KIER DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES

KYOTO INSTITUTE
OF
ECONOMIC RESEARCH

Discussion Paper No. 1118

“Social Capital in Russia in the Period of Turbulence”

Satoshi Mizobata, Kazuho Yokogawa, Victor Gorshkov,
Hiroaki Hayashi and Vasiliy Anikin

June 2025

KYOTO UNIVERSITY
KYOTO, JAPAN




Social Capital in Russia in the Period of Turbulence®

Satoshi Mizobata! + Kazuho Yokogawa?® * Victor Gorshkov? *
Hiroaki Hayashi* - Vasiliy Anikin®

* This research was supported by the JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 20H04404 “Social Structure of Russia from
the Angle of Social Capital”.

! Kyoto Institute of Economic Research, Kyoto University; Ristumeikan University

2 Kanagawa University

3 University of Niigata Prefecture

4 Ristumeikan University

5 HSE University



Social Capital in Russia in the Period of Turbulence

Abstract

This paper presents the results of a survey on social capital in Russia, conducted from
December 2023 to January 2024. It represents the second round of research, following an initial
survey conducted in early 2022. The survey’s methodology for this round mirrors that of the
first, with 1,600 individuals from across Russia surveyed on their perceptions of social
networks, levels of trust, civic engagement, and evaluations of government policies. Conducted
nearly two years after the start of the military conflict with Ukraine and the imposition of
economic sanctions by Western countries, this paper aims to assess how social capital has
evolved during this turbulent period. The findings indicate that Russian social capital has
remained relatively stable. Key characteristics include low generalized trust, high
particularized trust, strong networks among family, relatives, and close friends, as well as
mutual support within these networks. There is also notable trust in the President and the
military. However, slight shifts are observable, such as efforts of some respondents to form
new social ties and networks and emerging social division, particularly pronounced in
generational differences in attitudes toward Russia’s government policies on Ukraine.

JEL classification: A13, A14, P52
Keywords: social capital, Russia, social network, social trust, civic engagement
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1. Introduction

In examining economic policy, its effectiveness, and the functions of a market economy, the
concept of social capital has attracted increasing attention (Inaba, 2024; Yodo, 2018; Sekine,
2023). Regardless of the degree of market freedom, all economic systems are fundamentally
rooted in human behaviour and values. This perspective is essential for analysing the Russian
economy and society, where people have experienced the socialist economic system that differs

significantly from a market economy.

Social capital, as defined by Inaba (2007 p.4) refers to the ‘trust, norms and networks in
society,” and it functions through relationships between individuals and groups. When
analysing Russia, social capital can be considered a ‘heuristic devise’ (Staveren, 2014). Russia
has experienced a dramatic market transition, recovered from an economic crisis, and
reestablished itself as a world power. Although it functions as a capitalist economy, it has not

evolved into a typical liberal and coordinated-market type.

In Russia, state-business relations are unusually close. The dependence of the Russian society
on the state® and its distinct economic system remains stark and does not seem to move forward
towards normalisation. Russia’s economic system is not that of the Soviet Union’, but is still
heavily influenced by state intervention®. While Russia operates within a market economy, the
state plays a dominant role (Galbraith, 2023). The relative importance of the market and the

state in the formation of social capital remains an open question.

People have accepted various socio-economic systems, and consequently, social capital—
comprising of micro-, intra- and inter-organisational relations, networks, trust and norms—
serves not only as an analytical tool for understanding economic systems shaped by people’s
behaviour, but it also provides people with ‘heuristic devise’ for guiding individual decisions.
Since the beginning of the 21st century, Russia has experienced growth, a global economic
crisis, a pandemic, and economic sanctions over its military conflict with Ukraine. The
‘normalization’ of such crises inevitably affects people’s values and behaviours. Therefore,

Russia represents a compelling case for the examination of social capital in times of a crisis.

¢ See Gorshkov and Tihkonova eds. (2024).
7 Russia is disconnected from the Soviet authoritarianism (Todd, 2024).
8 The legacy is represented by the following three trends: (1) centralization, (2) belonging to a hierarchical

religion, and (3) the systematic deterioration of social capital during the communist regime (Paldam and
Svendsen, 2002).



This paper explores the contemporary trends of social capital in Russia. This research is an
outcome of the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (B) Social structure from the angle of
social capital (20H04404; Principal investigator: Satoshi Mizobata), with Hiroaki Hayashi,
Kazuho Yokogawa, and Victor Gorshkov serving as co-investigators. In addition, Vasiliy
Anikin (HSE University, Russia), who is a specialist in Russia’s social capital, is involved as a

research collaborator.

This study approached the research question by conducting a survey on social capital in
Russia and constructing the database based on it. The first round of the survey was conducted
in February-March 2022 (hereafter referred to as the first round). The results of the first round
were compiled and published in June 2024 as a Discussion Paper No.2401 ‘Social Capital in
Russia during the COVID-19 Pandemic’, in the KIER Discussion Paper Series, (Mizobata et
al., 2024).

This paper summarises the results of the second survey conducted from December 2023 to
January 2024 (hereafter referred as the second round) and includes the analysis of changes in
the social situation in Russia since 2022. The survey questions are presented in the Appendix.

The division of roles for the analysis conducted in this paper is presented in Table 1-1:

Table 1-1. The division of roles for this project

Satoshi Mizobata 1. Introduction; 2. Survey methodology and respondent
demographics; 4. Conclusion; overall supervision of the paper
Kazuho Yokogawa 3. Survey results and discussion (Part C. Opportunities and influence,

Part D. Social cohesion and social inclusiveness, Part E. Collective
actions and cooperation. Part G. Socio-political orientations. Part H.
Respondent’s profile), 4. Conclusion; Appendix proofreading and
translation

Hiroaki Hayashi 3. Survey results and discussion (Part A. Social contracts and
membership in organisations)

Victor Gorshkov 3. Survey results and discussion (Part B. Social trust); Appendix
proofreading and translation; proofreading of the whole paper

Vasily Anikin Questionnaire survey coordination and implementation; adjustments
of the survey questions for comparability with the existing studies on
social capital both worldwide and in Russia

Preliminary results of this research have been presented at several scientific conferences,
including: The Annual Conference of the Japanese Society for Comparative Economic Studies

(28 August 2024, Japan); The 18" EACES Biannual Conference (12 September 2024, Serbia),



Asia Economic Community Forum (7 November 2024, South Korea); International
Conference on Conflicts in the Global Economy and The Resilience of State-Led Capitalist
Economic Systems, (16 February 2025, Kyoto Institute of Economic Research, Kyoto
University, Japan), International Research Workshop on Global Conflicts and Resilience of
Economic Systems (11 March 2025, Kyoto Institute of Economic Research, Kyoto University,
Japan), and Research Project Seminar 2025 (8 March 2025, Institute for the Future of Human
Society, Kyoto University).



2. Challenges of Social Capital in Russia

Social capital is defined as the connections between individuals, social networks and the norms
of reciprocity and trust that emerge from them (Putnam, 2000)°, and can be viewed as a form
of social infrastructure. Russia has developed its social infrastructure in a unique way. Informal
institutions and state dependency has played a dominant role, which has made civil society
particularly fragile when compared to Western societies (Ishikawa et al, eds., 2017). In Russia,
particularized trust is strong, and while politicians are generally not trusted the president is
viewed as trustworthy (Mizobata et al., 2024). However, an individual’s excessive trust in the
president can lead to negative externalities (Inaba, 2024). Therefore, the analysis of social

capital in different forms is crucial for understanding the Russian society.

Indeed, global evaluations of Russian social capital are full of contradictions. On the one
hand, Social Capital Index by SolAbility'® ranked Russia negatively at 102nd of 191 countries
in 2024. The World Bank also assessed Russia’ social capital as low, ranking it at 113th in
2019, Informal institutions further suggest weakness of social capital (Schrader, 2004).
Kennedy and Kawachi (1998) found a correlation between inadequate social capital and

increased mortality.

Nevertheless, Russia’s social capital may not necessarily be low; it could be at a moderate
level. The UK Legatum Institute’s Prosperity Index, a tool designed to identify pathways from
poverty to prosperity, consists of 12 pillars across three domains: inclusive society, open
economy, and people of ability — with social capital being one of the pillars. In the 2023 survey,
Japan ranked 16th out of 167 countries overall, but its social capital score was exceptionally
low, placing it at 141st. In contrast, Russia, which ranked 77th overall, achieved a much higher
54th place in social capital, a ranking that can hardly be considered low. Russia has high social

and civic participation, even though political engagement of its population remains limited.

° Inaba (2024, p.8) defines social capital as ‘networks, trust, norms, etc., with externalities of the mind’, and
focuses both on positive and negative externalities. Based on the definition, we utilize six dimensions in this
paper. We use the definition of social capital from Grootaert and Van Bastelar (2002), which encompasses
social contacts and associations, trust, social cohesion and inclusion, collective action and cooperation, and
social attitudes.

107t is a Swiss-Korean joint venture that publishes the Global Sustainable Competitiveness Index, which
consists of five pillars: natural capital, resource efficiency, social capital, intellectual capital and economic
sustainability, using 190 indicators from international organisations such as World Bank, IMF, UN. See
https://solability.com/the-global-sustainable-competitiveness-index/social-capital. Japan ranked thel®' in
2024.

11 See the World bank group, WEF Global Competitiveness Index 4.0
(https://prosperitydata360.worldbank.org/en/dataset/ WEF+GCI). Japan ranked at low level, 98th in 2019.



Furthermore, the data indicates that Russia’s social capital has improved in 2013-2023.
Although Maltseva (2012) evaluates the level of general trust in Russia as low, Russia is

considered to have a medium level of general trust in comparison to OECD countries (Algan,
2018).

Given that social capital is shaped by historical and cultural backgrounds, Russian social
capital shows very unique characteristics, which will be further explored in this paper. At the
very least, social capital has evolved over time, with significant changes, particularly in the
aftermath of the 1992 system transformation and the crisis that accompanied it, which caused
dynamic fluctuations in social capital. As Inaba (2024, p. 20) states, ‘If social capital is viewed
as the stock of society as a whole, it is certain that social capital in a country with a significantly

declining population has been severely depleted’ (Inaba, 2024, p.20).

Figure 2-1 shows demographic changes in Russia. It is evident that after the transformation
the young population has sharply declined. Even though in 2010 the demographic situation
slightly recovered, it seems stagnant. In addition, drastic changes have occurred: a sharp
increase in the elderly population (aging trend) and a decline in the working age population. At

the very least we can observe two basic changes: deteriorating social capital and generation

gaps.
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Figure 2-1. Demographic changes in Russia (population, million people)
Note: For female 15-54 and 55-, and for male 15-59 and 60-, based on the pension age before 2018.
Source: Federal State Statistics Service. The Demographic Yearbook of Russia. Data for 1995-2023.



In addition, dependence on the state has not fostered strong mutual reliance between the
government and the people. Through the crises and changes, Russian society has come to be
seen as the ‘wily man’ society—the one that appears to need state protection but does not
necessarily wish to serve the state. People in this society adapt to new realities with such
mentality (Yafta, 2020). In practice, while people seek money for success, connection is more

focused than their capacity and education (VTSIOM, 26 June 2020).

The vast majority of the population is apathetic, passively and automatically ‘mostly
supports’ what the regime is doing while waiting for ‘all this’ to end. This part of the population
has chosen apathy, a condition that can be described as learned indifference. For these
individuals, the president is a legitimate leader, so his ‘special military operation’ must

legitimate as well (Volkov and Koleshnikov, 2022; 2023).

Figure 2.2 shows levels of trust and evaluations of the government across the two rounds
of our research. Overall, trust in government remains relatively low, compared to that of
President Putin; citizens have no strong intention to participate in social and political activities.
Moreover, positive evaluations of the government (good, right, satisfied) are not harmonized,
and people generally evaluate the policy towards Ukraine positively. However, they react
negatively to perceived personal threats, such as the September 2022 mobilization policy. This
reflects a distinctive mentality within the Russian society, which helps to clarify the nature and

structure of social capital in Russia.
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3. Survey Methodology and Respondent Demographics

3.1. Survey methodology

This research was launched under the JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (B) in FY2020.
After conducting the literature review, in 2021, the research team arranged a questionnaire
survey to examine the scope and features of social capital in Japan and Russia as well as
people’s perceptions, awareness, and behavioral patterns during the COVID-19 pandemic. In
designing the survey, the research team relied on similar surveys conducted by the World
Values Survey, Grootaert and Van Bastelaer (2002) and that of Iwai and Shishido (2021). The
first round of the survey was implemented in February-March 2022. The second round of the
survey was conducted in December 2023 - January 2024. The survey questionnaire is attached

in the form of an appendix at the end of this paper.

The most important point of discussion and concern when combining the survey questions
was the elaboration of income categories. In Russia, income inequality varies significantly
between regions, thus the income thresholds are divided into five categories which are different

from region to region, reflecting the disparities between regions (federal districts).

We categorised incomes into five groups based on deviations from the region-specific
median income. The income boundaries were determined by the Median groups (Me): (1) less
than 0.5 Me, (2) 0.5-0.75 Me, (3) 0.75-1.25 Me, (4) 1.25-2 Me, and (5) more than 2 Me. These
groups were calculated in rubles for the year 2022. In other words, respondents in 2024 were
asked about their individual income in terms of actual 2022 values, which were done for
comparison purposes. The cumulative income growth between 2022 and 2024 was higher than
the inflation rate (cumulative income growth from 2022 to 2024 was 45.9%, while the
cumulative inflation rate was 31.7%). However, this growth was unevenly distributed among
income groups, with low and high-income groups benefiting the most. This explains the shift
in the relative income structure, as illustrated in Figure 3-5. We can interpret these dynamics
as suggesting that Russian society has become more affluent due to a significant decrease in

the number of people with low incomes and an increase in those with high incomes.

For instance, we observe a significant shift in the 2022 income distribution. There’s a
substantial decrease of 51.4% in the income of individuals earning less than 0.5 of the 2022
median income (which is less than 16,000 rubles per month). On the other hand, there’s a

remarkable 70.5% increase in the income of individuals earning more than double of the 2022
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median incomes (which is more than 65,000 rubles per month). Moreover, income in the third
(middle) quintile, the disparity is more than double of the lowest level in the North Caucasian
(15,000-24,000 rubles) to the highest level in the Central Federal District (31,000-50,000

rubles), which includes Moscow.

The survey was conducted via computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) method.
The first round of the survey was conducted in February-March 2022 with the survey questions
organised into eight main sections (Table 3-1). The number of questions was approximately
100, including sub-questions, which helped provide a more holistic picture of social capital.
The second round was conducted in December 2023 to January 2024 and the survey consisted

of seven main sections, excluding COVID-19 pandemic related questions (Table 3-2).

Table 3-1 The structure of the survey during the first round

Basic characteristics

Consent, gender, age and area of residence

A. Social contacts and
membership in
organizations

Participating organisations (Q5), degree of participation (Q6-
7), relationships (Q8), communication (Q9-10), neighbourhood
(Q11-12), friends (Q13-15), socialising (Q16-28)

B. Social trust

Generalised trust (Q29-32)

C. Opportunities  and

influence

Decisions affect

(Q33),
psychological state (Q137)

happiness  (34-35), (Q306),

D. Social cohesion and

inclusiveness

Cohesion (Q37-41)

E. Collective actions and

cooperation

Collective action (Q42), volunteering (Q43), socialising (Q44),
lobbying (Q45)

F. Influence of the

COVID-19 pandemic

Responsibility (Q46), Information (Q47), Change (Q48-51),
Vaccines (Q52), Policy and support (Q53-54)

G. Socio-political

orientation

Disparities (Q55), Policy evaluation (Q56)

H. Respondent’s profile

Education (Q57-62), family (Q63-64), income/work (Q65-82)
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Table 3-2. The structure of the survey during the second round

Basic characteristics

Consent, gender, age and area of residence

A. Social contacts and
membership in
organizations

Participating organisations (Q5), communication (Q9-10),
neighbourhood (Q11-12), friends (Q13-15), socialising (Q16,
22,25- 28, 83-85)

B. Social trust

Generalised trust (Q29,30, 32)

C. Opportunities  and

influence

Decisions (Q33), happiness (Q35), affect (Q36), psychological
state (Q137)

D. Social cohesion and

inclusiveness

Cohesion (Q37, 41)

E. Collective actions and

Volunteering (Q43), socialising (Q44), lobbying (Q45)

cooperation

G. Socio-political | Disparities (Q55), Policy evaluation (Q56)

orientation

H. Respondent’s profile Education (Q57-62), family (Q59, 63-64), income/work (Q65-

78)

2.2. Attributes of respondents

Interviews were conducted using the CATI Stratified RDD-Sample method. The sample
represented respondents aged 18 and above covering all Russian regions (85 federal regions).
The sample size in the second round was 1,600 people'?.

Women respondents prevailed in the gender composition of the sample (Figure 3-1). The
share of Moscow, St Petersburg, and large cities in terms of region of residence has increased
in the second round (Figure 3-2). Respondents residing in urban areas prevailed over those
residing in rural areas. Figure 3-3 shows the composition of respondents by age.

Figure 3-4 presents data on the occupational structure. Approximately 48% of respondents
are full-time employees, 5.9% work part-time, 11.3% are self-employed, 22.6% are pensioners,
3% are temporarily unemployed, 1.6% are who currently left work due to health reasons, 2.5%
are on a maternity leave, 1.9% are engaged in housework, 1.1% are students, and 0.3% are
volunteers. Regular workers and pensioners are the largest groups in the sample.

The composition by income is shown in Figure 3-5. The size of the income categories differs

12 The sample size in the first round was 1,700 people.
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from region to region. Central Federal District and Volga Federal District show a high level of
income compared to the other six federal districts. The income composition in the second round
was higher than in the first round, with a significantly higher weighting of the highest income
group (quintile 5) and, conversely, a lower weighting of the lowest quintile 1. Income levels

have not been affected by the imposition of economic sanctions as real incomes have continued

to grow.

First Round 2022

Second Round 2024

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Emale ®female

Figure 3-1. The composition of respondents by gender (in percentage)

0% 10%  20% 30% 40% 50% 60%  70% 80%  90% 100%

® Moscow and St. Petersburg ™ Regional center, big city ~ ®small or medium sized town

= Urban type settlement mvillage, countryside

Figure 3-2. Composition of respondents by region of residence (in percentage)
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First Round 2022

Second Round 2024

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
H18-24 m25-34 m35-44 wm45-54 w55 and over

Figure 3-3. Composition of respondents by age (in percentage)

0% 10%  20%  30%  40% 50% 60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

m Full-time employment ® Part-time employment u self-employed

= Volunteer with no pay ® Student ® Unemployed for health reasons
® Temporary unemployed ® Maternity leave ® Housework

m Pensioner m Others/ no answer

Figure 3-4. Composition of respondents by occupational status (in percentage)
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Second Round 2024
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Figure 3-5. Composition of respondents by income level (in percentage)



4. Survey Results and Discussion'?

A. Social Contacts and Membership in Organizations

Section A examines the participation of Russian citizens in organisations and their
interactions with those around them, based on 17 questions. The findings from the
individual questionnaires are summarised at the end of the section.

A1(Q5) asks whether respondents participate in any organisations. The percentage of
respondents who do participate is 18.25%, nearly double the 9.4% recorded in the 2022
survey (Mizobata et al. 2024). However, the percentage of those who do not participate in
any organisations was still significantly higher, at 80.75%. Furthermore, over 60% of
those who reported participating in an organisation answered that they participated only
one organisation, a result similar to that of the 2022 survey. Notable differences from the
previous survey include a higher participation rate of women compared to men, no
significant difference across age groups, a higher participation rate in rural areas in
addition to large cities, and an unclear correlation with income.

A5(Q9)-A6(Q10) ask about communication with family and relatives. The number of
family members or relatives, other than those living together with the respondents, with
whom they daily contact (AS5) was the highest at 1-2 people (28.4%), followed by 3-4
people and 5-9 people, each accounting for about a quarter of the total. Over 10% of the
respondents reported daily contact with more than 10 persons, while another 10% reported
no contact at all. Overall, contacts among family members and relatives are widespread,
similar to the findings of the first round of the survey. By gender, women have more
contact than men. By age, the number of contacts increases with age. The number of
contacts rises with the size of the city. In terms of income, the highest and the lowest
income groups reported fewer contacts.

As for the frequency of contact with family and relatives who do not live with the
respondents (A6), the largest share (24.3%) reported no contact at all (or no relatives),
while another 24.0% said they have contact everyday or several times a week. As in the
first round of the survey, there is a certain number of people with strong and weak family

and kinship ties. By gender, about a quarter of both men and women reported no contact

13 The comprehensive overview of the survey results is presented in Appendix 1.
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at all, but women tend to have closer contact with their relatives than men. The proportion
of respondents who ‘never’ have contact increases with age, though those aged 55 and
older are also more likely to contact their family or parents ‘everyday or several times a
week’. This suggests that among the elderly, there is a polarization between those with
strong family networks and those without. By region, more than a quarter of respondents
in all regions have no contact at all, while the proportion of those who have frequent
contact increases with the size of the city. By income, those in the lowest income group
are more likely to report both no communication and frequent communication.

A7(Q11) asked about the number of neighbours with whom respondents usually say
hello. 6% of the respondents reported having no neighbours at all, while about 20% of
respondents each reported having 1-4, 5-9, 10-19, and 20 or more neighbours. This
indicates that most respondents have more or less friendly relations with their neighbours.
By gender, women are more likely than men to have close neighbourhood relations. By
age, the 18-24 age group was the most likely to report having no neighbours, accounting
for just under 20% of all respondents, while the older age groups were more likely to have
close neighbourhood ties. No significant regional trends were observed. By income, the
proportion of respondents who have no neighbourhood relations at all is higher among
both the lowest and highest income groups.

