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Abstract. This article examines various aspects of the phenomenon of
independence of employees in present-day Russia. On the basis of European
Social Survey (ESS) polls in 2006 and 2016 and International Social Survey
Programme (ISSP) work orientations surveys in 2005 and 2015, we offer a
comparative analysis of how much value is put on independence by employ-
ees in Russia and in some European and Asian countries. A socio-cultural
approach was used to ensure a comprehensive analysis. This approach under-
lies four types of attitude to independence: valuing it, seeing it as excessive,
feeling that one has too little of it, and feeling indifference to it. Russia is
shown be an outlier in terms of independence and value put on, measuring
higher than all the other countries covered by the ESS and ISSP surveys
except Japan. Although Russia and Japan have similar independence statis-
tics, practical forms that Russian employees’ independence takes bring Rus-
sia closer to European corporate culture. For Russians, the reference point of inde-
pendence is high value put on independence and the latter’s implementation in work.
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Multiple aspects of independence. Independence in work, which is often
taken to mean an individual’s freedom to plan their work and set deadlines for it,
may also be considered an important socio-cultural attribute of society as a whole.
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In Russia, during the early post-Soviet liberal reforms independence was seen as
a form of adaptation to market economics. In those days, independence was large-
ly unavoidable, was often informal and illegal, and became one of the distinctive
features of “progressive adaptees” [13, p. 100]. When Russian society had grown
adapted to a market economy, independence owed its place on scholarly agendas
to growing interest in post-industrial trends in Russia and in the development of
a new type of employee whose greater freedom and independence in work were
seen as an important characteristic of flexible employment practices and as an
indication of Russia’s involvement in globalization [11, p. 138]. Today, indepen-
dence in work is increasingly seen as a sign of one’s self-support and self-suffi-
ciency in relation to the state and as one of the aspects of responsibility for one’s
own life and for the life of the nation [3, pp. 6-7]. Independence is also seen as
one of the factors in shaping the personal role of an employee in their job and in
their daily relationships with their colleagues [6, p. 4; 14].

A job may involve a high degree of technological and administrative inde-
pendence, freedom of action from task planning to deadline setting, but while
jobs of this kind may be very much in demand in some population groups and
social contexts, this form of independence would be considered burdensome in
other population groups.

This means that it is important to study not only how common independence
is in various occupational groups and what forms it takes, but also how much
value is put on it. The technological nature of a job may require a high degree of
independence on the part of the person holding it, but he or she may be unpre-
pared to be independent or cannot appreciate his or her independence, and this
means a socio-cultural contradiction based on dual opposition [1, pp. 160-161].
It is an important socio-cultural task to find out how independence or lack of it
correlates with value put on it by employees.

Independence as a value type, with no account taken of connection to any
work, has its own distinctive nature and is a constant object of sociological
analysis along with other basic values in international social studies, primarily
ESS research.1 ESS studies used the methodology of Shalom Schwartz, which
includes independence in thought and action among a set of in 10 basic values
and, along with hedonism and risk/adventure, puts it in an “openness to change”
category [12; 5]. An index of independence value was put together on the basis
on whether respondents agreed or disagreed with the following judg-
ments: 

(1) it is important to think up something new and take a creative approach
to everything; he/she likes to do everything in an original way; 

(2) it is important to make one’s own decisions; he/she likes to be free and
independent of anyone else. 

An analysis showed that the population of Russia put little value on inde-
pendence. When Russia joined the ESS project in 2006, it put less value on inde-
pendence than any of the other European countries covered by ESS surveys
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except Ukraine, Bulgaria, Poland, and Portugal. In 2016, Russia held the bottom
rung, although that year’s survey did not cover Ukraine or Bulgaria.

The formulation of the problem and the methodology of analysis. The
low popularity in Russia of openness-to-change values, which include indepen-
dence, is considered as a sign of socio-cultural stagnation and a serious obstacle
to the country’s modernization [7, p. 13]. However, another interpretation is also
possible: in Russia, successful modernization has always gone hand in hand with
tighter government authoritarianism and the minimization of independence on
the part of the population. According to Sergey Karaganov [19], in Russia
authoritarianism has never really been imposed from above but has been part of
a historically evolved “genetic code” that could underlie security and successful
modernization.

