 in Russia by treating respondents with three hypothetical outcomes of the 2024
Russian presidential elections — Vladimir Putin remaining in office, his close associate
Sergei Shoigu winning the elections, or a young reformer becoming president. Respon-
dents then had to answer a range of questions on individual expectations and intended
behavior. We find that respondents agree on economic stagnation being a concern un-
der Putin, but not under the two political alternatives. For most other questions, we
find a strong division along political lines, as well as — less systematically — with respect
to income, age and education. Most importantly, we find that pro-regime respondents
were more likely to invest and be economically active under Putin, despite concerns
about economic stagnation. Our results show the importance of regime legitimacy for
individual incentives, and provide an explanation why unpopular authoritarian regimes
might be less economically successful.
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1 Introduction

A central characteristic of most authoritarian regimes is that their ruling elites try to stay
in power and prevent leadership change (Svolik 2012; Wood and DeLuca 2012). In such
regimes, access to political and economic opportunities is often limited or blocked for regime
outsiders, resulting in what North et al. (2009) call “limited access orders” (LAOs). This lack
of opportunities can lead to economic stagnation, especially if as a consequence of the LAO,
citizens have limited incentives to invest, start a business, or develop their abilities and skills
through higher education or vocational training (Besley and Ghatak 2010; Acemoglu and
Robinson 2012; North et al. 2013). In the long run, economic stagnation and the absence
of prospects for political change can lead to brain drain, when in particular younger and
better qualified citizens decide to leave, further accelerating the country’s economic decline
(Gibson and McKenzie 2011; Docquier and Rapoport 2012).

In rare cases, however, what we call authoritarian durability — an authoritarian leader
remaining in power for a long period of time — can also co-exist with positive economic
outcomes. Examples include such authoritarian developmental states as China since 1978
(Li and Zhou 2005; Jia et al. 2015; Libman and Rochlitz 2019), South Korea from the 1960s
to the 1980s (Amsden 1989; Lee 1992), Taiwan under Chiang Kai-shek (Wade 1990), or
Singapore under Lee Kuan Yew (Ortmann and Thompson 2014). In all these countries, the
absence of political change does not seem to have negatively impacted economic incentives.

Why does a lack of political change in authoritarian political settings sometimes neg-
atively affect individual incentives, and sometimes not? To investigate this question, we
carried out a survey experiment in May 2021 to see how the prospect of an authoritarian
leader remaining in office as compared to potential leadership change can affect expectations
and incentives of ordinary citizens. We focus on Russia, a country with an authoritarian
regime that has de facto been ruled by the same leader, Vladimir Putin, since late 1999.

In July 2020, a referendum introduced a constitutional amendment that made it possible
for Vladimir Putin to participate again in presidential elections in 2024 and 2030. In the

case of an election victory, Putin would be able to stay in power for an additional 12 years,



until the year 2036.! The referendum made it obvious that Vladimir Putin and his regime
had a clear intention to stay and maintain the status quo (Hutcheson and McAllister 2021),
providing us with a good opportunity to test how citizens react to the prospect of political
stagnation.

In our survey experiment we split our respondents into four groups and treated three of
them with hypothetical outcomes of the 2024 elections. In the first scenario, Vladimir Putin
wins the elections, and remains in office for an additional 6 years. In the second scenario,
Putin’s close associate Sergei Shoigu wins the elections, representing regime persistence but
leadership change. In the third scenario, “a young representative of the opposition with a
program of economic and political reform” wins the elections, representing both leadership
and regime change. A fourth group received no treatment, and acted as our control group.

After the treatments, we asked respondents how likely they would — in the hypothetical
scenario they were presented with — make a number of individual and business-related deci-
sions, such as joining a business venture, getting additional education, accepting a job with
the government, investing money from a lottery win, or leaving the country permanently.
After a small reminder of the treatment, we then also asked a number of questions on Rus-
sia’s development prospects, and what respondents considered to be the biggest challenges
for Russia in the future. Our survey design permits us to investigate both the effects of
our treatment on individual attitudes and expectations, as well as some of the underlying
determinants of the attitudes we find, by studying if respondents with different background
characteristics reacted differently to our treatments. We look at four background character-
istics in particular: political orientation, age, education, and income.

We find that for a small number of questions, respondents — irrespective of their back-
ground characteristics — reacted homogeneously to our treatments, while for most other
questions they were divided, in particular along political lines.

Respondents agreed that if Vladimir Putin stays in office, economic stagnation will be

a more pressing concern than if Putin is replaced by Sergei Shoigu or a young reformer.”

! Before the referendum, Vladimir Putin would have been constitutionally obliged to step down as president
in 2024, as the constitution only allowed a president to remain in office for two consecutive terms.

2This evaluation of the economic performance of the Russian government is in line with the assessment of
most expert observers, who generally assert that Russia’s government in the years before 2021 lacked a plan



There also seemed to be a consensus that economic stagnation was by far the most important
problem the country was facing in May 2021, more important than geopolitical tensions,
climate change, political instability, or political repression.

With respect to intended economic behavior, we find a case of what one might term “cog-
nitive dissonance”, in particular for pro-government supporters. While all respondents were
particularly concerned about economic stagnation under the Putin treatment, government
supporters were nevertheless significantly more likely to indicate an intention to invest under
Putin, as compared to the other two scenarios. We argue that fear of political unrest and
instability as a result of political change — an argument often made on Russian state TV —
could be a reason why pro-government respondents were less likely to indicate a willingness
to invest under a new government than under Putin.

A second important finding is that those groups that are particularly relevant for the
functioning of a modern economy — people under 30 years of age, respondents with a uni-
versity degree, and respondents with incomes above a certain threshold — were also more
concerned about the development of the country under Putin. Following Yakovlev (2021), a
possible interpretation of this finding is that respondents who are more economically active
were also more frustrated by the lack of political and economic reforms during the years
before 2021.

Our study relates to several different literatures, which we briefly present in section 2, to
motivate our research hypotheses that are outlined in section 3.2.

First, our results highlight the importance of propaganda for the economic survival of
authoritarian regimes. Without government control over the media and over public discus-
sions of the economy, fear of economic stagnation can become a self-fulfilling prophecy, if
individuals hesitate to invest because they expect the economy to decline. One way for
the authoritarian government to avoid such a scenario is to blame bad economic news on
external factors, while attributing good news to domestic politicians, a strategy the Russian
government is indeed actively pursuing (Rozenas and Stukal 2019). Another potential strat-
egy is to present alternative political and economic scenarios as even worse than the status

quo. In this, we connect with a literature that examines the importance of expectations and

of how to end economic stagnation (Aleksashenko et al. 2021; Rochlitz 2021; Yakovlev 2021).



counterfactual thinking for human behavior and economic outcomes (Benabou and Tirole
2002; Dessi 2008; Gennaioli and Shleifer 2010). We combine these ideas with insights from
papers that study the strategic manipulation of political reference points, to understand why
certain respondents might exhibit preferences for the authoritarian status quo (Gerber and
Zavisca 2016; Belmonte and Rochlitz 2019, 2020; Malinova 2021). Our paper offers initial
evidence that fear of political change and of the potential ensuing chaos might be a driver of
economic behavior in autocracies, a hypothesis that warrants a more in-depth study in the
future.

