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Abstract—The information base of empirical research in the field of inequality of opportunity is discussed. It
is shown that the information base is incomplete since many circumstances and efforts remain unobserved,
creating an underestimation. The role of family background is studied, including such factors as the integrity
of the parental family, the number of siblings, and the psychological atmosphere in the parental family. It is
found that the factor of family integrity has a significant impact on estimates for inequality of opportunity.

Keywords: inequality of opportunity, effort factors, circumstance factors, family background, family policy
DOI: 10.1134/S1075700722030030

Introduction. The problem of deepening social and
economic inequality is becoming ever more urgent
worldwide, including amid the aggravating social and
economic issues provoked by the coronavirus pan-
demic.

An original view on inequality is proposed by the
theory of equal opportunity, which evolved as a devel-
opment of egalitarian theories of social justice [1–5] as
a result of criticizing welfare egalitarianism, which
interprets a just society as a society whose members
have the same level of welfare. In this case, welfare is
understood as either the level of enjoyment of an indi-
vidual with his or her life (hedonistic welfare) or the
degree of satisfaction of individual preferences, i.e.,
the degree to which the individual’s life is close to that
which he or she sees as perfect.

Advocates of the theory of equal opportunity criti-
cize the goal of equalizing welfare in order to achieve
justice. Their arguments boil down to an assertion that
individual welfare takes shape under the influence of
two groups of factors, which are fundamentally differ-
ent in the context of justice debates, namely, circum-
stances and efforts. The circumstances are factors
whose individual values are generated “by chance,”
and the individuals themselves cannot control the
probability of attaining a certain value. Unlike the cir-
cumstances, the efforts are factors largely in the con-
trol of the individual. The theory of equal opportunity
believes that welfare disparities caused by circum-
stance factors are unfair and are subject to compensa-
tion in a just society. On the contrary, welfare dispari-
ties arising from differences in effort are ethically
acceptable and should be maintained, shaping the
rewards of effort and incentivizing individuals to fulfill
their potential. Thus, the theory of equal opportunity

shifts the object of equalization aimed to achieve jus-
tice from equalizing welfare to equalizing opportunity.

When the theory of equal opportunity emerged, it
almost immediately attracted the attention of econo-
mists. In [6, 7], they proposed mathematical models
for a fair redistribution of individual incomes through
taxation in view of the fact that primary incomes
depend on “relevant” and “irrelevant” individual
characteristics. The relevant characteristics are under-
stood as characteristics in the domain of personal
responsibility, i.e., efforts; the irrelevant ones are
those beyond the control of the individual, i.e., cir-
cumstances. The goal of the redistribution is to elimi-
nate the effects of the irrelevant characteristics while
maintaining the role of the relevant ones. In [8], the
ideas of the theory of equal opportunity are applied to
determine fair payments by insurance companies
upon the occurrence of an insured event. The authors
consider damage as an indicator influenced by a set of
factors some of which are not controlled by the indi-
vidual while the others are the result of his or her own
decisions and actions. The task is to compensate with
payments only the damage caused by uncontrollable
factors.

The 21st century saw an increase in interest in the
ideas put forth by the theory of equal opportunity.
Over the years, authoritative international organiza-
tions such as the World Bank [9], the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development [10], and the
RAND Corporation [11] have published reports on
this topic. The theory of equal opportunity brought a
new idea into the economic discussion around the
relationship between inequality and economic growth.
In [12], we provided a review of empirical studies on
assessments of this relationship, which shows that the
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results are often contradictory and give no convincing
evidence to support any point of view. Based on the
theory of equal opportunity, we hypothesize that the
observed contradictions in the results may be due to
the fact that different components of inequality have
different effects on economic growth. Inequality gen-
erated by inequality of opportunity has a negative
impact on economic growth since the resulting barri-
ers cause underfulfilment of individual potential. On
the other hand, inequality generated by inequality of
effort promotes economic growth by providing
rewards for effort and incentivizing individuals to ful-
fill their potential. Empirical verification of this
hypothesis is currently in its initial stage (see [13, 14]).

Methods for measuring inequality of opportunity,
as well as their testing on empirical material, have been
developed vigorously since the beginning of the 21st
century. One of the little-studied aspects in this field is
the problem of unobservability of the many individual
characteristics that can be interpreted as circum-
stances or efforts. Some of them defy measurement in
principle, e.g., genetically determined cognitive and
noncognitive abilities of individuals. Other character-
istics can be obtained within a conventional sociolog-
ical survey; however, since estimates for inequality of
opportunity are based on ready-made data sets col-
lected as a result of large-scale sociological surveys,
not customized for assessing inequality of opportu-
nity, analytical studies include only those factors for
which the necessary amounts of data are available.