Consequently, two mutually exclusive explanations are possible of the low
rating of independence among Russian employees: 

(1) it may increase, and under some circumstances bring Russia closer to
Western Europe; 

(2) it is a permanent characteristic of Russian work culture that is not a seri-
ous barrier to modernization.

Are the stably low rating of independence in Russia and the low value put
on it one of the country’s natural, distinctive socio-cultural phenomena, or are
there indications that independence among Russian employees is growing in
importance so that it can be seen as a means of stimulation? What is the connec-
tion between independence as a general life value and independence in work?
What is the difference between employees who are independent in their work-
place and who value independence in work and life and employees who neither
put any special value on independence nor are independent in their job? How
similar are Russian forms of occupational independence to those in European
corporate culture and those in Japan and other Asian countries? 

We will try to answer these questions on the basis of (1) ESS surveys of
2006 and 2016 and (2) ISSP work orientations surveys2 of 2005 and 2015. The
surveys involved interviewing employees who held paid jobs at the moment of
questioning. Comparative studies of international surveys are an accurate
method. One can only partially agree that, due to psychological, social and eco-
nomic differences between countries, such surveys can only produce very rough
statistics [2, p. 177]. There may be differences in methods of study, but those are
dealt with institutionally, by bodies such as the ESS Scientific Advisory Board,
which consists of nationals of all the ESS member countries. A researcher
should use various methodologies. This study is based on (a) surveys by two
international organizations whose questionnaires included questions about
occupational independence, (b) specific timing, with two moments in time used
by ESS and ISSP, and (c) the use of a single statistical criterion—a Tamhane
test3—to detect significant differences in multiple comparisons of means (in
this case for comparing data for each country with those for the other countries)
with assumed unequal variances.

Independence in Work as a Socio-Cultural Phenomenon



T a b l e  1 

Indicators of the ratio of independence

in work to the importance 

of independence as a value

Use of the suggested socio-cultural approach for assessing correlations
between independence and value put on it would apparently help clarify differ-
ences between countries in terms of scales of independence in work and life.
This means exploring correlations between an employee’s value orientations,
preferences and intentions, on the one hand, and limitations put on them by the
technological and organizational conditions of their job (for details see [16]).
Harmonization of independence with a high value put on it may be seen as indi-
cator of embodiment of value. The obvious independence in work, with its
insignificant role as a value, is regarded as an indicator of excessiveness. The
reason why it is regarded as excessive is that it stems from the technological
character of an employees’ job and is seen by them as a burden rather than as
something valuable. When independence in work is weak, combined with the
increased importance of independence as a value, it is possible to talk about the
deficiency of independence. Finally, independence is considered indifferent if an
employee is allowed very little or none of it and puts no value on it (Table 1).

The main tasks of our analysis were

(1) based on the above-mentioned ESS and ISSP surveys, to find out where
Russia stood in comparison to other countries in the years covered by
those surveys with methodological differences being taken into ac-
count; 

(2) to detect latent variables determining different correlations between
independence and the above-mentioned assessments;

(3) to find out whether independent Russian employees differ from foreign
counterparts in terms of relation between independence and social, psy-
chological and demographic characteristics of work behavior;

(4) to find out whether Russian employees’ independence, other features of
their work behavior, and their general status bring them closer to coun-
terparts in Western European or Asian countries.