By focusing on the behavioral effects of the 2020 constitutional amendments in Russia,
our paper also speaks to the literature on autocratic legalism. While previously autocrats
gained power predominantly via coups or revolutions, modern autocrats rely on legal ways to
stay in office (Scheppele 2018; Dixon and Landau 2021). Among them, the most common way
is evasion of presidential term limits through constitutional amendments or constitutional
review (Versteeg et al. 2019). By focusing on Russia’s 2020 constitutional amendments, our
paper studies public reactions to the possibility of an autocrat staying in power for a long
period of time, using legalistic ways.

In addition, our paper also speaks to a more general literature that investigates the effects
of uncertainty on decision-making and risk-taking, a literature on the effects of surveillance
and control on individual incentives and behavior, as well as studies from political psychology
that look at individual-level determinants of preferences for democratic or authoritarian
forms of government — literatures that we discuss in more detail in section 2.

Finally, our study also yields important insights into how various potential political al-
ternatives were evaluated by Russian citizens in May 2021, a couple of months before the
onset of the big crisis caused by the full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. These
findings are of particular interest for scholars of authoritarian and Russian politics, and can
be used as a basis to better understand the evolution of public opinion in Russia before and
during the Ukraine war of 2022.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief overview of the relevant
literature, and introduces the context of our study. Section 3 outlines the design of our ex-

periment, presents our research hypotheses, and describes our estimation strategy and data.



Section 4 presents the results, and section 5 concludes with a discussion of the implications

of our findings.

2 Literature

2.1 Authoritarian Durability and Individual Incentives

How does the prospect of an autocrat remaining in office for the foreseeable future affect
individual incentives, attitudes, and behavior? We divide our discussion of the literature
into two sections — one outlining potential explanations why respondents might have posi-
tive expectations and be more economically active under the status quo, and one outlining
potential explanations for the opposite scenario.

Preferences for the Status Quo When evaluating the present, an important role is
played by the reference points used as a point of comparison (Kahneman and Tversky 1979).
Such reference points are often taken from individual or collective memories (Benabou and
Tirole 2002; Dessi 2008; Gennaioli and Shleifer 2010). Collective memories, however, can
be strategically manipulated by the state through propaganda (Ochsner and Roesel 2019;
Fouka and Voth 2021). In Russia, the state-controlled media has systematically presented
the — politically more competitive but economically disastrous — 1990s in a negative light,
while Vladimir Putin’s authoritarian rule is presented as a guarantor of political stability
(Belmonte and Rochlitz 2019; Malinova 2021). Sometimes, political reference points are
also selected from neighboring countries, when, for example, the political system of Ukraine
during the 2000s and 2010s was described as unstable and chaotic in the Russian government
media (Gerber and Zavisca 2016). Government propaganda can thus suggest reference points
that make the status quo appear in a more positive light, as compared to reference points
that could induce a desire for political change.

Another related reason why individuals might prefer an autocratic status-quo are patterns
such as risk aversion, status quo bias, or endowment effects (Samuelson and Zeckhauser
1988; Kahneman et al. 1991; Tversky and Kahneman 1991). Individuals might prefer a
secure status quo to an uncertain political alternative, even if this political alternative could
be politically and economically more attractive (Magun and Rudnev 2010; Matovski 2018).

Especially investors with close economic ties to the state might fear expropriation in the case



of political change (Frye and Yakovlev 2016). This can then be reflected not only in political
preferences, but also in behavior such as a preference to invest under the status quo, rather
than under an uncertain and potentially risky political alternative.

Finally, individuals might also simply be part of the selectorate and benefit under the cur-
rent regime, and therefore support the status quo (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003; Bueno de
Mesquita and Smith 2010). For Russia, this has been documented for regime insiders bene-
fiting from a kleptocratic state (Dawisha 2014; Aslund 2021), employees in the bureaucracy
(Libman 2012) and state-dependent sectors (Rosenfeld 2017, 2020), as well as workers in
the state-controlled media (Schimpfossel and Yablokov 2014; Kovalev 2021) and the security
services (Rochlitz 2014; Galeotti 2016; Rochlitz et al. 2016).

Preferences for Political Change There is, however, also a substantial literature that
shows how authoritarian institutions can negatively affect economic behavior, incentives and
productivity. As individuals become frustrated with a lack of possibilities and economic
stagnation, demand for political change might increase. A number of papers — with data
mainly from China — document a negative association between authoritarian leadership and
work outcomes, with respect, for example, to employee voice (Chan 2014; Li and Sun 2015),
creativity (Guo et al. 2018), or employee performance (Chan et al. 2013; Schaubroeck et al.
2017; Shen et al. 2019). Similar effects of authoritarian control on creativity and incentives
have been observed for science and research sectors in authoritarian political contexts (Gra-
ham 2013; Schulte 2019; Perry 2020; Karpa et al. 2022). For our study, we would expect
these negative effects to be particularly strong for those respondents that are more likely to
show economic initiative, i.e. younger, better educated and wealthier respondents.

Apart from these indirect effects, age, education and income can also have direct effects
on political preferences. Studies on emotion recognition have found, for instance, that older
individuals might be more susceptible to authoritarian messages, as a result of an age-related
deterioration of emotion recognition, verbosity, and the ability to detect lies (Ruffman et al.
2016). Education can have similar effects, for example, through higher political awareness or
higher levels of personal security (Geddes and Zaller 1989; Croke et al. 2016; Carnevale et al.
2020). The effects of income and social class on preferences for authoritarian institutions

have also been examined in an extensive literature. Carvacho et al. (2013) provide a good



summary of the debate, finding that both lower education and lower income are positively
associated with higher levels of prejudice and preferences for right-wing authoritarianism.

Finally, in opposition to the example provided by selectorate theory, there might also be
instances where extensive government predation has pushed entrepreneurs into the arms of
the political opposition, as documented, for example, by Junisbai (2012).

While this review necessarily remains incomplete, its intention is to illustrate that the
effects of authoritarian durability on individual behavior and preferences for political change
are not straightforward and predetermined. The purpose of our study is to examine these
effects within a unified framework by looking at a specific example — the Russian Federation

in May 2021.
2.2 Regional Context

Russia in the year 2021 is a particularly suitable context to investigate the questions we
have in mind. It is an electoral autocracy, de facto ruled by the same person since late 1999,
Vladimir Putin. While the outcomes of authoritarian elections such as those in Russia are
usually known beforehand, these elections are also a tool to create regime legitimacy (Gandhi
and Lust-Okar 2009). They therefore have to maintain a veneer of legality and credibility,
which however also introduces an element of uncertainty that makes unexpected electoral
results highly unlikely, but not impossible.

In this context, we conducted a survey experiment that presented respondents with three
hypothetical outcomes of the 2024 presidential elections. The most likely outcome was
Vladimir Putin running again and winning the elections, remaining in power for an additional
6 years. A less likely, but plausible alternative would be the election of Sergei Shoigu, the
current minister of defense, as a pro-regime replacement of Vladimir Putin. Shoigu is one
of the most trusted and long-term associates of Putin (Karasik 2000; Burkhardt 2022). In
2021, he was Russia’s second most popular politician, and one of the public figures most
often mentioned as Putin’s likely successor.®
Our third hypothetical outcome was the victory of a “young representative from the

political opposition with a program of economic and political reforms”. Although less likely

3See, for example, https://istories.media/investigations/2021/09/06 /ministr-s-malenkim-kultom-lichnosti/



than the other two scenarios, the fact that neighboring Ukraine was ruled since 2019 by a
young reformer, Volodymyr Zelenskyy, as well as the political activism of Alexey Navalny in
Russia itself made such an outcome not altogether implausible.