In A8(QI12), which asked about deeper neighbourhood relationships, the largest
number of respondents (30.7%) indicated that they have no neighbours with whom they
could ask for an advice or help. This was followed by 1-2 neighbours (28.3%) and 3-4
neighbours (16.7%). By age, the number of neighbours with whom one can have a close
relationship tends to increase with age. By region, deeper relationships with neighbours
are more common in rural areas than in metropolitan areas. By income, the proportion of
respondents with no close neighbourhood relationships is higher among both the lowest
and highest income groups.

A9(Q13)-A11(Q15) ask about their relationships with friends and acquaintances. As
for the number of close friends (A9), the largest proportion (37.7%) had 1-2 friends,
followed by 3-4 friends (22.4%), no friends (20.0%), and 5-9 friends (13.3%). By attribute,
the proportion of respondents with no friends was higher among males rather than female
respondents, with 22.4% of males reporting having no friends. By age, the number of
respondents who have no or many friends tends to increase with age. By region of

residence, the larger the city, the greater the number of close friends. By income, the
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number of close friends tends to increase with higher income. These results are consistent
with the findings of the 2022 survey.

Regarding the frequency of asking friends and acquaintances for advice or help
(A10(Q14)), over 80% of respondents reported doing so once a month or once every few
months, never, or once a year to once every few years. By age, the proportion of ‘not at
all” ask for advice or help increases with age, indicating that younger respondents are more
likely to engage with friends and acquaintances. There were no significant differences by
region. By income, the ‘never’ category is higher in both the lowest and highest income
groups. This suggests that the elderly and those with lower incomes are less likely to have
a network of friends and acquaintances they can rely on. There is little difference by
gender.

In terms of methods of communication with friends and acquaintances (A11), the most
commonly used method was the telephone, at 47.0%. This was followed by in-person
communication at 30.3%, and SNS at 19.3%. The high percentage of phone calls is a
notable difference compared to Japan. In particular, many women and elderly chose the
telephone as their preferred method of communication. SNS was most commonly used
among younger age groups, with usage decreasing as age increases. More than a quarter
of all age groups, from teens to those in their 50s, reported using in-person communication.
By region, the telephone was the most popular method in all regions, followed by SNS
usage, which was more common in large cities and less so in rural areas, In contrast, in-
person communication was more prevalent in rural areas and decreased as city size
increased. By income, in- person communication was more common among the lowest
and the highest income groups, while SNS was more frequently used in the highest income
group.

A12(Q16) asks about the status of non-family members with whom they socialise on
a daily basis. Eighty percent of respondents reported socialising with people of
approximately the same status as themselves, indicating that they primarily socialise in a
homogeneous manner. By gender, women are slightly more likely than men to associate
with others of the same status. By age, the 18-24 age group has about 15% of respondents
who socialise with people of higher status, but as age increases, individuals tend to
associate more with people of the same status. There are no significant regional
differences observed. While there is no marked difference by income, in the highest age
group, social contacts with people of lower status exceeded those with higher status. These

results are consistent with the findings of the first round of the survey.
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A16(Q27) asked about the most important people in respondents’ personal
interactions. A significant 52.2% of the respondents listed family and relatives, far ahead
of other categories. This was followed by friends or acquaintances (20%) and work
colleagues (17%). Women were more likely than men to name family and relatives, while
men were more likely to mention work colleagues. By age, the proportion of respondents
who chose family and relatives tends to increase with age. Among younger respondents
aged 18-24, the proportion of friends and acquaintances was the highest, exceeding that
of family and relatives, but the proportion of friends and acquaintances decreased with
age. Workplace colleagues were more commonly mentioned by those in their 30s and 40s,
who are in the prime of their working lives. By region, the proportion of those who
selected family and relatives was higher in rural and farming areas compared to large
cities, while work colleagues were more prominent in large cities. By income, more
respondents in the lower income groups cited family and relatives, while those with higher
incomes were more likely to cite co-workers. These trends are unchanged from the results
of the 2022 survey.

A14.5(Q22) asked who respondents would turn to help in an emergency. A total of
38.6% cited family members living with them, and 30.9% cited other relatives, together
accounting for nearly 70% of the total responses. By attribute, there was a marked
difference between men and women, with women being more likely than men to rely on
family members living with them and other relatives. By age, those aged 18-24 were more
likely to rely on friends, while those aged 55 and older tended to rely more on family
members living with them. There were no significant differences by region or income.

A15.1(Q25)-A15.2(Q26) asked whether or not there is someone who can help them
when they are in financial trouble, comparing rural and urban areas. The total number of
positive responses, ‘definitely yes’ and ‘most likely yes,” reached approximately 64%,
which is significantly higher than the 20.8% who answered negatively. There is little
difference between men and women. By age group, more than two-thirds of those in the
18-24 age group answered ‘definitely yes,” a notably high percentage. By income, the
lowest income group had a much lower percentage of positive responses than other
income groups, but otherwise the results were generally consistent across other groups.

In A15.2, which asked the same question of urban residents, 42.9% responded
‘definitely yes’ and 23.4% answered ‘most likely yes’, for a combined total of 66.3%. The
sense of trust that someone will help them financially in times of need is as strong as or

even stronger than in rural areas. Negative responses, at 20.7%, were also similar to those
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in rural areas. By attribute, men are slightly more optimistic than women. By age, the
percentage of positive responses is higher among younger respondents and declines with
increasing age. By region, there are no significant differences (this question does not
include residents of Moscow and St. Petersburg). By income, the higher the income group,
the more positive the response.

Q14(Q83) asks whether the respondents received or provided various types of
assistance from people close to them in the past 12 months. The items were: money lent
or borrowed, job referrals, admission to a good university, promotion, admission to a good
school, solution to housing problems, referral to a good doctor or hospital, opportunity to
earn extra income, referral to people in authority who could solve their problems, and
moving to other regions of Russia or abroad. The most frequent responses were; loaned
money (less than 100,000 rubles) (38.0%), referred to a good doctor or hospital (22.3%),
offered the opportunity to earn extra income (17.3%), borrowed money (less than 100,000
rubles) (17.3%), referred to a good job (14.8%), etc. and there is a fairly close
interrelationship with those close to them. By attribute, men were more likely than women
to report receiving assistance in the following areas; enrolling in a good college or school,
solving housing problems, referring to a good doctor or hospital, and moving out of the
country. By age, those in their 30s and older were more likely to receive or provide
assistance, but younger respondents were more likely to receive a good job referral or
assistance in getting into a good university, and to move to another country (both receiving
and providing assistance). By region, republics and the central cities of regions had the
highest values for all items. Moscow and St. Petersburg showed nearly the highest values
for providing assistance with moving abroad, approaching the values seen in the central
cities of the republics and regions. By income, the highest values were observed in the
upper income groups for all items except for the provision of assistance for enrolling in a
good university.

Q15(Q84) asks how the frequency of communication between respondents and the
people they interact with had changed over the past 12 months. Respondents were asked
about communication with relatives who do not live with them, friends, acquaintances,
colleagues, and neighbours. The largest percentage of respondents (more than 60%)
reported ‘no change’ in communication for all items, while the percentages for ‘increased’
and ‘decreased’ were similar, ranging between 10% and 20%. No significant differences
were observed between men and women. By age, the 18-24 age group had the highest

percentage of respondents who selected ‘increased’ for all items, and the percentage
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decreased as age increased. There were no significant differences by place of residence.
By income, the proportion of respondents who reported an ‘increased’ frequency of
communication rose as income increased, particularly in the area of communication with
colleagues.

Q16(Q85) asked whether respondents experienced the necessity for any of the
following matters in the past 12 months: the need to communicate on the Internet (social
networks, dating sites, etc.), the need to find new friends or close acquaintances, the need
to find partners in new business or start-ups, the need to find new partners for fulfilling
professional activity, the need to restore trust in their relationships with close relatives,
the need to restore relations with relatives living in other parts of Russia, and the need to
restore relations with people who have left Russia. In all categories, the largest proportion
of the responses was ‘cannot answer,” at over 70%. However, 21.0% of respondents felt
the need to communicate via the Internet, 16.5% felt the need to find a new partner to
carry out professional activities, 13.4% felt the need to restore trust in their relationships
with their closest relatives. No significant differences were observed by gender. Younger
respondents felt more strongly about the need to communicate on the Internet and find
new friends and close acquaintances, while older respondents felt more strongly about the
need to find a partner in new business or start-ups and to find a new partner for fulfilling
professional activity. The percentage of those who feel the need for these services
increases with age. By place of residence, the need to find a partner in a new business or
start-up is felt more strongly in large cities such as Moscow and St. Petersburg and
declined as the city size decreased. By income, the need to find a new business or start-up
partner and the need to find a new partner to carry out professional activities increased
with income.

A17(Q28) asked about the importance of relationships with influential people in
achieving social success, and responses showed that both ‘absolutely unimportant’ and
‘absolutely important’ categories were around 30%. By gender, men were more likely to
respond ‘absolutely important,” while women were more likely to respond ‘absolutely
unimportant’. By age, the extremes of ‘absolutely unimportant’ and ‘absolutely important’
tended to increase with age. However, in the four age groups from 18 to 54, the percentage
of those who considered relationships with influential people important (the sum of
responses 4 and 5) was large, around 50%. However, in the 55 and older age group, the
percentage of those who consider it unimportant (the sum of responses 1 and 2) was large,

just under 50%. By area of residence, respondents in large cities were more likely to
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consider relationships with influential people important, while the proportion of those who
considered it unimportant was lower. Notably, the percentages of ‘absolutely important’
and ‘absolutely unimportant’ were larger in rural areas compared to other regions. By
income, respondents in the high-income group (Category 5) were more likely to consider

relationships with influential persons as important.

B. Social Trust

B.1. Previous research on social trust in Russia
Social trust remains one of the most important components of social capital. In a market
economy, having at least a minimum level of trust is essential to conduct all economic
activities. Previous research highlighted the importance of open trust, or trust to unknown,
as a necessary condition for the sound development of the market (Yamagishi, 1999).
Three types of social trust are conventionally distinguished in literature on social
capital: namely, particularized trust, generalized trust, and institutional trust.
Particularized trust, also known as personalized trust, is trust between people who
already know each other, which is measured by confidence (level of trust) in family,
relatives, friends, co-workers, and neighbours. Closed networks in the community create
particularised trust of a closed or bonding type based on the closed reciprocity.
Generalised trust is defined as trust between people who meet for the first time and is
sometimes referred as horizontal trust. Generalised trust is measured by asking a question
such as ‘Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you
need to be careful in dealing with people?’ and it is an important indicator of measuring
the general level of trust existing in the society as it serves as a ‘glue’ that ensures social
cohesiveness. Generalised trust, affected by the external factors such as economic gaps
and education, is related to open network and reciprocity within the society (Inaba 2011).
Generalized trust is essential for economic development and prosperity (La Porta et al.
1997; Avdeeva 2019) and serves as a prerequisite for the sound functioning of democratic
societies (Beilmann et al. 2021). Generalised trust helps building open-type networks that
promote reciprocity within the societies and stimulate the formation of an open (bridging)
type of social capital.
Institutional trust (or trust in public infrastructure), also sometimes referred as vertical

trust, is defined as trust in institutions such as the church, the police, parliament,
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government, the justice system, the president, political parties, the army, and others or
towards representatives of these institutions. The higher the institutional trust, the higher
the resilience of the socio-political system of the society. Institutional trust incorporates
the belief in security and accountability of institutions as well as trust in those who enforce
these institutions.

The evaluation of social trust and social capital in Russia at the macro level presents
mixed results, but it is generally considered to be at a low level. According to the Edelman
Trust Barometer, the Trust Index in 2022 was 32, placing Russia among countries with
low trust, such as Japan (40), South Korea (42), the United States (43), the United
Kingdom (44), and Germany (46). In Russia, the government is the most trusted institution
(37), followed by business (34), media (29), and NGOs (28). The Solability Social Capital
Index ranks Russia 85th, while the Legatum Prosperity Index 2023 places it 54th. Previous
research on the quality of social capital and social trust in Russian society has yielded
mixed results (Anikin 2022, Mizobata et al. 2024), likely due to the lack of a standardized
method for measuring these concepts.

Particularized trust, rooted in close connections with family, relatives, and friends,
remains the most important form of trust for many Russians (Ishikawa et al. 2017;
Almakaeva and Volchenko 2018). This is largely due to the shared experience among
Russian citizens in coping with socio-economic and political challenges, as well as a
chronic lack of generalized trust. In fact, particularized trust has persisted throughout the
marketization process, especially among those with greater access to social and economic
resources (such as income, education, and living in a large city) (Kuchenkova 2016).

Numerous studies indicate that generalized trust in Russia is extremely low (Maltseva
2012; Veselov and Skvortsov 2023), leading to the view that Russia is a society
characterized by low trust, or even distrust (Anikin 2022). This lack of generalized trust
is often attributed to the legacy of communism and the social and economic challenges
faced by society during the market transition (Almakaeva and Wilkies 2021). The Soviet
legacy continues to influence the country through phenomena like the ‘economy of
favours’ (Ledeneva 1998), and overall, this path dependency has a significant impact on
the level of social capital and trust in Russia.

International comparisons show that generalized trust in Russia is significantly lower
than in Scandinavian and Anglo-Saxon countries, but it is higher than in other emerging
economies (except for China), as well as in Latin American countries. In fact, it is

comparable to that of France and Italy (Table 4-B-1).
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Table 4-B-1. Generalised trust in selective economies

Country Most people can be trusted (%)
Finland 68.4
China 63.5
Sweden 62.8
United Kingdom 43.3
Germany 39.5
United States 37.0
Japan 33.7
South Korea 32.9
Italy 26.6
France 26.3
Russia 22.9
India 16.9
Brazil 6.5
Indonesia 4.6

Source: Haerpfer et al. (2022) World Value Survey. 7" Wave

Institutional trust in Russia overall is generally considered low to medium, though it is
notably higher when it comes to specific institutions such as the president, the army, and
the church (Sasaki et al. 2009; Ishikawa et al. 2017; Avdeeva 2019; Malkina et al. 2020;
Latov 2021; Anikin 2022; Latov 2024). Trust in the president, the army, and the
government has been rising in recent years (Krivopuskov 2023). However, the majority
of social and state institutions in Russia are not trusted. Citizens seeking social change
have few opportunities to rely on effective institutions, as political parties, mass media,
labour unions, and social organizations are either distrusted or only slightly trusted. The
institutions that maintain stability—such as the president, the army, and the security
services—are the most trusted, but this trust tends to come from citizens who are generally
resistant to significant structural reforms (Latov 2021). Trust in private businesses (the
corporate sector) remains notably low in Russia, despite trust being crucial for its
successful development (Kozyreva and Smirnov 2010; Avdeeva 2019).

Institutional trust towards institutions with ‘vertical power’ such as the president, the
army, the government, the police has been increasing since 2021 followed by the turning
point in fight against the COVID-19 pandemic and by the ‘unity around the flag’ since
2022. High institutional trust provides intangible benefits such as enhanced subjective

well-being: Russians with higher trust toward the president are likely to be more engaged
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in social actions that contributed to the stability of the country and view the development
path of the country more optimistically (Latov 2024).

Overall, the previous research highlights the fact that particularized trust has not
effectively transformed into higher level of generalized trust during the marketization
process. Consequently, the state has strengthened social institutions to compensate for the
lack of trust in society (Reutov and Reutova 2014). The chronically low level of
generalized trust has led Russian citizens to favor a strong state in the political system,
with paternalistic values often prevailing. Ultimately, the Russian government has
assumed a dominant role in economic development, often replacing or diminishing the
social capacity for self-discipline and self-organization among citizens (Maltseva 2012),
and many citizens prefer to benefit from this system. The extremely high level of trust in
institutions with vertical power (the president, the army, the government, the church)
compensates for the very low trust in non-executive (non-administrative) representative
institutions (such as the State Duma, political parties, local and municipal authorities, and
the mass media) (Trofimova 2017). However, the very low trust in representative
(elective) institutions has not yet reached a critical level that could lead to the collapse of

Russian society (Latov 2024).

B.2. Survey results on social trust
B1(Q29) measures the level of generalized trust. According to Figure B1-0, generalized
trust remains at a low level. The cumulative percentage of respondents who replied that
‘in most cases people can be trusted’ and those who replied that ‘in some cases people can
be trusted’ amounted to 29.4%, which is significantly lower than the cumulative
percentage of those who answered that ‘sometimes you have to be careful in dealing with
people’ (30.3%) and ‘in most cases, you have to be careful when dealing with people’
(39.6%). While there are no significant differences between male and female respondents
who provided a positive answer, male respondents appear to be more cautious in dealing
with people. Approximately 44% of them reported that, in most cases, it is extremely
important to be careful when dealing with people, which is higher than the 36.5% of
female participants who gave the same response. Generalized trust tends to be higher
among respondents from older age cohorts, those living in larger cities, and those with
higher incomes.

B2(Q30) measures particularized trust and institutional trust. Particularized trust

remains the strongest, with 91.7% of respondents absolutely or somewhat trusting their
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family, 80.4% trusting their relatives, and 72% trusting their friends (Figure B2-0). There
is no significant difference in trust in family members by sex, age, and region, while it
tends to be only slightly higher for respondents with higher income. Trust in relatives is
higher for respondents from older age cohorts and those with higher income. Trust in
friends is higher for respondents of younger age cohorts, those living in large cities, and
with higher income. Only 33% of respondents trust their neighbors (Figure B2.5), with
trust in neighbors being higher for female respondents, those from older age cohorts,
respondents residing in small and rural areas.

B2(Q30-6) provides additional insights into the level of generalized trust by measuring
trust in people whom respondents meet for the first time. Approximately 82% of
respondents indicated that they’ absolutely do not trust’ or ‘somewhat do not trust’ people
they meet for the first time (Figure B2.6-0), confirming the notion that Russia is a society
of distrust. Respondents residing in small towns and rural areas, as well as those with
lower incomes, tend to have lower levels of trust in people they meet for the first time.
Differences among age cohorts were not pronounced.

Institutional trust towards institutions with vertical power, such as the army (76.6%),
the president (69.2%), and the government (47.7%) as well as the trust in church (48.6%)
is high (Figures B2.19, B2.14, B2.23, B2.20, respectively). Trust in these institutions is
higher among female respondents, those in older age cohorts, respondents residing in
smaller towns and rural areas, and those with lower incomes. Trust in scientists (63.1%)
and teachers (56.1%) is also high (Figures B2.11 and B2.10, respectively). Conversely,
trust in elective (representative) institutions, such as elections (42.8%), State Duma
(37.0%), political parties (21.2%) and other social institutions, namely courts (32.8%),
police (34.6%), directors or managers of companies (26.5%), civil servants, (23.3 %),
NGO and NPO leaders (19.5%), and municipal employees (19.4%), traditional media
(16.2 %), and new media (8.2%), remains low. Trust in elections, State Duma, and old
media (TV, radio, newspapers) is higher for female respondents, those from older age
cohorts, respondents residing in small and rural areas, and those with lower income.

B4(Q32) measures respondents’ attitude towards human nature based on the Likert
scale from 1-7. The cumulative percentage of respondents who consider that there is better
in human nature (the sum of 5-7 on the Liker scale) is approximately 62% (Figure B4-0).

To sum up, the results of our analysis are generally consistent with previous research
studies and they clearly demonstrate that Russia remains a country with a significant level

of particularized trust, a low level of generalized trust, and a low-to-medium level of
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institutional trust. However, institutional trust in Russia has several distinctive features,
such as a strong inclination toward higher trust in institutions with vertical power and its

recent enhancements due to the instability of geopolitical environment.

C. Opportunities and Influence

This section explores various aspects of subjective well-being, including the sense of self-
efficacy, life satisfaction, emotional well-being, and the perception of significant life
influences.

C1(Q33) inquired about the extent to which individuals feel capable of making pivotal
life decisions. Overall, the data suggest that the Russian population generally exhibits high
levels of self-efficacy. The survey revealed that over 80% of respondents expressed
positive sentiments regarding their ability to shape their own lives, with only about 15%
reporting a lack of confidence in this capacity. Notably, males and younger demographics
exhibited a more optimistic outlook, while the elderly exhibited a less positive perspective.
The correlation between income level and positive attitude is significant, with the
proportion of positive attitudes reaching 65% among the lowest income group and peaking
at 95% among the highest income group.

The subsequent question, C3(Q35), addressed life satisfaction. The data indicates that
more than 50% of individuals expressed satisfaction with their lives, while 38% provided
neutral responses. Notably, only 5% of respondents reported feelings of dissatisfaction.
The analysis revealed that factors such as gender, age, and geographical location did not
exert a significant influence on the outcomes. However, income emerged as a salient
factor, with higher income groups exhibiting a marked tendency to report higher levels of
satisfaction compared to their lower-income counterparts.

The next question, C5(Q137), addressed the respondents’ daily emotional and
psychological well-being. The predominant response, indicated by 44% of respondents,
was reported to be feelings of calm and well-being. A significant proportion, constituting
37% of the sample, indicated that their emotional state is contingent on the prevailing
circumstances. A total of 8% of respondents reported experiencing anxiety. Further
analysis revealed that females exhibit heightened anxiety compared to males. No
substantial disparities across diverse age demographics, geographical locations. However,

a marginal increase in anxiety was observed among individuals from the lowest income
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bracket, while those in the higher income categories reported higher levels of calmness
and well-being.

