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Abstract. Inequality is a key socio-economic development challenge for the world as a whole and for 

individual countries. In Russia, the problem of inequality is particularly acute, since the scale and depth 

of differences in the population’s income greatly exceed the “conditional levels” of normal inequality. In 

this regard, it is important to prevent the development of negative socio-political processes and the 

deterioration of public sentiments. The article’s purpose is to determine the peculiarities of the Russian 

population’s perception of the existing inequality and its manifestations in the country. Using the data 

from Rosstat and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, we prove that inequality 

in Russia is large in scale and persists throughout the post-reform period of the country’s development 

without a clear focus on reducing the depth of polarization of the extreme income groups. We use the 

data of a cross-country representative study under the program ISSP, conducted in 2019, to examine the 

perception of inequality by the population of Russia and some foreign countries, specifically the subjective 

assessment of the depth of inequality, its fairness, the role of the state in reducing income disparities, the 

features of the redistribution system (role of taxes), accessibility of health and education services, the 

degree of conflict (dislike) between the poor and the rich. We show that the perception of inequality 

by Russians differs from the perception of other countries’ residents with a more expressed critical 

assessment of the depth, injustice, social conflict and ineffectiveness of government actions to reduce 

income disparities. We find that the population does not show tolerance to non-monetary dimensions 

of inequality, considering unfair the opportunity of rich people to purchase high quality medical and 
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Introduction

Socio-economic inequality is a characteristic 

feature of any modern society, a significant and 

socially important problem. It is unanimously 

recognized as “the fact of the principal irremovabi-

lity and wide social prevalence of this phenomenon” 

(Gorshkov, 2014, p. 21). 

Russian experts and civil servants have been 

emphasizing for decades that “poverty and 

inequality are the main “pain points” of modern 

(post-Soviet) Russian society” (Ilyin, Morev, 2021, 

p. 12). As RAS Academician M.K. Gorshkov 

noted, “the problem of social injustice and 

inequality in Russia occupies the first place in 

the ranking of social contradictions. For 25 years 

of reforms it has penetrated into all pores of 

society and has become a characteristic feature 

of relations in almost all strata of the population. 

This is especially true of distribution relations”1. 

According to official statistics, “the number of 

Russians living below the poverty line has not 

actually changed over the past 8 years” (Ilyin, 

Morev, 2021, p. 13), nor has the excessive scale of 

differentiation, characterized by R/P 10% ratio and 

the Gini coefficient, which have remained virtually 

unchanged over the past decade (Rossoshanskii, 

Belekhova, 2020, p. 38). Alternative international 

studies show that in Russia over the past 30 years 

(1989–2016), the aggregate income of the 50% of 

the population with the lowest incomes decreased 

1 Gorshkov M.K. Injustice and poverty are felt equally 
keenly (interview for the newspaper Kultura on June 8, 
2017). Available at: https://portal-kultura.ru/articles/
country/162230-mikhail-gorshkov-my-znaem-obshchestvo-
v-kotorom-zhivem/ (accessed: August 29, 2022).

by 20%, while the aggregate income of the top 10% 

almost doubled (by 171%), and the income of the 

wealthiest 1% increased by 429%, almost 4.5-fold 

(Novokmet et al., 2017, pp. 78–79).

The results of numerous foreign studies and 

analytical reports indicate that in most countries 

with developed and developing economies, income 

and property inequality have been increasing since 

the 1980s, although very unevenly (Alvaredo et al., 

2017; Piketty, Saez, 2014; Nolan, Valenzuela, 2019). 

In particular, relatively low growth in inequality and 

concentration of wealth is recorded in continental 

Europe and China, while it is more rapid in the 

United States, the UK, and India2. Significant 

differences in inequality can be seen by region: in 

Europe, the income of the richest 10% is 36% of 

the entire population, in East Asia 43%, in Latin 

America 55%, and in the MENA states (Middle East 

and North Africa) it reaches 58%3. That is why the 

issue of inequality runs through all 17 Sustainable 

Development Goals for 20304, developed by the UN 

and approved by 193 countries. These goals are not 

2 Bergbauer S., Giovannini A., Hernborg N. (2022). 
Economic inequality and public trust in the European Central 
Bank. Available at: https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/economic-
bulletin/articles/2022/html/ecb.ebart202203_02~f9d2d059f0.
en.html (accessed: August 29, .2022); World Inequality Report 
2022. Available at: https://wir2022.wid.world/www-site/
uploads/2021/12/Summary_WorldInequalityReport2022_
Russian.pdf (accessed: August 29, 2022).

3 World Inequality Report 2022. Available at: https://
wir2022.wid.world/www-site/uploads/2021/12/Summary_
WorldInequalityReport2022_Russian.pdf (accessed: August 
29, 2022).

4 The Sustainable Development Agenda, UN. Available 
at: https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/ru/about/
development-agenda/ (accessed: August 29, 2022).

educational services. We reveal that there are no significant differences in the perception of inequality in 

different socio-demographic and socio-economic groups of the population. Attention is drawn to the fact 

that the subjective perception of inequality lies to a greater extent in the field of ideas about a fair social 

order than it is unambiguously determined by the level of income.

Key words: inequality, income inequality, subjective evaluation, social justice, public demand for 

redistribution, Gini coefficient.
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only about reducing inequality within and between 

countries, but also about reducing differentia-

tion of the population in access to vital benefits  

(health, education, environment, infrastructure) 

and ensuring equal opportunities for all citizens. 

Inequality is a multidimensional phenomenon, 

combining different characteristics (inequality of 

income, property, opportunities, wealth, etc.), 

different levels (inequality in the upper, middle 

and lower part of the income distribution), 

different dimensions (objective and subjective 

indicators of inequality), different consequences 

for the individual, the public and the economic 

life of the country. Recognizing the impossibility 

of completely freeing ourselves from monetary 

and nonmonetary inequalities, it is important to 

understand their scale and legitimacy, as well as 

the way in which they are perceived by society. The 

latter aspect against the background of relatively 

stable indicators of inequality and a long period of 

economic and foreign policy shocks in the 2010s 

and early 2020s acquires particular importance. 

Subjective evaluation provides an operative picture 

of how the population assesses the depth and 

fairness of the differences between the rich and the 

poor, how great is the dislike between polar income 

groups, and how successfully the state (government) 

copes with the task of reducing the differentiation 

of the population.

In this connection the purpose of our research 

is to study the Russian population’s perception of 

the existing inequality and its manifestations in  

the country. To achieve the purpose we set and 

implemented the following tasks: we reviewed 

theoretical and methodological aspects of the study 

of subjective perception of inequality; we assessed 

the current situation in the field of population 

inequality, i.e. we analyzed the dynamics, scale 

and interregional differentiation of the actual 

level of monetary inequality in Russia in 2010–

2021; we revealed the features of subjective 

perception of monetary inequality in Russia, 

including in comparison with foreign countries, 

and in population groups with different social-

demographic and socio-economic characteristics.

