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Abstract. The article presents the results of the assessment of Russia’s food securi-

ty in 2020-2021 based on the available statistical data and sociological monitoring of
the population’s ‘food well-being’ conducted since 2045 by the Center for Agro-Food
Policy of the RANEPA. The authors believe that the pandemic risks for Russian agricul-
ture were limited, and agricultural production ensured a high level of food self-sufficien-
cy. Although the physical access to food remained at the same level, the economic ac-
cess has deteriorated; however, Russian families managed to keep their usual diet by
redirecting the money saved due to the pandemic restrictions to food consumption. Ris-
ing food prices have become the most important problem under the crisis, and to solve
it, the Russian government has used a wide range of measures — from reducing duties
on food imports and temporary bans on food exports to setting marginal retail prices for
certain food products. The sociological assessment of the population’s ‘food well-being’
(the all-Russian telephone survey) showed that the families’ requirements to the ac-
cess to food are rather modest due to the huge credit of patience and sustainable prac-
tices of adaptation to the objective social-economic restrictions. Given the achieved in-
dicators of Russia’s food self-sufficiency according to the Food Security Doctrine, the
state should shift its focus from food self-sufficiency (and increasing exports) to the
economic access of the population to food.
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Introduction

The covid-1g pandemic has changed the conditions for the function-
ing of food systems — both global and national — and still ques-
tions their sustainability. There was a risk of a decrease in donor
contributions to the global funds supporting poor countries and in
demand for agricultural products under the falling incomes of coun-
tries and households. However, based on the statistical data, many
researchers found no significant disruptions in food chains but iden-
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tified problems with the physical and economic access to food, and
with the ability of countries to help others (see. e.g.: Béné at al,
2021).

“Russia’s food security is ensured” is the refrain of representa-
tives of the relevant Russian departments (primarily Ministry of Ag-
riculture) at official meetings and media events. Russian Ministry of
Agriculture insists on such an optimistic assessment by referring to
the following': food-producing enterprises work without interrup-
tions; the country is self-sufficient in basic types of products (in 2022,
the production index of the food and processing industry is about
101%); for 2022, all key measures of the state support for agricultur-
al producers have been extended, including the program for farmers’
low-interest crediting, which was supplemented and strengthened;
the state plans for the production of meat in 2022 did not change, and
some growth is expected in a number of sectors (pork and beef pro-
duction); the state takes anti-crisis measures to reduce the negative
effect of the global post-pandemic situation — restores the destroyed
logistics chains and develops alternative routes for the supply of raw
materials, equipment, etc.

According to the official statement of the Ministry of Agriculture
on March 3, 2022, Russia is self-sufficient in the main types of food
such as grain and cereals, meat and fish, sugar, vegetable oil and so
on; the production of dairy products, vegetables and fruits provides
a significant part of the national consumption; for six years, Rus-
sia has been ranked the first in the world in grain exports; the coun-
try buys most of cheeses and dairy products from its official ally —
the Republic of Belarus2. The Ministry of Agriculture underlines
that Russia’s need for food imports is insignificant: these are main-
ly products not produced in the country due to its climatic condi-
tions, and importers work with a wide range of countries-suppliers,
i.e., “the national food market is reliably protected, and food secu-
rity risks are low”.

In order to check the declarations of state officials, some experts
suggest a food security index?: the state focuses on the physical ac-
cess to food (for instance, the Russian President demands to keep
low retail prices, which is difficult for the market economy in gener-
al not to mention the current social-economic and geopolitical situa-
tion), while experts consider the economic access to food an equally
important indicator of food security, in particular, “the social role of
retail chains in negotiating with the state and zeroing the trade mar-

1. See, e.g.: https://specagro.ru/news/202203/prodovolstvennaya-bezopasnost-
rossii-obespechena-minselkhoz

2. See, e.g.: https://www.ogirk.ru/2022/03/03/prodovolstvennaja-bezopasnost-
rossii-v-celom-obespechena

3. See, e.g.: https://www.gazeta.ru/social/2022/04/28 /14794016.shtml?ysclid=
1462klognuy79630840
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gin for certain socially important goods”. Other experts believe that
the targeted food aid to the low-income groups (below the poverty
line) is a more effective form of the state support, or insist on increas-
ing the number of criteria in the food security index so that it would
show regional differentiation.

In other words, issues of food security have returned to the na-
tional and global political agenda under the pandemic which dealt the
first blows on food chains. In the international perspective, the Rus-
sian leadership focuses on keeping and strengthening the national ex-
port potential; in the internal perspective, food security is a part of
national security and implies both economic and physical access to
food. In January 2020, a new Food Security Doctrine* was approved
to replace the Food Security Doctrine of 2010°. The definition of food
security was not changed in its core (physical and economic access
to food that meets all quality requirements) but was expanded by a
list of food products that would guarantee the country’s food inde-
pendence. Despite the declared balance of external and internal ele-
ments of food security, the Russian state is obviously more successful
in its export program. The population’s economic access to a suffi-
cient number of high-quality food products remains a problem: food
expenses grow faster than real incomes and prevail in the structure
of consumption (for instance, the ‘borsch set’ price increased several
times in the last five years, which affected the groups with the low-
est incomes).