Our survey experiment took place 10 months after the 2020 nationwide referendum had
legalized the possibility for Vladimir Putin to run again in presidential elections. The pos-
sibility that the current political situation might persist in its current form for a long time
to come was thus very present on people’s minds. At the same time, however, the poisoning
of Alexey Navalny in August 2020, as well as his miraculous survival and subsequent inves-
tigative videos about the assassination attempt and Putin’s alleged palace at the Black Sea
had introduced the concept of a potential young political contender from the opposition to
a large Russian audience (Dollbaum et al. 2021).

In this context, we intend to test how being presented with one of these hypothetical

outcomes can affect expectations, attitudes and potential behavior of individual citizens.

3 Experimental Design

3.1 Treatments

We implemented our survey experiment in May 2021 as an addition to the monthly omnibus
survey of the Levada Center, a well-respected and independent Russian polling and socio-
logical research organization. The Levada Center conducts its survey every month, with a
representative sample of about 1600 Russian citizens. Following the literature on survey and
factorial survey experiments (Mutz 2011; Ausburg and Hinz 2014; Auspurg et al. 2014), we
added our experiment to the end of the survey, and split the sample into four equally sized

groups of roughly 400 respondents each, for a total of 1620 respondents (Table 1).



Table 1: Treatments, N = 1620

Treatment Treatment Text Observations
Regime persistence Putin 398
Regime persistence but Shoigu 447
personnel change

Regime and personnel  Young reformer 378
change

Control group No treatment 397
Total 1620

Three of these groups were provided with a description of a hypothetical outcome of
the 2024 presidential elections.” In the first treatment, Vladimir Putin has again won the
elections, representing regime persistence. In the second treatment, Sergey Shoigu, Russia’s
current Minister of Defense and a close collaborator of Vladimir Putin wins the election,
representing regime persistence, but change in personnel. In the third treatment, a “young
representative from the political opposition with a program of economic and political reforms”
wins the 2024 elections, representing regime and personnel change. The fourth group did
not receive a treatment, and acts as our control group. Following the treatments, we asked
respondents to imagine themselves in the hypothetical situation described in the treatment,
and then asked them to answer a number of questions about their expectations and their

potential behavior.
3.2 Survey Questions & Research Hypotheses

Survey Questions The survey questions were split into three groups. The exact wording
of all questions can be found in section Al of the Appendix. The first group of 5 questions
related to personal, mostly business-related behavior. Here our objective was to test how
the prospect of regime persistence, as compared to regime persistence but personnel change,
and regime change, would affect the degree to which respondents were willing to actively
participate in the economy.

After the first group of questions, we briefly reminded respondents about our treatment.

The second group of 2 questions was then intended to measure how our treatments affected

4The text of our 3 treatments, both in an English translation and in the original Russian, can be found in
section A1l of the Appendix.



respondents’ expectations about the future. Here we asked if respondents had positive or
negative expectations about Russia’s future development, and if they expected economic or
political protests to take place in the next five years.

Finally, in our last question, we asked respondents to select a maximum of three problems
that they would be most concerned about, out of a list of 7 problems. This should permit
us to see both which problems were considered most pressing by our respondents, as well as
under which of our treatment scenarios respondents were most concerned about a specific
problem.

Hypotheses The effects of regime persistence or change are identified by differences in
stated behaviors, assessments and concerns that, as a result of the randomized distribution
of the treatments among the respondents, can be attributed directly to our experimental
treatments. We test four main hypotheses. Our first hypothesis is that the effect of our
treatment is conditional on the respondent’s support of, or opposition to, Vladimir Putin.
We hypothesize that in the case of regime continuity, Putin supporters will more actively
engage in the economy, will have more positive expectations about the future, and will be
less concerned about potential problems than regime opponents. We expect this effect to be
less strong or reversed, in case a young reformer comes to power. As discussed in section
2.1, we expect this to be the case for two principal reasons: either regime proponents profit
directly from the regime, or they are worried about potential political disorder, chaos or
uncertainty, as a result of regime change.

We then also test for three additional hypotheses, namely differences in indicated behavior
with respect to age, education, and income. Following our discussion in section 2.1, we
assume that younger, better educated and richer respondents will be less willing to invest
but be more likely to emigrate and have negative expectations for the future under the
political status quo.

To test these hypotheses, we divide the sample for each given hypothesis into two groups:
respondents that are younger or older than 30 years, have spent at least some time at a
university or have only obtained secondary education, and respondents with an available

monthly income below or above 25 000 roubles per family member or dependent.
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3.3 Estimation Strategy & Data

Depending on our outcome variable being a binary or an ordered categorical variable, we
use either a logit or an ordered probit regression. Equation 1 shows our estimation strategy,
with Treatment being the treatment as outlined in Table 1 for individual ¢ in region r,
Individual Characteristics being a vector of control variables that includes information on
gender, age and education, Mood being the response to a question by the Levada Center
that measures the mood on the day the interview was conducted, and Financial Situation
being the response to the question about whether the individual financial situation of the
respondent had improved or worsened during the previous year. Our coefficient of interest
is (1, measuring the effect of our experimental treatment on the outcome variable. We
also include a dummy for Russia’s 8 macro-regions, to account for differences in answers
by respondents located in different parts of Russia, and cluster our standard errors at the

regional level.

Outcome;, = p1 Treatment;,. + (o Individual Characteristics;, )
1

+ B3 Mood;,. + B4 Financial Situation; + Bs Macroregion; + €;,

In our principal estimations (as reported in section 4, and — for the full experiment — in
Section A2 of the Appendix), we always compare the treatment group to the full sample. As
a robustness check (right-hand side of Section A2 in the Appendix), we then also compare
every treatment group only to the control group. With two exceptions that we discuss in
section 4, the results we get for both empirical strategies are very similar.

All variables used in this study come from the same Levada omnibus survey conducted in
May 2021, that we added our survey experiment to. Table 2 provides descriptive statistics for
our variables, and Table 3 displays the results of a balance test for our 3 treatment groups.
With very few exceptions, there do not seem to be any statistically significant differences
between our three treatment groups and the control group. Thus, we can assume that the

randomization strategy was successful.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics (Treatment Groups)

Variable Full Sample Putin Shoigu Opposition  Control
Mean/SD  Mean/SD  Mean/SD  Mean/SD  Mean/SD
Gender (% female respondents) 54.9 55.0 55.9 50.8 57.7
Age (years) 45.4 45.5 45.1 45.9 45.2
(16.3) (16.7) (16.5) (16.5) (16.3)
Education (% higher education) 28.3 26.9 29.1 30.2 27.2
Personal situation during the last year 14.4 13.8 16.1 13.8 13.6
(% of respondents with improvement)
Monthly income (Russian rubles) 46511.3 44459.2 45164.2 45800.6 50908.0
(38351.2)  (20914.3) (34576.1)  (45373.0)  (42195.9)
Approval of Vladimir Putin as president 65.1 64.1 65.6 64.8 66.0
(% of respondents approving)
Voted for Vladimir Putin in March 2018 68.02 64.23 67.39 68.75 72.03

(% of respondents)

Table 3: Balance Test (Welch’s t-test; p-value (not adjusted) in parentheses)

Variable

Putin-Ctrl.