Independence in work and life as per the ESS surveys. First, let us look
at how greatly assessments of independence in work and life by Russian employ-
ees differed from those by Western employees in 2006 and 2016 (Table 2).
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Groupings Indicators

Independence in work is a fact and it is important Value 

Independence is a fact but it is not very important Excessiveness 

Independence is lacking but is very important Deficiency

Independence is lacking and is unimportant Indifference



In terms of work independence, Russia was behind all the other countries
except Poland. The gap grew between 2006 and 2016, especially with respect to
Germany, Norway, the Netherlands, and Estonia. The “completely authorized
response” was much rarer in Russia than in Europe. In 2016, it was given by only
10% of respondents in Russia compared with 20% in Germany, while the “not-
authorized-at-all response” was given by 15% and 5% respectively. One possi-
ble explanation is that manual workers make up a larger proportion of the total
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Countries

Parameters

Independence in work hours 
planning**

Independence as a life value***

2006 2016 2006 2016

Sweden –2.87 –2.77 –0.309 –0.468

Norway –2.72 –2.86 –0.192 –0.370

Finland –2.82 –2.78 –0.189 –0.281

France –2.12 –1.97 Irrelevant –0.339

UK –2.26 –1.93 Irrelevant –0.358

Switzerland –2.08 –1.83 –0.348 –0.460

Belgium –2.26 –1.74 Irrelevant –0.244

Austria –1.68 –1.05 –0.275 –0.166

Ireland –1.81 –0.79 –0.162 –0.337

Germany –1.45 –2.24 –0.269 –0.489

Netherlands –1.61 –1.97 –0.312 –0.511

Estonia –1.12 –1.74 Irrelevant –0.260

Slovenia –1.98 –1.91 –0.136 –0.263

Poland Irrelevant Irrelevant Irrelevant –0.196

Notes. * Indicates differences between mean values that are significant at the level p ≤0.05.
** Respondents were asked to what extent the rules of their organization authorized
them to organize their own daily work. They could choose from 0 (not authorized at
all) to 10 (completely authorized).
*** Based on a pre-calculated value index of independence and its correlation with
the general centered average for all 21 value types. For more details about the calcula-
tion procedure, see [8, pp. 36-37].

T a b l e  2

Differences between employees in Russia and other European countries

in terms of independence in workday planning and

independence as a life value; ESS data for 2006 and 2016
(based on a Tamhane test)*
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workforce in Russia than in European countries—in Russia, the proportion is
31% compared with, for example, 24% in Germany. However, data for manual
workers in Russia and Germany show a wide gap as well—workers enjoying
maximum independence accounted for 7% of Russian but 15% of German
respondents, and workers with no independence at all made up 22% of Russian
but 10% of German respondents. Data for independence in life shows an even
wider gap, which grew even more from 2006 to 2016. Responses on the role of
independent decision-making showed even greater differences.

All the countries covered by the surveys showed positive correlations
between occupational independence and independence as a life value.4 To make
it possible to compare two sets of statistics, the independence in life index was
brought into line with the occupational independence data.5 Independence in
work was considered non-manifest if it was represented by points of 0 to 5 that
together accounted for a little less than 50% and was considered as manifest if
it was represented by points of 6 to 10.6 The sought assessment levels were
based on pre-compiled tables of integration of the two sets of statistics and the
subsequent calculation of target variables on the basis of specific assumed con-
ditions.

Both in 2006 and in 2016, Russian employees demonstrated indifference to
independence and its poor embodiment as a value, ratings that were predominant
and growing between those two years.

Let us use the 2016 findings on the roles of occupational independence and
independence as a life value (Table 3). Russia was in the bottom place in terms
of value put on independence and in first place in terms of indifference to it. In
northern European countries and Germany, a little more than half or nearly half
of employees harmonized occupational independence with independence as a
life value type.

What explains the phenomenon that some of those who were independent in
their job did not put the same value on independence in life as others did? Our
analysis makes clear that two assessment categories that were polar opposites—
value type embodiment and indifference—played the main role. The value of
independence chiefly manifested itself among heads of organizations or heads of
divisions (a Cramer’s coefficient of 0.270 for the entire group of countries cov-
ered). This was especially common among Russians (a Cramer’s coefficient of
0.355). In Russia, independent managers and administrators were three times as
numerous as independent rank-and-file employees—the two categories account-
ed for 35% and 12% respectively—while the mean proportions for all the coun-
tries were 50% and 30%. Predictably, occupational status and education levels
were other key factors. In all the countries, lower occupational status meant less
value put on independence and more frequent indifference to it. Also, in all the
countries the valuing of independence was linked to higher education qualifica-
tions (a p-value of <0.01). On the contrary, among those taking an indifferent
attitude to independence, only insignificant proportions had a higher education,
an average of 8% for all the countries except Russia, where 35% of the indiffer-
ent category had a higher education. Age was yet another factor. Older age meant