The article presents the results of the study of food security with
such indicators as the physical access to food (production, exports
and imports), the dynamics of food retail prices, the rush demand
for food (time, products, and the ability of the food system to cope
with it), government measures for protecting national food chains
and physical access to food, statistical changes in food consumption,
and households’ estimates of changes in their food practices. The
article is based on two sets of data: (1) statistical data collected by
the Russian Federal State Statistics Service (Rosstat), including the
household surveys (studies of living conditions, diet, ete.); (2) soci-
ological data collected in the all-Russian telephone survey, i.e., soci-
ological monitoringb. The latter aims at assessing food security not

4. https://mex.gov.ru/upload/iblock/3er/3er941f2g95a77fdefed2014f82ecf37f.
pdf?ysclid=l5istaeghf430868976

5. http://government.ru/docs/all/71224

6. By 2020, the sociological monitoring program and questionnaire were
designed and tested as a combination of the telephone survey (all-Rus-
sian sample) with ‘expert’ interviews — the longest conversations of
interviewers with respondents were transcribed, because the duration
can be an indicator of explanations in the answers to the questions that
do not imply detailed comments in such a standardized formalized sur-
vey. The choice of the telephone survey was determined by its ability to
work with non-cluster samples without increasing the costs of the field

RUSSIAN PEASANT STUDIES - 2022 - VOLUME 7 - No 2

95

N. I. Shagaida,

1. V. Trotsuk
Russia’s food
security under
the crisis of 2020—
2021: Objective
and subjective

dimensions



96

COBPEMEHHOCTb

in the perspective of state programs and national strategies, but in
the perspective of the population’s economic access to food, every-
day food (consumer) practices, and perception of personal and fami-
ly food (consumer) risks.

The all-Russian survey was conducted on March 18—21, 2022 (N =
1810) on the random stratified (five conditional time zones — Center,
Ural, Siberia, East, and capitals) sample of mobile phone numbers
from the Russian Federal Communications Agency (Rossvyaz) web-
site. The traditional social-demographic sample structure for mass
surveys (18—34, 35—54, 35—44> 45—54, 55—064, 65-+) was not used due
to the lack of generational differences in previous ‘waves’. The differ-
ences between the sample and the Rosstat data by sex, age, type of
settlement are insignificant: in the sample, the share of middle-aged
men and women is by 3% larger, of older men and women (55+4) and
younger women (18—34) — by 2% smaller, of urban residents — by
3% larger; these differences do not affect the sample representative-
ness. The greatest difference is a 20% larger share of respondents
with higher education in the sample, which is unlikely to significant-
ly affect food practices (the share of respondents without higher ed-
ucation is decreasing with each wave).

Statistical dimension of Russia’s food security

The aggregated indicators of the fact that in 2020—2021, the Russian
agriculture managed cope with the negative economic phenomena

stage, i.e., its ability to provide more accurate data compared to clus-
ter samples (less ‘dispersed’ and reducing the number of settlements
surveyed). The sample is based on the telephone numbers registered in
Russia: their random systematic selection provides an equal probabili-
ty of calling each number, and georeferencing allows to localize mobile
phone numbers within the regions of the Russian Federation. By 2022,
there were four ‘waves’:

all-Russian survey in 2016: N = 3068; regional differentiation of food prac-
ticed was studied in three ‘cases’ — Republic of Bashkortostan, Belgorod
Region and Krasnodar Region;

all-Russian survey in 2017: N = 1800 without regional sub-samples, giv-
en the twice confirmed absence of significant regional differences in food
practices;

all-Russian survey in 2020: N = 1817; the random stratified sample based
on mobile and fixed-line phone numbers was divided into four conditional
time zones that divide the population into four territorial groups similar in
time zones and corresponding to the regional borders (the fifth zone con-
sists of Moscow with the Moscow Region and Saint Petersburg with the
Leningrad Region due to their methodological survey features);
all-Russian survey in 2021: N = 1809; the random stratified sample of mo-
bile phone numbers was used due to the degree of the mobile-phone cover-
age of the country.
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of the pandemic include cultivated area and agricultural production.
The sown areas were not reduced neither in 2020 nor in 2021, but the
structure of production changed.

By the beginning of the pandemic in Russia in 2020, agricultural
producers had already stocked up inputs for crop production. There
were fears of disruptions in the supplies for animal husbandry but
they were not justified: there were supplies of the high-tech inputs —
seeds, breeding eggs, veterinary preparations, and plant protecting
agents — from Europe, the USA and Canada, i.e., from the coun-
tries with the short-term production stoppages. Thus, the production
of agricultural inputs did not stop, but in 2022, the situation changed,
and by the end of February 2022, not all necessary agricultural inputs
were imported to Russia.