Shoigu-Ctrl.

Opposition-Ctrl.

Gender (% female respondents)
Age (years)
Education (% higher education)

Personal situation during the last year
(% of respondents with improvement)
Monthly income (Russian rubles)

Approval of Vladimir Putin as president
(% of respondents approving)

Voted for Vladimir Putin in March 2018
(% of respondents)

0.754
(0.451)
-0.328
(0.743)
0.101
(0.919)
-0.088
(0.929)
2.350
(0.019)
0.475
(0.634)
0.893
(0.372)

0.513
(0.608)
0.056
(0.955)
-0.605
(0.545)
-1.023
(0.307)
2.018
(0.044)
-0.121
(0.903)
0.354
(0.723)

1.925
(0.054)
-0.615
(0.539)
-0.908
(0.364)
-0.062
(0.950)
1.545
(0.123)
0.082
(0.935)
0.586
(0.558)
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To split the sample into supporters and opponents of Vladimir Putin, our measure of
regime support, we use a question about the approval of Vladimir Putin from the Levada
baseline survey. We code respondents as regime supporters if they indicate that they “in
general approve of the activities of Vladimir Putin as president of Russia”. In our sample,
this is the case for 65.1% of respondents, while 33.3% do not approve of Putin’s activities as
president, and 1.5% remain undecided. As a robustness check, we then also use the share of
respondents who indicate to have voted for Vladimir Putin in the presidential elections in
March 2018. Although the sample is much smaller for this second variable (only 982 instead
of 1620 observations, as not all respondents did vote in 2018, and some decided not to reveal
for whom they voted), we obtain roughly similar results in our estimations when using this
alternative measure of regime approval.

One potential concern with our experimental design could be that our respondents were
hesitant to answer truthfully, due to the increasingly authoritarian nature of the Russian
state, or because of some kind of social desirability bias. This could lead to inflated results
when asking, for example, about approval of Putin’s activities as president, or about having
voted for Putin in the March 2018 presidential elections. However, in a survey experiment
about Putin’s popularity that combined a list experiment with direct questions and also
used data from the Levada Center, Frye et al. (2017) find no evidence of social desirability
bias or inflated answers. In our study, the results we obtain both for approval of Vladimir
Putin as president (65.1% of respondents) and having voted for Putin in 2018 (68.02% of
respondents) also seem to be relatively realistic, given that the official vote share of Vladimir
Putin in 2018 was 77.5% of the electorate, a number that is likely to be somewhat inflated
due to electoral fraud (Kobak et al. 2018). We therefore remain confident that the answers

we obtained provide us with a reasonably realistic picture of actual public opinion.
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4 Results

4.1 Expectations for the future

How does the prospect of an authoritarian leader remaining in office for the foreseeable future
— as compared to the promise of political change — affect expectations about the future?” To
answer this question, we asked respondents to evaluate Russia’s development prospects in
the next 10 years, with respondents having the option to choose among “negative”, “rather
negative”, “rather positive” and “positive” as an answer. Figure 1 shows how our three

treatments affected the answers to this question.

Figure 1: How do you evaluate Russia’s development prospects in the next 10 years? (1
= negative, 2 = rather negative, 3 = rather positive, 4 = positive; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval,
age, education and income; ordered probit, 95% confidence interval)

Russia's Development Perspective: Putin Approval Russia's Development Perspective: Age
—a— —_—e
Putin{ ——&—— Putin *
— — —
N I
Shoigu —— Shoigu *-
— e— 4
—a —_—
Reformer 4 —_— Reformer —_—
—— —_—t——
T T T T T T T T T
-1 -5 0 5 1 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4
W Putin supporter 4 Putin opponent B 30 years and older 4 Younger than 30 years
® Full sample ® Full sample
Russia's Development Perspective: Education Russia's Development Perspective: Income
Putin —_—— Putin —
——— —e—
- -
Shoigu —_— Shoigu —
& e
- —_—
Reformer —_— Reformer - —T—
— —o—
T T T T T T
-5 0 5 -1 -5 0 -5 1
B With university education 4 Without university education B More than 25000 roubles @ Less than 25000 roubles
® Full sample ® Full sample

5While Section Al in the Appendix presents all questions of our survey experiment in the order they were
asked, in this section we first focus — for the sake of our argument — on overall expectations for the future,
then on economic behavior, and finally on a number of additional behavioral responses and preceived
problems.
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We find a weak negative effect of the regime persistence (Putin) treatment for the full
sample. When looking at heterogeneous treatment effects, however, we find a clear and
strong division along political lines, as well as strong heterogeneous effects for age, education
and income. While regime proponents have a somewhat more positive view of the future
under Putin than under a young reformer, for regime opponents the effect is the opposite,
albeit much stronger. At the same time, younger and better educated respondents seem to
have a significantly more positive view of Russia’s development perspective under a young
reformer, while Putin remaining in office significantly increases the likelihood that young,
better educated, and also comparatively richer respondents hold negative expectations. The
“Sergei Shoigu” treatment combining regime persistence but personnel change, on the other
hand, does not seem to affect expectations in a measurable way.

While Figure 1 shows expectations about the overall development of the country, Figure
2 looks specifically on the effect of our treatments on expectations about economic develop-
ment. As illustrated in question 7 of Section A1 of the Appendix, respondents had the option
to select up to three out of a list of seven problems they would be most concerned about,
given the hypothetical scenario they were treated with. Table 4 shows the seven available
options, and indicates the concerns that were selected most frequently, providing a picture

of the type of problems Russians seemed to worry about most in May 2021.

Table 4: Problems Russians are concerned about (May 2021)

Problem Full sample Putin-Supporter Putin-Opponent
Climate change 28% 30,6% 23,1%
Economic stagnation 48,3% 44,2% 56,5%
Rising tensions with the West 29.1% 31,1% 26,3%
Political instability 17,7% 18,1% 17,2%
Decline of Russia’s influence in the world 34,7% 33,3% 37, 7%
Political repression and persecution 10,7% 6,3% 19.8%
Decline of traditional values 24.9% 25,2% 24.1%

Both for the whole sample, as well as for the respondents approving and disapproving of
Vladimir Putin, the problem that was chosen by far most often was economic stagnation,
which was indicated by almost 50% of respondents. Next in line came “decline of Russia’s

influence in the world”, “rising tensions with the West”, and “climate change”, which were all
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selected by about 30% of respondents. 17.7% of respondents were concerned about political
instability. Interestingly, while only 6.3% of Putin supporters were worried about political
repression and persecution, almost 20% of Putin opponents selected this option as a concern.

Figure 2 shows that irrespective of political orientation, age, education or income, re-
spondents were significantly more likely to select “economic stagnation” as a concern when
treated with the Putin scenario, as compared to the reformer scenario. Under the reformer
treatment, younger respondents were actually significantly less likely to choose economic
stagnation as a potential concern. As before, the Shoigu treatment had no significant effect

on expectations.