Question C4(Q36) inquired about the most significant individual in the respondent’s life,
such as an authority figure, primary advisor, or facilitator in problem-solving or goal
achievement. The results indicate that nearly half of the respondents reported not having
such an individual, while 42% selected ‘other’ as their response. The majority of these
‘other’ responses indicated family members, including parents, partners, children, and
relatives. This finding suggests that networks within family and relatives play an
important role in the lives and work of Russians. However, younger demographics tend
to place greater reliance on teachers than other generations, and 5-10% of working-age
adults cite their immediate superiors at work as their most significant source of support.
A similar pattern is observed among higher income groups, where the influence of one’s
immediate supervisor is more pronounced compared to lower income categories.
Individuals in distant social positions, such as government officials and politicians, exert

minimal influence over the general populace.

D. Social Cohesion and Social Inclusiveness

Section D of the survey inquired about the perception of differences among residents
within their respective neighbourhoods in terms of safety.

D1(Q37) inquired about the disparities among individuals residing in respondents’
localities with respect to social status, financial welfare, nationality, mother tongue,
political inclinations, religious beliefs, age, gender, and other demographic characteristics.
The results indicate that approximately 45% of respondents do not perceive a significant
difference between residents, while 26% report experiencing some degree of difference.
The perception of these differences is observed based on gender, generation, and income.
Specifically, males, younger generations, and higher income classes exhibit a heightened
sensitivity to these variations, while females, older generations, and lower income classes
demonstrate a lesser sensitivity.

D5(Q41) addressed residents’ perceptions of neighbourhood security. A significant
majority of respondents, exceeding 75%, reported that the neighbourhood is safe enough
to walk alone at night. Specifically, females reported higher levels of anxiety compared

to males. Also, lower income groups reported feelings of insecurity to a greater extent
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than higher income groups, a discrepancy that may be attributed to variations in their

residential areas and housing conditions.

E. Collective Actions and Cooperation

Section E of the survey inquiries about the respondents’ political consciousness and
engagement in civic activities.

E2 (Q43) inquired about respondents’ engagement in voluntary activities within the
past 12 months, encompassing online engagement. Among the respondents, 19% reported
engagement in volunteering activities aimed at enhancing their local environment,
including activities such as street landscaping, security enhancement, and event
organization. A total of 9% of respondents indicated engagement in volunteering activities
related to sports, cultural events, and popular scientific events. Furthermore, 20% of
respondents indicated that they were engaged in volunteering activities related to the
provision of social assistance to individuals with disabilities, children, elderly people, and
other vulnerable groups. Furthermore, 6% of respondents engaged in volunteering
activities related to political engagement, including activities such as collecting signatures
and participating in rallies. It is noteworthy that females exhibit a higher level of
engagement in volunteering activities compared to males, except for sports, cultural, and
scientific events. Furthermore, approximately one out of four females engaged in
volunteering activities related to improving living conditions and providing social
assistance to socially disadvantaged people. Among the various age demographics, young
generations demonstrated the highest level of engagement in sports, cultural, and scientific
events, while those aged 35-54 exhibited the strongest involvement in social assistance.
Correlation between income level and volunteering is not observed.

E3 (Q44) inquired about the degree of political and societal awareness. The
respondents are tasked with evaluating their level of consciousness on a five-point scale.
In response to the assertion that ‘ordinary people like myself have no influence on what
happens in the country or its government,” 44% of respondents expressed agreement,
while 32% expressed disagreement. A negative correlation was observed between age and
perceived political competence, with older individuals tending to exhibit lower levels of
confidence in their political acumen. Furthermore, when confronted with the assertion that

‘I don't really understand what the government and politicians do, because it's a difficult

30



area for me,” approximately 40% of respondents expressed disagreement, while slightly
less percentage expressed agreement. Regarding interest in politics, approximately half of
the respondents indicated a lack of interest. Findings suggest a gender disparity in
perception, with males expressing a higher level of confidence in their understanding of
politics compared to females, while they are less interested in political matters. A
comparison of younger and older generations reveals that younger generations are more
confident with their political understanding, though the elder generation is demonstrating
greater interests in politics. The statement ‘I want to be useful to society’ garnered a
resounding approval from 70% of the respondents, with a particularly notable response
from the 25-54 age group. Furthermore, the results of Q44 5 and Q44 6 indicate that
nearly half of the respondents expressed confidence in their neighbours’ willingness to
assist in times of need, while 30% expressed scepticism. Females, older generations, and
individuals residing in rural areas with lower incomes exhibited higher levels of
confidence in their relationships with neighbours compared to males, younger individuals,
and those residing in urban areas.

E4 (Q45) inquired about the frequency with which respondents requested assistance
from authorities to address issues within their living environment over the past three years.
The results indicated that 60% of respondents had never done so, while one third of them
had applied to the authorities at least once. A notable disparity emerges in the propensity

of such actions, with rural areas exhibiting a higher frequency compared to urban centres.

G. Socio-Political Values

Section G inquiries about the evaluation of government policy, including policy toward
Ukraine.

G1 (Q55) inquired into the extent to which respondents believe the state should
mitigate income disparities among citizens. The results indicate that approximately two-
thirds of the respondents advocate for the government implementing such policies, with
50% of respondents expressing an ‘absolutely agree’ sentiment. Notably, older individuals,
particularly those residing in rural areas, exhibited a greater propensity to advocate for
redistribution, while those in younger age groups and affluent urban dwellers

demonstrated a more pronounced reluctance to do so.
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The second question G2 (Q56) pertains to the evaluation of government policies over
the past five years. The question encompasses eight areas of government policy: 1) the
creation of new jobs, 2) the reduction of economic inequality, 3) the stimulation of
economic growth, 4) infrastructure development, 5) ensuring security, 6) the development
of education and science, 7) the development of the healthcare system, and 8)
environmental protection. Respondents were asked to evaluate these policies on a five-
point scale.

The policies that received the highest ratings were those pertaining to infrastructure
development and security. More than 50% of respondents expressed a favourable opinion
of these policies, while 20% expressed a negative opinion. The policy aimed at generating
new employment opportunities garnered slightly less than 50% support among
respondents. Conversely, policies that received more negative than positive evaluations
included those related to reducing economic inequality, developing the healthcare system,
and protecting the environment.

A notable tendency is observed, wherein older generations exhibit a propensity to offer
more favourable appraisals of policies in general. However, the youngest cohort, ranging
from 18 to 24 years of age, demonstrates a comparatively more tolerant stance than upper
age cohorts. A notable observation is the propensity of individuals from higher income
brackets to exhibit more critical assessments of policies, in contrast to those from lower
income categories. However, this tendency was not observed in the context of policies
aimed at infrastructure development, which exhibited no discernible correlation with
income level.

Q55 (Q138) inquired about the public’s stance on the Russian government’s policy
toward Ukraine. The results indicate that two-thirds of respondents expressed support for
the policy, albeit to varying extents, while 20% of the respondents expressed their
disapproval. Notably, older individuals, those residing in rural areas, and male
respondents demonstrated a stronger inclination to support the policy compared to their
female, younger, and urban counterparts. The findings of our survey are consistent with
the data provided by VCIOM (Russian Public Opinion Research Center). As demonstrated
in Figure 4-G-1, survey data from VCIOM reveals that approximately two-thirds of
Russian citizens expressed support for the country’s ‘special military operation’. VCIOM
also revealed data on how Russian people evaluated the results of the ‘special military
operation’. As demonstrated in Figure 4-G-2, two thirds of the respondents regarded it as

‘rather successful’. This suggests that the same demographic of the population supports
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the government’s policy towards Ukraine and provides a positive evaluation of the

operation.
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Figure 4-G-1. Support of special military operation (percentage of respondents)

Note: All-Russian telephone survey VTsIOM-Sputnik , 1600 respondents.

Source: VCIOM, Special military operation in Ukraine: Monitoring, https://wciom.ru/analytical-
reviews/analiticheskii-obzor/specialnaja-voennaja-operacija-na-ukraine-monitoring
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Note: All-Russian telephone survey ‘VTsIOM-Sputnik’, 1600 respondents.

Source: VCIOM, Special military operation in Ukraine: Monitoring, https://wciom.ru/analytical-
reviews/analiticheskii-obzor/specialnaja-voennaja-operacija-na-ukraine-monitoring

Q56 (Q139) inquired about the perception of responsibility for Russia’s special military
operation in Ukraine. The predominant response, accounting for 26.8% of the sample, was
attributed to the ‘government of foreign countries,’ a category that primarily encompasses
NATO member countries and the United States. The second most prevalent response, with
21.7%, cited ‘politicians and deputies of Russia and Ukraine,” while the third most
common response, at 17.1%, identified the Russian government as the primary
responsible entity. A mere 10% of the respondents indicated that they believed the
Ukrainian government was responsible. 11% of the respondents indicated that they found
the question difficult to answer, and 2% refused to respond.

A discernible discrepancy emerges when examining age-related differences. A survey
revealed that the predominant proportion of the 18-34 age group attributes responsibility
to politicians from both Russian and Ukrainian governments, while a comparatively
smaller proportion attributes responsibility to foreign governments. Conversely, older
generations tend to attribute a greater share of responsibility to foreign governments
compared to their Russian or Ukrainian counterparts. It is noteworthy that no discernible
correlation exists between the respondents' answers and their income level or geographical

location.

H. Respondent Information

This section contains information regarding the respondents’ profiles. Question H1 (Q57-
Q62) provides data on the educational attainment of the respondents themselves, their
spouses, their parents, and their closest friends. The data reveal that approximately 45%
of respondents have attained a university education or higher, while 35% have completed
secondary special education. A similar educational attainment is observed among spouses.
Conversely, the parents of the respondents tend to have a lower educational attainment,
with 30% having completed only general secondary education or less.

A slight tendency towards higher educational attainment is observed among females.

The place of residence exerts a significant influence on these outcomes. In Moscow and
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St. Petersburg, over 70% of respondents have attained a university degree or are currently
enrolled in a university program, compared with approximately 25% in rural areas.
Income level has been found to have a positive correlation with educational attainment.

H2 (Q63) addressed the number of family members. The data reveals that 83.2% of
individuals reside with family members, while 16.3% live alone. The composition of
family units residing in the same dwelling is typically characterized by a range of two to
four individuals. Among the 1,325 respondents with family members residing in the same
dwelling, 596 reported having children under the age of 18.

H3(Q65) solicits information regarding the sources of income, including that of family
members. The results indicate that 67% of respondents derive their income from wages,
while 47% receive a pension or other social benefits. Furthermore, 10% of the population
owns their own business, while an equal proportion derives income from property. A
significant proportion of the population, approximately one-quarter, derives income from
part-time or occasional employment. Furthermore, 21% of the population possesses their
own dacha.

The average income per month for the sample is presented in H4(Q66-Q73). The
criteria for delineating five-level income strata vary according to the federal districts in
which the respondents reside.

To the question regarding the presence of sources of income for family members other
than the respondent (H5. Q74), 73% reported that they do.

H6(Q75) delves into the respondents’ current financial status. 36.7% of respondents
indicated that they have some financial resources available for a limited period.
Furthermore, 35.6% of the respondents reported having outstanding loans from banking
institutions or other financial entities, which are likely related to housing and automobile
financing. Furthermore, 15% of the respondents reported possessing sufficient savings to
sustain themselves for more than one year.

Question H7 (Q76) inquires about the current employment status of respondents. The
results indicate that almost half of the respondents are employed full-time, a category that
includes working pensioners and working students. Furthermore, 22.6% of the
respondents reported being retired and inactive in the labor force. Part-time workers and
self-employed individuals account for 5.8% and 5.9%, respectively.

H8 (Q77) Among individuals employed by companies and organizations, 27% are
specialists who require higher education, while 17.5% are specialists with lower

qualifications, such as office workers and secretaries. Notably, approximately 20% of the
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employed population belongs to the managerial class. Furthermore, 9.5% of the workforce
is employed by commercial and service companies. 20% of the workforce is categorized
as 1-5th category.

H9(Q78) solicits feedback regarding the extent to which individuals perceive their
influence on organizational decision-making processes. 18.7% of the respondents
indicated that they have the capacity to influence enterprise-wide decision-making
processes, while 40% reported being able to influence decision-making across units or
departments. Conversely, 40% of the respondents expressed a lack of perceived influence

within their professional contexts.
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5. Conclusion

Our first-round survey conducted in February-March 2022, coincided with the start of the
Russia-Ukraine military conflict. This second round was carried out from December 2023 to
January 2024, approximately two years after the start of the conflict and economic sanctions
imposed on Russia. During this period, the international landscape surrounding Russia and its
socio-economic conditions underwent significant changes. Ties with Western nations were
severed, while nations in the Global South emerged as new partners. A substantial number of
citizens have left Russia, and although some have returned, the human capital loss remains
considerable. Inflation persists, and the pressure on opponents has intensified. Nevertheless,
Russian economy has demonstrated resilience, with national incomes even rising. The key
contribution of this study lies in its analysis of how social capital in Russia has evolved in this
period of turbulence.

Our first-round survey, in line with previous research, have revealed that Russian people
have low levels of generalized trust and strong suspicion towards strangers. In contrast, they
demonstrate high levels of particularized trust and maintain bonding social networks with
family, relatives, and close friends. These characteristics have remained consistent in the
second-round survey. Family and relatives are identified as the primary source of support for
Russians, followed by friends, acquaintances, and work colleagues. Politics does not directly
step into their human interaction. Mutual support between family members, relatives, and close
friends and neighbours is observed in various forms including financial support. Currently,
there are 10-20% of respondents who have renewed their relationships, such as establishing
new business partners or reviving communication with relatives and friends, likely due to
changes in their environment.

Regarding trust, the Russian population showed high level of confidence in vertical power
institutions, such as the president and the army. This propensity has remained consistent since
the first round of the survey. The Russian population, inhabiting a society characterised by
distrust, tends to expect a strong state and implementation of paternalistic, redistributive
policies. Additionally, the public’s evaluation of the security policies enacted by the Russian
government is generally positive, with two-thirds of respondents expressing support for
policies concerning Ukraine. Overall, the nature of social capital in Russia has remained

relatively stable since February 2022. Individuals are adapting to their environment by relying
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on their close networks and are largely satisfied with their personal lives, while feeling
powerless to influence the political change in the country.

However, it is important to recognize that social changes have affected segments of the
Russian population unevenly. Differences in age and income level lead to disparities in the
social capital endowment and the level of trust. For example, generalised trust, is higher among
higher-income groups, while lower-income groups are extremely cautious toward others and
rely on particularised trust within their immediate networks. Trust in colleagues and neighbours
is also low for younger age groups. This division by personal attributes is also found in their
support for the policy on Ukraine, with most young people responding negatively to the
question of whether they would be willing to participate in the ‘special military operation’. If
taken at face value, these responses suggest a sense of disengagement, alienation and apathy
towards politics.

As a result, strong particularised trust in social capital is not secure and contains
considerable tensions. The reality of social capital in Russia cannot be captured by averages
alone. It is therefore essential to analyse the difference in attitudes across various social clusters,

which could potentially cause dissonance in Russian society.
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A. Social Contacts and Membership in Organizations

A1(Q5). People often participate in different groups, organisations, networks, or associations.
These can be formally established groups such as voluntary organisations, political parties,
interest clubs, voluntary organisations, or simply groups of people who meet regularly to work
together or discuss different topics. How many of these groups do you or your family member

belong to?

Table A1-0. Membership in associations (N=1600)

Number of respondents Percentage
Have membership in such 292 18.25%
associations
Do not have membership in 1,292 80.75%
such associations
Cannot answer 16 1.00%
TOTAL 1,600 100.00%

Figure A1-0. Membership in associations (N=1584)

Male

Female

= Yes =No

Figure Al-1. By sex (N=1584)

B Yes ENo
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Figure A1-2. By age (N=1584)

18-24 years
25-34 years
35-44 years

45-54 years
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Figure A1-3. By region (N=1577)

Moscow and St. Petersburg
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Regional centre, small or medium-sized town
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Rural area (village, countryside)

HYes ENo

Figure A1-4. By income (N=1461)
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Figure A1-5. Number of associations to which the respondent belongs to (N=292)

50 =] =2 =3 54 =5 w6 =7 =w]0 =15 =20 =40

AS (Q9). With how many family members or relatives do usually have contact with in one
day? You can contact them in person, by telephone or via the internet. Do not include family

members and relatives residing with you.

Number of respondents Percentage
0 people 173 10.8%
1-2 people 455 28.4%
3-4 people 426 26.6%
5-9 people 384 24.0%
10-19 people 119 7.4%
more than 20 people 26 1.6%
Cannot answer 17 1.1%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A5-0. Number of social contacts (family members and relatives) (N=1583)

7.52% 1.64% 10,939,

B/

5-9 people = 10-19 people =more than 20 people

m ) people = 1-2 people = 3-4 people
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Figure A5-1. By sex (N=1583)
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Figure A5-2. By age (N=1583)
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Figure AS5-3. By region (N=1576)
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Figure A5-4. By income (N=1464)
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A6(Q10). How often do you communicate, ask for advice or help from your family members
or close relatives? (excluding those residing with you)

Number of
Percentage

respondents
Never 388 24.3%
Once a year or once every few years 219 13.7%
Once a month or more than once a month 338 21.1%
Once a week or more than once a month 242 15.1%
Everyday or several times a week 384 24.0%

Cannot answer 29 1.8%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A6-0. Frequency of communication with family members and close relatives

(N=1571)

15.40%

= Never = Once a year or once every few years
= Once a month or more than once a month = Once a week or more than once a month

= Everyday or several times a week
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Figure A6-1. By sex (N=1571)
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Figure A6-2. By age (N=1571)
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Figure A6-3. By region (N=1566)
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Figure A6-4. By income (N=1448)
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A7(Q11). Among your neighbours, how many people do you usually say hello to?

Number of respondents Percentage
0 people 96 6.0%
1-4 people 388 24.3%
5-9 people 345 21.6%
10-19 people 413 25.8%
20 or more people 311 19.4%
Cannot answer 47 2.9%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A7-0. Number of neighbours whom the respondent usually says hello to (N=1553)
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Figure A7-1. By sex (N=1553)
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Figure A7-2. By age (N=1553)
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Figure A7-3. By region (N=1546)
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Figure A7-4. By income (N=1435)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
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A8(Q12). How many neighbours can you ask for an advice or help in case of a need?

Number of Percentage
respondents
0 people 491 30.7%
1-2 people 453 28.3%
3-4 people 267 16.7%
5-9 people 187 11.7%
10 or more people 152 9.5%
Cannot answer 50 3.1%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A8-0. Number of neighbours whom the respondent can ask for help (N=1550)

9.81%

m () people = 1-2people =3-4people 5-9 people = 10 or more people
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Figure A8-1. By sex (N=1550)
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Figure A8-2. By age (N=1550)
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Figure A8-3. By region (N=1543)
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Figure A8-4. By income (N=1431)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

1- low |
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m(0people ®1-2people m3-4people 5-9 people  ® 10 or more people

A9(Q13). How many close friends with whom you share details about your personal life

or ask for help in difficult situations do you have?

Number of respondents Percentage

0 people 320 20.0%
1-2 people 603 37.7%
3-4 people 359 22.4%
5-9 people 213 13.3%
10-19 people 61 3.8%
20-49 people 9 0.6%
50-99 people 9 0.6%
100 or more people 6 0.4%
Cannot answer 20 1.3%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A9-0. Number of people with whom you share details of your personal life or ask for

help in difficult situations (N=1580)

3.86% 0'57%‘\1‘0‘57% 0.38%
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Figure A9-1. By sex (N=1580)
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Figure A9-2. By age (N=1580)
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Figure A9-3. By region (N=1573)
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Figure A9-4. By income (N=1462)
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A10(Q14). How often do you ask for advice or help from your friends and

acquaintances, excluding co-workers?

Number of respondents Percentage
Never 440 27.5%
Once a year or once every few years 380 23.8%
Once a month or once every few years 488 30.5%
Once a week or more than once a month 172 10.8%
Every day or several times a week 84 5.3%
Cannot answer 36 2.3%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A10-0. Frequency of asking advice or help from friends and acquaintances, excluding

colleagues (N=1564)

5.37%

11.00%

= Never = Once a year or once every few years
= Once a month or once every few years = Once a week or more than once a month

= Every day or several times a week
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Figure A10-1. By sex (N=1564)
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Figure A10-2. By age (N=1564)
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Figure A10-3. By region (N=1558)
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Figure A10-4. By income (N=1443)
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A11(Q15). How do you most often contact your friends and acquaintances?

Number of respondents Percentage

in person 484 30.3%

by phone 752 47.0%
by e-mail 5 0.3%

by social networks 308 19.3%
other 33 2.1%
Cannot answer 18 1.1%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A11-0. Total respondents (N=1582)

2.09%

19.47% ‘

0.32%

= in preson = by phone = by e-mail by social networks = other
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Figure A11-1. By sex (N=1582)
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Figure A11-2. By age (N=1582)
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Figure A11-3. By region (N=1575)
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Figure A11-4. By income (N=1461)
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A12(Q16). Which of the following best categorizes the social status of people in your

surrounding?
Number of respondents Percentage
There are more people with higher social 109 6.8%
status around me
There are more people of the same social 1280 20.0%
status around me
There are more people with lower social 76 4.8%
status around me
Cannot answer 135 8.4%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A12-0. Total number of respondents (N=1465)

5.19% /_7.44%

= There are more people with higher social status around me
= There are more people of the same social status around me

= There are more people with lower social status around me
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Figure A12-1. By sex (N=1465)
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Figure A12-2. By age (N=1465)
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Figure A12-4. By income (N=1361)
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A16(Q27). Who of the following people constitute your largest communication circle?