In 2020, Russia harvested the largest crop of grain in its post-So-
viet history; in 2021, production volumes decreased but insignificant-

ly (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. Index of physical volume of gross agricultural products (%, compared
to the previous year)

The main contribution to the decline in agricultural production
was made by cereals (—9%), potato (—6.7%) and vegetables (—2.8%).
At the same time, in 2021, there was an increase in the produc-
tion of sunflower (+17.6%) and sugar beet (4-21.6), and almost no
changes in animal husbandry (from o to —3% in different branch-
es). Grain production is the main agricultural activity in terms of
scale, and its decline was determined by the poor overwintering of
winter crops and not by the disruptions in the supply of inputs or
labor migrants during the pandemic. The Russian government has
taken various measures to protect food chains, including preventing
bankruptey of large companies — a list of strategic organizations in
agriculture was made: in a difficult situation threatening their func-
tioning, the state would take additional measures to support them.
This list consists primarily of the well-known agroholdings with
many large regional subsidiaries. However, this decision — to sup-
port strategic agricultural organizations — still requires addition-
al explanations, because there is no convincing evidence that the
state support of one agroholding with dozens of subsidiaries pro-
vides greater food security (by keeping the food chain during the
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pandemic) than the state support of many independent agricultural
producers. The state focus on the strategic organizations in agricul-
ture seems to be a hidden support for owners of agricultural busi-
nesses, which is unlikely to find understanding among independent
agricultural producers.

The pandemic started in Russia later than in Europe and the
United States, so the Russian population was aware of the emp-
ty supermarket shelves in these countries thanks to the televi-
sion reports. The population considered these reports as a warning
and rushed to the shops: food sales were growing from January to
March and exceeded the monthly purchases of March 2019 by 5%
(on average in the first quarter of 2020 — by 3.6%) (Fig. 2). How-
ever, in April, the population drastically reduced purchases, and the
sales fell by 9.3%.
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Fig. 2. Index of physical volume of food retail sales (%, compared to the
previous year)

There were factors preventing the shortage of food: availability in
stocks, demand for cheap products from the low-income groups, lim-
ited savings (Fig. 3). The sales of salt, pasta and cereals in March
2020 increased by 77-78% compared to the February level, while the
stocks decreased by 53%. As can be seen from the list of products,
the cheapest ones were snapped up very fast. However, the ability of
businesses to supply enough food and the general lack of savings for
purchases put an end to the buying craze quite quickly. Therefore, in
January—April 2020, exactly as many food products were purchased
as a year earlier.

Food inflation reached 11% in 2021 (Fig. 4), which determined so-
cial tension and became one of the main issues in the state and so-
cial agenda. This was quite a paradox, because the issue became
the most urgent when food inflation was lower than in some previ-
ous years.
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Fig. 3. Changes in sales and stocks of basic products in the retail trade
(March 2020 to February 2020, %)
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Fig. 4. Consumer price index for food (December compared to the previous
December, %)

In February 2020, devaluation created risks of the excess food ex-
ports and rising internal food prices, but such fears were not justi-
fied. The government introduced duties and quotas for grain exports,
and in 2021, a duty for the export of sunflower oil. At the end of 2021,
food exports increased by $36.2 billion (4-21.4% compared to 2020).
The largest contribution to this growth was made by fat-and-oil prod-
ucts — 37% (+48% compared to 2020), cereals — 20% (412%), fish
and seafood — 9%. However, in physical volume, food exports de-
creased by 5.6% compared to 20207, which means that there was no
food outflow from the national market, and food exports did not lead
to rising prices. Another explanation for rising prices of agricultur-

7. Calculations based on the Federal Customs Service data: https://customs.
gov.ru/statistic
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al products was the transfer of external prices to internal ones in the
open economy, which is difficult to confirm since prices were chang-
ing differently for different food groups and mainly for products that
were not exported or imported (Fig. ). The explanation by the trans-
fer of external prices to internal ones applies only to the export-ori-
ented food (grain as the basis for bread, cereals, pasta, vegetable oil)
or imported one (primarily fruits and nuts).

White cabbage 236% |
Potatoes 210% |
Sand sugar 185% |
Buckwheat 179% |
Carrot 174% |
Sunflower oil 137% |
Chilled and frozen chicken 130% |
Bulb onion 126% |
Milled rice 124% |
Pork (excluding boneless meat) 119% |
Bread and bakery from wheat flour 118% |

Fig. 5. Consumer prices (December 2021 to December 2020)

The more plausible hypothesis is that rising prices for potatoes
and vegetables were determined by the production transfer from the
smallest economies (family consumption) to the commodity econo-
mies (agricultural enterprises). The production profitability of pota-
toes and vegetables is much lower compared to cereal crops and oil-
seeds (Ternovsky, Shagaida, 2021; Shagaida, Uzun, Ternovsky, 2022),
which points to the further increase in prices of potatoes and vege-
tables (their price is still lower than in many countries; Russia is not
self-sufficient in their production).