The consequences of overlooking the unobservable
circumstance factors are discussed in [15]. The
authors argue that estimates obtained using both para-
metric and nonparametric approaches based on an ex
ante definition of equality of opportunity should be
interpreted as a lower boundary on the theoretical level
of inequality of opportunity (i.e., the level of inequal-
ity of opportunity that would be obtained if all the fac-
tors were included in the analysis) rather than as a level
of inequality of opportunity generated by the circum-
stance factors included in the analysis. The reason for
this interpretation is that the omitted circumstance
factors may correlate with the included ones; there-
fore, the regression coefficients at the included factors
cannot be interpreted through the lens of cause and
effect. Inequality of opportunity due to unobserved
circumstances is partly accounted for in the inequal-
ity-of-opportunity estimates derived from observable
factors, to the extent that unobserved circumstances
are correlated with those included in the analysis. The
authors also argue that the addition of new circum-
stance factors can only increase both absolute and rel-
ative estimates for inequality of opportunity.

We conducted a metaanalysis on measuring
inequality of opportunity in relation of individual
income [16] to find that these studies most often
include the following circumstance factors: parental
education and professional status, place of birth, gen-
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der. Other factors are included much less frequently. A
set of papers aimed at measuring inequality of oppor-
tunity in Sweden give a unique chance to conduct a
comparative analysis and find out the extent of under-
estimation of inequality of opportunity due to the
omission of unobservable circumstance factors. The
reason is that apart from reviews with a traditional set
of circumstances, we can consider the works [17, 18],
which use unique factors that are usually overlooked in
other studies. These works are based on a unique data-
set generated from four Swedish administrative regis-
ters. The comparative analysis of the results is given in
Table 1.

It follows from Table 1 that the estimates for
inequality of opportunity increase with the increasing
number of circumstance factors included in the study,
but not as significantly as one might expect. The con-
tribution of inequality of opportunity to income
inequality remains small, less than 20%. It is difficult to
identify what causes this situation. Perhaps, the extended
set of circumstances used in the last two works is redun-
dant; therefore, additional factors do not create a consid-
erable increase in the estimate. Moreover, it is not at all
clear to what extent the results for Sweden, a country with
high social standards and low income inequality, can be
applied to other countries.

Some insight into the extent to which the contribu-
tion of circumstance factors to inequality of opportu-
nity varies across countries can be obtained by review-
ing the literature. In this review, we confine ourselves
to works that provide, in addition to inequality-of-
opportunity estimates as such, a ranking of circum-
stance factors by their contribution to the resulting
estimate. In [15], the authors studied inequality of
opportunity with respect to income in Latin America
and the role of the following circumstance factors:
father’s education; mother’s education; father’s pro-
fessional status; the nationality or race, region of birth,
and gender of the individual. Their calculations show
that the contribution of inequality of opportunity to
income inequality varies from 23.2% (Colombia) to
33.5% (Guatemala). Mother’s education makes the
largest contribution to income inequality in all the six
countries, followed by father’s education. The signifi-
cance of other factors varies by country.

In [22], inequality of opportunity is studied with
respect to labor income in Egypt. The authors use the
following circumstance factors: parental education,
profession, father’s employment (type and area),
place of birth, and gender. Father’s education and the
place of birth are shown to be the two most significant
circumstance factors. Father’s profession and
employment (type and area) play a much smaller role.
Such factors as mother’s education and the gender of
the individual make the minimal contribution to
inequality of opportunity.

In [23], we used the RLMS-HSE Wave-20 data to
investigate the inequality of opportunity in relation to
 Vol. 33  No. 3  2022
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Table 1. Results of measuring the inequality of opportunity in Sweden

* When using GE(0) as a measure of inequality.