Figure 2: Economic Stagnation as a potential concern
(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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Taking the results of Figures 1 and 2 together, we find that expectations about Russia’s
overall and economic development are especially negative under the Putin scenario by those

citizens who play a particularly important role in a modern economy, i.e. individuals who are
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young, highly educated, and have higher incomes. If we assume that expectations translate
into actual economic behavior, these results could become a self-fulfilling prophecy, and could
constitute a potentially serious problem for the Russian economy. Interestingly, however, the
results we find for intended economic behavior are less clear than those for expectations about

the future, with expectations not always translating into intended behavior.
4.2 Intended economic behavior

We use two principal questions to gauge the effect of our treatment on the willingness of
individuals to invest. In the first question, we asked respondents how likely they would say
yes, if a friend asked them to become a partner in a new business venture. Figure 3 shows
the results. While the results for the full sample are not significant, Putin proponents are
significantly more likely to join the business of a friend under Putin, and significantly less
likely to do so under a young reformer.

For our second question, respondents were asked to imagine that they had won 2 million
roubles in a lottery, and were then offered a range of options how to spend the money.
Question 5 in Section Al in the Appendix indicates all available options, and Figure 4 shows
how our treatments affected the likelihood that respondents selected the option “to invest
into your own business”. The results are very similar to those of Figure 3, although here
we also find a significant and positive effect of the Putin treatment for the whole sample,
and for respondents that are 30 years and older, in addition to the positive effect for Putin

supporters.
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Figure 3: If a friend asked you to become a partner in a new business, how likely would

you say yes?
(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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Figure 4: If you won 2 million roubles in a lottery, how likely would you invest them into
your own business? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95%
confidence interval)
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Interestingly, although in Figure 2 all three groups are more likely to expect economic
stagnation under the Putin treatment, the same treatment increases the likelihood to invest
for Putin supporters in Figures 3 and 4. Even for government opponents, economic expecta-
tions do not seem to be reflected in intentions to invest. What we find seems to be a sort of
cognitive dissonance, with expectations not being in line with indicated intended behavior.

Below, we look at one possible explanation for this apparent paradox.

4.2.1 Fear of Political Instability as a Potential Determinant of Investment

Decisions?

To better understand our results, we test if fear of political instability — as a result of political
change — could be a reason that respondents are more likely to invest under Putin, rather

than under a new government, even though they anticipate worse economic outcomes under
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this scenario. Such an explanation is not implausible, as the theme of political instability as
a result of political change is very present in the Russian government media. State-controlled
TV in particular frequently equates the politics of the 1990s in Russia, or political change
in neighboring countries such as Ukraine, with economic and administrative chaos, while
the relative absence of political competition under Putin is described as a source of stability
(Shakrai 2015; Gerber and Zavisca 2016; Belmonte and Rochlitz 2019, 2020; Malinova 2021).
As a large majority of Russians still get their information mainly from TV, fear of political
instability could thus be one reason for being more willing to invest under Putin, despite
worse economic expectations.

We test this hypothesis from two different angles. In a first question, we asked if respon-
dents considered it likely that economic and/or political protests would take place in their
locality during the next 5 years. While 31% of respondents expected protests to take place,
63% considered this to be unlikely, and 6% were uncertain how to answer. Figure 5 shows
how our treatments affected the responses. While there are no effects for the full sample,
and no heterogeneous effects by age, education or income, we find that Putin supporters are
significantly more likely to expect protests under a young reformer, while Putin opponents
are significantly less likely to do so under this scenario.

As a second question, we look at the likelihood that respondents selected the option
“political instability” as a potential concern, in answer to the question about future problems
presented in Table 4. As can be seen in Figure 6, most effects are not statistically significant.
There does however seem to be a pattern that political instability is less of a concern under
Putin, especially for younger people, and that Putin supporters are more concerned about
instability under a young reformer than Putin opponents.

Overall, both tables suggest that fear of political instability might indeed be a possible
explanation why Russians — and in particular government supporters — are more hesitant to

indicate an intention to invest under a new government than under the political status quo.
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Figure 5: Probability of Political and/or Economic Protests

(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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Figure 6: Risk of Political Instability

(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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4.3 Additional behavioral responses

In addition to investment behavior, we also investigated a range of additional behavioral
responses, by asking respondents about their intentions to take a stable government job,
emigrate, invest into additional education, and about their use of different — more or less

risky — options to save money from a lottery win.

Working for the Government What can a willingness to accept a “permanent, stable
position in the public service” tell us about individual behavior? We interpret a positive
answer in two different ways, leading to two testable hypotheses. If you expect the economy
to stagnate, a stable government job could seem more attractive, ceteris paribus. If this
is the case, we would assume that respondents who hold more negative expectations about

economic development under a given scenario will be more likely to take a government job
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under the same treatment.

A second explanation could be linked to a belief in the ideal of “public service”. If
you support the government currently in office and expect it to advance the country into
a positive direction, you might also be more likely to decide to work for the government,
ceteris paribus.

Our results provide evidence for the second hypothesis, but not for the first. In Figure
7, we split the sample into respondents who indicated that they are concerned about the
development of the economy, and in those who were not concerned. There do not seem to be
any statistically significant differences between both groups, even though respondents who
are not worried about the economy seem to be more willing to work for the government
under a young reformer.

Figure 8 shows that while Putin opponents are significantly less likely to indicate a
willingness to work for the government under Putin, they are significantly more likely to do
so under a young reformer, as are younger and better educated respondents. These results
also contradict our first hypothesis, i.e. that in an economic situation that is expected to
worsen, respondents would be more likely to accept a government job. Instead, we find that
in particular younger and better educated respondents are significantly more likely to work
for the government when they expect the economy to perform better, i.e. under a young
reformer. One possible explanation could be that in a situation that offers a better overall
development prospect, or with a government in office that one approves of, working for the
government appears to be more attractive — a reasoning in line with the idea that under
certain conditions, working for the government or “serving the public” might be something
worth doing (Perry and Hondeghem 2008).

Figure 8 also clearly indicates the economic cost of authoritarian stagnation in terms of
human capital, as younger and highly educated respondents seem much more willing to work

for the government under a young reformer than under Putin or Shoigu.

23



Figure 7: How likely is it that you would decide to take a permanent, stable position in
the public service, if the opportunity presented itself? (Sample split into respondents who do and

do not worry about the economy; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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Figure 8: How likely is it that you would decide to take a permanent, stable position in
the public service, if the opportunity presented itself? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval,
age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)

Taking a Government Job: Putin Approval Taking a Government Job: Age

—_— —a—
Putnq ——&—— Putnq ——&&—7—
—_—— —_—
- g N "R
Shoigu - —_—————— Shoigu - —_—
e L — —f——
[ M PR
Reformer —_— Reformer g
] ° 1 o
T T T T T T T T
-4 -2 0 2 4 6 -5 0 E5) 1
W Putin supporter 4 Putin opponent B 30 years and older 4 Younger than 30 years
® Full sample ® Full sample
Taking a Government Job: Education Taking a Government Job: Income
Putin+ —_————— Putin+ —_——
——|— ———
Shoigu - S SE— Shoigu - —
—te———— R L
Reformer —_— Reformer ——
4 ° ] o
T T T T T T
-4 -2 0 2 4 -5 0 15,

B More than 25000 roubles
® Full sample

W With university education @ Less than 25000 roubles

® Full sample

4 Without university education

Risk of a Brain Drain How do different political scenarios affect intentions to emigrate?
Is there a risk of a brain drain, in the case of regime persistence? As can be seen from Figure
A4 in the Appendix, this is one of two questions for which our two empirical strategies —
taking the whole sample, or only the control group as a reference group — lead to slightly
different results.® While we find that all three treatments increase the likelihood of regime
opponents to emigrate — potentially indicating a general frustration with politics — there do
not seem to be any systematic heterogeneous effects for age, education or income.