The rising prices in Russia were negatively assessed by the ex-
perts calculating the Global Food Security Index for 2020. Neverthe-
less, according to the aggregated data, Russia improved its position
(24th place among 113 countries, which is 6 positions higher than in
2019)8. In 2020, Russia was placed in the red zone of ‘price warning’®
due to rising prices and increasing share of households’ food expens-

8. Global Food Security Index. https://impact.economist.com/sustainability/
project/food-security-index/Country/Details# Russia

9. See, e.g.: Bloomberg classified Russia as a ‘hot spot” in terms of rising food pric-
es. https://www.rbe.ru/economics/28/02/2021/603bb1azgazg4716a52e4bf6
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es. In 2021, Russia improved its position in terms of food security by 101
taking the 23rd place.

In 2020—2022, in order to control retail prices, the Russian govern- . I. Shagaida,
ment has taken a wide range of measures — from reducing some im- 1. V. Trotsul
port duties to limiting marginal retail prices for certain types of sun-  Russia’s food
flower oil and sugar. There were quotas and duties on some export  security under
products, short-term export bans on certain types of food, changed the crisis of 2020~
rules for setting marginal prices and changed marginal prices for so-  2021: Objective
cially important goods, subsidies for some food producers (flour, sug- and subjective
ar and sunflower oil), a duty-free quota for certain food imports and  dimensions
reduced import duties. In 2020—2021, to support family incomes and
demand, the government paid some small sums to the families with
children three times.

The effectiveness of these measures varies: it is difficult to as-
sess the effect of subsidizing millers; after setting the marginal price
for one type of sunflower oil, its prices were no longer connected to
external prices; for sugar, marginal prices were introduced when
they did not exceed the previous level (Fig. 6); the price dynamics
changed due to being no longer dependent on external prices. Sun-
flower-oil and sugar producers received subsidies to compensate for
‘lost profit’. Limited compensations did not allow the government to
extend the period for controlling the price of sunflower oil after Oc-
tober 1, 2021, and the price of sugar — after June 1, 202110. Export
restrictions for sunflower seeds implied risks of lower prices for ag-
ricultural producers, but the high demand for sunflower oil in for-
eign markets caused competition for raw materials in Russia, which
led to the internal prices increase to the level of world prices due to
logistics costs.

133,65 5288
/ A
g

—20]6 2017 =——=2018
2019 m—2020 em—2021

Fig. 6. Dynamics of retail prices for sunflower oil and sand sugar, rub/kg

10.The government will no longer control oil prices. https://rg.ru/2021/06/07/
pravitelstvo-ne-planiruet-bolshe-ogranichivat-ceny-na-maslo.html
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Russia’s Doctrines of Food Security (2010 and 2020) declared the
national self-sufficiency in various food groups as the priority of food
security policy, and this idea was common for official discourse and
public opinion. During the pandemic, Russia showed a high level of
self-sufficiency in the form of the zero import-export balance and ac-
cording to the Doctrines’ self-sufficiency criteria for main food groups
(Table 1). Therefore, the long-term focus of the Doctrines on self-suf-
ficiency is no longer relevant: even during the pandemic, the food
self-sufficiency was ensured, and the pandemic did not reduce the
physical access to food.

Table 1. National production, %

Products Fact Doctrine
Grain 170 95
Sugar 101 90
Vegetable oil 158 90
Meat and meat products 100 85
Milk and dairy produce 84 90
Fish and seafood 163 85
Potatoes 95 95
Vegetables and gourds 89 Q0
Fruits and berries 43 60

The Doctrines also introduced the criterion for the economic ac-
cess to food — food consumption according to the rational norms
set by the state. Rational norms set the level of nutrition necessary
for a healthy and productive life. If we compare actual and ration-
al norms for each food group, we will see that the achieved ration-
al norms were quite the same before and during the pandemic (Ta-
ble 2).