Study Database Circumstance factors included
in the analysis Income indicator

Contribution 
of inequality of 
opportunity to 

income inequality*

Brzeziński, 2015 [19] EU-SILC, 2004, 
2010

Education (father and mother), profes-
sional status (father), country of birth

Equivalent personal 
income

2% (2010)
4% (2004)

Marrero, Rodrigez, 
2012 [20]

EU-SILC, 2005 Education and professional status (both 
parents), country of birth, economic 
welfare of the family

Equivalent personal 
income

7.95%

Checchi, 2010 [21] EU-SILC, 2005 Education (both parents), professional 
status (both parents), gender, nationality, 
type of place of residence

Individual labor 
income after tax

11.1%

Björklund, 2012 [17] Data array on male 
respondents, com-
piled from several 
state registers

Parental income, parental education, 
family integrity, number of siblings, IQ, 
body mass index at 18

Average total 
income at an age of 
32–38

10.0–17.4% depend-
ing on age cohort

Hederos, 2017 [18] Data array com-
piled from several 
state registries

Parental income, parental education, 
family integrity, number of siblings, IQ, 
noncognitive abilities at 18

Average total mar-
ket income at an age 
of 37–43

12.9–17.9% for men;
9.3% for women;
19.9% for both sexes
wages and personal income in Russia. Our analysis
comprised the following circumstance factors: paren-
tal education and professional status; age, gender,
nationality, and place of birth of the individual. We
found that gender makes the greatest contribution to
inequality of opportunity, followed by (in descending
order of importance): the place of birth of the individ-
ual, mother’s professional status, parental education,
father’s professional status, and the age of the respon-
dent. Nationality plays almost no role.

In the abovementioned study [18] on Sweden, the
most significant factors were the IQ and noncognitive
abilities of the individual and parental income. Paren-
tal education and family integrity were less significant.

In [24], inequality of opportunity is studied in
China. The analysis comprises two periods (1989–
1997 and 2000–2006) and the following circumstance
factors: the income level of the parental family, the
gender and place of birth of the individual (coastal or
inland region; urban or rural area), parental education
and professional status, and parental family size. The
greatest contribution to inequality of opportunity
comes from parental family income and the profes-
sional status of the father and mother, followed by
father’s education. Other factors are less significant.

It is evident from the above review that the factor
rankings by contributions to inequality of opportunity
turn out to be different in different countries. Appar-
ently, this is due to cultural, economic, social, and
other differences between countries. This means,
firstly, that the results for Sweden can hardly be gener-
alized to other countries. Secondly, it makes one wary
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN 
of international comparisons relating to inequality of
opportunity. Even if calculations are based on the
same set of observed circumstance factors, the
included and omitted circumstances may have differ-
ent significance for each country. This consideration is
important because empirical studies aimed at interna-
tional comparisons of inequality of opportunity have
become quite popular in recent years (see, e.g., [10, 19]).

The purpose of this paper is to explore the extent to
which incomplete consideration of family background
factors can create an underestimation of inequality of
opportunity.

This paper is based on the data of a sociological
survey conducted with the involvement of students
from two universities: Ufa State Aviation Technical
University (USATU) and Bashkir State University
(BashSU). Within the courses on statistics and econo-
metrics, the students were asked to choose two adults
in their environment, preferably working individuals,
and interview them according to a given questionnaire.
The survey questionnaire, which was designed on the
basis of the theoretical models proposed by us in [25],
can be found in [26]. The total number of observations
was 291.

In our calculations, we used four baseline circum-
stance factors: gender, type of settlement (place of birth
of the individual), the maximum level of education and
the maximum professional status of the parents.

Moreover, our analysis also comprised the follow-
ing family background factors: parental family com-
position, including its integrity and the number of
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  Vol. 33  No. 3  2022
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children, and the psychological atmosphere in the
parental family.

From the perspective of integrity of the parental
family, we identified three types of family upbringing:
the individual grew up in a family with both biological
parents; the individual grew up in a family with one
biological parent and one stepparent (mother and
stepfather or father and stepmother); or the individual
grew up in a single-parent family with one biological
parent (only mother or only father). In addition, we
considered the number of children in the parental
family: the respondent was an only child; the respon-
dent grew up in a family with two or three children; or
the respondent grew up in a family with four or more
children.

Parental professional status was described in the
questionnaire in seven categories: (1) head of organi-
zation, deputy head, or head of a major organizational
unit; (2) head of department, group, service, or proj-
ect; (3) specialist without managerial functions; (4)
employee without specialized education engaged
mainly in mental tasks; (5) employee/worker engaged
mainly in physical labor; (6) other; (7) no employ-
ment; (8) “cannot say.” The maximum professional
status of the parents was calculated from the primary
data. Categories 3 and 4 were combined into one
group to ensure more or less uniform numbers in each
of the categories.