more value put on independence, and this held true for both men and women. It
was mostly male employees aged between 60 and 65 (42%) who valued inde-
pendence. The proportion for the age bracket of 46 to 59 was 38%, and that for
the 18-to-29 group was 30%. The same trend was in evidence among female
employees, with independence values making up the largest proportion of 40%
among women aged 55 and the smallest proportion of 30% among those of 30
or less. It was younger more often than older employees of both sexes that com-
plained about the deficiency of independence. Occupational status, education
level, gender, and age were related to independence in Russia to the same extent
as they were in the West. In all the countries, the more satisfied one was with
one’s income the more value one put on independence and the more seldom one
felt indifferent to independence.

Occupational independence primarily means relative freedom of setting
working hours for oneself. In Russia, unlike in the other countries, it happened
more seldom that independent employees who valued their independence had
strict working hours set for them by the regulations (79%).7 In all other cate-
gories, working hours were stricter. In the indifferent category, for example, 89%
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T a b l e  3

Categories of European employees in terms of independence

in work and independence as a life value,

based on the 2016 ESS survey (%)

Countries Value Excessiveness Deficiency Indifference

Sweden (727)* 52 28 12 8

Netherlands (667) 50 19 17 14

Germany (1,373) 50 21 17 12

Norway (849) 48 31 11 10

Finland (812) 45 36 10 9

Switzerland (753) 45 20 21 14

UK (830) 42 24 18 17

France (812) 39 27 18 16

Belgium (754) 38 28 13 21

Slovenia (517) 37 29 17 17

Estonia (1,024) 33 26 20 21

Ireland (1,046) 29 18 29 24

Austria (975) 28 23 22 28

Poland (647) 23 16 30 31

Russia (1,069) 16 19 22 43

* Number of valid cases.



had strict hours. In none of the other countries were there any serious differences
among the categories in this respect. Hence, apparently in Russia the more inde-
pendent an employee is, the looser working hours they have. It is also possible
that the more freedom one has to choose one’s working hours, the more value
one puts on being generally independent in one’s workplace. This is an impor-
tant point since there is no record of occupational status or an administrative
position being factors in an employee’s independence as an instance of spurious
correlation. However, independence is directly dependent on the nature of work.
In all the European countries covered by the surveys, more employees who
enjoyed high degrees of independence in work and put a great deal of value on
independence in life than employees in the other categories considered their
work interesting, and a lot more of them had taken advanced training for the pre-
vious 12 months (a p-value of 0.01). One is much more satisfied with one’s work
and life if one is independent and values one’s independence. This is a pattern in
Russia and Europe alike. 

To equal extents in all the countries, there was a link between employees’
independence and value they put on it, on the one hand, and their possibility to
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T a b l e  4 

Differences between employees in Russia and other countries 

in terms of independence in work;*

ISSP data for 2005 and 2015 (with a Tamhane test applied)

Countries

The work performed makes
independence possible

Independence is important when
evaluating work

2005 2015 2005 2015

Denmark –1.387 –1.042 –0.695 –0.447

Switzerland –1.146 –0.978 –0.687 –0.497

New Zealand –0.918 –0.748 –0.435 –0.274

Norway –0.904 –0.844 –0.348 –0.202

Finland –0.850 –0.801 –0.328 –0.250

Philippines –0.844 –0.702 –0.540 –0.494

Slovenia –0.839 –0.802 –0.559 –0.431

Sweden –0.806 –0.759 –0.465 –0.258

Taiwan –0.682 –0.471 Irrelevant 0.351

France –0.532 –0.502 Irrelevant Irrelevant

South Africa –0.263 –0.300 –0.444 –0.259

Latvia Irrelevant Irrelevant Irrelevant Irrelevant 

Japan Irrelevant 0.938 0.557 0.945

* Indicates differences between mean values that are significant at the level p ≤0.05.



influence decision-making in their organization, on the other (a Cramer’s coef-
ficient of 0.313 for Russia and between 0.250 and 0.350 for the other countries).
This link did not depend (with a p-value probability of <0.01) on whether a
respondent was vested with administrative duties. This possibly represents the
personality factor in independence.