Table 2. Food consumption: fact/rational norm, %

Products 2019 2020 Products 2019 2020
Bread 121 121 Dairy products 72 74
Potatoes 99 o6 Meat 104 104
Vegetables and gourds 77 76 Fish 100 o1
Fruits and berries 62 61 Eggs 110 109
Sugar 163 163 Vegetable oil 147 116

At the same time, households’ food expenses increased to 37%:
35.7% in cities, 42.6% in rural areas. On the one hand, there were
signs of the worsening economic access to food — an increase in

KPECTbAHOBEIEHHWE - 2022 - TOM 7 - No 2



the share of family food expenses and rising consumer prices; on 103

the other hand, in general the diet has not changed. This is a par-

adox of the pandemic — families spent more to buy the same set  N.I Shagaida,
of food as before the pandemic, which was possible due to the re- 1.V Trotsuk
strictions on travels, activities and entertainment. In 2019, the av-  Russia’s food
erage family food expenses provided gr5.3% of the rational set, in  security under
2020 — 96% (Table 3). However, by decile income groups, this in- the erisis of 2020
dicator varies: at least 50% cannot afford food ensuring their con-  2c21: Objective
sumption according to the rational set (in the first decile group —  and subjective
66%, in the fifth — 95%). dimensions

Table 3. Families’ ability to afford the rational food set with their food
expenses (Shagaida-Uzun indicator of rational consumption)

Indicators 20143 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Actual food set,
rubles per capitaa 51,566 56,437 65471 70,304 71,202 72,620 78,363 83,624
year
Recommended set,
rubles per capitaa 54,779 60,439 70,834 73,329 75,273 76,661 82,212 87,4101
year

Actual set/

Recommended set. % 94,1 93.4 92 95,9 94,5 94,7 95,3 96
, 0

In post-Soviet Russia, many families have a personal subsidi-
ary plot for producing fruits and vegetables during vacations and
holidays (such plots were allotted by the state free of charge).
The average plot is from 0.06 to o.5 ha. In Soviet times, the pop-
ulation produced about 26% of all agricultural products (1990);
under the economic reforms after the collapse of the USSR, this
share increased to 57% (1998), and then was steadily decreas-
ing — to 25% (2020). In 2021, there were first signs of the grow-
ing families” interest in expanding production, which the socio-
logical data proves.

Sociological dimension of Russia’s food security

Russians prefer to but food in large department stores (72%, which
is close to the 2020 level; perhaps, its decline in 2021 was the conse-
quence of the pandemic restrictions); 48% prefer small stores (48%),
23% — food markets, 11% — private sellers (friends and someone
consumers know); the last two indicators have slightly decreased
since 2020 (Fig. 7). In 2021, given the decreasing number of stores
in rural areas, we added van shops to the list — as in the previous
wave, 5% chose it.

RUSSIAN PEASANT STUDIES - 2022 - VOLUME 7 - No 2
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Fig. 7. Places to buy food

The trends identified in 2021 are still observed in 2022. The expan-
sion of large retail chains leads to the decreasing number of small
stores that cannot compete with their assortment, price policy and
promotions. In 2021, 13% of the answers in the ‘other’ were Inter-
net shops, in 2022, we added them to the list of answers (8%): the
forced online shopping during the pandemic has turned into a con-
sumer pattern.

Vegetarianism and veganism are not widespread in Russia — 97%
eat meat; of the remaining 3%, 27% adhere to the ideology of vegetar-
ianism/veganism, and 44% cannot afford meat products. The level of
fish consumption is slightly lower — 92% families eat fish; of the re-
maining 8%, 3% adhere to the veganism, and 38% cannot afford fish
products; the majority of those who chose the ‘other’ say that their
families do not like fish (77%). It would seem that 38% and 44% of
the relatively small number of those who do not eat meat or fish is
an insignificant indicator, but the fact that the lack of money is the
reason threatens food security.

In 2022, we changed the form of some questions: the option ‘do
not eat’ was removed from the list of answers. First, the respondents
answered the control question “Does your family eat meat/fish?”; if
the answer was positive, the next question was about the frequency
of meat/fish consumption. This form is more convenient for respond-
ents and interviewers, and reduces the time of the survey (the inter-
viewer does not read all answers to those who are not in the group
of meat/fish consumers).

Russians prefer meat products (Fig. 8), and the distribution of an-
swers is similar to 2020—2021 with a small increase in daily meat con-
sumption: every second family eats meat every day (46% in 2020, 48%
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in 2021, 51% in 2022), several times a week — less often (respectively,
37% and 40% in the following years), less than once a week — much
less often (9% in previous years, 7% in 2022).

51 51
44
40
OMeat
OFish
7
3 2 3
[ [ B
Every day Several times a week Less than once a Hard to say
week

Fig. 8. The frequency of consumption of meat and fish, %

44% eat fish several times a week (29% in 2020, 42% in 2021), and
51% (63% in 2020, 52% in 2021) less than once a week. The increase
in fish consumption in 2021 (compared to 2020) was probably due to
the pandemic combined with the sanctions, which increased the vol-
ume of Russian fish products in stores, including the deep-frozen ones.
Given the removal of pandemic restrictions but the increased sanc-
tion pressure, we can expect this trend to continue provided that the
sufficient purchasing capacity (which is doubtful under rising prices).
Until now, sanctions and inflation have not drastically affected food
and consumer practices. Therefore, we should not be too optimis-
tic about the consumption of meat and fish — the survey reveals the
shares of respondents eating meat and fish with a certain frequency
but not the quantity and quality of such products. For instance, peo-
ple can buy only the cheapest chicken: “there is no way to live with-
out meat” but “beef is too expensive”.