The problematics of inequality: A brief review

In the most general form inequality should be 

considered as “a specific form of social differen-

tiation, which predetermines the differences in 

living conditions of individuals ..., their unequal 

access to economic, social, political, informational 

and other resources, ... different opportunities to 

meet ... needs and interests” (Gorshkov, 2014, p. 20). 

There are many factors that cause the emergence of 

inequality, but the main cause and consequence of 

this process is the unequal and unfair distribution 

of resources. Therefore, “excessive” inequality is 

fraught with a variety of problems: “economic, 

because it forms a powerful pressure in favor of 

redistribution, thereby undermining economic 

growth; social, because it entails the deterioration of 

the social and psychological state of the population 

and destroys social cohesion; political, because it 

can generate social tensions, threaten democratic 

foundations and contribute to the formation of a 

request to change the social contract with the state” 

(Gimpelson, Monusova, 2014, p. 217; Mareeva, 

2018, p. 104).

Foreign and domestic science actively discusses 

the scale, drivers and consequences of monetary and 

nonmonetary inequalities. Economists, sociologists 

and political scientists mainly rely on objective 

statistical indicators and methods of mathematical 

modeling, which allows them to assess the degree of 

acuteness of resource distribution between extreme 

income groups, predict the consequences of 

observed differentiation, identify factors and causes 

of increasing differences (Piketty, 2015; Stiglitz, 

2015; Anikin, Tikhonova, 2016; Ovcharova et al, 

2016; Kapelyushnikov, 2017; Rossoshanskii, 2019; 

Salmina, 2021; Chernysh, 2021; Novokmet et al., 

2017).
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A separate layer of research is devoted to the 

issues of subjective perception of inequality by the 

population (Salmina, 2007; Gimpelson, Monusova, 

2014; Ovcharova et al. 2014; Mareeva, 2021; 

Mareeva et al., 2022). Among the works at the 

intersection of economics and sociology, the works 

of V.E. Gimpelson and S.V. Mareeva and their 

co-authors, who have been monitoring subjective 

perception of inequality in Russian society for 

many years, relying on international and national 

surveys (Gimpelson, Monusova, 2014; Mareeva 

et al., 2022), should be mentioned. They trace the 

dynamics of perceptions of inequality, identifying 

the grounds for differentiation of opinions, paying 

particular attention to the factor such as social 

mobility. In a recent paper the authors conclude 

that the perception of monetary and nonmonetary 

inequalities, and the demand for their reduction 

“are shaped more by normative perceptions of the 

“proper” structure of society and the assessment 

of its correspondence to observed reality than by 

the specifics of the individual situation, including 

expected or actual mobility” (Mareeva et al.,  

2022, p. 41).

Most authors agree that the population’s 

perceptions of the real inequality level and their 

position in the income hierarchy do not always 

coincide with statistically measured indicators 

(Gimpelson, Chernina, 2020, p. 34; Mareeva et 

al., 2022, p. 43; Knell, Stix, 2020). However, there 

have been proven links between “the population’s 

perceptions of relative well-being and life 

satisfaction” (Clark, d’Ambrosio, 2015), social trust 

(Barone, Mocetti, 2016; Hu, 2017), and protest 

activity (Díaz, 2017; Schoene, Allaway, 2019). 

According to conducted studies, the perception 

of income inequality as high is manifested in 

marked differences in life satisfaction between 

population groups with different income levels, 

and life satisfaction inequality itself has a significant 

negative impact on social trust (Graafland, Lous, 

2019). Higher levels of income and wealth inequality 

correlate with lower levels of interpersonal trust 

and trust to political institutions, with weakened 

support for the institutional structure as a whole5 

(Krieckhaus et al., 2014; Gould, Hijzen, 2016). As 

shown in (Goubin, Hooghe, 2020), the relationship 

between macro-level perceptions of inequality and 

public trust in state institutions also depends on 

people’s socio-economic status.

In view of the above, we can rightfully agree with 

the statement of some researchers that people’s 

perception of inequality is more important “for 

predicting the behavior of individuals than the 

actual indicators of inequality” (Gimpelson, 

Chernina, 2020, p. 31; Gimpelson, Treisman, 2018; 

Kuhn, 2015). “In modern Russia, mass reactions 

to social inequality come from the basic value and 

worldview positions of Russians, acquiring the 

character of dissatisfaction with socio-economic 

relations formed in the country during the years 

of reforms, including the distribution of property 

and income” (Gorshkov, 2020, p. 238). Therefore, 

according to some Russian scholars, the demand 

from the population “to reduce inequality is 

primarily related to the subjective assessment of 

inequality rather than its actual depth” (Mareeva 

et al., 2022, p. 43; Gimpelson, Treisman, 2018). 

Since for the Russian sociocultural model the key 

ideational basis is the concept of justice (Russian 

society ..., 2017, pp. 108, 143–144; Mareeva, 

2015, pp. 110–111; Lapin et al., 2020, p. 8), then 

“Russians’ normative ideas about the principles 

of a just society related to certain inequalities” 

(Mareeva et al., 2022, p. 55) come to the fore. 

According to surveys of the Institute of Sociology 

FCTAS RAS, on the one hand, only about one-

third of Russians call small differences in income 

5 Bergbauer S., Giovannini A., Hernborg N. (2022). 
Economic inequality and public trust in the European Central 
Bank. Available at: https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/economic-
bulletin/articles/2022/html/ecb.ebart202203_02~f9d2d059f0.
en.html (accessed: August 29, 2022).



168 Volume 16, Issue 1, 2023                 Economic and Social Changes: Facts, Trends, Forecast

The Scale of Inequality and the Specifics of Its Perception in Modern Russia

as a necessary element of a just society, only 10% 

attribute a small share of the rich to such elements, 

which indicates “the population’s tolerance for 

income inequality as such if it occurs in conditions 

of equal opportunities – equal access to medicine, 

labor market, and education” (Mareeva et al., 

2022, pp. 55–56). On the other hand, it is income 

differentiation and access to social services that 

Russians find most painful: thus, when assessing 

their position in a multidimensional social space, 

they often note that they personally suffer from 

income inequality (47% in 2013, 69% in 2018, 67% 

in 2020), inequality in access to medical care (38, 

51 and 46% respectively) and good jobs (28, 38 and 

38% respectively), housing inequality (28, 36 and 

32% respectively) and inequality in opportunities 

for children from different social backgrounds  

(21, 19 and 26% respectively)6.