The psychological atmosphere in the parental fam-
ily was assessed by the individual on a 10-point scale:
from 1 (negative) to 10 (completely positive and har-
monious). As follows from the descriptive statistics
(Table 2), the respondents generally rated the psycho-
logical atmosphere highly, the average score being
8.27. For further calculations, the initial variable was
discretized into three levels: low (6 points or less),
medium (7–8 points), and high (9–10 points).

Individual achievement was measured by two indi-
cators: personal income and wage of the individual. If
the respondent indicated two wages, i.e., the main job
and extra one, they were summed up.

The descriptive statistics for all the variables used in
the study are given in Tables 2 and 3.

In order to measure inequality of opportunity, we
applied one of the most widely used techniques based
on an ex ante definition of equality of opportunity and
a parametric approach. This technique is highly pop-
ular among researchers (see, e.g., the works [19, 20,
24, 27], which apply this estimation technique).

The technique includes the following steps:
(1) Estimating the regression of the individual

attainment on the circumstance factors. Studies mea-
suring inequality of opportunity in relation to income
use a semilogarithmic form of Eq. (1).

In this equation, is the income of the individual;
is a vector composed of the values of the circum-

 iw
 iC
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stance factors; is a vector of the regression coeffi-
cients; and is a stochastic error.

(1)

(2) Model (1) is used to calculate the forecasting
values of , which are the conventional mean values
of the individual incomes at a given fixed set of values
of the circumstance factors; any variations in 
depend on variations in the circumstance factors only.
According to the ex ante definition, there are no vari-
ations in  in the equal opportunity case. Therefore,
the inequality index calculated from the distribution of

 is in fact an absolute measure of inequality of
opportunity. To estimate the contribution of inequal-
ity of opportunity to income inequality, we calculate a
relative measure of inequality of opportunity by the
formula . In our work, we used the
Theil-L index as the most popular inequality measure
in studies on inequality of opportunity.

(3) A separate problem in studies on inequality of
opportunity is to estimate the contribution of individ-
ual factors. This problem is solved using the Shapley
decomposition, which is discussed in detail in [28].

Since we sought to identify the key additional fam-
ily background factors, we first added them to the
baseline set one at a time, and then included them all
together.

Results and discussion. In the context of this study,
it makes sense to discuss the question of correlations
between the factors included in the analysis. Since the
factors under consideration are categorial, their inde-
pendence was estimated in a pairwise manner by the
X2 criterion. The results are shown in Table 4.

As follows from Table 4, gender is a relatively inde-
pendent indicator. Family integrity, too, is not associ-
ated strongly with anything other than the number of
children. Psychological atmosphere is associated with
only one factor, i.e., parental education. Parental edu-
cation, parental professional status, the individual’s
place of birth, and the number of siblings are related to
each other.

The results of the regression analysis show that the
signs at the regression coefficients almost always agree
with the expectations. Other things being equal, men
have a significantly higher income compared to
women; people living in towns or villages have signifi-
cantly lower incomes compared to those living in a
metropolis. Interestingly, children who grew up alone,
other things being equal, have a lower personal income
compared to those who grew up in a family with two or
three children. Individuals who grew up in a family
with both biological parents have significantly higher
incomes.

The assessment results for inequality of opportu-
nity with respect to personal income and the contribu-
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the categorial variables

Source. Calculated by the authors.

Indicator Absolute rate %

Gender 288 100.00
— male 112 38.89
— female 176 61.11

Education 287 100.00
— primary vocational education, secondary general education, or lower 22 7.67
— secondary specialized education or unfinished higher education 73 25.44
— higher education 192 66.90

Type of settlement (place of birth) 291 100.00
— big city (million-plus city) or regional capital city 82 28.18
— town 86 29.55
— urban-type settlement 29 9.97
— rural settlement 94 32.30

Parents’ education 263 100.00
— primary education or unfinished secondary education 23 8.75
— secondary general or primary vocational education 50 19.01
— secondary vocational education 92 34.98
— higher education, or postgraduate education 98 37.26

Parental family composition: integrity 287 100.00
— two biological parents 237 82.58
— single biological parent 37 12.89
— one biological parent and one stepparent 13 4.53

Parental family composition: number of children 291 100.00
— the respondent is the only child 42 14.43
— 2–3 children including the respondent 203 69.76
— 4 or more children including the respondent 46 15.81

Parental professional status 285 100.00
— head of organization, deputy head, or head of a major unit 36 14.34
— head of department, group, service, or project 66 24.26
— specialist without managerial functions or employee engaged mainly in mental tasks 80 29.41
— employee/worker engaged mainly in physical labor 87 31.99

Psychological atmosphere in the family 286 100.00
— less than 6 points 40 13.99
— 7–8 points 97 33.92
— 9–10 points 149 52.10

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the continuous variables*

* N, number of observations; Q1 and Q3, lower and upper quartiles, respectively; Me, median; M, mean value; SD, standard deviation.
Source. Calculated by the authors.