The specific feature of the Russian public opinion is ‘normaliza-
tion’: people tend to give socially approved answers even to slightly
sensitive questions. Thus, the ‘normal’ family should have a good
diet consisting of ‘healthy’ products, primarily meat and ‘vitamins’
(fruits) which are bought even in a difficult financial situation. Only
6% (7% in 2021) say that they do not buy fruits in winter, every
tenth (12% in 2022 and 2021) claims to buy them every day, every
second (57% in 2022, 56% in 2021) — several times a week, every
third (respectively, 29% and 30%) — less than once a week. Like
with meat and fish products, the main reason for not buying fresh
fruits in winter is the lack of money (68% of this group in 2022, 64%
in 2021).
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In 2021, the option ‘do not buy’ was removed from the list of an-
swers to the question about buying fruits in winter, and the options
‘every week’, ‘several times a month’ and ‘less than once a month’
were replaced with ‘every day’, ‘several times a week’ and ‘less than
once a week’. Such changes in wording somewhat affected the distri-
bution of answers, but clarified the situation (Table 4). Since 2017, the
share of those who cannot afford fruits in winter has doubled (from
3% to 6%), which indicates the growing social-economic polarization.
There is a very small share of those who find it difficult to answer
the question (2%), which indicates that it is clear and relevant. Only
a small share of Russians can buy fruits every day in winter (12%),
while every second respondent can afford them several times a week
(57%). Some changes in the data can be explained by the pandemic
and different months of the survey — in the spring of 2021 and in the
summer of 2020 (i.e., people may forget their winter food practices).
However, the similar distribution of answers in 2021 and 2022 proves
that Russian families have developed sustainable practices in fruit
consumption provided that their purchasing capacities do not change.

Table 4. Does your family buy fruits in winter?

Answers 2022 2021 2020 2017 Answers
No 6% 7% 7% 3% No
Every day 12% 12% 64% 55% Every week
Several times aweek  57% 56% 21% 20%  Several times a month
Less t\rllvirélfnce a 20% 30% 6% 12% Less tr:i:t(;nce a
Hard to say 2% 3% 2% 2% Hard to say

In the previous waves, we identified the persistent food nation-
alism of Russians with a block of questions, but since 2021, we have
been focusing on the very fact of food nationalism and its scale. If
two products are of the same price, the majority will prefer the Rus-
sian produet (76%, 75% in 2021) to the foreign one (respectively, 5%
and 7%). In 2021, we explained the distribution of answers by the fact
that it is increasingly difficult for the consumer to identify a product
as Russian or foreign, and today the situation is aggravated by the
anti-Western media rhetoric. The high level of food nationalism is
ensured by older generations: of two products of the same price, the
Russian one will be chosen by 85% (87% in 2021) of older respondents,
79% (77%) of 35-54-year-olds, but 58% (57%) of the youth. Women
are more likely (86% vs 73% of men) to choose a Russian product, but
not because men prefer foreign products (5% vs 2%) — men more of-
ten find it difficult to answer the question (21% vs 12%).

The 2022 data confirms the findings of 2020 and 2021 — two factors
seem to determine the inconsistency in assessments of food practic-
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es and opportunities. First, Russians evaluate their past and current
food-consumer practices, compare their life situation with their social
circle and conclude that everything is ‘satisfactory’. Second, before
the pandemic, the range of food products was expanding; under the
social-economic restrictions of the pandemic, food became a source
of a sense of ‘normality’. In 2022, both factors remain, and the influ-
ence of the second one will increase despite the end of the pandemic,
given the decreasing purchasing capacities due to the ruble fall, ris-
ing prices and sanctions pressure.

In general, since 2017, the assessments of food practices and op-
portunities have not changed significantly (some fluctuations do not
exceed the statistical error) (Fig. g9): most assessments are of the
‘normal’ type — the majority claims to eat well or satisfactorily (84%
in 2017, 80% in 2020, 82% in 2021, 81% in 2022; the sums of those
who eat excellently or well — 55%, 61%, 56% and 58%), respectively).
With age, assessments of the family diet change for the worse: 17%
of young people, 13% of 35-54-year-olds, 8% of the oldest claim that
their diet is excellent, 52%, 45% and 43%, respectively, name it good,
26%, 35% and 40% — satisfactory.

mExcellent = Good wmSatisfactory = Poor mHard to say
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Fig. 9. Assessments of the diet quality, %