Number of
Percentage
respondents
family and relatives 835 52.2%
neighbours 40 2.5%
classmates 64 4.0%
friends and acquaintances (excluding 318 19.9%
classmates)
co-workers 270 16.9%
employees of non'-pr(.)ﬁt or voluntary 12 0.8%
organisations
church representatives 15 0.9%
members of political parties 3 0.2%
other 20 1.3%
Cannot answer 23 1.4%
Total 1,600 100.0%
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Figure A16-0. Total number of respondents (N=1577)

V) 0, V)
0.76%1@1\]%%

20.16%
4.06% /

2.54%

= family and relatives
® neighbours
= classmates
friends and acquintances (excluding classmates)
= co-workers
= employees of non-profit or voluntary organisations
m chruch representatives
= members of political paties
= other

Figure A16-1. By sex (N=1577)
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Figure A16-2. By age (N=1577)
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Figure A16-3. By region (N=1571)
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Figure A16-4. By income (N=1454)
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A14.5(Q22). To whom do you usually apply for help in extreme situations?

Number of respondents Percentage

family members living with you 617 38.6%
relatives 495 30.9%
work colleagues 29 1.8%
neighbours 30 1.9%
friends 196 12.3%
a professional 69 4.3%
social organisations 12 0.8%
no one 60 3.8%
don’t have such problems 33 2.1%
other 32 2.0%
Cannot answer 27 1.7%

Total 1,600 100.0%
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Figure A14.5-0. Total number of respondents (N=1573)
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Figure A14.5-1. By sex (N=1573)
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Figure A14.5-3. By region (N=1567)
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Figure A14.5-4. By income (N=1452)

0% 10%  20%  30%

40%

50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

m family members living with you ® relatives

m work collegues
m friends
m social organisations

® don’t have such problems

neighbours
m a professional
Eno one

m other

A15.1(Q25). (For respondents residing in rural areas). If you need a small amount of

money sufficient to cover for weekly expenses of your family, do you have anyone, apart

from your family members and close relatives, to whom you could apply for and borrow

this money?
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Number of respondents Percentage

Definitely yes 94 40.7%
Most likely yes 53 22.9%
Not sure 20 8.7%
Most likely no 21 9.1%
Definitely no 27 11.7%
Cannot answer 16 6.9%

Total 231 100.0%

Figure A15.1-0. Total number of respondents (N=215)

12.56%

9.77% ‘

e

= Definetely yes = Most likely yes = Not sure Most likely no = Definetely no

Figure A15.1-1. By sex (N=215)
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Figure A15.1-2. By age (N=215)
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A15.2(Q26). (For respondents residing in urban areas). If you need a small amount of
money equivalent to your weekly salary, do you have anyone, apart from your family

members and close relatives, to whom you could apply for and borrow this money?

Number of respondents Percentage
Definitely yes 498 42.9%
Most likely yes 271 23.4%
Not sure 59 5.1%
Most likely no 98 8.4%
Definitely no 143 12.3%
Cannot answer 91 7.8%
Total 1,160 100.0%

Figure A15.2-0. Total number of respondents (N=1069)
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9.17%

5.520 [—

Most likely no = Definetely no

= Not sure

= Definetely yes = Most likely yes

Figure A15.2-1. By sex (N=1069)
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Figure A15.2-2. By age (N=1069)
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Q14(Q83). In the past 12 months, have you received or provided help listed below from

Table 14-0. Number of respondents and percentage who received or provided help

your close surroundings?

Neither
I I received Cannot
Type of assistance received | provided nor answer Total
such help | such help | provided
such help
1 B i to 1
Q83 orrowing up to 100,000 276 608 878 9 1600
rubles
Q83 2 Borrowing more than
- 112 205 1315 14 1600
100,000 rubles
Q83 3 Getting a good job 181 236 1207 22 1600
Q83 4 | Entering a good university 59 70 1453 20 1600
Q83 5 Career promotion 134 104 1376 16 1600
Q83 6 | Ensuring entrancg to a good 66 84 1428 )5 1600
school for children
Q83 7 Solving a housing issue 172 187 1259 17 1600
Q83 8 | Introducing a good doctor or
getting access to a good 357 159 1122 14 1600
hospital
Q83 9 | Searching opportunities for
earning extra income (e.g. 278 208 1174 16 1600
via one-time jobs)
Q83 1 Getting access to people
0 with authority who can help 170 126 1331 17 1600
solving your problems
Q83 1 Help 1n' moving to ‘other 93 118 1398 1 1600
1 region of Russia
Q823_1 Help in moving abroad )5 7 1536 15 1600
In percentage
83 1 B i to 100,000
Q83 Orrowmfu ‘lﬁ’eso . 173% | 38.0% | 549% | 0.6% | 100.0%
Q83 2 Borrowing more than
- 7.09 12.89 82.29 0.99 100.09
100,000 rubles o o o o o
Q83 3 Getting a good job 11.3% 14.8% 75.4% 1.4% | 100.0%
Q83 4 | Entering a good university 3.7% 4.4% 90.8% 1.3% | 100.0%
Q83 5 Career promotion 8.4% 6.5% 86.0% 1.0% 100.0%
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Q83 6

Ensuring entrance to a good

4.19 5.39 89.39 1.69 100.09
school for children o & o o o
Q83 7 Solving a housing issue 10.8% 11.7% 78.7% 1.1% | 100.0%
Q83 8 | Introducing a good doctor or
getting access to a good 22.3% 9.9% 70.1% 0.9% | 100.0%
hospital
Q83 9 | Searching opportunities for
earning extra income (e.g. 17.4% 13.0% 73.4% 1.0% 100.0%
via one-time jobs)
Q83 1 Getting access to people
0 with authority who can help | 10.6% 7.9% 83.2% 1.1% | 100.0%
solving your problems
Q831 Help in moving to other 5.8% 74% | 874% | 0.7% | 100.0%
1 region of Russia
QS;’—I Help in moving abroad 1.6% 17% | 96.0% | 0.9% | 100.0%

Ensuring entrance to a good school for children

Introducing a good doctor or getting access to a good
Searching opportunities for earning extra income (e.g.

Getting access to people with authority who can help

Figure 14-0. Total number of respondents (N=1600)
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Figure 14-1(Q83 1) Borrowing up to 100,000 rubles
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Figure 14-3 (Q83_3) Getting a good job
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Figure 14-4 (Q83 4) Entering a good university
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Figure 14-5 (Q83_5) Career promotion
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I provided such help (N=104)

70
60
50
40
30
20

10

0

ysiy - ¢

MO -]

.. .nvwﬂﬁ—ﬁ\/v

BATR [RINY
JOUI[NIAS
adKy ueqin
***10 [[ews
“nuad J01SI(T

**a1u99 [euoISaI

10 uedrqnday]
3InQqs1019J1S
pue MOISOJA

IOAO PUE GG
vS-S¥
Py-G¢
YE€-SC

Y81

orewo,|

SEN

By income

By region

By age

By sex

Figure 14-6 (Q83_6) Ensuring entrance to a good school for children
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Figure 14-7 (Q83_7) Solving a housing issue

I received such help (N=172)
l AN ||;|-| al.

Y3y - ¢

MOJ -]

(op1sAnunoo
‘93e[[1A) BOIR [BIMY
JOUWD[IIOS
ad£y ueqin

uMO} WNIPIW 10
[TewIs 9nudd 1o1SIq
Q1 U0 [BUOIZA1
10 uedrqndoy
31nQs101941S
puB MOISOIA

IOAO PUE GG
yS-St
Py-6¢
ye-6C

Y-8l

orewo

I °TPN

%

SO\ OWNHeNON—
—

By income

By region

By age

By sex

I provided such help (N=187)
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Figure 14-8 (Q83_8) Introducing a good doctor or getting access to a good hospital
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I provided such help (N=159)
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Figure 14-9 (Q83 9) Searching opportunities for earning extra income (e.g. via one-time

jobs)
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Figure 14-10 (Q83 10) Getting access to people with authority who can help solving your
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I provided such help (N=118)
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Figure 14-12 (Q83 12) Help in moving abroad
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Q15 (Q84). How has the frequency of your communication with the following people
changed in the past 12 months?

Number of respondents Percentage
Increased 249 15.6%
Did not change 1107 69.2%
Decreased 233 14.6%
Cannot answer 11 0.7%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure 15-0. Total number of respondents
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Relatives not livining with you (N=1589)
Friends (N=1572)
Aquaintances (N=1561)

Collegues (N=1459)

Neighbours (N=1565)

mIncreased ™ Did not change ™ Decreased

Figure 15-1. By sex
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Figure 15-2. By age

S
=

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Increased ®Did not change ™ Decreased

83



Relatives not livining
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Figure 15-3. By region
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Q16 (Q85). In the past 12 months, have you experienced the necessity in the following

matters?
Yes, I\IIO’IZ? did
and I I:o not
fullfull h C t
SEU i | Y| SN o data | Total
ed this such a | answer
.. | sucha )
necessit .. | necessit
y necessit y
y
Communication in Internet 336 25 45 1,178 16 1,600
(social networks, dating sites,
etc.) 21.0% 1.6% 2.8% | 73.6% 1.0% | 100.0%
Finding new friends and close 138 57 38 1,352 15 1,600
acquaintances 8.6% 3.6% 24% | 84.5% | 0.9% | 100.0%
Finding partners for new 86 73 31 1,406 4 1,600
business or start-ups 54% | 46% | 1.9% | 87.9% | 03% | 100.0%
Finding new partners for 264 102 27 1,197 10 1,600
fulfilling your professional
activity 16.5% | 6.4% 1.7% | 74.8% | 0.6% | 100.0%
Restoring trust in relations 215 68 28 1,276 13 1,600
with close relatives 13.4% | 43% | 1.8% | 79.8% | 0.8% | 100.0%
Restoring communication 156 54 27 1357 6 1,600
(connections) with relatives
in other regions of Russia 9.8% 3.4% 1.7% | 84.8% | 0.4% | 100.0%
Restori'ng com@unication g7 2 19 1,465 7 1,600
(connections) with those who
left Russia 5.4% 1.4% 1.2% | 91.6% | 0.4% | 100.0%
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Figure 16-0. Total number of respondents
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Figure 16-1. By sex
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Figure 16-4. By income
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A17(Q28). On a scale from 1 to 5, how important is having connections with people with
power (such as politicians, public servants, company managers, etc.) in order to be

successful in the society?

Number of respondents Percentage

1 - Absolutely unimportant 460 28.8%
2 101 6.3%

3 284 17.8%

4 193 12.1%

5 - Absolutely important 522 32.6%
Cannot answer/ Refuse 40 2.5%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure A17-0. Total number of respondents (N=1560)

I 6.47%

= | - Absolutely unimportant =2 =3 4 =5 - Absolutely important

12.37%

Figure A17-1. By sex
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Figure A17-2. By age (N=1560)
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Figure A17-3. By region (N=1553)
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B. Social Trust

B1(Q29). Generally speaking, do you think that most people can be trusted, or one has

to be careful in dealing with people?

Number of
Percentage
respondents
In most cases people can be trusted 172 10.8%
In some cases people can be trusted 297 18.6%
Sometimes you have to be careful in dealing with 485 30.3%
people
\ 1
In most cases, you ha.ve to jbe extremely carefu 634 39.6%
when dealing with people
Cannot answer 12 0.8%
Total 1600 100.0%

Figure B1-0. Total number of respondents (N=1588)

10.83%

= [n most cases people can be trusted
= [n some cases people can be trusted
= Sometimes you have to be careful in dealing with people

In most cases, you have to be extremely careful when dealing with people
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Figure B1-1. By sex (N=1588)
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Figure B1-2. By age (N=1588)
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Figure B1-3. By region (N=1582)
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Figure B1-4. By income

0% 10%  20% 30%  40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

1- low I
2

B In most cases people can be trusted
B In some cases people can be trusted
Sometimes you have to be careful in dealing with people

In most cases, you have to be extremely careful when dealing with people

B2(Q30). How much do you trust your immediate environment? Rate on a scale of 1 to

5, where 1 is not trusted at all, 5 is fully trusted.

Absol | Some | Neith | Some | Absol | Cann | Total
utely | what er what | utely ot
donot | donot | trust | trust trust | answ
trust trust nor er
distru
st
Q30 1 family 35 20 75 163 1,285 22 | 1,600
Q30 2 relatives 64 63 181 344 921 27 | 1,600
Q30 3 friends 97 79 263 446 683 32 | 1,600
Q30 4 work colleagues 212 185 468 323 209 203 | 1,600
Q30 _5 neighbours 337 244 453 300 210 56 | 1,600
Q30 _6 people I see for the 1,006 275 218 47 23 31 1,600
first time
Q30 _7 doctors 246 207 514 375 224 34 | 1,600
Q30 _8 directors/Managers of | 324 246 501 253 134 142 | 1,600
companies
Q30 9 directors of NGOs or 458 240 439 200 75 188 | 1,600
NPOs
Q30 10 _teachers 143 127 365 487 325 153 | 1,600
Q30 11 scientists 124 91 325 486 438 136 | 1,600
Q30 12 _municipal 478 312 457 202 97 54 | 1,600
employees

Q30 13 civil servants 461 260 443 243 111 82 | 1,600
Q30 14 president of Russia 244 77 153 275 792 59 | 1,600
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Q30 _15 political parties 496 247 419 220 93 125 | 1,600
Q30 _16_elections 476 131 273 268 389 63 | 1,600
Q30 17 courts 355 205 434 296 189 121 | 1,600
Q30 18 police 313 237 456 334 199 61 1,600
Q30 19 Russian army 109 65 183 346 823 74 | 1,600
Q30 20 _church 380 140 249 255 473 103 | 1,600
Q30 21 traditional media 543 319 450 175 78 35 | 1,600
(TV, radio, newspapers)
Q30 22 social media, 521 409 449 89 34 98 | 1,600
information on the internet
Q30 23 Russian government | 302 149 351 379 352 67 1,600
Q30 24 State Duma 404 179 373 319 242 83 | 1,600
Absol | Some | Neith | Some | Absol | Canno | Total
utely | what er what | utely t
donot | donot | trust | trust | trust | answe
trust | trust nor r
distru
st
Q30 1 family 22% | 1.3% | 4.7% | 10.2% | 80.3% | 1.4% | 100%
Q30 2 relatives 4.0% | 3.9% | 11.3% | 21.5% | 57.6% | 1.7% | 100%
Q30 3 friends 6.1% | 49% | 16.4% | 27.9% | 42.7% | 2.0% | 100%
Q30 4 work colleagues 13.3% | 11.6% | 29.3% | 20.2% | 13.1% | 12.7% | 100%
Q30 _5 neighbours 21.1% | 15.3% | 28.3% | 18.8% | 13.1% | 3.5% | 100%
Q30 6 people I see forthe | 62.9% | 17.2% | 13.6% | 2.9% | 1.4% | 1.9% | 100%
first time
Q30 _7 doctors 15.4% | 12.9% | 32.1% | 23.4% | 14.0% | 2.1% | 100%
Q30 _8 directors/Managers of | 20.3% | 15.4% | 31.3% | 15.8% | 8.4% | 8.9% | 100%
companies
Q30 9 directors of NGOs or | 28.6% | 15.0% | 27.4% | 12.5% | 4.7% | 11.8% | 100%
NPOs
Q30 10 teachers 8.9% | 7.9% |22.8% |30.4% | 20.3% | 9.6% | 100%
Q30 11 scientists 7.8% | 5.7% |20.3% | 30.4% | 27.4% | 8.5% | 100%
Q30 12 _municipal 29.9% | 19.5% | 28.6% | 12.6% | 6.1% | 3.4% | 100%
employees

Q30 13 civil servants 28.8% | 16.3% | 27.7% | 15.2% | 6.9% | 5.1% | 100%
Q30 14 president of Russia | 15.3% | 4.8% | 9.6% | 17.2% | 49.5% | 3.7% | 100%
Q30 _15_political parties 31.0% | 15.4% | 26.2% | 13.8% | 5.8% | 7.8% | 100%
Q30 16 _elections 29.8% | 82% | 17.1% | 16.8% | 24.3% | 3.9% | 100%
Q30 17 courts 22.2% | 12.8% | 27.1% | 18.5% | 11.8% | 7.6% | 100%
Q30 18 police 19.6% | 14.8% | 28.5% | 20.9% | 12.4% | 3.8% | 100%
Q30 _19 Russian army 6.8% | 4.1% | 11.4% | 21.6% | 51.4% | 4.6% | 100%
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Q30 20 church 23.8% | 8.8% | 15.6% | 15.9% | 29.6% | 6.4% | 100%
Q30 21 traditional media | 33.9% | 19.9% | 28.1% | 10.9% | 4.9% | 2.2% | 100%
(TV, radio, newspapers)

Q30 22 social media, 32.6% | 25.6% | 28.1% | 5.6% | 2.1% | 6.1% | 100%
information on the internet

Q30 23 Russian government | 18.9% | 9.3% | 21.9% | 23.7% | 22.0% | 4.2% | 100%

Q30 24 State Duma 253% | 11.2% | 23.3% | 19.9% | 15.1% | 5.2% | 100%

Figure B2-0. Total number of respondents (N=1600)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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B2(Q30_1). Trust in family members

Figure B2.1-0. Total number of respondents (N=1578)
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Figure B2.1-3. By region (N=1571)
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B2(Q30_2). Trust in relatives

Figure B2.2-0. Total number of respondents (N=1573)
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Figure B2.2-1. By sex (N=1573)
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Figure B2.2-4. By income
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B2(Q30_3). Trust in friends

Figure B2.3-0. Total number of respondents (N=1568)
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Figure B2.3-2. By age (N=1568)
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Figure B2.3-3. By region (N=1563)
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B2(Q30_4). Trust in colleagues (co-workers)

Figure B2.4-0. Total number of respondents (N=1397)

14.96% 15.18%

4 13.24%

= Absolutely do not trust = Somewhat do not trust = Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust = Absolutely trust
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Figure B2.4-3. By region (N=1392)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Moscow and St. Petersburg I e

Republican or regional centre, big city NN e
Regional centre, small or medium-sized town | IR .
Village I ea—

Rural area (village, countryside) N ——

m Absolutely do not trust ™ Somewhat do not trust ™ Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust u Absolutely trust

Figure B2.4-4. By income (N=1290)

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
1- low I —

B Absolutely do not trust B Somewhat do not trust M Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust B Absolutely trust

B2(Q30_5). Trust in neighbours

Figure B2.5-0. Total number of respondents (N=1544)
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Figure B2.5-1. By sex (N=1544)

Female
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Figure B2.5-4. By income (N=1425)
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Figure B2.6-2. By age (N=1569)
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B2 (Q30_7). Trust in doctors

Figure B2.7-0. Total number of respondents (N=1566)
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Figure B2.7-3. By region (N=1559)
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B2 (Q30_8). Trust in company managers

Figure B2.8-0. Total number of respondents (N=1458)
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Figure B2.8-1. By sex (N=1458)
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Figure B2.8-4. By income (N=1346)
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Figure B2.9-2. By age (N=1412)
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B2 (Q30_10). Trust in teachers

Figure B2.10-0. Total number of respondents (N=1447)
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Figure B2.10-3. By region (N=1442)
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Figure B2.11-1. By sex (N=1464)
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Figure B2.11-4. By income (N=1355)
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Figure B2.12-2. By age (N=1546)
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B2 (Q30_13). Trust in public servants

Figure B2.13-0. Total number of respondents (N=1518)
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Figure B2.13-3. By region (N=1512)
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Figure B2.14-1. By sex (N=1541)
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Figure B2.14-4. By income (N=1428)

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
1- low |

5-high I N ——

m Absolutely do not trust ™ Somewhat do not trust ™ Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust u Absolutely trust

B2 (Q30_15). Trust in political parties
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6.31%

14.92% .‘

16.75%

= Absolutely do not trust = Somewhat do not trust = Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust = Absolutely trust

Figure B2.15-1. By sex (N=1475)

m Absolutely do not trust ™ Somewhat do not trust  ® Neither trust nor distrust

Female

= Somewhat trust u Absolutely trust

121



Figure B2.15-2. By age (N=1475)
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B2 (Q30_16). Trust in elections

Figure B2.16-0. Total number of respondents (N=1537)
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Figure B2.16-3. By region (N=1532)
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B2(Q30_17). Trust in courts

Figure B2.17-0. Total number of respondents (N=1479)
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Figure B2.17-1. By sex (N=1479)
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Figure B2.17-4. By income (N=1372)
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Figure B2.18-0. Total number of respondents (N=1539)
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Figure B2.18-2. By age (N=1539)
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Figure B2.18-3. By region (N=1532)
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Figure B2.18-4. By income (N=1423)
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B2 (Q30_19). Trust in the army

Figure B2.19-0. Total number of respondents (N=1526)
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Figure B2.19-3. By region (N=1520)
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Figure B2.19-4. By income (N=1416)
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Figure B2.20-1. By sex (N=1497)
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Figure B2.20-4. By income (N=1367)
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Figure B2.21-2. By age (N=1558)
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Figure B2.21-3. By region (N=1558)
0% 10%20%30%40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%1 00%

Moscow and St. Petersburg
Republican or regional centre, big city
Regional centre, small or medium-sized town

Village

Rural area (village, countryside)

B Absolutely do not trust ™ Somewhat do not trust ® Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust m Absolutely trust

Figure B2.21-4. By income (N=1444)

0% 10%  20% 30%  40% 50%  60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

1- low |
2 I T e

3 | T
4| .

5 - high |

B Absolutely do not trust B Somewhat do not trust  ® Neither trust nor distrust

= Somewhat trust ® Absolutely trust

132



B2 (Q30_22). Trust in new media (social networks, information in the Internet)

Figure B2.22-0. Total number of respondents (N=1502)
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Figure B2.22-3. By region (N=1502)
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Figure B2.23-1. By sex (N=1533)
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Figure B2.23-4. By income (N=1421)
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Figure B2.24-2. By age (N=1517)
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B4(Q32). In your opinion, is there more good or evil in human nature?