Indicator N Q1 Me Q3 M SD

Age 288 23 40 49 37.29 13.82
Psychological atmosphere in the family 286 8 9 10 8.27 1.93
Wage 244 22000 30 000 50000 41798 38895
Personal income 272 22500 30 000 50000 41660 37126
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Table 4. Results of testing the independence of the categorial factors*

* PE, parental education; Gen, gender of the individual; PB, place of birth; PS, parental professional status; Kids, number of children in
the parental family; FI, integrity of the parental family; PA, psychological atmosphere.
Source: calculated by the authors.

PE Gen PB PS Kids FC PA

PE X2  =  0.63
p = 0.889

X2 = 33.55
p < 0.001

X2 = 108.55
p < 0.001

X2 = 48.82
p < 0.001

X2 = 7.64
p = 0.266

X2 = 13.06
p = 0.042

Gen X2 = 0.63
p = 0.889

X2 = 0.95
p = 0.812

X2 = 1.73
p = 0.943

X2 = 0.35
p = 0.836

X2 = 3.92
p = 0.140

X2 = 0.09
p = 0.956

PB X2 = 33.55
p < 0.001

X2 = 0.95
p = 0.812

X2 = 39.21
p = 0.003

X2 = 38.02
p < 0.001

X2 = 6.91
p = 0.329

X2 = 9.25
p = 0.160

PS X2 = 108.55
p < 0.001

X2 = 1.73
p = 0.943

X2 = 39.21
p = 0.003

X2 = 32.55
p = 0.001

X2 = 8.25
p = 0.765

X2 = 20.92
p = 0.052

Kids X2 = 48.82
p < 0.001

X2 = 0.35
p = 0.836

X2 = 38.02
p < 0.001

X2 = 32.55
p = 0.001

X2 = 37.09
p < 0.001

X2 = 7.16
p = 0.128

FC X2 = 7.64
p = 0.266

X2 = 3.92
p = 0.140

X2 = 6.91
p = 0.329

X2 = 8.25
p = 0.765

X2 = 37.09
p < 0.001

X2 = 0.88
p = 0.927

PA X2 = 13.06
p = 0.042

X2 = 0.09
p = 0.956

X2 = 9.25
p = 0.160

X2 = 7.16
p = 0.128

X2 = 7.16
p = 0.128

X2 = 0.88
p = 0.927

Table 5. Estimates for inequality of opportunity with respect to personal income and the contributions of individual factors

Source. Calculated by the authors.
Tables 5 and 6: The baseline model includes four basic circumstance factors: gender, type of settlement (place of birth of the individual),
and maximum level of education and professional status of the parents. Model 1 includes all the basic factors and the number of chil-
dren in the parental family. Model 2 includes all the basic factors and the integrity of the parental family. Model 3 includes all the basic
factors and the psychological atmosphere in the parental family. Model 4 includes all the basic factors plus all the additional factors.

Indicator Baseline Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

0.000215 0.000259 0.000318 0.000234 0.000358

, % 9.72% 11.66% 14.33% 10.55% 16.15%

Factor contributions:

parental education 19.25% 15.81% 14.97% 16.96% 12.59%

gender 52.95% 45.17% 33.81% 48.42% 30.41%

place of birth 17.50% 16.51% 13.17% 17.48% 13.69%

parental prof. status 10.30% 9.27% 7.58% 8.76% 6.58%

number of children 13.25% 6.52%

family integrity 30.46% 24.09%

atmosphere 8.38% 6.13%

( )iI w

θ

tions of individual circumstance factors are given in
Tables 5 and 6.

As can be seen from Tables 5 and 6, the overall pic-
ture is the same as in Sweden. An increase in the num-
ber of the circumstance factors taken into account
increases inequality of opportunity but does so mod-
estly. Of the three additional factors, one factor,
namely, the integrity of the parental family, turned out
to be truly valuable. Firstly, it is independent of the
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
other factors, and secondly, it yields a noticeable
increase in the estimates for inequality of opportunity.
Thirdly, in terms of the relative importance of the con-
tribution to inequality of opportunity, this factor con-
sistently ranks high, second only to gender. Fourthly,
data on this factor can be easily collected as part of a
regular sociological survey. The role of family integrity
was also studied in the above-described works on Swe-
den; however, this factor did not reach so high values
in those studies.
 Vol. 33  No. 3  2022
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Table 6. Estimates for inequality of opportunity with respect to wages and the contributions of individual factors

Source. Calculated by the authors.