In 2022, there is a number of indicators similar to 2021 and 2020
(their fluctuations do not exceed the statistical error). In 2020, there
was a smaller share (23% vs 29% in 2017) of those having relatives
and friends who eat poorly; in 2021 this share was 25%, in 2022 —
22%, and this is a too high indicator (only 70% do not have mal-
nourished families in their social circle). The situation is similar
with the assessments of the number of such malnourished people:
from 2017 to 2020, there was a positive trend — the share of re-
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spondents who noted an increase in the number of malnourished
families decreased from 51% to 43%, but in 2021, it returned to its
previous level — 51%), 47% in 2022. In other words, every second re-
spondent believes that the number of malnourished families among
his friends and relatives has increased, which is an extremely neg-
ative indicator given the Russians’ tendency to social ‘normaliza-
tion’. Every second respondent, who admitted an increase in the
number of the malnourished families, describes his close social cir-
cle from which he hardly differs in terms of financial and consum-
er opportunities. The social desirability factor makes Russians as-
sess their own situation more positively: 72% claim that the quality
of their diet has not changed (60% in 2021), 8% say that it has im-
proved (15%), and every fifth (19%; 23% in 2021) — that deteriorat-
ed. After changing the interval for assessing such changes — from
three years to one year, we got the similar distribution of answers
despite significant changes in other indicators, which confirms the
pressure of social desirability. And Russians keep mutual food-aid
practices: 42% do not help relatives with food purchases, 57% help
(60% in 2021): 41% help sometimes, 16% help constantly (in 2021,
41% and 18%, respectively).

In a shorter term, respondents assessed not only the sufficiency
of food but also the requirements for it. In 2021, we used half a year
interval, in 2022 — a month, since a shorter interval ensures more
reliable data. However, the differences in answers were not signifi-
cant, which seems to confirm the pressure of social desirability in di-
rect questions (Fig. 10-11): in 2021, 85% claimed that their families did
not suffer from malnutrition (45% had enough food they wanted, 40%
had enough food but not always the one they wanted); in 2022, 88%
were not malnourished (48% and 40%, respectively). The main rea-
son why respondents do not always have the food they want is the
lack of money (85%; 82% in 2021).

= Enough food that we want

= Enough food but not always
the one we wany

= Sometimes not enough food

Often not enough food

= Hard to say

Fig. 10. Estimates of food self-sufficiency in 2022
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Fig. 11. Estimates of food self-sufficiency in 20214

According to the 2022 data, most indicators show some stabilization.
The distribution of self-restrictive practices has changed since 2017 (one
half limited food expenses, and the other half did not); by 2020, the share
of self-limiting families decreased to 39%, in 2021 — 43%, in 2022 — 41%
(Fig. 12). In 2022, we changed the interval to a more convenient for es-
timation — ‘last month’ instead of ‘last 12 months’. On the one hand,
these are very different intervals in duration; on the other hand, the re-
sulting fluctuations do not exceed the statistical error (i.e., respondents
answer the question in general, not focusing on a given period).
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50 49
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41 39
OYes

CONo
[CJHard to say
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Fig. 12. “Has your family started limiting food expenses in the last month
(2022)/in the last 12 months (2017, 2020, 2021)?”, %
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Although since 2017, rising prices (58%) have remained the main
reason for limiting food expenses rather than decreasing incomes
(23%), in 2020, 50% (42% — incomes) named rising prices, in 2021 —
64 % (28%), in 2022 — 74% (20%), i.e. there is a constant decline in
purchasing capacities due to the rising food prices.

The list of products in which Russian families limit themselves
has changed little since 2017 (Fig. 13), but there are some negative
trends. As before, respondents cut down expensive meat purchases
(67% in 2017, 60% in 2020, 57% in 2021, 55% in 2022), and this indica-
tor approached fish products (respectively, 49%, 51%, 55% and 47%),
i.e. Russians reduce their fish and meat consumption. Since 2017,
from a quarter to a third of respondents have cut down dairy pur-
chases (in 20212022, 31%), 39%—40% — fruits. The shares of those
who cut down purchases of fruits and dairy products change little,
while the share of those who reduce purchases of vegetables started
to grow: in 2017, one in four households, in 2020 — one in five, and
now — one in three (34% in 2021, 37% in 2022). In 2021, this change
could be explained by the fact that we removed ‘potatoes and bread’
from the list of answers, but the growth of this indicator in 2022 is
alarming (it is unlikely that Russians reduce their diet by exclud-
ing potatoes). In the previous waves, in the ‘other’ desserts/sweets
dominated (every fourth answer in this group in 2021, every third —
in 2020), then came smoked meats, sausages, cheese and delicates-
sen. In 2022, sugar became the leader (29%) due to the recent sug-
ar boom, then come cereals (25%), desserts/sweets, smoked meats,
sausages and cheese.

%
Hard to say
4%
16%

O 1%

Dairy products

28%

31%

40%
40%

Fruits

67%
Meat

5%

49%
Fish

.|

24%
Vegetables

37%

2017 =2020 =2021 =2022

Fig. 12. “What food products does your family buy less?”
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For assessing food purchases, the indirect question — about the close
social circle — did not work, perhaps, due to the difficulty in assessing
purchasing practices of other people (compared to more ‘visible’ food
ones). 41% admitted that their families started to limit themselves in food
expenses in the last month, and 44% noticed an increase in the number
of such families among their friends and relatives. Probably, the diffi-
culty in assessing the purchasing practices of other households makes
respondents answer this question by referring to their own situation.