Occupational independence findings in ISSP work orientations sur-
veys. Findings of ISSP work orientations surveys and the above-cited ESS sur-
vey data may together form the basis for a comprehensive and more detailed
picture of occupational independence. The ISSP surveys cover not only Euro-
pean but also Asian and African countries. We selected only the 2005 and 2015
surveys for our study. Besides being asked whether they were independent in
their workplace,8 respondents were asked to that extent they would take the
possibility of independence into account in looking for a job.9 They were also
asked whether other work values manifested themselves in their job and
whether those values were important to them, which would have enabled an
analyst to find out what place independence held among them. Like the ESS
findings, the ISSP data put Russia behind many countries in terms of indepen-
dence and value put on it (Table 4).

The ISSP data confirm that Russia was behind northern European countries
in terms of independence and value put on it, but it also shows that Russia was
just as different from countries such as New Zealand, the Philippines and Tai-
wan. However, in terms of value put on independence, Russia was not as far
behind as it was in terms of scale of independence. Moreover, there was a coun-
try that was behind Russia in both respects—Japan. The fact that this country
was Japan suggests that independence in work should be seen not just as a con-
trolled instrument of stimulation but also as a socio-cultural phenomenon with a
history and traditions. Let us look at Table 5 to understand better the nature and
manifestations of this phenomenon.

Employees in all the countries except Japan typically saw occupational inde-
pendence as an embodiment of value. The majority (64%) of Japanese employ-
ees were indifferent to independence. We expect that a separate focused analysis
of three countries—Switzerland as the leader for occupational independence as
an embodied value type, Japan as the country with the maximum scale of indif-
ference to work independence, and Russia as our main object of analysis—is a
path to better understanding the job independence phenomenon. Both the ESS
and ISSP data show the gap between the valued and immaterial categories to be
the largest inter-category difference.

Different manifestations of work independence in Russia and Japan were
primarily the result of occupational status, whereas no such logic was detected
for Switzerland, where the same value was put on independence in all the groups
surveyed. In Russia, primarily administrative staff (48% of respondents) saw
independence as an embodiment of value. In Japan, however, this was mainly
the attitude of skilled manual workers (24%) while only 12% of administrative
staff held it, with education levels being one factor in this. The more individuals
with relatively high education levels there were in a specific group, the more
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people in that group took an indifferent attitude to independence and the fewer
people valued it. The largest proportion of Japanese employees who valued inde-
pendence were male skilled manual workers aged 66 or over (30% with an aver-
age of 12% for all the occupational groups). What brings Russian and Japanese
employees together is that they put independence in work far below other values
(Table 6).

Of the eight listed value types, occupational independence was the third-most
important one for the Swiss while the Russians put it in sixth and the Japanese in
the bottom place. The Russians and Japanese prioritized high earnings and job
security guarantees while for the Swiss earnings were the lowest concern. In
examining how much importance one attached to a specific value type, it is essen-
tial to take account of whether that value type existed in one’s workplace. In all
three countries, the respondents had maximum opportunities for personal contacts
with others through their work. High earnings were the least achievable value
type in Russia and Japan—the mean difference between the incidence of high
earnings and the level of importance attached to them exceeds 1. This simplified
criterion warrants the conclusion that in Switzerland all eight work value types
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T a b l e  5

Categories of employees in various countries in terms of independence and

value put on it, based on the 2015 ISSP survey (%)