Number of respondents Percentage

1 - Absolute predominance of evil 67 4.2%
2 34 2.1%
3 147 9.2%

4 364 22.8%

5 580 36.3%
6 146 9.1%

7 - Absolute predominance of good 247 15.4%
Cannot answer/Refuse 15 0.9%

Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure B4-0. Total number of respondents (N=1585)
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Figure B4-2. By age (N=1585)
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C. Opportunities and Influence

C1(Q33). Do you feel that you can change your life on your own?

Number of | Percentage
respondents
Absolutely cannot to make decisions that could change my 61 3.8%
life
Somewhat cannot make decisions that could change my 188 11.8%
life
Somewhat can make decisions that could change my life 690 43.1%
Absolutely can make decisions that could change my life 613 38.3%
Cannot answer 48 3.0%
Total 1,600 100.0%
Figure C1-0. Total number of respondents (N=1552)
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Figure C1-1. By sex (N=1552)
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Figure C1-2. By age (N=1552)
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C3 (Q35). To what extent are you satisfied with your life?

Number of respondents Percentage
Absolutely not satisfied 33 2.1%
Somewhat not satisfied 48 3.0%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 601 37.6%
Somewhat satisfied 572 35.8%
Absolutely satisfied 333 20.8%
Cannot answer 13 0.8%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure C3-0. Total number of respondents (N=1587)
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Figure C3-1. By sex (N=1587)
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Figure C3-2. By age (N=1587)
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C5 (Q137). How would you describe your daily emotional and psychological condition?

Number of Percentage
respondents
I feel emotionally uplifted 56 3.5%
I feel calm and well-balanced 704 44.0%
I feel apathetic 51 3.2%
I feel anxious 127 7.9%
I feel irritated 27 1.7%
I feel angry 9 0.6%
I feel aggressive 9 0.6%
It depends, my emotional condition 599 37.4%
varies
Other 10 0.6%
Cannot answer 8 0.5%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure C5-0. Total number of respondents (N=1592)
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Figure C5-1. By sex (N=1592)
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Figure C5-4. By income (N=1471)
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C4 (Q36). Who in your environment is the most important person: an authority, a main

adviser or person providing assistance in solving your problems or achieving your

goals?
Number of Percentage
respondents
My boss at work 88 5.5%
A state or local government official 3 0.2%
A politician 12 0.8%
A teacher at school or university 31 1.9%
A member of a local community 15 0.9%
organization
Other 677 42.3%
No one 757 47.3%
Cannot answer 17 1.1%
Total 1,600 100.0%
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Figure C4-0. Total number of respondents (N=1583)
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Figure C4-1. By sex (N=1583)

0%360%d 0%, 20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  T0%po70%  90%  100%
A 1.12%

Male
. . 0
2.17% — 1.45%
Female b
B My boss at work | A state or local government official
B A politician A teacher at school or university

B A member of a local community organization ® Other

H No one
Figure C4-2. By age (N=1583)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
18-24 years N Y

25-34 years I
35-44 years N
45-54 years N N
55 and over years

B My boss at work B A state or local government official
B A politician A teacher at school or university
= A member of a local community organization B Other

m No one

147



Figure C4-3. By region (N=1576)
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D. Social Cohesion and Social Inclusiveness

D1 (Q37). It is often the case that there are significant differences between people living
in the same area in terms of social status, income, nationality, mother tongue, political
preferences, religion, age, gender, etc. How pronounced are such differences in your

area of residence?

Number of Percentage
respondents
1 - Such differences are not pronounced 482 30.1%
2 240 15.0%
3 405 25.3%
4 177 11.1%
5 - Such differences are quite 241 15.1%
pronounced
Cannot answer 55 3.4%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure D1-0. Total number of respondents (N=1545)
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Figure D1-1. By sex (N=1545)
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Figure D1-4. By income (N=1426)
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D5 (Q41). In your experience, how safe is it to walk around in your residing area at

night?
Number of respondents Percentage

Quite safe 600 37.5%
Somewhat safe 630 39.4%
Somewhat unsafe 244 15.3%

Quite unsafe 96 6.0%

Cannot answer 30 1.9%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure D5-0. Total number of respondents (N=1570)
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Figure D5-1. By sex (N=1570)
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Figure D5-2. By age (N=1570)
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Figure D5-3. By region (N=1563)
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Figure D5-4. By income (N=1449)
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E. Collective Actions and Cooperation

E2(Q43). Have you participated in any volunteer activities in the past 12 months,

including online participation?

Number of respondents

Percentage

No Yes Total

No Yes Total

Volunteering to improve the place
(area) where you live (landscaping
streets, improving security, organizing
events, etc.)

1,290 | 310 | 1,600

80.6% | 19.4% | 100%

Volunteering for sports, cultural,
scientific and popular science events

1,454 | 146 | 1,600

90.9% | 9.1% | 100%

Volunteer activities related to the
provision of social assistance to
persons with disabilities, children,
elderly people, etc.

1,265 | 335 | 1,600

79.1% | 20.9% | 100%

Voluntary participation in political
activities (collection of signatures,
participation in rallies, etc.)

1,502 98 1,600

93.9% | 6.1% | 100%

Figure E2-0. Total number of respondents
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Figure E2-1. By sex
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Figure E2-2. By age
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Figure E2-4. By income
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E3 (Q44). On a scale from 1 to 5, evaluate to what extent do you agree with the

following statements?

l- 2 3 4 5- | Cann | Total
Absol Absol | ot
utely utely | answ
disag agree er
ree
Number of respondents
Ordinary people like me have no | 325 192 346 153 554 30 | 1,600
influence on whatever happens
in the country or its government
I do not really understand what | 444 192 343 219 349 53 1,600
the government and politicians
do, because it’s a difficult area
for me
I am interested in politics 375 115 306 250 534 20 1,600
I want to be useful to society 128 61 274 324 781 32 1,600
I and my neighbours care about | 333 161 338 248 493 27 1,600
each other
I can count on my neighbours in | 282 174 325 286 504 29 1,600
case of need
Percentage
Ordinary people like me haveno | 20.3 | 12.0 | 21.6 | 9.6% | 34.6 | 1.9% | 100%
influence on whatever happens % % % %
in the country or its government
I do not really understand what | 27.8 | 12.0 | 21.4 | 13.7 | 21.8 | 3.3% | 100%
the government and politicians % % % % %
do, because it’s a difficult area
for me
I am interested in politics 234 | 7.2% | 19.1 15.6 | 33.4 | 1.3% | 100%
% % % %
I want to be useful to society 8.0% | 3.8% | 17.1 | 20.3 | 48.8 | 2.0% | 100%
% % %
I and my neighbours care about | 20.8 | 10.1 | 21.1 | 15.5 | 30.8 | 1.7% | 100%
each other % % % % %
I can count on my neighboursin | 17.6 | 109 | 203 | 179 | 31.5 | 1.8% | 100%
case of need % % % % %
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Figure E3-0. Total number of respondents
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Figure E3-1. By sex
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Figure E3-4. By income
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E4(Q45). In the last three years, how often did you jointly apply with other residents to

local authorities to solve a problem in your residing area?

Number of respondents Percentage
Never 966 60.4%
Once 220 13.8%
Several times (2 to 5) 309 19.3%
More than 5 times 92 5.8%
Cannot answer 13 0.8%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure E4-0. Total number of respondents (N=1587)
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Figure E4-1. By sex (N=1587)
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Figure E4-2. By age (N=1587)
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G. Socio-Political Values

G1 (Q55). To what extent do you agree with the statement that the government should

reduce income gap between citizens?

Number of respondents Percentage
1 - Absolutely do not agree 193 12.1%
2 81 5.1%
3 279 17.4%
4 209 13.1%
5 - Absolutely agree 793 49.6%
Cannot answer 45 2.8%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure G1-0. Total number of respondents (N=1555)

12.41%

13.44%

m | - Absolutely do not agree =2 =3 4 =5 - Absolutely agree

Figure G1-1. By sex (N=1555)
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Figure G1-2. By age (N=1555)
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G2(Q56). How would you evaluate the government policy for the last 5 years?

1- 2 3 4 5- Cannot Total
Extrem Extrem | answer
ely ely
ineffici efficien
ent t
Creation of new
) 249 137 375 309 443 87 1,600
jobs
Reduction of
economic 432 263 417 151 180 157 | 1,600
inequality
Stimulation of 298 186 376 305 288 147 | 1,600
economic growth
Infrast
nirastructure 181 159 325 398 463 74 1,600
development
Security 180 134 350 431 431 74 1,600
Development of
education and 251 198 370 329 353 99 1,600
science
Devel tof
cvelopmetit o 365 276 | 403 278 229 49 | 1,600
health care system
Protection of the |5, ) 271 418 263 231 97 1,600
environment
Percent
Creation of
realjcis W 15.6% | 8.6% | 23.4% | 193% | 27.7% | 5.4% | 100.0%
Reduction of
economic 27.0% | 164% | 261% | 9.4% | 113% | 9.8% | 100.0%
inequality
Stimulation of
: 18.6% | 11.6% | 23.5% | 19.1% | 18.0% | 92% | 100.0%
economic growth
Infrastructu
firastructure 113% | 9.9% | 203% | 24.9% | 28.9% | 4.6% | 100.0%
development
Security 113% | 84% | 21.9% | 269% | 269% | 4.6% | 100.0%
Development of
education and 15.7% | 12.4% | 23.1% | 20.6% | 22.1% | 62% | 100.0%
science
Development of
22.8% | 173% | 252% | 17.4% | 143% | 3.1% | 100.0%
health care system
Protection of th
FORECHONOLIAC | 50.0% | 16.9% | 26.1% | 16.4% | 14.4% | 6.1% | 100.0%

environment
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Figure G2-0. Total number of respondents
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Figure G2-4. By income
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Q55 (Q138). What is your attitude on the policy of Russian government towards

Ukraine?
Number of respondents Percentage
Absolutely do not support 173 10.8%
Somewhat do not support 149 9.3%
Somewhat support 335 20.9%
Absolutely support 751 46.9%
Difficult to answer 160 10.0%
Cannot answer/Refuse 32 2.0%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure 55-0. Total number of respondents (N=1600)
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Figure 55-1. By sex (N=1408)
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Figure 55-2. By age (N=1408)
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Q56 (Q139). In your view, who is mostly responsible for the special military operation

of Russia in Ukraine?

Number of Percentage
respondents
Russian government 273 17.1%
Ukrainian government 161 10.1%
Politicians and deputy members of both 347 21.7%
countries
Russian citizens 31 1.9%
Ukrainian citizens 13 0.8%
Foreign country governments 428 26.8%
Foreign businessmen 81 5.1%
Other 52 3.3%
Difficult to answer 180 11.3%
Refuse 34 2.1%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure 56-0. Total number of respondents (N=1600)
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Figure 56-1. By sex (N=1386)
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Figure 56-2. By age (N=1386)
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Figure 56-3. By region (N=1380)
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Figure 56-4. By income (N=1315)
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H. Respondent Information

H1 (Q57-Q62). What is your highest level of education?

R d
Responde Responde espf)n © Responde
Spouse nt's .
nt nt's father nt's friend
mother
Primary education 4 8 121 126 6
Incomplete sFtcondary 63 79 109 126 )5
education
General secondary 142 106 135 173 103
education
Secondary.special education 573 462 500 500 187
(technical colledge)
Unfinished higher education 98 32 16 28 39
Higher education in
humanities or social 318 266 112 236 404
sciences
Higher education in science 271 220 253 149 393
Two higher educations,
master degree or Ph.D. 131 60 31 42 71
degree
Total 1,600 1,183 1,277 1,470 1,428
Percentage
Primary education 0.3% 0.7% 9.5% 8.6% 0.4%
I let
neomplete secondary 3.9% 2.5% 8.5% 8.6% 1.8%
education
General secondary 8.9% 9.0% 10.6% | 11.8% | 7.2%
education
Secondary special education
. 35.8% 39.1% 39.2% 40.1% 27.1%
(technical colledge)
Unfinished higher education 6.1% 2.7% 1.3% 1.9% 2.7%
Higher education in
humanities or social 19.9% 22.5% 8.8% 16.1% 28.3%
sciences
Higher education in science 16.9% 18.6% 19.8% 10.1% 27.5%
Two higher educations,
master degree or Ph.D. 8.2% 5.1% 2.4% 2.9% 5.0%
degree
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

177




Figure H1-0. Total number of respondents
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Figure HI-1. By sex (N=1600)
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Figure H1-2. By age (N=1600)
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Figure H1-3. By region (N=1593)
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Figure H1-4. By income (N=1475)
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H2 (Q63). How many family members constantly live with you in the same apartment?

Number of respondents Percentage
1 Live with family members 1,331 83.2%
2 Live alone 261 16.3%
3 Cannot answer 8 0.5%
Total 1,600 100.0%

Figure H2-0. Total number of respondents (N=1592)

= Live with family members
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Figure H2-1. How many family members do you live with? (N=1325)

Number of respondents Percentage
1 person 97 7.3%
2 people 473 35.7%
3 people 337 25.4%
4 people 278 21.0%
5 people 80 6.0%
6 people 30 2.3%
7 people 13 1.0%
8 people 7 0.5%
9 people 4 0.3%
10 people 2 0.2%
11 people 1 0.1%
12 people 2 0.2%
32 people 1 0.1%
Total 1325 100.0%
226 0200023 0.30%  15720.08% 0127 0.08%
6.04% \ '
20.98%

= | person =2 people =3 people =4 people =5 people =6 people =7 people
= 8 people =9 people =10 people m 11 people = 12 people = 32 people
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Q60 (Q64). How many children, grandchildren, and close people under 18 years old live

with you?
Number of respondents Percentage
1 300 50.3%
2 217 36.4%
3 48 8.1%
4 25 4.2%
5 4 0.7%
7 1 0.2%
10 1 0.2%
Total 596 100%

Figure 60-0. Total number of respondents (N=1331)

0.7% 0.2% 0.2%
4.2%

=]
=2

=5
=7
=10

182



H3 (Q65). Which of the following constitutes your sources of income? (Mark all that are

relevant to your family).

Yes No
Number of Number of
Percentag Percentag | Total
respondent . respondent .
] ]
Wage 1066 66.6% 534 33.4% 1600
Pensi th ial
ension and other socia 757 47.3% 843 52.7% | 1600
benefits
Own business 162 10.1% 1438 89.9% 1600
Part-time job 106 6.6% 1494 93.4% 1600
timo ] i
One-time income from 314 19.6% 1286 80.4% | 1600
occasional jobs
I fi Tt t
neome from property (rents), | ¢, 10.0% 1440 90.0% | 1600
interest rates on deposits
Aid from rel'fltlves, friends, 138 8. 6% 1462 91.4% 1600
and neighbours
Dacha, garden 340 21.3% 1260 78.8% 1600
Other 16 1.0% 1584 99.0% 1600
Figure H3-0. Percentage of respondents who chose Yes (N=1600)
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Wage

Pension and other social benefits

Own business

Part-time job

One-time income from occasional jobs

Income from property (rents), interest rates on deposits
Aid from relatives, friends, and neighbours

Dacha, garden

Other
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Table H4-0. Total number of respondents

H4 (Q66-Q73). What is your monthly average income?

1 - low 2 3 4 5_high | ° Total
answer
Central 67 99 94 64 103 44 471
Federal
Deiszit 142% | 21.0% | 20.0% | 13.6% | 21.9% | 93% | 100.0%
North-Western | 7 33 26 33 48 13 160
Federal
D?Sz; 44% | 206% | 163% | 20.6% | 30.0% | 8.1% | 100.0%
Southern 6 22 31 25 76 15 175
Federal
Deiszit 34% | 12.6% | 17.7% | 143% | 434% | 8.6% | 100.0%
North 4 11 33 15 26 6 95
Caucasian
Federal 42% | 11.6% | 34.7% | 158% | 27.4% | 63% | 100.0%
District
Volga Federal | 15 42 67 70 103 21 318
District 47% | 132% | 21.1% | 22.0% | 324% | 6.6% 1
Ural Federal 14 28 23 24 30 6 125
District 112% | 22.4% | 184% | 192% | 24.0% | 4.8% | 100.0%
Siberian 14 24 43 36 45 13 175
Federal
Diszzt 8.0% | 13.7% | 24.6% | 206% | 257% | 7.4% | 100.0%
Far EBast 10 13 24 13 14 7 81
Federal
Deisgit 123% | 16.0% | 29.6% | 16.0% | 173% | 8.6% | 100.0%
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Figure H4-0. Distribution of respondents by federal district (N=1600)

5.06%

'AN

5.94% 10.94%

= Central Federal District = North-Western Federal District

= Southern Federal District = North Caucasian Federal District
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= Siberian Federal District = Far East Federal District
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Siberian Federal District (N=162)

Far East Federal District (N=74)

ml-low = ®m = m5-high

HS (Q74). Does your family have other sources of income?

Number of respondents Percentage
Yes 1,171 73.2%
No 380 23.8%
Cannot answer 49 3.1%
Total 1,600 100.0%
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Figure H5-0. Total number of respondents (N=1551)

= Yes = No

H6 (Q75). Which of the following best describes your present financial situation? Select

all that apply.
Number of
Percentag
respondent Total .
S
I have savings to live on for more than one year 240 1600 15.0%
I have some savings to live on for a short time 587 1600 36.7%
I have outstanding 'loa.ns ij‘Ol’ljl a bank or other 570 1600 35.6%
financial institutions
I have loans from my company 19 1600 1.2%
I have large loans with private individuals 30 1600 1.9%
I have small accumulated debts 107 1600 6.7%
I have more than 2 month-rent arrears 35 1600 2.2%
None of the above 397 1600 24.8%
Cannot answer 18 1600 1.1%
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Figure H6-0. Total number of respondents
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%
I have savings to live on for more than one year I o
(N=240) 15.00%
I have some savings to live on for a short time (N587) [ N NN 36.69%
I have Outstanding loans from a bank or other financial _ 35.63%

institutions (N=570)
I have loans from my company (N=19) [} 1.19%
I have large loans with private individuals (N=30) [} 1.88%
I have small accumulated debts (N=107) | I 6.69%

I have more than 2 month-rent arrears (N=35) [} 2.19%

None of the above (N=397) | NN 24.81%

H7 (Q76). What is your current employment situation?

Number of
Percentage
respondents
Full-time employment (i'ncl. working students and 767 47.9%
pensioners)
Part-time employment 94 5.9%
Own company with employees as subordinates 34 2.1%
Individual entrepreneur or a farmer 55 3.4%
Self-employed 92 5.8%
Volunteer activity or internship (no pay) 4 0.3%
Non-working student 18 1.1%
Unemployed for health reasons (disability, etc.) 26 1.6%
Temporarily unemployed but looking for a job 48 3.0%
On maternity leave 40 2.5%
Housework 30 1.9%
Pensioner (not engaged in any work) 361 22.6%
Other 21 1.3%
Cannot answer 10 0.6%
Total 1,600 100.0%

187




Figure H7-0. Total number of respondents (N=1590)
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Individual entrepreneur or a farmer [l 3.46%
Self-employed [ 5.79%
Volunteer activity or internship (no pay) |— 0.25%
Non-working student - 1.13%
Unemployed for health reasons (disability, etc.) [l 1.64%
Temporarily unemployed but looking for a job [Hl- 3.02%
On maternity leave [l 2.52%

Housework [l— 1.89%

Pensioner (not engaged in any work) [ NRNREREREEEEEGEGEGEEEEN 22.70%

Other 1.32%

HS8 (Q77). What is your current job? (If you chose one of the first three answers for

Q76.)
Number of | Percentag
respondents e
Director or vice-director (senior manager) 43 5.0%
Middle or low-rank manager 125 14.5%
Specialist (positions that require higher education) 236 27.4%
Specialist (positions that do not require higher education):
.. 151 17.5%
office worker, secretary, administrator
Employee in a commerce or service company 82 9.5%
Employee of the 5th category 64 7.4%
Employee of the 3-4 category 47 5.5%
Employee of the 1-2 category 66 7.7%
Other 37 4.3%
Cannot answer 10 1.2%
Total 861 100.0%
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Figure H8-0. Total number of respondents (N=851)
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Other

H9 (Q78). Which of the following best describes your situation at your current place of

work? (If you chose one of the first three answers for Q76.)