The given data “testifies that the current 

situation in Russian society does not meet the 

normative principles of justice in the perceptions of 

the population and does not provide the required 

equality of opportunities” (Mareeva et al., 2022,  

p. 55). “The perception of existing inequality in 

society and patterns of distribution of property 

rights as unfair can contribute to delegitimization in 

the eyes of the population of the entire institutional 

structure of society, opportunistic behavior in 

relation to the “unfair” system of established rules 

in society” (Mareeva, 2015, p. 110). Such situation 

actualizes the request to study the subjective 

perception of inequality in modern Russia, which 

for several years has been under uncertainty due to 

the consequences of decisions in foreign policy. At 

the same time, it is important not only to analyze 

the population’s opinion about inequality in terms 

of the scale, degree of justice and the role of the 

state, but also to assess the differentiation of the 

perception of inequality in different social (socio-

economic and socio-demographic) groups.

6 Data sources: (Mareeva, 2015, p. 115; Mareeva, 2018, 
p. 105; Mareeva et al., 2022, p. 54).

Research design and information base

Inequality as a socio-economic phenomenon is 

multifaceted and manifests itself not only in 

differentiation of income and/or wealth, but also in 

nonmonetary aspects in the form of unequal 

opportunities in access to socially important benefits 

and resources. In this study, speaking of inequality, 

we are referring primarily to its income (monetary) 

dimension, concerning the differences in the level of 

income received. At the same time, we expand the 

analysis by considering nonmonetary manifestations 

of inequality related to opportunities to ensure a 

higher level and quality of life, namely the payment 

for higher-quality educational and medical services.

During the work, we used a set of general  

and special methods of scientific knowledge in 

accordance with the tasks set and the available 

empirical material. In particular, we used general 

scientific methods – generalization, comparison, 

analysis and synthesis of scientific literature and 

open sources for the systematization of theoretical 

and methodological aspects of the study of 

subjective perception of inequality. To implement 

analytical tasks to identify trends in the actual level 

of inequality and features of its subjective perception 

of the population, we used methods of statistical and 

sociological analysis (dynamic analysis, calculation 

and analysis of differentiation indicators, descriptive 

analysis, analysis of multidimensional frequency 

distribution using combination tables).

In Russian and international practice a set of 

different indicators is used to measure the actual 

level of inequality, the basis of which are indicators 

of income differentiation and concentration (R/P 

10% ratio, Gini coefficient, Theil index, Atkinson 

index, etc.) and indicators of income distribution 

(decile differentiation ratio, quintile ratio, Palm 

coefficient, etc.). Often the analysis is supplemented 

by volumetric indicators (level of per capita/median 

income, poverty level, etc.) and the calculation of 

indicators of interregional differentiation (range 

of variation, polar value gap coefficient, variation 
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coefficient, dispersion, oscillation coefficient, etc.). 

In our work the estimation of the actual level of 

monetary inequality of the population was carried 

out according to such statistical indicators as 

average per capita income, decile coefficient, Gini 

coefficient.

Assessment of subjective perception of ine-

quality was carried out according to the inter-

national methodology of The International Social 

Survey Programme (ISSP) on the module “Social 

Inequality”7. It includes the following indicators: 

the depth and fairness of inequality, the role of the 

state in reducing income disparities, the features 

of the redistribution system (the role of taxes), the 

availability of health care and education, the degree 

of conflict (dislike) between the poor and the rich. 

The measurement of the population’s perception is 

built on normative questions, which allow assessing 

the degree of agreement of the respondents with 

the statements about income differences, about the 

fairness of differences, etc. The data obtained are 

not a direct assessment of the respondent’s position 

in the income hierarchy, but they can be used as 

an indirect indicator of the actual distribution of 

income and wealth in society.

The empirical basis for the study is official 

statistical data from Rosstat and the Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD), and the results of the 2019 sociological 

survey in the countries participating in the 

International Social Survey Program (ISSP–2019) 

with the “Social Inequality” module. The available 

database includes 35127 individual observations 

from 22 countries8. For comparative analysis with 

Russia (1,567 observations) 16 states were chosen 

7 The International Social Survey Programme. Available 
at: https://issp.org/

8 Access for registered users: Unified Archive of 
Economic and Sociological Data of the HSE. Available at: 
http://sophist.hse.ru/db/oprview.shtml?ID_S=2363&T=m; 
International Social Survey Programme: Social Inequality V –  
ISSP 2019, GESIS Data Archive for the Social Sciences. 
Available at: https://search.gesis.org/research_data/ZA7600

which differed most in the level of economic 

development, the specifics of the institutional 

structure, and the degree of actual inequality 

(according to the Gini coefficient): Bulgaria, the 

United Kingdom, Germany, Denmark, Israel, 

Italy, Lithuania, New Zealand, Slovenia, Finland, 

Croatia, the Czech Republic, Chile, Switzerland, 

South Africa, Japan9. As explanatory variables 

a number of socio-demographic and economic 

characteristics of individuals available in ISSP are 

used: gender, age, marital status (marriage status), 

presence of children, employment in the labor 

market, level of education, self-assessment of social 

status, territory of residence.

The main conclusions of the article are drawn as 

for 2019, the year of the ISSP international 

sociological survey. In accordance with this, and 

taking into account the availability of information in 

the databases of Rosstat and OECD, the analysis of 

objective indicators of inequality covers the period 

2010–2019/2020.

Assessment of the actual level of monetary 

inequality

One of the indicators of inequality, widely used 

for international comparisons, is the Gini index 

(coefficient). It “characterizes the differentiation 

of population’s monetary income by measuring 

the degree of deviation of the actual distribution 

of income from their absolutely equal distribution” 

(Gorshkov, 2014, p. 23). Unlike other indicators 

(decile coefficient, Palm coefficient, Theil index, 

etc.) the Gini coefficient is “more sensitive to 

changes in the middle part of the distribution” 

(Salmina, 2021, p. 82; Gastwirth, 2017).  

9 “Anglo-Saxon countries differentiated by a liberal 
regulatory regime (Great Britain, New Zealand), continental 
European countries with a relatively high degree of 
coordination (Germany, Switzerland, Finland, Denmark), 
middle-income countries of Latin America (Chile), developed 
countries of East Asia and Africa (Japan, South Africa), post-
socialist countries of Eastern Europe (Bulgaria, Lithuania, 
Slovenia, Czech Republic)” (Gimpelson, Monusova, 2014,  
p. 224).
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We emphasize that comparing countries by the Gini 

coefficient “is rather conditional, since country 

size, GDP, and population size significantly affect 

the level of inequality” (Rossoshanskii, 2019,  

p. 113), but it helps to get a general idea of the scale 

of inequality across countries of the world.

According to OECD data (Tab. 1), among the 

examined states, the highest level of population 

inequality according to the Gini coefficient is 

annually observed in Russia (above 0.4). In other 

countries, the level of the index is noticeably lower; 

at the same time, in many of them the income 

differentiation is slightly increasing. Despite positive 

changes in Russia as a whole over the period under 

consideration, its level in recent years has been 

relatively stable and exceeds the “conventional 

mark” of excessive inequality of 0.40010. 