Countries
Correlation of independence in workplace and in life

Value Excessiveness Deficiency Indifference

Switzerland (755*) 84 8 7 2

Philippines  (672) 81 7 11 1

Denmark (641) 80 11 6 3

Norway (989) 76 14 4 6

New Zealand (559) 75 13 8 4

Slovenia (480) 73 8 13 5

Finland (603) 72 12 10 6

Sweden (670) 70 15 10 5

South Africa (807) 59 7 21 13

Taiwan (1,268) 58 25 7 10

France (645) 50 22 14 14

Latvia (547) 45 9 30 16

Russia (876) 37 9 25 29

Japan (873) 12 15 10 64

* Number of valid cases.



were in place. Russia and Japan demonstrated equal differences of 0.44 between
the incidence of occupational independence and the average level of importance
attached to it, which means that there was a relative shortage of occupational
independence in both countries. This suggests that employees who are more sat-
isfied with their income, material status, and relationships with their colleagues
and managers would seek greater independence. This hypothesis is in line with
the theory that satisfaction of needs gives rise to more extensive needs [9]. Pater-
nalistic traditions in Russia [15] and Japan [4, pp. 139-149] suggest the alterna-
tive hypothesis that indifference to independence is a natural attitude for employ-
ees and that it does not prevent them from being good workers, from being sure
of their job security, and or being on good terms with their colleagues. 

No connection was detected between the feeling of Russian and Japanese
employees about the size of their income and the category they belonged to. In
Japan, it was employees with an indifferent attitude to independence that
showed the greatest satisfaction with their income, although this most likely rep-
resented a spurious correlation that was the effect of occupational status. Swiss
employees demonstrated the closest link between income assessment and value
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T a b l e  6

Ratio of important and available work values of employees

in Switzerland, Russia and Japan

(based on the 2015 ISSP survey, indices)

Work values

Russia Japan Switzerland
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High earnings 4.59 3.26 3.97 2.29 3.54 3.17

Guarantees of employment 4.48 3.77 4.18 3.56 4.52 4.10

Interesting work 4.23 3.70 3.91 3.22 4.62 4.36

Promotion opportunities 3.92 3.01 2.89 1.94 3.70 3.08

Opportunity to do work benefiting society 3.91 3.88 3.73 3.64 4.06 4.13

Independence in work 3.80 3.36 2.86 2.42 4.30 4.34

Opportunity to help other people 3.71 3.54 3.56 3.41 4.04 4.14

Opportunity for personal contacts with others 3.51 3.90 3.58 4.19 4.24 4.51

Number of respondents 890 907 769

Note. A scale of 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum) was used.



put on independence—respondents who perceived independence as an embodi-
ment of value had much higher incomes than those who were indifferent to inde-
pendence.

In Russia and Switzerland, the more independence an employee has and the
more value they put on it, the more confident they were that it would be quite
easy for them to find a job no worse than their current one if they were to leave
it (a p-value of <0.02), whereas in Japan there was no such connection. In Rus-
sia and Switzerland, employees who had independence and valued it were much
more satisfied with their relationships with their colleagues and management
than employees who were indifferent to independence (a p-value of <0.02). No
such connection was detected in Japan.

These findings only partially corroborated hypotheses based on Abraham
Maslow’s theory—the data for Japan did not confirm them at all, those for Russia
confirmed them incompletely, while those for Switzerland fully confirmed them.

It was proven that Japanese employees were less satisfied with their work
than employees in all the other countries, not just in Russia and Switzerland.
Only 2% of Japanese employees were completely satisfied with their work and
17% were mainly satisfied with it, whereas the average percentages for all the
countries were 15% and 30% respectively. At the same time, 8% of Japanese
employees who had independence and valued it were completely satisfied with
their work, and 27% in that category were mainly satisfied with it. In all the
countries except the Philippines and Taiwan, the more independence an employ-
ee had and the more value they put on it, the more they were satisfied with their
work. In Russia, 21% of employees who had independence and valued it were
completely satisfied with their work, but only 5% of the indifferent category.

Independence is traditionally taken to mean independence from administra-
tive and collective control [10, p. 255]. This suggests that attitudes and princi-
ples such as a sense of pride in one’s organization, willingness to do more work
than the company needs for prosperity, and determination not to move to a high-
er-paid job with another organization would be less frequent among employees
valuing independence than among those indifferent to it.