We then take an additional analytical step, by looking specifically at the group of respon-

dents who have university education and are younger than 30, to test for the possibility of

6This seems to be the case as all three treatments significantly increase the likelihood that government
opponents indicate a willingness to emigrate, as compared to the control group, so that when looking at
the whole sample, the effects for each individual treatment are no longer significant.
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brain drain. Table 9 shows a clear division along political lines for the Putin treatment, while
the other treatments have no significant effect. Young and highly educated respondents are
indeed more likely to emigrate under the Putin treatment, but only if they disapprove of
Putin. Young and highly educated regime supporters, on the other hand, do seem to be
slightly more likely to stay in the country under the Putin treatment, as compared to the

other two treatments, although here the effect is not significant.
Figure 9: Testing for Brain Drain
(Question: “How likely would it be that you would leave Russia permanently for another country?”;

396 observations (respondents younger than 30 years with higher education); only control group
as reference group for each treatment; ordered probit, 95% confidence interval)
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Investing in Human Capital Do different political scenarios affect the likelihood that
respondents plan to get additional education? As shown in A3 in the Appendix, we do not
find any significant effects, although there seems to be a trend that respondents are more
likely to continue their education under a young reformer than under Putin. There also do

not seem to be any heterogeneous effects of our treatments for this question.

Saving Behavior Finally, we also look if our treatment had an effect on respondents choos-
ing more or less risky options when investing or saving a windfall from a potential lottery

win, such as investing in foreign or domestic shares, opening a bank savings account, con-
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verting roubles into dollars, or renovating their apartment, as well investments into leisure
activities such as travel. As can be seen from answers to question 5 in section A2 of the

Appendix, for almost all of these questions our treatments did not have a significant effect.
4.4 Political expectations

At the end of our study, we asked respondents about Russia’s position in the world, and
the likelihood of political repression to increase. As shown in Figure 10, there is a clear
difference along political lines with respect to the fear that Russia might lose its influence in
the world. While Putin supporters were significantly more concerned about this issue under
a young reformer, Putin opponents were afraid that Russia’s influence in the world might
decline if Putin stays in power. We did not find any heterogeneous effects with respect to
age, education or income.

Finally, we asked respondents if they were worried about “political repression and perse-
cution" as a potential problem in the future. Interestingly, as in the case of the drain drain
(Figure A4 in the Appendix), here as well all our treatments increased concerns about po-
litical repression among government opponents, as is shown in Figure A18 in the Appendix,
while all treatments reduced concerns about repression among government supporters. Fig-
ure A18 also shows that younger people and those with higher incomes are worried about
repression under the Putin treatment, but not under the other two treatments, a result in
line with what we find for concerns about the general development of the country in Figure

1.
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Figure 10: Risk of Russia Losing its Influence in the World

(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; logit, 95% confidence interval)
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5 Conclusion

Imagine an authoritarian country where a change of the constitution makes it likely that
the current ruler will remain in office for at least another five to ten years. How will this
affect expectations and behavior of individual citizens? We test this question for Russia
in the year 2021. We find that while all citizens were worried about economic stagnation
under Putin, government supporters remained more likely to indicate their willingness to
invest, potentially because they feared that a political alternative might produce even worse
outcomes. They also trusted Putin to defend Russia’s position in the world. Government
opponents, on the other hand, were considerably concerned about the development prospects
of the country, economic stagnation, as well as Russia’s future position as a major political

power, should Putin remain in power. We also find that government opponents as well as
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younger, better educated and wealthier citizens indicated a much lower willingness to work
for the government, as well as a higher willingness to emigrate, showing how the Putin regime
had lost support among the most economically active parts of the Russian population.

While our results show the picture of a country divided along political lines, we also
find that all Russians in May 2021 - irrespective of their political affiliation - shared some
very similar concerns, in particular a worry about economic stagnation, should the current
government remain in power. Subsequent events have shown that these concerns were not
without foundation. While our study clearly indicates that Russian citizens in 2021 were sig-
nificantly more concerned about economic stagnation than about geopolitics, Putin decided
in February 2022 to sacrifice Russia’s economic development in favor of taking a high-stakes
geopolitical gamble.

It seems that in the short run and as in 2014 (Kazun 2016; Hale 2021), the gamble paid
off, as Putin managed once again to divert attention from economic concerns. Since February
2022, his approval ratings have increased significantly, leading to another “rally-around-the-
flag” effect (see Figure 11). This time, however, survey results might be less trustworthy,
due to a significant increase in political repression. It also remains unclear if in light of
the increasingly difficult military situation in Ukraine, the partial mobilization declared in
September 2022, and growing economic difficulties, Putin’s approval ratings will remain high
for long.

As shown by Hale (2018), in particular a growing awareness of the economic costs of the
Ukraine war might have the potential to significantly dampen the war’s positive effect on
support for Putin, once the effects of the massive economic sanctions will start to be felt. As
this time the economic crisis is likely to be an order of magnitude more severe than in 2014,
and its effects are likely to be more visible and long-lasting, there is a high probability that the
current rally effect might be considerably shorter. The incumbent regime’s political future
will then depend on how long it will remain able to divert attention - through propaganda,
repression or foreign conflict - from the fundamental economic concerns that seem to be

shared by a large part of the Russian population.
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Figure 11: Approval Ratings of Vladimir Putin (1999 - 2022)

(Source: Levada Center)
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More generally, our findings - regime supporters indicating more willingness to invest
under the status quo, despite negative economic expectations - show how regime legitimacy
can be closely associated with individual economic behavior, and therefore also with the
economic resilience of autocratic states. In other words, if a regime and its leader are
popular, the prospect of having a strong leader in power for the foreseeable future might
not necessarily have a negative effect on individual investment decisions and behavior. If,
however, support for the regime is waning, as has been the case, for example, in Belarus, the
negative effects of a lack of perspective might come to outweigh the positive effects of regime
stability. Regime legitimacy and public support for the leader could thus be an important

factor to explain why some authoritarian regimes fare better economically than others.
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Online Appendix

A1l Survey Questions

A1l.1 Translation of the survey experiment into English

Treatments

Treatment 1 (A): The President of Russia is elected to a six-year term. The next
presidential elections will be held in Russia in 2024. The 2020 Constitutional amendments
will allow incumbent President Vladimir Putin to run for office again. Let’s say that Vladimir
Putin wins the elections and stays in office for one more term. Now imagine that at that
point of time you need to take an important decision about your future, and answer the
following questions.

Treatment 2 (B): The President of Russia is elected to a six-year term. The next
presidential elections will be held in Russia in 2024. Let’s say that a young representative
from the political opposition with a program of economic and political reforms wins the
elections. Now imagine that at that point of time you need to take an important decision
about your future, and answer the following questions.