In terms of Russian territories, the expected 

high degree of income differentiation is observed 

in more developed subjects, namely in export-

resource regions and regions with developed 

industrial and trade-transport activity (Tyumen, 

Sakhalin, Sverdlovsk Oblasts, Chukotka Autono-

mous Okrug, Krasnodar Krai), and in the largest 

agglomerations (Moscow, Saint Petersburg;  

Tab. 2). The value of the index is a little lower 

in the  regions with problems in terms of socio-

economic development. However, the values of the 

Gini coefficient in the majority of Russian regions 

are very close, which is confirmed by the calculated 

coefficients of variation and oscillation. In other 

words, Russian regions are quite homogeneous in 

terms of the Gini coefficient and the differences 

between them are not increasing.

Table 1. Gini coefficient worldwide*

Country 2010 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Russia 0.421 0.415 0.412 0.412 0.411 0.414 0.412

Bulgaria 0.329 0.369 0.377 0.402 0.395 0.408 0.402

United Kingdom 0.351 0.356 0.360 0.351 0.357 0.366 0.366

Lithuania 0.329 0.380 0.372 0.378 0.374 0.361 0.357

Israel 0.371 0.360 0.346 0.344 0.348 0.342 no data

Japan no data no data no data no data no data 0.334 no data

Italy 0.327 0.326 0.333 0.327 0.334 0.330 no data

New Zealand 0.335 0.341 0.325 0.333 0.335 0.330 0.326

Switzerland 0.298 0.297 0.296 0.302 0.299 0.311 0.316

Germany no data 0.289 0.293 0.294 0.289 0.289 no data

Finland 0.264 0.257 0.260 0.259 0.266 0.269 no data

Denmark no data 0.256 0.263 0.261 0.264 0.263 no data

Slovenia 0.245 0.251 0.250 0.244 0.243 0.249 0.246

Czech Republic 0.260 0.257 0.258 0.253 0.249 0.249 0.248

Croatia no data no data no data no data no data no data no data

Chile no data no data 0.454 no data 0.460 no data no data

South Africa no data no data 0.626 no data 0.618 no data no data

* Ranked by 2018.
According to: Income inequality. Available at: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm

10 Poverty and Shared Prosperity 2016: Taking on Inequality. DOI: 10.1596/978-1-4648-0958-3
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Table 2. Gini coefficient by Russian regions

Region* 2010 2014 2015 2017 2018 2019 2020 Rank**

Jewish Autonomous Oblast 0.378 0.369 0.355 0.347 0.349 0.34 0.327 1

Republic of Ingushetia 0.359 0.368 0.358 0.356 0.342 0.334 0.328 2

Kostroma Oblast 0.365 0.358 0.35 0.353 0.338 0.338 0.329 3

Republic of Khakassia 0.378 0.356 0.346 0.354 0.354 0.34 0.329 3

Vladimir Oblast 0.366 0.36 0.355 0.349 0.344 0.34 0.332 5

Kirov Oblast 0.366 0.366 0.349 0.343 0.34 0.34 0.332 5

Karachay-Cherkess Republic 0.368 0.373 0.365 0.356 0.348 0.344 0.332 5

Republic of Crimea 0.309 0.34 0.348 0.336 0.333 8

Novgorod Oblast 0.403 0.389 0.378 0.36 0.349 0.343 0.334 9

Chelyabinsk Oblast 0.4 0.382 0.368 0.352 0.355 0.348 0.334 9

… … … … … … … … …

Vologda Oblast 0.373 0.365 0.361 0.35 0.354 0.356 0.357 43

… … … … … … … … …

Sverdlovsk Oblast 0.432 0.422 0.41 0.405 0.403 0.405 0.394 73

Republic of Bashkortostan 0.427 0.424 0.412 0.416 0.411 0.408 0.394 73

Zabaykalsky Krai 0.401 0.398 0.395 0.397 0.406 0.406 0.397 75

Krasnodar Krai 0.415 0.421 0.414 0.404 0.405 0.403 0.401 76

Saint Petersburg 0.446 0.432 0.408 0.406 0.405 0.406 0.402 77

Sakhalin Oblast 0.415 0.408 0.408 0.412 0.418 0.419 0.402 77

Republic of Adygea 0.385 0.396 0.383 0.396 0.403 0.405 0.404 79

Chukotka Autonomous Okrug 0.406 0.419 0.413 0.4 0.405 0.408 0.407 80

Moscow 0.505 0.454 0.432 0.417 0.417 0.418 0.413 81

Tyumen Oblast 0.446 0.437 0.431 0.426 0.432 0.431 0.426 82

FOR REFERENCE:
Russian Federation

0.421 0.415 0.412 0.411 0.414 0.412 0.406 –

Variation coefficient, % 6.410 5.443 6.413 5.627 5.983 6.411 6.355 –

Oscillation coefficient 0.377 0.271 0.345 0.242 0.252 0.262 0.273 –

* The 10 regions with the best and worst values of the indicator, and the Vologda Oblast are indicated.
** Ranked by 2020 data.
According to: Russian Regions: Statistical Digest. Rosstat.

Similar patterns are fixed on another indicator 

of inequality – the decile coefficient, characterizing 

the difference in income of the richest 10% and  

the poorest 10% of the population (Tab. 3). For 

Russia as a whole, it decreased from 16.6 to 14.9-fold 

during the analyzed period, which, however, is still 

above the “conventional mark” of normal inequality 

(6–8 times) (Lapin et al., 2020, pp. 11–12). 

In spite of a considerable gap between polar regions 

(about 2.5-fold in 2010–2015, and about 2-fold in 

2016–2020), the calculated coefficient of variation 

(below 30%) indicates the homogeneity of the 

population, while a decrease in the oscillation 

coefficient suggests that the coefficient value for 

more and more regions is close to the average and 

regional development converges.

According to established opinion, “Russia is 

characterized by a high level of regional inequality: 

the income of the residents of the richest constituent 

entity of the Russian Federation may exceed the 

same indicator in the poorest constituent entity 

by several times” (Gorshkov, 2016, p. 698).  
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As noted above, the dynamics of relative indicators 

of inequality demonstrates the desire to the 

regions’ equalization. As for changes in volumetric 

indicators characterizing the level of income (for 

example, average per capita cash income, Tab. 4), 

it is impossible to unequivocally judge about the 

positive dynamics in reducing the level of inter-

regional polarization. Despite the reduction of the 

gap between polar regions over the analyzed period 

from 3.6 to 2.7-fold, the values of variation and 

oscillation coefficients fluctuate insignificantly, 

there is no convergence of regions. The leaders 

remain stably developed subjects with a rich export-

resource, industrial and financial base, while the 

outsiders include subsidized subjects of the North 

Caucasian and Southern federal districts with a low 

level of socio-economic development.