In all the countries except Japan, the Philippines and Taiwan, maximum
independence (both in the valued and excessive categories) meant maximum
willingness to do more work than one’s organization needed to be prosperous,
willingness that was not shown by employees indifferent to independence. In all
the countries except Japan, this held true for the sense of pride in one’s organi-
zation (with a p-value of <0.01). In Japan, proportions of those proud of their
organization were evenly spread among all the categories. Determination to stay
in one’s organization was less of a factor, although it was mainly very indepen-
dent employees who were determined to stay. However, this pattern was rather
vague in each case (a Cramer’s coefficient of 0.2), and, besides Japan, it did not
work for Denmark or Norway. In general, the obtained data allow us to assert
that the presence and value of independence in work is an indicator of a higher
level of corporate culture of an employee, rather than his or her individualistic
aspirations. This conclusion is valid for a vast majority of the countries that were
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covered, including Russia, but not for Japan, where independence was not any
significant factor of loyalty to one’s organization.

Consequently, it is more likely that Russia’s difference from the rest in terms
of independence in work and high value put on it is an indication of quantitative
rather than qualitative differences from the majority of European countries. As
living standards go up in Russia and Russian employees become more confident
that they will keep their jobs and more satisfied with relationships with their col-
leagues and management, they will seek more independence in their workplace.
On the other hand, comparisons between Russian and Japanese employees reveal
greater qualitative than quantitative differences. Japan is a country with a differ-
ent corporate culture. In Japan, collective identity values take the upper hand
over independence values, which is not the case in Russia. This analysis leads to
the conclusion that the former hypothesis makes more sense.

Conclusions. The socio-cultural approach with the identification of four
types of employees in terms of attitudes to independence has been completely
vindicated. It has been found out that there are two main categories of employ-
ees, categories that are polar opposites:

(1) those who have independence and value it and 

(2) those who are not independent and put no value on independence.

Russian employees are behind many countries in terms of independence and
value put on it but the leaders in terms of indifference to independence among
countries in Europe and Asia except Japan.

The fact that both Russian and Japanese employees put little value on inde-
pendence does not at all mean similarity between the corporate cultures of the
two countries or between their employees’ sets of values. Though Russian
employees are clearly behind their Western counterparts in terms of indepen-
dence and value put on it, there is little difference between Russian and Western
employees in terms of social, demographic and behavioral manifestations of
independence.

In general, Russian employees’ independence manifests itself in practical
roles that tend to be similar to those in European corporate culture. This means
that the unchangeable scale of work independence in Russia cannot be consid-
ered a specifically Russian socio-cultural phenomenon. It is employees who are
manifestly independent and value this that are the reference point for all other
groups, something that is not the case in Japan.

References

1. Akhiezer A. S. Russia: A Critique of Historical Experience. Vol. 2. Theory and
Methodology. Vocabulary. Novosibirsk: Sibirskiy khronograf, 1998. (In Rus-
sian.)

2. Andreenkova A. V. Comparative Intercountry Researches in Social Sci-
ences: Theory, Methodology, Practice. Moscow: Noviy khronograf, 2014.
(In Russian.)

33Independence in Work as a Socio-Cultural Phenomenon



34 SOCIAL SCIENCES Vol. 50, No. 2, 2019

3. Gorshkov M. K., Sedova N. N. “Self-sufficient Russians” and Their Life Pri-
orities. Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya (Sociological studies). 2015. No. 12,
pp. 4-16. (In Russian.)

4. Japanese phenomenon. Moscow: RIO; RAS Institute of Oriental Studies,
1996. (In Russian.)

5. Karandashev V. N. Schwartz’s Method for Studying Personality Values: Con-
cept and Methodological Guide. St. Petersburg: Rech, 2004. (In Russian.)