Number of
Percentage
respondents
I am able to influence the decis.ion-making process at my 161 18.7%
enterprise
[ am able to inﬂu?nce decision making in my 345 40.1%
unit/department
Virtually nothing at work depends on my opinion 343 39.8%
Cannot answer 12 1.4%
Total 861 100.0%
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Figure H9-0. Total number of respondents (N=849)

= | am able to influence the decision-making process at my entreprise
= [ am able to influence decision making in my unit/department

= Virtually nothing at work depends on my opinion
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Appendix 2

Survey Questions
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Pycckuii

English

0. BA3OBBIE XAPAKTEPUCTHKHU

0. Basic Characteristics

01. Cornacue npuHSTH YUacTHe B onpoce

Ecau Q1000> 1, mo 3asepuums unmepawio ¢ pezyrsmamom "3agepuieno”

1 Cornacue

2 Otka3

3 Kareropudeckuii 0TKa3

4 PecnoHZIEHT CKa3all, YTO B POyMHHTE

5 PecrioHeHT O4eHb OBICTPO MOBECHII TPYOKY

6 [Tnoxas cBsI3b, IJIOXO CIBIITHO PECIIOHICHTA WK OIepaTopa
7 TpyOKy B3si1 peOCHOK (IETCKUI roJoc)

8 ABTOOTBETUHK

9 dakc

10 Opranuzanus/padbounii/ciry>xeOHbIN HOMEp

11 Tummna B TpyOKe

12 PecrioHEHT HE TOBOPHUT Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE, TUIOXO TOHHUMAET

01. Consent to participate in the interview
If Q1000> 1, complete the interview with “Completed” result

1 Agree

2 Disagree

3 Absolutely disagree

4 Respondent said that he/she was in roaming

5 Respondent hung up very quickly

6 Poor connection, respondent or operator has trouble to hear
7 Child answered the phone (child’s voice)

8 Voicemail

9 Fax

10 Company/work/office number

11 Silence on the line

12 Respondent does not speak Russian language or has poor Russian

13 dusnueckas WM MEHTAIbHAs HEPECTIOHACHTONPUTOIHOCTh language ability
13 Physical or mental disability of the respondent to participate in the
survey

02. ITos pecnnogenTa 02. Sex

1 Myxckoit 1 Male

2 XKenckuit 2 Female

03. Bo3pact. CK0JIBKO JIET BaM HCIOJIHUJIOCH? 03. Age.

Ecau Q1003 < 18, mo 3asepuiums uHmepavio ¢ pe3yismamom
"3asepueno”

04. Bo3pact. Bo3pacTHble KOropThl

118-24
225-34
335-44
4 45-54
5 55 net u crapuie

If Q1003 < 18, complete the interview with the result "Completed".
04. Age. Age cohorts

118-24
225-34
335-44
4 45-54
5 55 and over




05. Ckaxure noxaiyiicTa, B KAKOM peruone(kpae, odJacTu,
pecnybmke) Bbl npoxxuBaeTe Ha JaHHBIH MOMEHT?

1 Benropoackas 06aacTh

2 Bpsiackas obiacth

3 Brnagumupckast o6aacTb
4 BopoHexckas 00J1acTh

5 NBaHoBcKast 00J1acTh

6 Kamy>xckas obnactsb

7 Koctpomckast 001acTh

8 Kypckast obnactb

9 JInnenkas o0J1acThb

10 OpnoBckast o6s1acth

11 Ps3zaHckas o0iacth

12 CmoneHckas 061acTh

13 TamboBcKast 00JaCcTh

14 Tsepckas obnacth

15 Tynbckast 06macTb

16 SIpocnaBckast 001acTh
17 MockBa

18 MockoBckas 00J1acTh

19 Pecn. Kapenus

20 Pecn. Komu

21 Heneukwuit aBTOHOMHBIN OKPYT
22 Apxanrenbckas 001acTh
23 Bomorojckast 001acTh
24 KanuHuHTpaacKas 001acTh
25 JlenuHrpajckas o0J1acTh
26 Caukrt-Iletepbypr

27 Mypmanckast 067acTb
28 HoBropojckas 00J1acThb
29 TIckoBckast 0067aCTh

30 Pecr. Anpirest

31 Pecniy6nmuka KanMbikus
32 Kpbim

33 CeBacToI10J1b

05. Please tell me in which region (kray, oblast, republic) you reside at
the moment?

1 Belgorod oblast

2 Bryansk oblast

3 Vladimir oblast

4 Voronezh oblast

5 Ivanovo oblast

6 Kaluga oblast

7 Kostroma oblast

8 Kursk oblast

9 Lipetsk obalst

10 Oryol oblast

11 Ryazan oblast

12 Smolensk oblast

13 Tambov oblast

14 Tver oblast

15 Tula oblast

16 Yaroslavl oblast

17 Moscow

18 Moscow oblast

19 Republic of Karelia
20 Republic of Komi
21 Nenets Autonomous okrug
22 Arkhangelsk oblast
23 Vologda oblast

24 Kaliningrad oblast
25 Leningrad oblast
26 Saint-Petersburg
27 Murmansk oblast
28 Novgorod oblast
29 Pskov oblast

30 Adygeya Republic
31 Republic of Kalmykia
32 Crimea

33 Sevastopol
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34 KpacHonapckuii kpait

35 AcrtpaxaHckas 00J1acTh

36 Bonrorpazackast 061acTb

37 PoctoBckas 001acTb

38 PecnyOmuka [larectan

39  PecnyOnuka Marymerus

40 Kabapauno-bankapckas pecnyOinka
41 KapauaeBo-Uepkecckas pecnyOauka
42 PecnyOsinka CeBepHas Ocetus - AnaHus
43 YeueHckas peciryOiuka

44 CraBpoIOJbCKUH Kpaii

45 Pecny6nnka bamkoprocran

46 Pecniy6nnka Mapuii O

47 Pecriy6nmka MopmoBust

48 PecmryOunka Tarapcran

49 Y aMmyprckas peciyOnmka

50 YyBamickas pecryOyinka

51 Ilepmckuii kpait

52 KupoBckas 00J1acTb

53 Hmwxkeropoackas 001acthb

54 Openbyprckast 00acTb

55 Iensenckas ob6macTh

56 Camapckast o0yacTh

57 CapatoBckast 001acTh

58 YnpsHOBCKast 0067aCTh

59 KypraHckas o0iacth

60 CBepiioBckast 001acTh

61 XanTb-MaHcuiickuil aBTOHOMHBIN OKPYT
62 SImano-Heneuxuii aBTOHOMHBIN OKPYT
63 TromeHckas o0aacTb

64 YenaOunckas 061acTb

65 PecniyOnmuka Anraii

66 Pecriyomuka TriBa

67 PecriyOmuika Xakacus

68 AnTaiickuit kpai

69 Kpacnosipckuii kpait

70 UpkyTckas 001acTh

34 Krasnodar krai

35 Astrakhan oblast

36 Volgograd oblast

37 Rostov oblast

38 Republic of Dagestan

39 Republic of Ingushetia

40 Kabardino-Balkarian republic

41 Karachayevo-Circassian republic
42 Republic of North Ossetia-Alania
43 Chechen Republic

44 Stavropol krai

45 Republic of Bashkortostan

46 Republic of Mariy-El

47 Republic of Mordovia

48 Republic of Tatarstan

49 Udmurt republic

50 Chuvash republic

51 Perm krai

52 Kirov oblast

53 Nizhny Novgorod oblast

54 Orenburg oblast

55 Penza oblast

56 Samara oblast

57 Saratov oblast

58 Ulyanovsk oblast

59 Kurgan oblast

60 Sverdlovsk oblast

61 Khanty-Mansi autonomous okrug
62 Yamalo-Nenets autonomous okrug
63 Tyumen oblast

64 Chelyabinsk oblast

65 Republic of Altai

66 Republic of Tuva

67 Republic of Khakassia

68 Altai krai

69 Krasnoyarsk krai

70 Irkutsk oblast
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71 KemepoBckas 0051acTh

72 HoBocubupckas 061acth

73 Omckast o61acTh

74 Tomckas o6nacTh

75 PecniyOmuka Bypsitus

76 Pecniyonmuka Caxa (SkyTus)

77 3abaiikabCKuil Kpai

78 Kamuarckuit kpaii

79 pumopckuii kpai

80 XabapoBckuit kpaii

81 Amypckas o6sacTb

82 Marananckas o0y1acTb

83 CaxanmHcKas 067acTh

84 EBpeiickas aBTOHOMHas1 00J1aCTh
85 UyKOTCKUI1 aBTOHOMHBIN OKpPYT
98 3arpyanstock orBetuth (HE 3SAUUTBIBATD)
99  Orxkas (HE BAUUTBIBATD)

71 Kemerovo oblast

72 Novosibirsk oblast

73 Omsk oblast

74 Tomsk oblast

75 Republic of Buryatia

76 Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
77 Zabaykalsky krai

78 Kamchatka krai

79 Primorsky krai

80 Khabarovsk krai

81 Amur oblast

82 Magadan oblast

83 Sakhalin oblast

84 Jewish Autonomous oblast
85 Chukotka Autonomous oblast
98 Difficult to answer (DO NOT READ)
99 Disclaimer (DO NOT READ

06. B xakom ®eepanbHoM okpyre Bol npoxkuBaete?

1 LenTpanbHblii (eneparbHbIA OKPYT

2 CeBepo-3amaHplii GpenepaibHbIi OKPYT
3 IOxHbI# (hepepanbHbIii OKPYT

4 Ceepo-Kapka3ckuil peepaibHbIi OKpyT
5 IpuBoIDKCKU# enepanbHbIi OKPYT

6 Ypanbsckuit GpenepanbHbIil OKPYT

7 Cubupckuii penepanbHblid OKpYT

8 JlambHEeBOCTOUYHBIN (heiepalibHBINA OKPYT
98 3arpyaHsOCh OTBETUTH

99 3/0, otka3z (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

06. Which Federal District do you live in?

1 Central Federal District

2 North West Federal District

3 Southern Federal District

4 North Caucasian Federal District

5 Volga Federal District

6 Ural Federal District

7 Siberian Federal District

8 Far Eastern Federal District

98 Difficult to answer (DO NOT READ)

99 no asnwer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

07. B HaceJileHHOM MYHKTe Kakoro Tuna Bel mpoxxuBaete ceiiuac?

1 Mocksa u Cankt-IlerepOypr

2 PecrryOnuKaHCKHIA WM 00JIACTHOM TICHTP, KPYITHBIA TOPOJI
3 PaiioHHBI# IGHTP, MAJIBII WU CPETHUN TOPOJ]

4 TTocesioK TOPOJICKOTO TUIIa

07. What type of settlement do you currently live in?

1 Moscow and St. Petersburg

2 Republican or regional centre, big city

3 District centre, small or medium-sized town
4 Urban type settlement
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5 Ceno, nepeBHs
99 3/0, otkas (HE 3AUMTBIBATD)

5 Village, countryside
99 no asnwer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A. COIIMAJIBHBIE KOHTAKTBI 1 YJIEHCTBO B
OPI'AHM3ANUAX

A. Social Contacts and Membership in Organisations

Al. (QS). YacTo Jr0au y4acTBYIOT B padoTe pa3jM4HbIX Py,
OpraHu3aiuii, ceTeil, accoumamnuii. 3To MOryT ObITH 0(PUIMATLHO
CO3/IaHHBbIE IPYIINBI, HAPUMeEP, 001eCTBEHHBbIE OPraHU3alNu,
MOJUTHYECKHE TAPTHH, KIy0Obl 10 HHTEepecaM, BOJOHTEPCKHe
OpraHM3ali|, MPOCTO IPYNIBI JH0/eil, KOTOpPbIe PeryJasipHoO
cOOHpAIOTCs VIS COBMECTHOM esITeIbHOCTH HJIU 00CYKIAEHUS
pa3an4YHBIX TeM. YJIeHOM CKOJbKUX TAKUX TPy ABjIsieTech Bol moan
KTO-JIH00 U3 4JIEHOB Balleil ceMbu?

1 IA. 3AITUIIATE YUCJIO Q5_IN
2 He ABJISICTCA YICHOM HOI[O6HI)IX prHH
99 3/0, otkas (HE 3AUUTBIBATD)

Al. (Q5). Often people are involved in different groups, organisations,
networks, associations. These can be formally established groups such
as voluntary organisations, political parties, hobby clubs, voluntary
organisations, or simply groups of people who meet regularly to work
together or discuss different topics. How many of these groups do you
or a family member belong to?

1 YES. WRITE DOWN THE NUMBER Q5_1N
2 Not a member of such groups
99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

AS. (Q9). Teneps moroBopum 0 Bamem noBceTHeBHOM OOIIEHNH.
Ykaxure, noxkajyiicra, KoJau4ecTBo 4ieHoB Bameii cembu n
POACTBEHHUKOB, C KOTOPHLIMHI BbI 00bIYHO KOHTAKTHPYETE B TeUeHHe
OJHOT0 IHS JITYHO, 10 Teaedony uin yepe3 UurepHer 0e3 yuéra Tex,
¢ keM Bbl BMecTe JKUBETe

10

2 1-2 genoBeka

3 3-4 gyenoBeka

4 5-9 yenoBek

5 10-19 yenosek

6 6omee 20 yeaoBek

99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

AS. (Q9). Now let's talk about your everyday communication. Please
indicate the number of your family members and relatives with whom
you usually have contact in one day in person, by telephone or via the
internet, not including those with whom you live together

10

2 1-2 people

3 3-4 people

4 5-9 people

510-19 people

6 more than 20 people

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A6. (Q10). Kak yacto BbI 0011aeTECh, COBETYyeTeCh HJIM MPOCUTE
MOMOIIH Y Y4JIEHOB CBOei ceMbU WIH 0JU3KUX POACTBEHHUKOB? 3a
HCKJIIOUECHHEM TeX U3 HUX, KTO )KMBET BMecTe ¢ Bamu.

A6. (Q10). How often do you communicate, seek advice or help from
your family members or close relatives? Except for those who live
with you.
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1 muxorna (ECJIU PECIIOH/IEHT CKA3AJI, 9TO nem poocmeenHuxos,
OTMETHTE 3TOT BAPHAHT)

2 OIIWH pa3 B TOJ WIH pa3 B HECKOJIBKO JIET

3 pa3 B MecsII WK HECKOJIBKO pa3 B rojl

4 pa3 B HENEJIO WM HECKOJIBKO pa3 B MeCsIIl

5 KaX[IpIi1 IEHb WJIM HECKOJBKO pa3 B HEJEIIO
99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3BAUUTLIBATD)

1 Never (IF THE RESPONDENT SAYS NO RELATIVES, ACCEPT
THIS OPTION)

2 Once a year or once every few years

3 once a month or more than once a year

4 once a week or more than once a month

5 every day or several times a week

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A7.(Q11). Cpenn Bammux coceneil CKoJILKO TeX, ¢ KeM Bbl 00b11HO
310poBaeTech?

1 0 yenoBek

2 1-4 genoBek

3 5-9 yenoBek

4 10-19 genoBek

5 20 genoBek u Oosce

99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

A7. (Q11). Among your neighbours, how many people do you usually
say hello to?

1 0 people

2 1-4 people

3 5-9 people

4 10-19 people

5 20 people or more

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

AS8. (Q12). A y ckoabkux coceneil Bbl MokeTe NONPOCHTH COBETA MU
MOMOILM B cJIydyae HeoO0xoqumMocTu?

0 genoBek
1-2 genoBeka
3-4 yenoBeka
5-9 yenoBek
6onee 10 yemoBek
9 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

O N AW~

A8. (Q12). How many neighbours can you ask for advice or help in
case of need?

1 0 people

2 1-2 persons

3 3-4 persons

45 9 people

5 more than 10 people

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A9. (Q13). Ckoanko y Bac 6s1u3kux apyseii, ¢ KoropbiMu Bbl
JIeJIUTeCh MOAPOOHOCTSIMHE Ballleil JHYHOI ;KH3HU WU MPOCHTE COBETA
WJIY IOMOIIM B TPYAHBIX KH3HEHHBIX CHTYanusx?

1 0 uenoBek

2 1-2 genoBeka
3 3-4 gyenoBek

4 5-9 yenoBek

5 10-19 yenosek

A9. (Q13). How many close friends do you have with whom you share
details of your personal life or ask for advice or help in difficult
situations?

1 0 persons

2 1-2 persons
3 33 4 people
4 5-9 people

5 10-19 people
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6 20-49 yenoBek

7 50-99 genoBek

8 100 u Oonee yemoBex

99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

6 20-49 persons

7 50-99 persons

8 100 or more persons

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A10. (Q14). Kak yacTo Bbl npocute coBeTa WJIM MOMOIIHN y CBOUX
Jpy3eil 1 3HAKOMBIX, HCKJII0Yasi KoJuIer no pagore?

1 nukoraa (ECJIH y pecnondenma nem maxux opy3eil u 3HAKOMbIX,
OTMETBTE DTOT BAPHUAHT)

2 OJIMH pa3 B TOJ WIH pa3 B HECKOJIBKO JIET

3 pa3 B MecsI WIN HECKOJIBKO pa3 B roj

4 pa3 B HEIETIO WIH HECKOJIBKO Pa3 B MECSI]

5 Ka)KIbIH I€Hb WM HECKOJIBKO Pa3 B HEAEIIO

99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

A10. (Q14). How often do you ask for advice or help from your friends
and acquaintances, excluding work colleagues?

1 Never (IF the respondent does not have such friends and acquaintances,
MARK THIS OPTION)

2 Once a year, or once every few years

3 Once a month or more than once a year

4 once a week or more than once a month

5 every day or several times a week

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

All. (Q15). Kakum o0pa3om Bbl yalie Bcero KOHTaKTUpYeTe €O
CBOMMM APY3bSAMH U
3HAKOMBIMH?

1 Ha TUYHOU BCTpeUe

2 o tenedony

3 10 3JIEKTPOHHOI MmouTe

4 B COLMAITBHBIX CETIX

5 mpouee (ykaxure, uto uMeHHO) Q15 5T
99  3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

All. (Q15). How do you most often have contact with your friends
and acquaintances?

1 in person

2 by phone

3 by e-mail

4 by social networks

5 other (specify) Q15_5T

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A12. (Q16). Yto U3 HMKeNepeYNCJIeHHOT0 XapaKTepu3yeT Joael u3
Bamlero kpyra o01enns, HCK/1I04asi POACTBEHHUKOB?

1 B MoeM KpyTy 0OIIeHusI GOTIBIIIE JTFOEH, KOTOPBIE BBIIIIE MEHS 110
crarycy

2 B MOEM KpYTy OOIIeHHs OOJbIIIE JTFO/ICH C OJHHAKOBBIM CO MHOM
cTaTycoMm

3 B MoeM KpyTy oOIieHust GOTIbIIIe JTI0EH, KOTOPhIE HIKE MEHS T10
CTaTyCy

99  3/o, otka3 (HE 3AUUTLHIBATD)

A12. (Q16). Which of the following best characterizes people in your
social circle, excluding relatives?

1 there are more people in my social circle who are higher in status than
me

2 there are more people of the same status in my network

3 I have more people below me in my network

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)
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A16. (Q27). K10 13 ciieayouX JUIl COCTABJISAIOT HAH0O0IbIIYIO YACTh
kpyra Bamero o6menus?

1 cemMbs U pOJCTBEHHUKU

2 cocenu

3 OTHOKJIACCHHUKH, OXHOTPYTIITHUKH

4 npy3bsi ¥ 3HAKOMBIE (HE BKIIFOYAsi OAHOKJIACCHUKOB U OJHOTPYIIITHIUKOB)
5 Kosieru no pabore

6 pabOTHUKHM HEKOMMEPUECKHUX WM BOJIOHTEPCKHUX OpTraHU3auit

7 mpeacTaBUTENN EPKBU

8 YJICHBI OJTUTUYECKIX MAPTHUI

9 Q27 9T npyrue moau (yka3ath k10) (HE 3SAUMTBHIBATD)

10 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTLHIBATD)

A16. (Q27). Which of the following persons form the largest part of
your social circle?

1 family and relatives

2 neighbours

3 classmates, classmates

4 friends and acquaintances (not including classmates and classmates)
5 coworkers

6 employees of non-profit or voluntary organisations

7 church representatives

8 members of political parties

9 Q27 9T other people (specify) (DO NOT ENTER)

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

A14.5 (Q22). K xomy u3 caenywommux jun Bel o0panjaerech B mepByio
ouepenb 32 MOMOIULIO B CJIyvae...

Q22_ ...BO3HMKHOBEHUS Ype3BbIYANHBIX )KU3HEHHBIX CUTyalui?

1 K IPOKUBAOIINIM C BAMH WICHAM CEMbU

2 K pOACTBEHHUKAM

3 K KoJureram 1o pabore

4 K cocensim

5 K Apy3bsaM

6 K cenuanucTy

7 B OOIIECTBEHHBIC OPTAHM3ALIUH

8 HU K KOMY

9 ne 6bu10 Takux npodiieM (HE 3AUNTBIBATD)
10 [Q18_10T] npyroe (HE 3BAUMTBHIBATD)
99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

A14.5 (Q22). Which of the following persons do you go to first in case
of...

Q22 _...emergencies?

1 family members living with you

2 relatives

3 work colleagues

4 neighbours

5 friends

6 a professional

7 social organisations

8 no one (DO NOT READ)

9 no such problems (DO NOT READ)
10 [Q18_10T] other (DO NOT READ)
99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

025. VCJIOBUE Q4=5 ([I/I CEJIbCKHUX XUTEJIEH)

A15.1 (Q25). Ecam Bapyr Bam noHago0u10ch 3aHATH HE0OIBIIYIO
CyMMY JIeHer 10CTaTOYHYI0, YT00bI OIIATHTHL pacxoabl Bauieii cembu
B TeyeHHe OJHOW He/leH, eCTh JIM JIIJM NoMUMO Bammx ouamaxaiiiux

025. CONDITION Q4=5 (FOR RURAL RESIDENTS)
A15.1 (Q25). If you suddenly needed to borrow a small amount of
money sufficient to cover your family's expenses for one week, are
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JIOMOYA/IIEB U OJIU3KHX POJICTBEHHUKOB, K KOTOPHIM BbI MOT/IH OBI
00paTUTHCH U KOTOPHIE X0TeJIH ObI M MOTJIM ObI 010JLKUTH Bam 3TH
eHbI'u?

1 ompeneneHHo na

2 ckopee aa

3 HE yBepeH

4 cxopee HeT

5 ompeneneHHo HeT

99  3/0, otkasz (HE 3AUMTLHIBATD)

there people other than your family and close relatives you could turn
to who would be willing and able to lend you the money?

1 Definitely yes

2 Rather yes

3 Not sure

4 More likely no

5 Definitely not

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

026. YCJIOBHE Q4 !=5 ([[VIA TOPOXAH)

A15.2. (Q26). Ecau Bam Bapyr noHago0uiioch 3aHSITh He0OJIBIIYIO
CyMMY [leHer, PaBHYI0 IPMMEPHO HelleJbHOii Baueii 3apadoTHoii
IJIaTe, €CTh JIM JIOAH MoMUMO Bamux OJmkaiiimx 1oMo4aaies u
0JIM3KMX POACTBEHHUKOB, K KOTOPHIM Bbl Morjin 061 00paTUTHCS U
KOTOPBbIE X0TeJI! ObI M MOTJTH ObI 010/LKUTH BaM 3Tu f1eHbru?