Thus, inequality in Russia has a large scale and 

persists throughout the entire post-reform period of 

the country’s development without a pronounced 

focus on reducing the depth of polarization of 

the extreme income groups. It is worth noting 

Table 3. Decile coefficient by Russian regions

Region* 2010 2014 2015 2017 2018 2019 2020 Rank**

Kostroma Oblast 11.1 10.6 10 10.2 9.2 9.2 8.6 1

Jewish Autonomous Oblast 12.1 11.4 10.3 9.8 9.9 9.3 8.6 1

Republic of Ingushetia 10.6 11.3 10.5 10.5 9.4 8.9 8.6 1

Republic of Khakassia 12.2 10.5 9.7 10.3 10.3 9.3 8.7 4

Vladimir Oblast 11.1 10.8 10.4 10 9.6 9.3 8.8 5

Karachay-Cherkess Republic 11.4 11.7 11.1 10.4 9.8 9.6 8.8 5

Kirov Oblast 11.2 11.2 9.9 9.5 9.3 9.3 8.8 5

Republic of Crimea 7.5 94 9.8 9.1 8.9 8

Novgorod Oblast 14.6 13.2 12.1 10.8 9.9 9.5 8.9 8

Chelyabinsk Oblast 14.3 12.5 11.4 10.1 10.3 9.9 8.9 8

… … … … … … … … …

Vologda Oblast 11.7 11.1 10.8 10.0 10.3 10.4 10.5 42

… … … … … … … … …

Republic of Bashkortostan 17.4 16.9 15.6 16.0 15.5 15.0 13.7 73

Sverdlovsk Oblast 18 16.7 15.3 14.8 14.6 14.8 13.7 73

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) 14.4 14.0 13.7 14.0 14.9 14.8 14.0 75

Krasnodar Krai 15.9 16.6 15.8 14.7 14.8 14.6 14.3 76

Saint Petersburg 20.0 18.0 15.1 14.8 14.8 14.9 14.4 77

Sakhalin Oblast 15.8 15.1 15.1 15.5 16.3 16.3 14.5 78

Republic of Adygea 12.8 13.8 12.6 13.8 14.6 14.8 14.6 79

Chukotka Autonomous Okrug 14..8 16.3 15.7 14.2 14.8 15.1 15.0 80

Moscow 28.3 21.2 18.1 16.1 16.2 16.2 15.6 81

Tyumen Oblast 20 18.7 17.8 17.2 17.9 17.9 17.2 82

FOR REFERENCE:
Russian Federation

16.6 15.8 15.5 15.4 15.8 15.6 14.9 –

Variation coefficient, % 20.37 16.14 17.24 15.23 16.39 17.43 17.02 –

Oscillation coefficient 1.298 0.859 0.890 0.682 0.733 0.772 0.776 –

* The 10 regions with the best and worst values of the indicator, and the Vologda Oblast are indicated.
** Ranked by 2020 data.
According to: Russian Regions: statistical digest, Rosstat.
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Table 4. Average per capita cash income of the population (including the cost 
of a fixed set of goods and services by region)*, rubles per month

Region** 2010 2015 2017 2018 2019 2020 Rank***
Dynamics, 

2020 to 
2010, %****

Moscow 31389.6 42098.8 45166.8 48348.0 52401.6 55214.8 1 -8.0

Chukotka Autonomous 
Okrug

21499.7 40398.5 46600.1 46685.0 47966.6 53746.5 2 43.2

Magadan Oblast 19504.9 34545.1 37940.7 42630.5 46624.0 51192.8 3 34.0

Sakhalin Oblast 21461.7 37743.8 41527.8 45082.4 49089.0 50724.8 4 14.6

Tyumen Oblast 23842.5 37044.2 39867.0 42204.2 44507.6 46212.0 5 1.6

Saint Petersburg 23678.1 34788.8 38316.8 40753.7 43432.7 45527.0 6 5.5

Moscow Oblast 20860.7 34946.5 37815.2 40291.1 42968.7 43121.9 7 9.3

Republic of Tatarstan 21926.8 363807 37202.3 38673.5 41304.1 41248.5 8 11.9

Sverdlovsk Oblast 22102.4 34922.7 35806.8 38289.8 41046.5 40030.4 9 -10.0

Murmansk Oblast 18936.5 30337.8 32811.0 34971.6 37370.4 39755.1 10 5.6

… … … … … … … … …

Vologda Oblast 13916.4 24564.6 25453.8 27099.2 29043.5 29768.5 46 15.0

… … … … … … … … …

Kabardino-Balkarian 
Republic

13621.0 20414.1 21730.5 22335.5 23364.2 24216.5 73 1.2

Stavropol Krai 12880.9 22216.9 23215.4 23844.9 24823.3 24209.4 74 1.1

Republic of Crimea 0.0 17866.0 21496.5 22014.2 23648.3 24169.6 75 18.3

Mari El Republic 12399.8 20860.6 21739.0 22023.1 23611.4 24069.1 76 11.3

Kurgan Oblast 15217.3 21602.2 22184.8 21697.8 22999.5 23927.1 77 -15.5

Republic of Tuva 10906.3 16979.3 16672.2 17304.8 18877.6 21464.4 78 -0.8

Altai Republic 12996.3 16215.1 17356.2 18930.6 20012.5 21436.4 79 -7.4

Republic of Kalmykia 8813.2 16706.4 17767.6 18397.6 19404.0 21006.1 80 32.8

Karachay-Cherkess Republic 11825.9 18245.0 18573.1 19066.8 20322.2 20948.6 81 -5.1

Republic of Ingushetia 11699.6 17726.4 18929.9 19524.1 19704.3 20156.2 82 1.6

FOR REFERENCE:
Russian Federation

18958 30254 31897 33266 35338 36073 – –

Variation coefficient, % 21.0 20.0 20.8 22.0 22.1 22.6 – –

Oscillation coefficient 1.39 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.09 1.11 – –

* Translation to comparable prices is carried out at the cost of a fixed set of goods and services. This method is used to compare regions 
among themselves for the relevant year.
** The 10 regions with the best and worst values of the indicator, and the Vologda Oblast are indicated.
*** Ranked by 2020 data.
**** Calculated by indicators expressed in comparable prices of 2020, the conversion to which was carried out on the basis of the 
consumer price index. This method is used to estimate changes in the value indicators over a number of years within a single region, 
taking into account the level of inflation.
Calculation based on: Russian Regions: statistical digest, Rosstat.

that we analyzed the official statistical data based 

on sample surveys. According to some scholars 

(Salmina, 2021; Novokmet et al., 2017), the Rosstat 

assessments underestimate the scale of inequality, 

while the application of econometric methods 

and the re-estimation of income by wealth with 

tax or expenditure data provide more accurate 

information about inequality. Ultimately, however, 

the estimation methods used do not affect the 

conclusion that there is a high level of inequality in 

Russia compared to many developed and developing 

foreign countries.
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Assessment of the subjective perception of 

inequality by the population

Before analyzing subjective perceptions of 

inequality in Russia, let us look at the correlation 

between people’s perceptions of the depth of 

income differences between the poor and the rich in 

countries with different levels of observed inequality 

(according to the Gini coefficient). Figure 1 shows 

the countries arranged in the space of two axes: the 

actual level of inequality (X axis) and the share of 

the population absolutely agreeing that income 

inequality is high (Y axis) (Gimpelson, Monusova, 

2014, p. 219). According to the graph, the 

distribution does not have a clearly expressed trend. 