6. Korel L. V., Kombarov V. Yu. The Subject of Labor in an Industrial Enter-
prise (The Experience of a Sociological Study of Engineering and Technical
Workers). Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya (Sociological studies). 2012.
No. 10, pp. 3-10. (In Russian.)

7. Lapin N. I. Socio-Cultural Factors of Russian Stagnation and Moderniza-
tion. Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya (Sociological Studies). 2011. No. 9,
pp. 3-18. (In Russian.)

8. Magun V., Rudnev M. Vital Values of the Russian Population: Similarities
and Differences in Comparison with Other European Countries. Vestnik ob-
shchestvennogo mneniya (The Russian Public Opinion Herald). 2008. No. 1,
pp. 33-58. (In Russian.)

9. Maslow A. Motivation and Personality. St. Petersburg: Piter, 2016. (In Rus-
sian.)

10. Peters T., Waterman R. In Search of Effective Governance. Moscow: Econ-
omy, 1986. (In Russian.)

11. Popova I. P. Autonomy at Work: Decade Trends. Mir Rossii (Universe of
Russia). 2008. No. 4, pp. 135-151. (In Russian.)

12. Schwartz S. H. Universals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theory and
Empirical Tests in 20 Countries. Advances in Experimental Social Psycholo-
gy. Ed. by M. Zanna. New York: Academic Press, 1992. Vol. 25, pp. 1-65.

13. Shabanova M. A. Mass Adaptation Strategies and Perspectives of Instituti-
onal Transformations. Mir Rossii (Universe of Russia). 2001. No. 3, pp. 78-
104. (In Russian.)

14. Temnitskiy A. L. Independence in Work as a Factor in the Formation of the
Subjectivity of Workers in Russia. Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya (Socio-
logical studies). 2011. No. 12, pp. 35-42. (In Russian.)

15. Temnitskiy A. L. Paternalistic Foundations of the Russian Civilization in the
Sphere of Labor. Sotsiologicheskaya nauka i sotsialnaya praktika (Sociolog-
ical science and social practice). 2015. No. 2 (10), pp. 51-69. (In Russian.)

16. Temnitskiy A. L. Research Opportunities of Category “Socio-Culturious-
ness.” Sotsiologicheskiye issledovaniya (Sociological studies). 2007. No. 4,
pp. 81-100. (In Russian.)

Media Sources

17. Website of the European Social Survey. Available at: http://www.european
socialsurvey.org/.



35

18. Center for Comparative Social Research (CESSI). Available at: http://www.
cessi ru.

19. Karaganov S. A. Authoritarianism Is Not Forced on Russia from Above.
Available at: https://glav.su/blog/9642/1338064/.

20. Joint Economic and Social Data Archive. Available at: http://sophist.hse.ru/
db/oprview.shtml?ID_S=3832&T=m.

21. http://www.gesis.org/issp/search-and-data-access/.

Notes

1 ESS data are publicly accessible. See the ESS’s website [17]. The Russian
segments of ESS surveys are conducted by the Institute for Comparative
Social Research (CESSI). Anna Andreenkova is the ESS national coordina-
tor for Russia (see [18]).

2 The findings of the 2005 ISSP work orientations survey are openly accessi-
ble at the Joint Economic and Social Data Archive [20]. The 2015 survey
data is available at [21].

3 Tamhane tests are used for multiple comparisons of means with assumed
unequal variances.

4 The pair correlations method was used based on Spierman’s rank correlation
coefficient. All the correlations have a p-value of <0.01.

5 The independence in life index consists of ranks 1 to 11.
6 The same manifestation/non-manifestation criterion was used for indepen-

dence in life, although with different ranges of rankings—1 to 5 and 6 to 11.
7 Respondents were asked whether they had an agreement with their employ-

er setting specific working hours, excluding paid or unpaid overtime.
8 Respondents were asked to what extent they would agree that they were

independent in their main job.
9 Respondents were asked how important the possibility of self-directed work

would be for them in looking for a job. They had to pick one point on a five-
point scale from 1 (completely unimportant) to 5 (very important).

Translated by Andrey Skvarsky

Independence in Work as a Socio-Cultural Phenomenon