1 ompenenenHo na

2 ckopee na

3 He yBepeH

4 ckopee HET

5 onpeneneHHo HeT

99  3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

Q26. CONDITION Q4 !=5 (FOR CITY RESIDENTS)

A15.2. (Q26). If you suddenly needed to borrow a small amount of
money equal to about a week's wages, are there people other than
your immediate household and close relatives whom you could turn to
and who would be willing and able to lend you the money?

1 Definitely yes

2 Rather yes

3 Not sure

4 More likely no

5 Definitely not

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Q14. (Q83). Bl camMu moJ1y4yasu 0T CBOero 0JIMKailero oKpyKeHust
WJTH OKA3bIBAJIU €70 MPeACTABUTEISIM CAMH TAKOT0 POAa MOMOIIb 32
nocJjenuue 12 mecsineB?

Q14. (Q83). In the past 12 months, have you received or provided help
listed below from your close surroundings?

Q83 1 Borrowing up to 100,000 rubles

[Q83_1] Bo3mo:xkHOCTD B3TH B A0Jr 10 100 ThIC. PYO. Q83 2 Borrowing more than 100,000 rubles

[Q83 2] Bo3mo:kHOCTH B3(Th B 10T cBbimie 100 Thic. pyo. Q83 3 Getting a good job

[Q83_3] YcrpoiicTBo Ha Xopoluryio padoTy Q83 4 Entering a good university

[Q83_4] ITocTynsieHue B XOpoLIMii BY3 Q83 5 Career promotion

[Q83_5] IlponBu:KkeHNe 0 KAPbEPHOIi JIeCTHULIE Q83 _6 Ensuring entrance to a good school for children

[Q83_6] YcTpoiicTBo AeTeil B XOPOUIYI0 IIKOJTY Q83 7 Solving a housing issue

[Q83_7] Pemienue :KMIUIIHOM NMPO_1eMbl Q83 _8 Introducing a good doctor or getting access to a good
hospital
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[Q83_8] O0pamenue K XOpomIMM Bpa4yaM HJIH YCTPOHCTBO B
XOpOLLYI0 00JbHULY

[Q83 9] IMouck npupadboTKOB

[Q83_10] CoaeiicTBue B 10cTyNE K J0JKHOCTHBIM JULAM, CIOCOOHBIM
noMo4b B pemiennu Bamux npodaem

[Q83 11] Momomb npu HEOGXOAMMOCTH Mepee3a B APYroit
HaceJIeHHbIN MyHKT B Poccun

[Q83_12] ITomowmb npu HEOOXOAUMOCTH Nepee3a 3a pyodex

1 Hoxyyann

2 IlpenocTaBiasijim caMu

3 (HE BAYUTDBIBATD) He nosiyuasnu v He NpeA0CTABISIH
99 (HE 3AYUTBIBATD) 3arpynauinch 0TBeTHThH/0TKa3

Q83 9 Searching opportunities for earning extra income (e.g.
via one-time jobs)
Q83 10 Getting access to people with authority who can help

solving your problems
Q83 11 Help in moving to other region of Russia
Q83 12 Help in moving abroad

1 I received such help

2 I provided such help

3 Neither received nor provided such help
99 Cannot answer

Q15. (Q84). Kak 3a nmocjeanue 12 mecsinieB U3MeHWJIACh
HHTEHCUBHOCTH OOIEHHUS C:

[Q84_1] ...c 0,JM3KMMHU POACTBEHHHKAMH, He NPOKUBAIOLIUMH C BAMH

[Q84 2] ... c npy3psimu
[Q84_3] ... co 3HaKOMBIMHU
[Q84_4] ... ¢ koJL1eramu
[Q84 5] ... ¢ cocensamm

1 YBeauuniaach
2 He u3zmeHunJIach
3 YMeHbmInIaCh
4 3/0

Q15. (Q84). How has the frequency of your communication with the
following people changed in the past 12 months?

[Q84_1] ...with close relatives who do not live with you

[Q84 2] ... with friends
[Q84_3] ... with acquaintances
[Q84_4] ... with colleagues
[Q84 5] ... with neighbours

1 Increased
2 No change
3 Decreased
4 Cannot answer

Q16. Q85. B Teuenne nocjaeannx 12 MecsinieB HCNbITHIBAJIN BbI
NMOTpedHOCTH B:

[Q85 1] O6menun B UnTepHeTe (COUMAIBHBIX CETAX, CaliTaX
3HAKOMCTB M [Ip.)

[Q85_2] HoBbIX ApPYy3bsX, 0JM3KHX 3HAKOMBIX

[Q85_3] IlapTHepax AJsl cO3TaHUSA COBMECTHOI0 OM3Heca, MPOEKTa,
cTaprana M T.u.

Q16. (Q85). In the past 12 months, have you experienced the necessity
in the following matters?

[Q85_1] Communication on the Internet (social networks, dating sites,
etc.)

[Q85_2] New friends, close acquaintances

[Q85_3] Partners to create a joint business, project, start-up, etc.
[Q85_4] New counterparties to carry out their professional activity
[Q85 5] Restoration of (trust) relations with close relatives
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[Q85_4] HoBbIX KOHTpPareHTax JJisl 0CyllecTBJIeHHs CBOeH
npodecCHOHAIBLHOMU NeSITeIbHOCTH

[Q85_5] BoccTaHoBiaeHNH (10BePUTEIbLHBIX) OTHOLIEHUH ¢ OJIM3KUMH
POACTBEHHUKAMH

[Q85_6] BoccranoBiaeHuu odmeHus (cBs3eii) ¢ 0JU3KUMHU B IPYTrUX
peruoHax cTpaHbl

[Q85_7] BoccTaHoBeHnu 00uIeHUsI (CBsi3eil) ¢ TeMH, KTO yexaJl u3
Poccnn

1 1a, u s1 3T0 ocylecTBUJI(a)

2 [1a, ¥ 11 3T0 IVIAHUPYIO OCYLIECTBUTH
3 Her, He ObLJI0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH

4 3/0

[Q85_6] Restoration of communication (links) with close relatives in
other regions of the country

[Q85_7] Restoration of communication (ties) with those who left
Russia.

1 Yes, and I have done this
2 Yes, and I plan to do this
3 No, it was not necessary
4 Cannot answer

A17. (Q28). Ouennrte, moxkanyiicra, no mkase ot 1 10 5, HACKOJIbKO
BaKHBIM BbI cunTaere HaJlMuMe cBsi3eil ¢ BAMATEIbHBIMHU JIOABMHI
(TaKUMH KaK NOJMTUKH, FOCCIY KallUe, PYKOBOAUTEH NpeInpusTHii
U T.IL.) JUISl TOTO, YTOOBI CTATh YCIICINHBIM B o01ecTBe. (1- HayImune
cBsi3eil a0COTIOTHO He BAJ)KHO, 5 — HAJIMYHeE CBsi3eil KpaiiHe BasKHO)

1 aBCONIOTHO HE BaYKHO

2

3

4

5 KpaifHe Ba>KHO

99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

A17. (Q28). On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how important you
think it is to have connections with influential people (such as
politicians, civil servants, business leaders, etc.) in order to become
successful in society. (1 is not important at all, 5 is extremely
important)

1 totally unimportant

2

3

4

5 extremely important

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

B. COHMAJIBHOE JTOBEPHUE

B. Social Trust

B1. (Q29). Ecau roBopuTh B 11€JI0M, cuuTaeTe Ju Bol, 4T
00JILIIMHCTBY JIIOJIeil MOKHO J10BEPSITh, UM N0JIaraere, YTO HYKHO
OBbITh 04eHb OCTOPOKHBIM B OTHOIIEHUSX C JTIOALMHU?

1 B GOJIBIIMHCTBE CIYYasX JIOIIM MOKHO JIOBEPSThH

2 B HEKOTOPBIX CIIydasx JIOASM MOKHO JOBEPSTh

3 B HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4asix HY>KHO OBITh OYEHb OCTOPOKHBIM B OTHOILIEHUSIX
C JIIDJbMHU

Q29. B1. Generally speaking, do you think that most people can be
trusted, or do you think you have to be very careful when dealing with
people?

1 In most cases people can be trusted

2 In some cases, people can be trusted

3 Sometimes you have to be very careful in your dealings with people

4 In most cases, you have to be very careful how you act towards people
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4 B OONBUIMHCTBE CIIy4acB HY’KHO OBITh OUE€Hb OCTOPOXKHBIM B
OTHOILEHUSX C JIOJbMU
99  33/o, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

B2. (Q30). Hackonbko Bel noBepsiere Bamemy Omskaiimemy
okpyxenno? Ouenute no mkaJe ot 1 1o 5, rae 1 — coBcem He
JIOBEPSIO, 5 — MOJTHOCTHIO ToBepsito. 99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

Q30 1 _cemps

Q30_2 poacTBeHHUKH

Q30 _3 npy3es

Q30_4 xoseru no padote
Q30_5_cocequ

Q30_6_mronn, KOTOPHIX BUXKY BIEPBHIE
Q30 _7 Bpaunm

Q30_8_ pyk.-mu npeanpuaTHii

Q30_9 pyxk.-mu obmecTBeHHBIX opranmu3anuil wm HKO
Q30-10_npenonasarenu
Q30_11_yuensle

Q30_12 myHunUMNanbHbIE CoyXallue
Q30 _13 rocynapcTBeHHBIE CITyKalllle
Q30_14 npesunent Poccun
Q30_15_nonutuueckue NapTHUH

Q30 _16_BwiOOpPHI

Q30 _17 cyast

Q30_18 nonuuus

Q30 _19 poccwuiickas apmMus

Q30 20 uepxoBb

Q30 _21_CMM (TB, paauo, ra3ertsl)
Q30_22 conmanbHbie ceTy, HHGOPMAIUSI B UHTEPHETE
Q30 23 mpasutensctBo Poccun

Q30 24 TocynmapctBenHas [Jyma Poccuun

B2. (Q30). How much do you trust your immediate environment?
Rate on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not trusted at all, 5 is fully trusted.
99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Q30 _1_ family

Q30 _2 relatives

Q30_3_friends

Q30_4 work colleagues

Q30_5 neighbours

Q30_6_people I see for the first time
Q30_7 doctors

Q30_8 directors/Managers of companies
Q30_9 directors of NGOs or NPOs
Q30_10_teachers

Q30_11_scientists

Q30_12_municipal employees
Q30_13_civil servants

Q30_14 president of Russia
Q30_15_political parties
Q30_16_clections

Q30 _17 _courts

Q30_18 police

Q30_19_Russian army

Q30 20 church

Q30_21 _traditional media (TV, radio, newspapers)
Q30_22 social media, information on the internet
Q30_23 Russian government
Q30 24 State Duma

B4. (Q32). Kak BbI cuuraere, 4ero 60Jib11e B 4e10Be4eCKOii mpupose:
noopa uiau 31a? Ouenute no mkaje ot 1 1o 7, rae 1 — nmosHoe
npeodJaanue 3,a, 7 — moJHoe npeodaaganue 1o0pa

B4. (Q32). What do you think is more in human nature: good or evil?
Rate on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is the total predominance of evil, 7
is the total predominance of good.
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1 [onnoe mpeobnananue 3JIA

AN W W

7 Iomuoe npeobnananue JJOBPA
99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

1 complete predominance of evil

AN bW

7 total predominance of good
99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

C. BO3BMOXXHOCTHU U BJIUSIHUE

C. Opportunities and Influence

C1. (Q33). OueHure, HacCK0JIbKO y Bac ecTb BO3MOKHOCTh IPMHUMATH
BajKHbIE pellleHNs], CIOCOOHbIe N3MEHHTDh Bamny xu3Hb ?

1 coBepIlieHHO HE CTTOCOOHBI H3MEHUTH KU3Hb
2 B OCHOBHOM HE CITOCOOHBI H3MEHUTh KU3Hb
3 B OCHOBHOM CIIOCOOHBI H3MEHHTh KU3Hb

4 B NIOJTHO# Mepe CIOCOOHBI U3MEHUTH KHU3Hb
99  3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

C1. (Q33). To what extent you are able to make important decisions
that can change your life?

1 absolutely unable to change my life

2 somehwat unable to change my life

3 somewhat able to change my life

4 absolutely able to change my life

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

C3. (Q35). Ckaxure, HACK0JbKO Bbl y10B/1€TBOPEHBI CBOECH KU3HbIO
B meygom?

1 coBceM He YIOBICTBOPEHBI

2 cKopee He YI0BICTBOPEHBI

3 B4EM-TO y/IOBJIETBOPEHBI, B 4€M-TO HE YIOBIICTBOPEHBI, TPYJHO CKa3aTh
OJTHO3HAYHO

4 cxopee yI0BIETBOPEHBI

5 MOJTHOCTBIO yIOBJIETBOPEHBI

99  3/o, otka3 (HE 3AUUTBHIBATD)

C3. (Q35). Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with your life?

1 absolutely not satisfied

2 somewhat dissatisfied

3 somewhat satisfied and somewhat dissatisfied, it is difficult to say
unequivocally

4 somehwat satisfied

5 absolutely satisfied

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

C5. (Q137) (Q46). Kak 051 Bbl oxapakTepn30Bajiu cBoe 00bIYHOE,
MOBCEeJHEBHOE IMOLIMOHALHO-TICHX0JI0r HY€eCKO€e COCTOHUE?

1 omrymaere 3SMOIMOHAIBHBIN TOAHBEM
2 4yyBCTBYeTE ceOsl CIOKOHHO, YPABHOBEIICHHO

C5. (Q137)(Q46). How would you describe your usual, everyday
emotional and psychological condition?

1 I feel emotionally uplifted
2 I feel calm and well-balanced
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3 HAXOJUTECh B COCTOSTHUN Oe3pa3Iuyusl, allaTHH
4 ourymiaere TpEBOTY

5 4yyBCTByeTE pa3apaKeHUE

6 olrymiaeTe 4yBCTBO 031007I€HHOCTH

7 olyIaeTe 4YyBCTBO arpeccHu

8 xorya xak, OBIBaeT HO-pa3sHOMY

9 Q137 9T_ nmpyroe ( )

99  3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

3 I feel apathetic

4 1 feel anxious

5 I feel irritated

6 I feel angry

71 feel aggressive

8 It depends, my emotional condition varies

9 Q137 9T other ( )

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Q36. C4. (Q47)KTo u3 Bamero oxpy:xeHusi siBjsieTcst 1yt Bac
HauOoJiee 3HAYUMBIM YeJI0BEKOM: ABTOPUTETOM, [JIABHBIM
COBETYHMKOM HJIM MOMOLIHMKOM B pPellieHHH BAalIMX NpodjeM WM
MOCTHKEHUHU BAIINX LeJiei?

1 HayampHUK Ha padoTe

2 roCyJapCTBEHHBIN WIIM MYHHUITUTAIBHBIN CITyKaluil
3 MOJIUTHUK

4 mperoaBaTelb IKOJIBI M By3a

5 4JIeH MEeCTHOM OOIIeCTBEHHON OpTraHU3aIuH

6 Q36_6T npouee ( )

7 HET TaKOro yejoBeKa

99  3/o, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

Q36. C4. (Q47)Who in your environment is the most important person
for you: an authority, the main adviser or helper in solving your
problems or achieving your goals?

1 boss at work

2 state or local government official

3 politician

4 teacher at school or university

5 member of a local community organization

6 Q36_6T _other (specify)

7 no one

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

D. COIIUAJIBHAA CINIOYEHHOCTb 1 THKJIIO3UBHOCTb

D. Social Cohesion and Inclusiveness

D1. (Q37). YUacto ObIBaeT Tak, 4YTO MEKAY JHOAbMH, IPOKUBAIOIINMHU
B 0/IHOM paiioHe, UMEIOTCH CYLeCTBEHHbIE PAa3/INyMs 110
COLMATBHOMY CTATYyCY, YPOBHIO 10X0/1a, HALIMOHAJIbHOCTH, POAHOMY
SI3BIKY, MOJUTHYECKHM TPEINoYTEHUsIM, BEPOUCIOBENAHMIO,
BO3pacTy, noJuay u 1.1. Hacko/J1bKo cHJILHO BbIPa:KeHbI TAKHE
pa3auuusi B paiioHe Baniero npo:xxuBanus? OueHnTe 3TO MO MIKAJIE OT
1105, r1e 1 — B 0UueHb He3HAYUTEIbHOM CTeNeHH, S — B 04YeHb
3HAYUTEILHOM CTeneHu.

1 B 0ueHb HE3HAUYNUTEILHON CTEIICHU
2
3
4

D1. (Q37). It is often the case that there are significant differences
between people living in the same area in terms of social status,
income, nationality, mother tongue, political preferences, religion, age,
gender, etc. How pronounced are such differences in your area of
residence? Rate this on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is absolutely not
pronounced and 5 is absolutely pronounced.

1 absolutely not pronounced

2

3

4

5 absolutely pronounced

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)
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5 B OYeHb 3HAYUTEIBHOU CTEIIEHU
99 otka3 (HE 3AUMTHIBATD)

VA BCEX
D5. (Q41). ITo Bamuum JTUYHBIM OLIYUIEHUSIM, HACKOJIBKO 0€30MacHo
ryasaTh B Bamem paiione oqiHOMYy B TEMHOe BpeMs CYyTOK?

1 BnosnHe 6e30macHo

2 ckopee O6e301acHo

3 ckopee HeOe30macHO

4 coBceM He 0e30MacHo

99  3/o, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

FOR ALL RESPONDENTS
DS5. (Q41). In your personal experience, how safe is it to walk alone in
your area at night?

1 quite safe

2 somewhat safe

3 somewhat unsafe

4 not safe at all

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

E. KOJUVIEKTUBHBIE JIEUCTBUA U COTPYJTHUYECTBO

E. Collective Actions and Cooperation

E2. (Q43). B xakux u3 cjieAyI0IIMX BUI0B 001eCTBEHHOM
JaeATeJIbHOCTH Bbl Tu4yHO uin yepe3 UHTepHeT y4acTBOBAJIU B
TeueHue nmocjaeanux 12 mecsauen?

Q43 1 BosoHTEpCKast IeATEILHOCTD 110 YIYUIIEHHIO MecTa (paiioHa)
CBOETO MPOXKUBaHUS (03€JIEHEHUE YL, YIydlleHue 0e30IacHOCTH,
OpTaHM3anus MEPOTIPHUATHI U TIp.)

Q43 2 BosoHTepcKast NeATEIHHOCTh HA CIOPTUBHBIX, KyJIbTYPHBIX,
HAYYHO-TIOIYJISIPHBIX MEPOIPUATHIX

Q43_3 BosoHTEpCKasl NeATEILHOCTbD, CBSI3aHHAS C OKa3aHHEM
COLMAITFHOM ITOMOIIM WHBAJIMAAM, JACTSIM, JIIOISIM HOKHIIOTO BO3pacTa U
mp.

Q43_4 n06poBoJbHOE yHacTUe B MOJIUTHUYECKUX MEPONpUATHsIX (cOop
MOJIHCEH, yIacTHe B MUTHHTAX H TIp.)

98Q43_98 Hu B kakux He yuyactsoBas (HE 3AUMTBIBATD)
99Q43 99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

E2. (Q43). In which of the following community activities have you
personally participated in the last 12 months? (including online
participation).

Q43 _1_volunteering to improve the place (area) where you live
(landscaping streets, improving security, organizing events, etc.)

Q43 _2 volunteering at sports, cultural, scientific and popular science
events

Q43_3_volunteer activities related to the provision of social assistance to
persons with disabilities, children, elderly people, etc.

Q43 _4 voluntary participation in political activities (collection of
signatures, participation in rallies, etc.)

98 Q43 98 did not participate in any (DO NOT READ)

99 Q43 99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

E3. (Q44). ITo mkase ot 1 10 5 onennre, HACKOJBKO BbI cOriacHbI CO
cJIeAYIOUIMMH YTBepPKAeHUsIMH.

1 — KaTeropu4yecKu He COIrJIaceH, 5 — MOJHOCTHIO corjiaceH, 99 3/o,
otka3 (HE 3AUUTBIBATD)

E3. (Q44). On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the extent to which you agree with
the following statements.

1 - absolutely disagree, S - absolutely agree, 99 - no answer, refuse to
answer (DO NOT READ)
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Q44_1_mnpoctsle n0aY, KaK sI, HUKAK HE MOTYT MOBJIUATH Ha TO, YTO
MIPOUCXONUT B rocyaapcTee, B mpaBuTesibCcTBE

Q44 2 s He coBceM MOHUMAIO, YEM 3aHUMAETCS TOCYAapCTBO U
MOJIUTHKH, TOCKOJIBKY 3TO CJIOKHAs JIJIsl MEHs cdepa

Q44_3 s unTepecyroCch MOJIUTHKOM

Q44 4 s x04y OBITH TIOJIC3HBIM OOIECTBY

Q44 5 s m Mou cocenu 3a00THMCS APYT O JAPYyTe

Q44_6_s mory paccuuThIBaTh Ha MOMOIIb MOMX COCE/ICH B cllyyae
HEOOXOAUMOCTH

Q44 _1_ordinary people like myself have no influence whatsoever on what
happens in the country or its government

Q44 2 1 don’t really understand what the government and politicians do,
because it’s a difficult area for me

Q44 _3 I’m interested in politics

Q44 _4 [ want to be useful to society.

Q44 _5 1 and my neighbours care about each other

Q44_6_1 can count on the help of my neighbours in case of need

E4. (Q45). Kak yacTo 3a nocjaegnue Tpu roaa Bol codupaaucs BMecTe
¢ IpyruMH :kuteasimu Bauiero paiiona, 4To0b1 COBMECTHO
00paTUTHCS K BJACTH € MPOCHO0ii pellIuTh KaKyI0-TO MPodjemMy B
Bawewm paiione?