Among the countries with high inequality there are 

those where a large part of the population assesses 

it as excessively large (Russia, Bulgaria, Israel), and 

those where the population is not so categorical 

(UK, New Zealand, Lithuania). Similarly, in the 

group of states with low levels of actual inequality, 

its perception is heterogeneous.

Such a conclusion is quite expected because 

“there are a number of good reasons (both eco-

nomic and socio-ethical) why a straightforward 

relationship is far from being guaranteed” 

(Gimpelson, Monusova, 2014, p. 221). The 

perception of inequality is based not so much on 

the income level of different population groups, as 

on the opportunities that people have in the country, 

on the level of fairness of the social structure, the 

degree of accessibility of life-forming goods of high 

quality, etc.

The data of the international ISSP-2019  

survey show that the Russian population shows  

the most critical assessments of such aspects of 

perception as the scale (depth) of inequality and the 

role of the state in solving the problem of reducing 

income disparities (Fig. 2). Nearly three-quarters of 

Russians (73%) fully agree that the income disparity 

between the rich and poor in the country is too great. 

Similar estimates are recorded in Croatia (63%) 

and Bulgaria (60%), while in other countries the 

Figure 1. Perceptions of the depth of inequality and the level of actual inequality worldwide, 2018

Calculation based on: Income inequality. Available at: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm; ISSP-2019.
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proportion of the population with such a categorical 

attitude is much lower (Germany, Slovenia, Israel – 

53%, Chile – 37%, Denmark – 26%).

Also, the majority of Russians (68%) are 

absolutely convinced that it is the state that should 

be the leading actor in the fight against inequality 

and make efforts to reduce it. In other countries 

this position is shared by a much smaller share 

of the population, although by the total sum of 

responses (absolutely agree and rather agree) the 

residents of the countries under consideration are 

in solidarity in their request for the state to reduce 

income inequality. The Russians’ assessment of the 

actual actions of the state is quite critical: nearly 

half (48%) believe that the state is failing in this 

task. Even higher shares of those dissatisfied with 

government actions to reduce inequality are found 

in Croatia (56%) and Bulgaria (58%).

The Russian population perceives the existing 

income inequality not only as significant, but also 

as unfair – the share of those who rather and 

completely agree with it is 94% (Fig. 3). It is 

noteworthy that residents of most other countries 

under consideration (with the exception of 

Denmark, Switzerland, Finland, New Zealand, and 

South Africa) are in solidarity with Russians on this 

issue. It can be assumed that the demand for a fair 

social order, a fair distribution of opportunities to 

access various benefits regardless of income levels 

is extremely relevant in the public consciousness in 

many countries of the world.

The data on the perception of the conflict 

between rich and poor should be regarded as an 

alarming social signal for Russia (Fig. 4). Almost 

70% of Russians are very keen on this conflict and 

believe that there is not just a difference in interests 

Figure 2. Perception of income disparities and the role of the state in reducing them worldwide,  
% of respondents

Calculation based on: ISSP-2019.
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Figure 3. People’s perceptions of the fairness of the existing distribution of income worldwide,  
% of respondents

Figure 4. Estimation of the degree of dislike between the poor and the rich worldwide, 
% of respondents

Calculation based on: ISSP-2019.

Calculation based on: ISSP-2019.
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between the polar groups, but quite a strong 

dislike. This situation is also true for Italy, Chile, 

and South Africa, while in other countries social 

tensions between the poor and the rich are not so 

pronounced.

One of the instruments of public policy to 

reduce income inequality is the tax system. 

Despite the very tolerant attitude of the popu-

lation of many countries to income disparities 

and government actions to reduce them, a 

significant share of citizens agrees that rich 

people should pay a much larger share of their 

income as taxes than the poor population 

(Tab. 5). It should be noted that this pattern 

emerges regardless of whether the country has a 

progressive tax scale. In Russia, an overwhelming 

majority also supports a progressive scale, with 

many Russians rating the current taxes for the 

rich as too low (almost 70%) and advocating a 

significant difference in the level of interest paid  

on income (61%).

An important nonmonetary manifestation of 

inequality is the ability to access quality social 

services, primarily to education and health care, 

because they are directly related to human capital, 

they form the basis for social mobility, and 

determine the possibility of achieving a high level 

and quality of life. The position of the citizens of 

the United Kingdom, Japan, South Africa, and 

New Zealand looks very tolerant. At the same 

time, the population of Russia, like in many other 

countries, does not demonstrate high tolerance 

for the opportunities of wealthy people to acquire 

medical and educational services of better quality –  

more than 60% consider such manifestations of 

differentiation unfair (Fig. 5). Such a position is 

more characteristic of the elderly (64% for medical 

services and 70% for education vs 58–62% in other 

age groups), the temporarily unemployed (65% for 

medical services and 68% for education vs 58 and 

62% among the employed), and people who live in 

rural areas.

Table 5. Opinion of the population on the tax system, % of respondents*

Country**

The amount of percentage of income that people with high 
incomes have to pay as taxes

Assessment of current taxes for 
people with high incomes

Larger 
(significantly and 

somewhat)

The same 
percentage as  

low-income people

Smaller (significantly 
and somewhat)