Treatment 3 (C): The President of Russia is elected to a six-year term. The next
presidential elections will be held in Russia in 2024. Let’s say that Sergey Shoigu, the
Minister of Defense and a United Russia member, wins the elections. Now imagine that at
that point of time you need to take an important decision about your future, and answer
the following questions.

Control scenario (D): Imagine that in a couple of years you will need to take an
important decision about your future, and answer the following questions.

Survey Questions

1. If a friend asked you to become a partner in a new business, how likely is it that you
would say ’'yes’?

2. How likely is it that you would decide to take a permanent, stable position in the public
service, if the opportunity presented itself?

3. How likely is it that you would decide to continue your education, for example, by
acquiring a new qualification?

4. How likely is it that you would leave Russia permanently for another country?
(a) highly unlikely

(b) unlikely
(c) likely
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(d) highly likely
(e) (do not read out) difficult to say

5. If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with this money? Choose up
to three answers

—
5

Improve my living conditions

Take a trip around the world

o

)
(b) Buy shares of a Russian company
(c¢) Buy shares of a foreign company
(d) Open a savings account in a bank
(e) Convert rubles into dollars
(f) Invest in my own business

)

)

/N
=

(do not read out) difficult to say

6A. We remind you that we are talking about the year 2024, and Vladimir Putin has just
been reelected as president of Russia. Taking this into account, how would you evaluate
Russia’s development prospects in the next 10 years?

6B. We remind you that we are talking about the year 2024, and a young representative
from the political opposition with a program of economic and political reforms has just
been elected as president of Russia. Taking this into account, how would you evaluate
Russia’s development prospects in the next 10 years?

6C. We remind you that we are talking about the year 2024, and Sergey Shoigu has just
been elected as president of Russia. Taking this into account, how would you evaluate
Russia’s development prospects in the next 10 years?

6D. How would you evaluate Russia’s development prospects in the next 10 years?

(a) positively
(b) rather positively
(c) rather negatively
(d) negatively

(e) (do not read out) difficult to say

7A-C. In this hypothetical scenario, which of the following problems would worry you most
in the next 10 years? Choose up to three answers

7D. In your opinion, which of the following problems would worry you most in the next 10
years? Choose up to three answers

(a) Climate change

(b) Economic stagnation or decline
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¢) Deterioration of relations with the West

()

(d) Russia losing influence in the world
(e) Political instability
(f)
(g) Decline of traditional values

(h) (do not read out) difficult to say

Political repression and persecution

8. Taking into account your evaluation of the economic and political future of Russia,
how likely do you think are economic and/or political protests in your town/village in
the next 5 years?

(a) likely
(b) unlikely
(¢) (do not read out) difficult to say
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A1.2 Original Russian version of the survey questions

Treatments

BapuanT 1 (A): [Ipesunent Poccun usbupaercs cpokoM Ha miectsb Jjiet. B 2024 r. B Poc-
CUU COCTOSTCS OYepe/iHble Mpe3uieHTcKrue BhIOOPHI. [lonmpaBku K KOHCTUTYIMH, PUHSTHIE
B 2020 r., MO3BOJIAIOT JieficTBYIOEMY Tipe3uienTy Biragumupy llyTuny BHOBbL yd4acTBOBATD
B BbIOOpax. [Ipemnosoxkum, aro Biaagumup [lyTtun ogepKuT mobeay um ocTaHeTCs y BJIACTH
ere Ha o/nH cpok. [IpesicTaBbTe, YTO B 9TO YKe BpeMs BaM HYKHO OyJIeT IPUHATDH peIleHe
OTHOCUTEJILHO Balllero OYYIIEero, 1 OTBEThTE, MOKAJIYHCTa, HA HECKOJIBLKO BOIIPOCOB.

BapuanT 2 (B): IIpesuuent Poccun uzbupaercst cpokom Ha miects Jier. B 2024 r. 8 Poc-
CHI COCTOSATCS OYepeIHble MPe3UIeHTCKUE BLIOOPLL. IIpeinoo:KumM, 4To Ha BEIOOpaxX O1ep-
JKUT 1100y MOJIOJION TPEJCTABUTEIb OIIIO3UITNH C ITPOrPAMMON SKOHOMUYECKUX U MOJIUTHU-
geckux pedopm. [IpejcraBbre, 9T0 B 9TO K€ BpeMsd BaM HYKHO OyJIeT HPUHATH PEIIeHue
OTHOCHTE/ILHO Ballero OyIyIlero, I OTBeThbTe, MOKAIyicTa, Ha, HECKOJILKO BOIIPOCOB.

Bapuant 3 (C): IIpesunent Poccun nzbupaercsi cpokom Ha mects Jiet. B 2024 r. 8 Poc-
CHU COCTOATCS OUEPEIHbIE MPE3UIEHTCKIE BLIOOPDI. [IpenoioKuM, 9ro Ha BhIOOpax ojep-
JKUT 106ey jieificrBytomuii Munuctp obopoubl P®, wien naprun Epunas Poccust, Cepreit
[Moiiry. IIpeacrasbre, 9TO B 9TO Ke BpeMsi BaM HYKHO OyJeT NPUHATH PEIleHre OTHOCH-
TeJIbHO BaIllero GyJIyInero,  0OTBeThTE, MOKAIYHCTa, Ha HECKOJBKO BOIIPOCOB.

BapuanTt 4 (D): [Ipeacrasbre, 4T0 depes3 nmapy JeT BaM Hy?KHO Oy/IeT IPUHATD PEIeHne
OTHOCHTEJIFHO Balllero OYYIIero, 1 OTBEThTe, MOKAJIYHCTa, Ha HECKOTBKO BOIIPOCOB.

Survey Questions

1. Ecan BaIm 3HaKOMBII HPEJIOZKUT BaM CTaThb IIapTHEPOM B HOBOM 6I/IBH€C6, HaCKOJIbKO
BEPOATHO, YTO BbI COLJIACUTECDH 7

2. Hacko/sbKO BEpOSITHO, YTO BBI PEIIUTE YCTPOUTHCA HA MOCTOSHHYIO, CTAOUILHYIO TI03HU-
MO Ha TOCY/IapCTBEHHON CiIyzKOe, eciu BaM IPEeJICTaBUTCH TaKash BO3MOKHOCTH?

3. HackoJibKO BEpOSAITHO, 9TO BBI PEIIUTE MPOJIO/IKUTL CBOE 00pa3zoBaHue, HAIIPUMED, TO-
JIy9HB JIOTIOJTHUTEIHHYIO0 KBAJTN(DUKAIIAIO?