Indicator Baseline Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

0.000227 0.000241 0.000295 0.000242 0.000316

, % 12.02 12.81 15.63 12.84 16.76
Factor contributions:
parental education 19.38 18.11 16.72 17.79 15.08
gender 58.51 55.57 43.26 54.09 40.18
place of birth 16.48 16.12 13.62 16.39 13.75
parental prof. status 5.36 5.34 4.85 4.92 4.20
number of children 4.86 2.75
family integrity 21.55 18.81
atmosphere 6.81 5.13

( )iI w

θ

The fact that the integrity of the parental family
turns out to be a crucial factor in inequality of oppor-
tunity with respect to income compels one to look at
family policy in a new way. The existing trends towards
an increase in the number of divorces, giving birth to
children out of wedlock, and the weakening role of
family in value orientations, which are observed by
many Russian researchers (see, e.g., [20]), should be
treated as factors that will worsen individual achieve-
ment in the next generation.

The factor of the psychological atmosphere in the
parental family did not appear to be strongly associ-
ated with the other factors either. However, its inclu-
sion produces a very small increase in inequality of
opportunity. Furthermore, its adequacy is doubtful as
we used a subjective assessment of psychological
atmosphere, and the descriptive statistics showed that
this assessment turned out to be very high. More than
half of the respondents chose 9 to 10 points on a 10-
point scale. A possible reason is that most people tend
to idealize the childhood period as the years go by, and
their subjective assessments may be very far from real-
ity. We are not aware of any works that include this
factor; therefore, it is not possible to perform any com-
parative analysis.

The number of siblings was found to be a factor
associated with such baseline factors as parental edu-
cation level, parental professional status, and place of
birth. Presumably, this is why adding this factor to the
baseline set adds little to the estimate for inequality of
opportunity. In the studies on Sweden, which take this
factor into account, its role was also insignificant.

The resulting ranking of the factors by their contri-
bution to inequality of opportunity is generally conso-
nant with what we obtained in our calculations based
on the RLMS HSE Wave-20 data. The gender factor is
confidently in the lead; parental education, parental
professional status, and place of birth are of lesser yet
considerable importance.
STUDIES ON RUSSIAN 
Conclusions. The problem of unobservability of the
many factors that contribute to the formation and
reproduction of income inequality creates serious lim-
itations in the field of inequality-of-opportunity mea-
surements, creating an underestimation. However,
due to correlations between the observable and unob-
servable factors, this underestimation may be not very
significant. Of the three additional factors pertaining
to family background, a noticeable increase in the esti-
mates was observed in one case only, i.e., for the factor
of integrity of the parental family. It is important to
search for additional circumstance factors that are rel-
atively independent of the traditional ones and make a
significant contribution to the resulting estimates
because this way we get a deeper insight into inequality
of opportunity, especially in terms of obtaining correct
(i.e., less underestimated) values for its level and
understanding the role of the various circumstance
factors.

In terms of improving the information base of
research on inequality of opportunity, we find the
approach taken by the Swedish researchers very attrac-
tive. The researchers collected data from several public
registers, and this way, firstly, they were able to obtain
really “big” data as the calculations were carried out
on an array containing about 300000 observations;
secondly, they managed to include genetically prede-
termined health factors as well as cognitive and non-
cognitive abilities (these factors are almost always
overlooked in sociological surveys); thirdly, they used
income data averaged over several years in a certain
age range, which made it possible to smooth out ran-
dom fluctuations and work with income data associ-
ated with a certain stage in a person’s life cycle. To
date, Russia has achieved a sufficient level of digitali-
zation as many departments and services have been
keeping records in electronic form for years, but there
are almost no possibilities for aggregating and utilizing
these data for research purposes.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  Vol. 33  No. 3  2022
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The ideas of the theory of equal opportunity appear
to be very productive in the study of many topical eco-
nomic problems, such as ensuring sustainable devel-
opment, combating poverty and inequality, forecast-
ing migration f lows, or assessing the effectiveness of
state social and economic programs and reforms. All
these issues are of great importance for Russia; there-
fore, empirical research on Russian material from the
perspective of the theory of equal opportunity can
contribute to a better understanding and forecasting of
social and economic processes in our country.
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