Low taxes Low + too low

Japan 90.2 8.5 1.3 41.9 57.1
Russia 84.6 12.9 2.5 36.7 69.9
Germany 83.5 15.8 0.7 43.5 53.5
Bulgaria 83.3 11.6 5.2 41.8 53.9
Italy 82.6 16.1 1.4 13.4 18.2
Switzerland 82.1 16.6 1.2 44.7 57.0
Finland 82.1 16.5 1.4 34.9 46.4
Slovenia 81.7 16.5 1.8 50.4 60.6
United Kingdom 77.6 20.8 1.6 32.7 40.0
Croatia 74.6 23.4 2.1 44.3 61.6
Lithuania 73.6 21.7 4.7 45.5 63.9
Israel 71.5 24.5 4.0 284 30.4
New Zealand 70.9 27.8 1.4 29.6 36.9
Chile 69.9 24.0 6.1 39.7 53.6
Denmark 64.4 33.0 2.7 31.5 35.3
South Africa 58.6 34.8 6.6 8.9 11.1
Czech Republic 55.7 40.1 4.2 35.3 42.6
* Ranked by the proportion who think the rich should pay a higher percentage.
** Countries with a progressive taxation scale for individuals are in italics.
According to: ISSP-2019.
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An analysis of the perception of inequality in the 

context of population groups gives interesting 

results. According to studies by leading specialists 

in sociology, modern Russian society has formed 

“... at least 10–12 social strata, each... with its 

own values and interests, income and property 

characteristics, way and style of life,... with its 

life goal-setting,... its principles of morality, its 

principles of political norms...”11. The assessment 

of the existing income inequality in Russia as 

too deep and unfair, and the assessment of the 

acuteness of the conflict between the polar 

11 Gorshkov M.K. Injustice and poverty are felt equally 
keenly (interview for the newspaper Kultura on June 8, 
2017). Available at: https://portal-kultura.ru/articles/
country/162230-mikhail-gorshkov-my-znaem-obshchestvo-
v-kotorom-zhivem/ (accessed: August 29, 2022).

groups and the unsuccessful actions of the state 

in overcoming existing income disparities are 

typical for all sociodemographic and socio-

economic groups without exception (Tab. 6). The 

opinions of Russians differ only in the degree of 

expression. The assessments of the employed and 

temporarily unemployed are slightly more critical 

than those of citizens who have never worked. The 

most prosperous groups (people with a high level 

of education and those who belong to the upper 

stratum) perceive the income gap and social tension 

between the poor and the rich more acutely. It is 

noteworthy that despite the availability of better 

social services and diverse cultural and social life in 

cities, assessments of those living in urban and rural 

areas are identical.

Figure 5. Assessment of fairness of differences in social benefits between the poor  
and the rich (options “rather unfair” + “completely unfair”) worldwide, % of respondents

Calculation based on: ISSP-2019.
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Table 6. Perception of inequality in groups with different demographic  
and socio-economic characteristics in Russia, % of respondents*

Characteristics

Share of agreement with the statement (strongly agree + rather agree)

Income disparities 
in the country are 

too great

The existing 
distribution of 

income in Russia 
is unfair

The dislike 
between the poor 

and the rich is 
great

The state (government) is failing 
(completely + rather) to reduce 

income disparities

Sex

Men 91.5 92.4 68.4 83.8

Women 91.7 96.0 67.1 80.8

Age

Under 30 89.3 91.0 67.9 73.4

From 30 to 55(60) 92.1 94.4 67.3 83.2

Older than 55(60) 92.4 96.6 68.2 86.1

Marital status

Married 93.3 95.0 66.2 83.3

Living apart 83.3 100.0 66.7 33.3

Divorced 90.1 95.8 72.2 85.1

Widower (widow) 89.7 98.8 65.5 87.6

Single, never been married 89.8 90.4 69.7 76.4

Presence of children

No children 92.6 94.2 69.5 83.6

Have children 90.0 94.7 64.6 79.6

Work

Have a paid job at the 
moment

92.3 94.3 69.8 82.8

Had in a paid job in the past, 
but not working now

90.6 95.0 65.3 83.5

Never had a paid job 91.5 89.9 58.0 67.1

Education

General secondary or lower 90.4 92.7 62.8 81.4

Specialized secondary, 
incomplete higher

90.5 95.4 67.9 82.4

Higher 94.9 94.6 71.6 82.6

Second higher, degree in 
science

91.5 91.5 73.9 81.3

Social status (self-assessment)

The lowest layer 95.1 98.0 81.4 86.4

Workers 92.3 95.7 67.4 82.3

Upper part of the workers 
layer/bottom part of the 
middle layer

91.3 94.1 77.8 84.2

Middle layer 90.6 92.8 62.3 80.8

Top of the middle layer 89.3 92.9 67.9 74.1

The highest layer 100.0 75.0 100.0 75,0

Territory of residence

City and suburbs 92.0 94.1 66.5 81.4

A small town, an urban 
settlement

89.5 94.3 72.8 83.1

The village and smaller 93.0 95.2 64.9 82.8

According to: ISSP-2019.
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Moreover, a comparison of the results of several 

waves of ISSP conducted by S.V. Mareeva,  

E.D. Slobodenyuk and V.A. Anikin (Fig. 6) showed 

that “the perception of inequality and the 

intensity of the request for redistribution in 

Russia remain similar to the situation of twenty 

years ago” (Mareeva et al., 2022, p. 45). In other 

words, despite various initiatives and programs to 

strengthen the state’s social obligations and expand 

social support for certain population groups, 

the implementation of measures to consolidate 

Russian society using traditional spiritual and 

moral values and the values of the social state, 

and even changes in the socio-economic context 

in post-reform Russia, no radical transformation 

of the population’s subjective perception of 

the problem of monetary and nonmonetary 

inequalities has occurred.

In this context, it is understandable that  

the overwhelming majority of Russians (67%) do 

not agree with the statement that large income 

disparities are necessary for the country’s prosperity. 

This view is shared to a greater extent by those 

respondents who believe that existing income 

disparities are high (69%) and unfair (69%) than by 

those for whom such disparities are small (48%) and 

not so unfair (45%). Russians are even more critical 

of the statement that inequality exists because it 

benefits the rich and those in power (82% of those 

who agree). Moreover, the population that assesses 

income distribution as unfair is virtually unequivocal 

in its opinion (84% of those who agree vs. 50% of 

those who think the distribution is fair).

Addressing the question about the grounds for 

success in life showed that a good education and 

hard work are seen as necessary components of 

success regardless of the perception of the depth 

and fairness of inequality (Tab. 7). A certain 

differentiation of opinions is traced on such 

parameters as origin from a rich family and 

necessary connections – the population, more 

categorical in their perception of inequality, 

considers them very important in order to succeed 

in life.

Figure 6. Dynamics of perception of income inequality in the public consciousness of Russians, 1992–2019, %

Source: (Mareeva et al., 2022, p. 45).
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Thus, the Russian population’s perception of 

inequality differs from that of other countries’ 

residents in a more pronounced critical assessment 

of the depth, unfairness, social conflict, and 

government actions for reducing disparities. At 

the same time, there are no significant differences 

in the perception of inequality in different socio-

demographic and socio-economic groups, none 

of the groups stands out with greater tolerance or 

criticality.