1 =m pazy

2 ofuH pa3

3 HecKoJIbKO pa3 (0T 2 70 5)

4 6onee 5 pa3 (bonee 5 pa3s)

99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

EA4. (Q45). In the last three years, how often have you got together
with other residents of your area to jointly ask the authorities to solve
a problem in your area?

1 never

2 once

3 several times (2 to 5)

4 more than 5 times

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

G. COHUMAJIBHO-MOJIMTHYECKHUE YCTAHOBKH

G. Socio-Political Orientations

G1. (Q55). Hackosbko Bl corsiacHbl ¢ yrBep:KIeHHEM 0 TOM, YTO
rocy1apcTBo J0/LKHO CTPEMHUTHCA YMEHbIIATH Pa3HUILY B 10X01aX
Me:Kay rpa:xkaaHamMu ctpanbl. Ouenure cBoii orser oT 1 10 5, rIe 1 —
a0COJIIOTHO HEe corJiaceH, 5 — abCOJIOTHO corjiaceH

1 aGCOMI0THO HE coryiaceH

2

3

4

5 abCOIIOTHO corlaceH

6 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

G1. (Q55). To what extent do you agree with the statement that the
state should strive to reduce the income gap between the citizens of the
country. Rate your answer from 1 to 5, where 1 - strongly disagree, S -
strongly agree.

1 totally disagree

2

3

4

5 totally agree

6 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

G2. (Q56). Kak 0b1 Bbl o11eHHJTH MOJUTHKY NpPe3UieHTa U
NMPaBUTEJbCTBA B CJEAYIOIINX 00J1acTAX 32 nmocjequue S jger? 1 —
o4yeHb Hed(pekTHBHAS S — 04eHb dPPeKTHUBHAS

G2. (Q56). How would you rate the policies of the president and
government in the following areas over the last 5 years? 1 - very
inefficient 5 - very efficient
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Q56_1_co3nanue HOBBIX pabo4nX MECT C
Q56_2_cokpalieHue 3KOHOMUYECKOT'0 HEpaBEHCTBa
Q56_3 cTumynupoBaHHE IKOHOMHYECKOTO pOCTa
Q56_4 pasBurtue HHPPACTPYKTYPHI
Q56_5_oOecneuenune 6e30macHOCTH
Q56_6_pazButHe 00pa3oBaHUS W HAYKH

Q56_7 paszBuTHe cHUCTEMBI 3PaBOOXPAHEHUS
Q54_8 zammra okpysKarouiei cpesl

1 ouens HedpdekTrBHAS

2

3

4

5 ouenb 3¢ dexTuBHAS

6 3/0, otkaz (HE SAUUTBIBATD)

Q56_1_creation of new jobs with

Q56_2 reducing economic inequality
Q56_3_stimulation of economic growth
Q56_4_infrastructure development
Q56_5_ensuring security
Q56_6_development of education and science
Q56_7 development of health care system
Q54_8 environmental protection

1 very inefficient

2

3

4

5 very effective

6 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Q55. Q138. KakoBo Baue oTHoLIeHHMe K TeKyleil mojutuke Poccun B
OTHOLIEHUM YKPAUHbI?

1 TouHo He MOAEPKNBAIO

2 Ckopee He NOAEPKUBAID

3 Ckopee noagepxuBaro

4 AOCOJIOTHO MOAAEPKUBAIO

98 3arpyansioch orBeTuTh (HE 3SAUNTBIBATD)
99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AYUTBIBATD)

Q55. (Q138). What is your attitude on the policy of Russian
government towards Ukraine?

1 Absolutely do not support

2 Somewhat do not support

3 Somewhat support

4 Absolutely support

98 Difficult to answer (DO NOT READ)
99 Refusal (DO NOT READ)

Q56. Q139. I1o BameMy MHEHHIO, HA KOM J€KUT HAUOOJIbILIAS
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 MPOBeeHUe CelHATbHONH BOEHHOI onepanun
BOOPY:KEHHBIX cu1 Poccun Ha TeppuTopun YKpauHbi?

Ha poccuiickoii BiacTn

Ha ykpaunckoii Biactu

Ha nonutukax u gemyrarax odenx cTpaH
Ha rpaxnanax Poccun

Ha rpaxnanax YkpauHbl

Ha pykoBoacTBe HHOCTPAHHBIX FOCYIapPCTB
Ha uHocTpaHHbIX OM3HECMEHaX

NN AW -

Q56. (Q139). In your view, who is mostly responsible for the special
military operation of Russia in Ukraine?

1 Russian government

2 Ukrainian government

3 Politicians and deputies of both countries
4 Russian citizens

5 Ukrainian citizens

6 Government of foreign countries

7 Foreign businessmen

8 [Q139 8T] Other ( )
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8 [Q139_8T] Apyroe ( )
98 3/0 (HE BAUUTBIBATD)

99 Orka3 (HE 3AYUTBIBATD)

98 Difficult to answer (DO NOT READ OUT)
99 Refusal (DO NOT READ)

H. XAPAKTEPUCTHUKA PECIIOHJIEHTA

H. Respondent’s Profile

Q57-Q62. H1. O6pazoBanue

Q57_cxkaxure, kakoe y Bac oO6pa3oBanue?
QS8 _Bamiero my»xa/ >keHbI?

QS59_Bamero orua?

Q61_sameii matepu?

Q62 _Bamiero Oommkaiiniero apyra?

1 HavampHOE

2 HETOJHOE CpeHee

3 obmiee cpenHee

4 cpenmHee cnienaibHOe

5 HEe3aKOHYEHHOE BBICIIICE

6 BbICIIICE TYMaHUTAPHOE, B T.4. SKOHOMHYECKOE

7 BBICIIEE TEXHUYECKOE WIH ECTECTBCHHOHAYYHOE

8 1Ba BBICIIMX 00PA30BAHUS, MATUCTPATYPA, ACMUPAHTYPA, KAHAUAAT HIIH
JIOKTOP HayK

98. 3arpynusrochk orBeTuth / 0TKa3 (HE 3SAUMTBIBATD)

Q57-Q62. H1. Education:

Q57_what is your educational background?
Q58 _your spouse’s education?

Q59 _your father education?

Q61_your mother’s education?

Q062 _your closest friend’s education?

1 primary

2 incomplete secondary education

3 general secondary education

4 secondary special

5 incomplete higher education

6 higher liberal arts education, including economics

7 higher technical or natural science education

8 two higher education degrees, master’s, post-graduate, candidate or
doctor of sciences

98 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Q59. Q63. H2. Cxoibko 4i1eHOB Baieii ceMbU AKUBYT
HeNmocpeacTBeHHO BMecTe ¢ Bamu, BKiIro4ast Bac, B o4HOM KBapTHpe
Ha MOCTOSIHHOM OCHOBe?

1 3AIUIINUTE YUCJIO CO CJIOB PECIIOH/JIEHTA [Q63 1N]
2 OTMETbLTE, ECJIM PECTIOHJIEHT XUBET OJIUH
3 OTKA3

Q59. Q63. H2. How many members of your family live directly with
you, including you, in the same flat on a permanent basis?

1 FILL IN THE NUMBER FROM THE RESPONDENT’S ANSWER
Q63_1IN

2 TICK IF THE RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE

3 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Ecnu Q63=1
Q60. (Q64). Cxoabko neTeii, BHyKOB HJIHM APYTUX OJIM3KHUX JIOAEH
maajauie 18 Jser skuByT BMecte ¢ Bamu?

If063=1

Q60. (Q64). How many children, grandchildren or other close persons

under 18 years old live with you?
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0 Ecnu HeT neteii, BHYKOB WM IPYTUX OMU3KUX JtoAei miae 18
JIET WIK OHU HE KUBYT C PECHIOHAEHTOM

1 SATTMUIMTE YHMCJIO CO CJIOB PECITOH/JIEHTA Q64 1IN

2 OTMETBTE, ECJIM PECIIOHJEHT XXUBET OJIUH

3 OTKA3

0 If there are no children, grandchildren or other close persons under 18 or
they do not live with the respondent.

1 FILL IN THE NUMBER FROM THE RESPONDENT’S ANSWER
Q64_1IN

2 TICK IF THE RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE

3 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

H3. (Q65). UTo u3 mepeuncjeHHOr0 sBJsieTcs i Bac ucrounukamn
noxona? (OTmMeThTe BCe, YTO OTHOCUTCH K Bamneii cembe).

Q65 1 3apruiaTa o OCHOBHOMY MeCTy pabOThI

Q65 _2 mencuu, mocoOHs, aATMMEHTHI, TOMOIIb OT TOCYIapCTBa U
OOIIIECTBEHHBIX OPraHU3AINH U T.]I.

Q65 3 coOcTBeHHBIN OU3HEC

Q65_4 coBMecTUTENBCTBO

Q65 _5 pazosble mpupabOTKH, 3apabOTKH OT ciiydasi K CIydaro
Q65_6_n0x01pl OT COOCTBEHHOCTH, C/Ia4d B apeH/Ty HMYIIECTBA,
MPOIICHTHI IO BKIIaIaM

Q65_7_nomo1ip, noy4aemMasi OT poJICTBEHHUKOB, ApYy3eid, coceae u T.11.

Q65_8 moncoOHOe X035SHUCTBO, Navya, IpUycaeOHbIH yI4acTOK

Q65 9 npyroe ()
99 Q65 99 3/0, otkasz (HE 3AUUTBIBATD)

H3. (Q65). Which of the following are your sources of income? (Mark
all that are relevant to your family).

Q65 1 _salary from your main job

Q65_2 pensions, allowances, alimony, help from the state and public
organizations, etc.

Q65_3 own business

Q65_4 outside employment (second job)

Q65 _5 occasional earnings, one-time work

Q65_6_income from property, rental property, interest on deposits
Q65_7_material aid received from relatives, friends, neighbours, etc.
Q65_8 subsistence farming, dacha, garden plot

Q65 _9 other (specify)

99 Q65_99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

H4. (Q66-Q73). Kakor Bam co6cTBeHHBII CpeTHEMeCSTIHbIH 10X0/1
(Bawa 3apmiiaTa, neHcusi, (pupadoTKu U T.1.)?

ECJIH 3ATPVIHAETCA C OTBETOM, 3AYUTAUTE BAPHAHTHI —
LA KAKIJOTO @EJEPAJIBHOIO OKPYI'A CBOU I'PAHUIIHI
JI0X0/IA

Hentpanbubiii ®enepanbublii Oxpyr [Q66 Eciu Q6001=1]
1 menee 21 000

2 ot 21 000 1o 30 000

3 ot 31 000 mo 50 000

4 ot 51 000 no 81 000

582 000 u 6oxnee

Cesepo-3anannsblii ®egepanbublii Oxpyr [Q67 Eciu Q6001=2]
1 menee 18 000

H4. (Q66-Q73). What is your own average monthly income (your
salary, pension, earnings, etc.)?

IF IT IS DIFFICULT TO ANSWER, READ OUT THE OPTIONS - EACH
FEDERAL DISTRICT HAS DIFFERENT INCOME LEVELS

Central Federal District [Q66 If Q6001=1]
1 less than 21 000

2 21 000 to 30 000

331 000 to 50 000

451 000 to 81 000

5 more than 82 000

North-West Federal District [Q67 If Q6001=2]
1 less than 18 000
2 18 000 to 26 000
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2 ot 18 000 mo 26 000
3 ot 27 000 mo 44 000
4 o1 45 000 mo 71 000
572 000 u bonee

FO:xub1i @enepanbublii Oxpyr [Q68 Eciu 06001=3]
1 menee 12 000

2 ot 12 000 o 17 000

3 ot 18 000 1o 28 000

4 ot 29 000 o 45 000

546 000 u 6oxnee

CeBepo-KaBkazckuii ®@enepanbubiii Okpyr [Q69 Eciu Q6001=4)
1 menee 10 000

2 ot 10 000 o 14 000

3 ot 15 000 1o 24 000

4 ot 25 000 no 39 000

540 000 u 6oxnee

[puBoskckuii Peaepanbubiii Oxpyr [Q70 Eciin Q6001=5]
1 menee 12 000

2 ot 12 000 1o 17 000

3 ot 18 000 1o 28 000

4 ot 29 000 no 46 000

547 000 u Goxnee

Ypaabckuii @egepanbublii Oxpyr [Q71 Ecamn Q6001=6]
1 menee 17 000

2 ot 17 000 1o 25 000

3 0126 000 o 42 000

4 ot 43 000 o 68 000

5. 69 000 u 6onee

Cubupckuii @enepaiabublii Oxpyr [Q72 Ecau Q6001=7]
1 menee 14 000

2 ot 14 000 10 20 000

3 ot 21 000 mo0 34 000

327 000 to 44 000
4 45 000 to 71 000
5 more than 72 000

Southern Federal District [Q68 If 06001=3]
1 less than 12 000

212000 to 17 000

3 18 000 to 28 000

429 000 to 45 000

5 more than 46 000

North Caucasian Federal District [Q69 If Q6001=4]
1 less than 10 000

210 000 to 14 000

3 15000 to 24 000

4 25 000 to 39 000

5 more than 40 000

Volga Federal District [Q70 If Q6001=5]
1 less than 12 000

2 12 000 to 17 000

3 18 000 to 28 000

429 000 to 46 000

5 more than 47 000

Ural Federal District [Q71 If Q6001=6]
1 less than 17 000

2 17 000 and 25 000

326 000 to 42 000

4 43 000 to 68 000

5 More than 69 000

Siberian Federal District [Q72 if Q6001=7]
1 less than 14 000
2 14 000 to 20 000
321 000 to 34 000
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4 ot 35 000 10 55 000
556 000 u 6omaee

JanbHeBocTouHbli @enepaibublii Oxkpyr [Q73 Eciau Q6001=8]
1 menee 19 000

2 ot 19 000 10 27 000

3 ot 28 000 10 47 000

4 ot 48 000 0 75 000

576 000 u Oonee

99 OTKA3

4 35000 to 55 000
5 more than 56 000

Far East Federal District [Q73 If Q6001=8]
1 less than 19 000

219 000 to 27 000

328 000 to 47 000

4 48 000 to 75 000

5 more than 76 000 or more

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

HS. (Q74). EcTb 11 y ApYrux 4/JIeHOB Ballleil ceMbU HCTOYHUKH
noxona?

1 Jla
2 Her
99 3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

HS. (Q74). Do other members of your family have sources of income?

1 yes
2 no
99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

Heé6. (Q75). YTo U3 HH:KeNlepevncJIeHHOr 0 XapakTepu3syeT Bamne
(¢unancoBoe mosio:keHue B HACTOsIee Bpemsi? BoiGepere Bce, 4TO
Bam noaxoaur

Q75_1_y MeHs uMeroTcs coepexeHusl, Ha KOTOPbIe MOYXHO MPOXKUTh
6onee ogHOrO roza

Q75_2 y MeHs UMeroTCs cOepeKeH I, HA KOTOPhIE MOYXKHO TIPOXKUTh
TG HETPOJODKUTEIBHOE BPEeMs

Q75_3_y MeHs ecTh HeNoTralleHHbIe KPeAUThl B OaHKE WK APYTUX
(PMHAHCOBBIX OPraHU3AIHAX

Q75 _4 y MeHs ecTh HETIOTAIlIEHHbBIE KPEINUTHI, TPEIOCTABICHHEIE TI0
MecTy paboThl

Q75_5_y MeHs ecTh OOJBIIKE JOITH TIepe] YACTHBIMUA (PU3NISCKUMU
JHLAMA

Q75_6_y MeHs ecTb HEOOIIbIINE HAKOIJICHHBIE TOITH

Q75_7_y MeHs eCTb 33I0JDKEHHOCTB 0 apeH/ie Ooiee 4eM 3a 2 Mecsa
Q75_8 Hudero u3 BBIIENEPEUNCICHHOTO

Q75 99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTBLIBATD)

H6. (Q75). Which of the following best characterises your financial
situation at present? Choose all that applies to you.

Q75_1_1I have savings to live on for more than one year

Q75_2 I have some money to live on for a short time

Q75_3_I have outstanding loans from a bank or other financial institutions
Q75_4 1 have outstanding loans from my workplace

Q75_5 I have large debts to private individuals

Q75_6_I have small accumulated debts

Q75_7_I have more than 2 month-rent arrears

Q75_8 none of the above

Q75_99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)
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Q65. Q76. H7. KakoBo Baiie TpyaoBoe 1noJio:keHue B HACTOsALee
Bpems? Bbl...

1 PaGotaete o HaitMy NOJHBIN pabo4Mii A€Hb (B TOM YHUCIIE
paboTarouuii NeHCHOHEeP WK PaOOTAIOIIHIA CTYICHT)

2 Paboraete o HaliMy HETOJHBIA pabouuii IeHb (B TOM YHCIIE
paboTaromuii ICHCHOHEP WM PabOTAIOIIUI CTYICHT)

3 IlpemnpuHHMATENb, IMEIOIINN HAEMHBIX PAa0OTHIKOB

4 WHauBUIy abHBINA TPEANPUHUMATEND O€3 HAEMHBIX pAOOTHUKOB
WJIM UMEIOIIUN YMCTO CEMEHHBIN On3HeC, (epMEpPCKOM XO3SHCTBE

Q65. Q76. H7. What is your current employment status? Are you.

1 Employed full-time (including working pensioner or working student)
2 Employed part-time (including working pensioner or working student)
3 Entrepreneur with employees

4 Self-employed entrepreneur without hired employees or with a purely
family business, farming business

5 Self-employed

6 Working without pay (volunteering or internship)

7 Non-working student of an educational institution

5 «CaMO3aHATHIN 8 Not working for health reasons/disabled person
6  Paboraete 6e3 orutaThl (BOJOHTEPCTBO WIIH CTAXKUPOBKA) 9 Temporarily unemployed but looking for a job
7 Hepaboratomuii cTyIeHT yueOHOTO 3aBeICHUS 10 On maternity or parental leave

8  He paboraere 0 COCTOSHHIO 3/0POBbs/ MHBAIIH] 11 Doing household chores, raising children

9  BpemenHo 6e3 paboTHI, HO UILETE PAOOTY 12 Non-working pensioner

10 Haxoautech B IEKPETHOM OTITYCKE WIIM B OTITYCKE IO YXOIy 3a 98 [Q76_98T] Other (what kind )
pebeHkom 99 Refusal (DO NOT REQUIRE)

11  3anmMaeTech JOMAITHUM XO3SHCTBOM, BOCIIUTHIBACTE JIETEH

12 HepaGoraromniuii neHCHOHED

98 [Q76 _98T] Apyroe (4To NMEHHO )

99 3/0, otka3z (HE 3AUUTHIBATD)

Ecian Q76<3 IfQ76<3

Q66. Q77. H8. Kem Bbl paboTaete B HacTosilee Bpemsi?
PaGoTaroniue B HeCKOJIBKUX MeCTaxX YKa3bIBAKOT padoTy, HA KOTOPOi
MOJIy4al0T OCHOBHOIi 10X0/; padoTaioliye MeHCHOHEPhl 0TMEYaIoT,
KeM OHH ceifyac padoTaior.

1 PykxoBonuTens, 3aMECTUTENb PYKOBOIUTEISI IPEIANPHSTHS HIH
VAPEIKICHUS

2 PykoBoguTens cpeiHero uiM HU3IIETO 3BEHa

3 CrieruanycT Ha JODKHOCTH, TPEIIONATraloniel BICIIee
obpa3oBaHue, B T.4. OQUIEPHI

4 Crnyxaiuii Ha JJOJDKHOCTH, HE TPeOYIONIeH BBICIIIETO 00pa30BaHUS
(B T.4. oduCHBIE paOOTHUKH, HEOPHUIIEPCKUN COCTAB CHIOBBIX CTPYKTYP,
nabopaHThl, OMOIMOTEKAPHU, CEKpPETapH, AMUHHUCTPATOPHI U T.J1.)

Q66. Q77. H8. What is your current job?

Those working in more than one job indicate the job in which they receive
their main income; working pensioners indicate what they are currently
working as.

1 Manager, deputy manager of an enterprise or institution

2 Middle or lower level manager

3 Specialist in a position involving higher education, including officers
4 An employee in a position that does not require higher education
(including office workers, unofficial staff of the security forces, lab
technicians, librarians, secretaries, administrators, etc.)

5 An ordinary worker in trade or consumer services

6 Worker of 5 grade and above
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5 PsinoBoii paGOTHUK TOPTOBIX WU CHEphl OBITOBBIX YCIYT 7 Labourer (3-4 grade)

6  PaGouuii ot 5 pa3spsaa 8 Labourer (1-2 grade and no grade, handyman)
7 Pabouwnii (3-4 pa3psin) 9 [Q77_9T] Other (specify what )
8 Pabouwii (1-2 pa3psin u 6e3 paspsiaa, pasHopaboUmii) 99 Refusal (do not count)

9 [Q77_9T] Apyroe (yka3aTb YTO HMEHHO )

99  3/0, otkaz (HE 3AUUTBIBATD)

Ecmu Q76<3 If 076<3

H9. (Q78). Ecain roBopuTh 0 Bameii HbiHenHel padoTe, To MoKeTe
Jau Bbl cka3aTtb, 4T0 BbI...?

1 cnocoOHBI MOBIHATH Ha IPUHATHE PELICHUH B MacIITabax BCETo
HPEATPUSTHS

2 crocoOHBI MOBIUSITH Ha MPUHATHE PEIICHUH B MacmTabax Bamero
HOJPa3AeICHUS

3 ot Bamero maeHus y Bac Ha paboTe mpakTH4eCKH HUYETro He 3aBHCUT
99 3/0, otka3 (HE 3AUUTLIBATD)

H9. (Q78). Talking about your current job, can you say that...?

1 you are able to influence enterprise-wide decision-making process

2 you are able to influence decision making across your unit/department
3 virtually nothing at work depends on your opinion

99 no answer, refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)
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