4. Hacko/IbKO BEPOATHO, UTO BBl PEIINTE yeXaTh U3 POCCUU B APYIYIO CTpaHy Ha IIOCTO-
AHHOE MECTO YKUTEJIbCTBOT

5. Ecim BbI BbIUI'DA€TE B JIOTEPEIO 2 MJIH. py6, 9TO BbI CcAeJlacTe C 9THUMHN ,ILeHbFaMI/I?
BbI6epI/ITe He boJree TpeX BapuaHTOB OTBETa Omwmemovme ne boaee mpexr omeemoe
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(a

yJIytIHIy KAJINITHbIE YCJIOBUA

)
(b) Kymio akiuuu poccuiickoit KoOMIaHumn
(¢) Kymro aknuu 3apy6exKHOil KOMITaHUH
(d) Orkporo cheperaTebHbIil cueT B Ganke
(e) Kouseprupyto pybiu B j0/11aphl
(f) NuBectupyio B cobcTBeHHBI OU3HEC
(g) Ormpapiiock B KpyroCBeTHOE Iy TeIIeCTBIE
(h) (e sauumwieatime) 3aTPYTHIIOCH OTBETUTH

6A. Hamomwunaewm, aro mbt roBopuM o 2024 roje, u Birajgumup [lytun Tobko 910 6611 1IEPE-
n3bpaH Ha 1ocT npesuienTa Poccun. C y1aeTom 3Toro, Kak Bbl OIEHUBAETE [TePCIEeKTUBI
paseutus Poccun B Ommkaiimue 10 jger?

6B. Hamomunaem, uro Mbl roBopuM o 2024 roje, m MOJIOJON IPEICTABUTEb OIIIO3UITII
C TIPOIPAMMO#l SKOHOMUYECKUX M MOJUTUIECKHX pedopM TOJILKO 4TO ObLT n30paH Ha
noct npesujienTa Poccun. C yaeToMm 9TOr0, KakK Bbl OIEHUBAETE TIEPCIEKTUBBI PA3BUTUS
Poccun B 6nmzkaiimue 10 jer?

6C. Hamommuaem, aro mbr roBopum o 2024 roge, u Cepreit [loiiry Toabpko 9T0 OBLT W3-
Opan Ha rocT npesujienTa Poccun. C ygeTom 3TOT0, KakK Bbl OIIEHHBAETE HEPCIEeKTHBbI
passutus Poccun B Omzkaiimue 10 jger?

6D. Kak BbI orieHmBaeTe mepcrneKkTuBbl pasputnst Poccun B Omzkaiimue 10 jget?

a) Ilomoxkurenbuo

(
(b) Ckopee MOJIOKUTETHHO
(c
(d

(e

7TA-C. B 9TOM THIIOTETHYIECKOM CIIEHADUHU, KaKHe W3 HUYKEIEPEUINCICHHBIX MPOOIeM OyayT
OecrioKOUTH Bac OoJibiiie Beero B Osmkaiiimue 10 jier? Ommemovme we bosee mpex om-
6€M06

)
)
) Ckopee OTpHIIATEILHO
) OTpunarejbHo

)

(ne 3anwumuieatime) 3aTPyIHAIOCH OTBETUTH

7D. Ilo BameMy MHEHHIO, KaKie U3 HUXKEIePEeUnCIeHHbIX IpobjieM OyIyT OECIIOKOUTH BacC
6oJibItie Bcero B Oymmkaiimme 10 jger? Ommemovbme ne boaee mpex omeemos

(a) Vsmenenue kinmara

(b) DKoHOMHYECKHiT 32CTON WU CIIaj

(c¢) Obocrpenue OTHOIICHNUIT € 3ala[HBIMI CTPAHAMHE
(d) Ocnabrenne nosunuit Poccun na MupoBoii apene
(e) Tlomurmueckasi HeCTaAOUIBLHOCTD
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(f) Tlosmrudeckue penpeccun U pecsieJOBaHus

(g) Ymasok TpaJuIHOHHBIX IIEHHOCTENT

(h) (ne sauumwieaiime) 3aTPYIHSIIOCH OTBETUTH

8. YuurhiBag Bally OIEHKY SKOHOMHUYECKOIO U IIOJUTUYECKOro Oyiymero Poccun, Ha-

CKOJIBKO BO3MOKHBIMU Bbl CUNTAETe SKOHOMHUYECKHE ¥ /UM MOJUTUIECKUE [POTECThI
HACEJICHHsI B BaIlleM Iopo/ie/CeIbCKOM paifone B GJizKaiiiime usaTh jaer?

(a) BIIOJTHE BO3ZMOYKHBI

(b) MasIOBEepOSTHBI

(c) (me sauumwieatiime) 3aTPYTHSIIOCH OTBETUTH

A6



A2 Survey Results: Full Version

In this section, we present the full results for the survey, for every question and for both
empirical strategies — the treatment group compared to the whole sample, and only in com-
parison with the control group.

Treatment effects are presented without heterogeneous effects (full sample), as well as with
respect to political orientation, age, education and income.
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Figure A1l: Question 1: If a friend asked you to become a partner in a new business, how
likely is it that you would say ‘yes’? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and
income; ordered probit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)

Joining a Business Venture: Putin Approval (whole)

Joining a Business Venture: Putin Approval (reduced)
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Figure A2: Question 2: How likely is it that you would decide to take a permanent, stable
position in the public service, if the opportunity presented itself? (Heterogeneous effects by
Putin approval, age, education and income; ordered probit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only
treatment and control group)

Taking a Government Job: Putin Approval (whole)

Taking a Government Job: Putin Approval (reduced)
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Figure A3: Question 3: How likely is it that you would decide to continue your education,
for example, by acquiring a new qualification? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age,
education and income; ordered probit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control
group)
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Figure A4: Question 4: How likely is it that you would leave Russia permanently for
another country? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; ordered probit;

95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A5: Question 5.1: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “improve my living conditions” will be selected. (Up to three out
of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education
and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A6: Question 5.2: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “buy shares of a Russian company” will be selected. (Up to
three out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age,
education and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A7: Question 5.3: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “buy shares of a foreign company” will be selected. (Up to three
out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education
and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A8: Question 5.4: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “open a savings account in a bank” will be selected. (Up to three
out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education

and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A9: Question 5.5: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “convert rubles into dollars” will be selected. (Up to three out of
seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and

income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A10: Question 5.6: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “invest into your own business” will be selected. (Up to three
out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education
and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A11: Question 5.7: If you win 2 million rubles in a lottery, what will you do with
this money? Probability that “take a trip around the world” will be selected. (Up to three out
of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education

and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A12: Question 6: How would you evaluate Russia’s development prospects in the
next 10 years? (Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income; ordered probit; 95%
confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A13: Question 7.1: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “climate change” will be selected. (Up to three out of seven
possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income;

logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A14: Question 7.2: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “economic stagnation” will be selected. (Up to three out of
seven possible answer options can be chosen; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and
income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A15: Question 7.3: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “deterioration of relations with the West” will be selected.
(Up to three out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval,
age, education and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A16: Question 7.4: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “Russia losing influence in the world” will be selected. (Up
to three out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age,
education and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A17: Question 7.5: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “political instability” will be selected. (Up to three out of seven
possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and income;
logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A18: Question 7.6: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “political repression and persecution” will be selected. (Up
to three out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age,
education and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A19: Question 7.7: Which of the following problems would worry you most in the
next 10 years? Probability that “decline of traditional values” will be selected. (Up to three
out of seven possible answer options can be selected; heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education
and income; logit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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Figure A20: Question 8: Taking into account your evaluation of the economic and political
future of Russia, how likely do you think are economic and/or political protests in your

town/village in the next 5 years?

(Heterogeneous effects by Putin approval, age, education and

income; ordered probit; 95% confidence interval; whole sample & only treatment and control group)
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