Discussion

Inequality in monetary and nonmonetary 

dimensions is a serious challenge for the state, since 

the population views the actual extent and depth of 

differentiation as a result of government action. In 

this context, when the state fails to ensure a relatively 

equal distribution of resources, equitable access to 

vital services, and the consistent implementation of 

its proclaimed goals of living standards and quality 

Table 7. Basis for success in groups with different degrees of assessment of 
the depth and fairness of inequality in Russia, % of respondents*

How important it is to succeed in 
life

Income differences between rich and poor are large Fairness in income distribution
Agreed 

(completely + 
rather)

Both agree and 
disagree

Disagree 
(completely + 

rather)

Fair (very + 
rather)

Unfair (very + 
rather)

co
m

e 
fro

m
 a

 
w

ea
lth

y 
fa

m
ily important (extremely 

+ very)
37.8 19.1 31.3 20.2 37.9

quite important 25.2 29.8 15.0 22.6 25.1
not important (not very 
+ completely)

37.0 51.1 53.8 57.1 37.1

go
od

 e
du

ca
tio

n important (extremely 
+ very)

67.1 57.4 67.1 63.2 66.6

quite important 21.1 36.2 17.6 20.7 21.8
not important (not very 
+ completely)

11.8 6.4 15.3 16.1 11.6

ha
rd

 w
or

k

important (extremely 
+ very)

72.1 66.0 72.9 73.3 71.4

quite important 17.7 29.8 20.0 19.8 18.5
not important (not very 
+ completely)

10.2 4.3 7.1 7.0 10.1

us
ef

ul
 c

on
ta

ct
s important (extremely 

+ very)
62.3 42.6 61.2 47.1 61.9

quite important 25.9 25.5 12.9 29.9 25.3
not important (not very 
+ completely)

11.7 31.9 25.9 23.0 12.8

*The differences are highlighted.
According to: ISSP-2019.

of life, trust in state institutions is naturally reduced, 

and the probability of protest activity in society 

grows stronger. In Russia, the first part of this 

equation is already forming, in particular there is 

“stalling of the implementation of publicly declared 

goals of national development” (Ilyin, Morev, 2022, 

p. 11), “long-standing unresolved issues... of a fairer 

distribution of national welfare” (Ilyin, Morev, 2020, 

p. 16, 29). This leads to “people’s fatigue with the 

next positive goals of socio-economic development, 

which have not been fulfilled for the first time” 

(Ilyin, Morev, 2020, p. 10) and “creates risks for 

the legitimacy of the current authorities of all levels 

(including the Russian President) in assessments 

of public opinion” (Ilyin, Morev, 2022, p. 11). 

According to the results of all-Russian sociological 

surveys, a “slow, but fairly stable dynamics of growth 

in the number of Russians who negatively comment 

on the president’s activity” is forming – according 
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to VCIOM surveys “in comparison with the third 

presidential term (2012–2017), the level of approval 

of V. Putin has decreased in the country in 2019–

2020 from 77 to 60–64%” (Ilyin, Morev, 2020,  

pp. 27–28).

Under certain circumstances, the social risks 

associated with inequality, in the fact that inequality 

“... creates a climate of confrontation, ... exa-

cerbates the polarization of society, generates 

apathy and passivity of certain segments of the 

population, and encourages the bearers of radical 

mindsets to illegitimate forms of protest and 

political extremism” (Gorshkov, 2014, p. 29), can 

move from potential to real. Therefore, considering 

that the impact of inequality on interpersonal 

and institutional trust is weaker in the presence of 

strong welfare and redistributive policies (Kumlin, 

Haugsgjerd, 2017), effective and strong public 

policies are needed to mitigate the socio-economic 

and political consequences of inequality and 

improve living standards and quality of life in the 

context of building a welfare state in Russia.

Conclusion

The problem of inequality has always been a 

burning issue for Russian society in terms not only 

of the objective depth of differences, but also of its 

perception by the population. The restructuring 

of Russia’s socio-economic and socio-political 

structure over the past three decades has only 

partly contributed to the reduction of monetary 

and nonmonetary inequalities and in some ways 

transformed their content (poverty has decreased, 

income and middle class have increased, 

consumption patterns have changed).

The conducted research allowed us to draw a 

number of conclusions comparable with the results 

presented in previously published domestic  

and foreign works. In turn, it contributes to the 

understanding of cross-country and cross-group 

features of the population’s perception of monetary 

inequality and its nonmonetary manifestations, 

which constitutes its scientific novelty.

The assessment of the current situation with 

regard to the monetary inequality of Russia’s 

population in 2010–2021 shows that its level 

remains excessive. In particular, the value of the 

Gini coefficient steadily exceeds the mark of 0.400 

and is expected to be higher in regions with trade 

and transport and export-resource specialization 

(Tyumen, Sakhalin, Sverdlovsk Oblasts, Chukotka 

Autonomous Okrug, Krasnodar Krai) and in major 

agglomerations (Moscow, Saint Petersburg). The 

decile coefficient varies around the mark of 15 

times, but in more than half of the subjects does not 

exceed the mark of 12 times. Average income per 

capita in many regions shows positive dynamics, 

the gap between polar regions is reducing (from 

3.6 to 2.9-fold), while in most subjects the value 

of the indicator remains below the average Russian 

level, especially in subsidized territories of the 

North Caucasian, Southern and Siberian federal 

districts. The calculated indicators of interregional 

differentiation (coefficients of variation and 

oscillation) indicate a high homogeneity of Russian 

regions by the analyzed indicators of monetary 

inequality.

According to the results of the analysis of 

subjective perception, it was determined that the 

majority of Russians consider income inequality to 

be excessively high and unfair, quite acutely 

assessing the conflict (degree of dislike) between 

the rich and the poor. The Russian population does 

not show tolerance to nonmonetary dimensions of 

inequality, considering unfair the opportunity of 

rich people to purchase medical and educational 

services of higher quality. Russia is a leader in 

these aspects against the background of other 

countries. Russians place the main responsibility 

for reducing income disparities on the state, but 

assess its activities in this direction as unsuccessful. 

Compared to citizens of other countries, Russians’ 

assessments are more categorical. Subjective 

perceptions of the scale and fairness of inequality 

and the role of the state in reducing it are shared by 
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the entire population and are virtually identical for 

groups with different socio-demographic and socio-

economic characteristics.

The article contributes to the development of 

applied science, it clearly demonstrates the 

possibilities of long-term sociological research 

(monitoring) on key social problems, allowing us to 

identify the distinctive features of a particular period 

of functioning of the state and characteristic for 

this period of life practices, attitudes and subjective 

perceptions.

The identified trends in cross-country and 

cross-group perceptions of inequality will allow 

authorities, social institutions, and the nonprofit 

sector to adjust their activities in reducing 

differentiation and improving the level and quality 

of life of the population.

It is planned to focus further research on the 

degree of influence of various factors on the 

formation of interregional differentiation of 

inequality of the country’s population, on the 

development of a classification of Russian regions by 

the level of monetary and nonmonetary inequality 

to identify homogeneous groups of regions and 

substantiate directions and tools for smoothing 

inequality in these groups.
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