The majority noticed the rising prices — 95% (74% believe that pric-
es rose significantly, 21% — slightly). In this question, we also changed
the interval to ‘last month’ (instead of ‘since the beginning of the year’).
On the one hand, this change ensures the question simplicity for re-
spondents and more reliable data for researchers. On the other hand, the
option ‘last month’ allows for more accurate comparisons. For objective
reasons, the monitoring timing changes (March 2022, April 2021, June
2020), and respondents were to evaluate different periods — in terms of
duration, range and affordability of seasonal products. Despite the dif-
ferent interval, the answers have not changed since 2020 (the majority
noticed rising food prices), and the shares of those convinced of rising
prices in general and of the significant increase in particular are grow-
ing (85% and 37% in 2020, 9g1% and 68 % in 2021, 95% and 74% in 2022),
i.e. Russians are increasingly pessimistic about purchasing capacities.

The response strategies of households to rising food prices do not
change much (Table 5): the majority tries to find places (shops, mar-
kets) with cheaper prices (71%) or does not change places but choos-
es cheaper products (69%); another strategy is less expenses (43%),
partly combined with the produce of personal subsidiary plots (the
latter has reduced from 40% in 2017 to 32% in 2022); the least request-
ed strategy is to ask relatives with personal subsidiary plots for food
aid (23% and 15%, respectively).

Table 5. Households’ response strategies to rising food prices

Strategy 2022 2021 2020 2017

Yes 43% 42% 38% 49%

We buy less food No 56% 56% 61% 50%

Hard to say 1% 2% 1% 1%

. Yes 71% 70% 69% 78%
NS ot ot
Hard to say 2% 2% 1% 2%

Yes 69% 68% 67% 68%

We buy cheaper products No 28% 30% 30% 30%

in our usual shops
Hard to say 2% 3% 3% 2%
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Strategy 2022 20214 2020 2017
Yes 15% 20% 17% 23%
We get more food from relatives o o o o
with personal subsidiary plots No 84% 78% 82% 76%
Hard to say 1% 2% 1% 1%
Yes 32% 36% 37% 40%
We started to grow (more) N 6% 6% 6% %
fruits and vegetables 0 5% 3% 2% 59%
Hard to say 3% 1% 1% 1%

Since 2017, the shares of those who prefer the self-reliance practices
have declined — 32% start or increase production of vegetables and fruits
(40% in 2017); 15% rely on similar efforts of relatives (23%) (Fig. 14).

8%
71_% 69% 68%

49%
0,
3% 40%

32%,
23%
15%

W]

We buy less food  Wetrytofinda ‘We buy cheaper  We get more food We began to grow
place (shops, products in ourusual fromrelativeswith  (more fruits and
markets) with shops personal subsidiary vegetables
cheaper prices plots

02022 ©2021 ©02020 02017

Fig. 14. Household’ response strategies to rising food prices

Since 2017, the self-reliance practices have reached their limit: in 2017,
6r% grew vegetables and fruits, in 2020 — 60%, in 2021 — 52%, i.e. not
even all owners of personal subsidiary plots/gardens (59%). In 2022, the
share of respondents growing vegetables and fruits has increased (88%),
which is unlikely to be determined by the eco-enthusiasm — rather in
the current social-economic situation (rising prices, poor economic ac-
cess to fruits and vegetables), the limit of self-sufficiency was revised.
This is confirmed by the fact that there was no increase in potato pro-
duction — the share of potato growers has decreased since 2017 (66%
of families with personal subsidiary plots; 78% in 2017), which can be
explained by the relatively lower price and longer shelf life compared to
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other vegetables and fruits. In 2022, the share of those who do not grow
potato and/or vegetables and fruits due to their unprofitability has de-
creased (23% vs 29% in 2021), but other indicators have not changed:
every fifth respondent does not consider such a self-reliance activi-
ty necessary, 14% (13% in 2021) do not want to be engaged in it. Every
second respondent (48% and 45%, respectively) in this group chose the
‘other’ — objective reasons (too small plot, poor land quality), physical
inability (poor health, age, illness) or lack of time.

A small group keeps poultry and/or livestock (13%; 16% in 2021),
mostly chicken and duck (91%; 88%) — this indicator has increased sig-
nificantly since 2017 (55%). The share of those keeping pigs increased
from 12% in 2017 to 28% in 2020 and 25% in 2021, but now has decreased
to 18%; sheep — from 7% to 13% in 2020, 15% in 2021, and now 9%;
cows — from 13% to 18% in 2020, 26% in 2021, and now 18%; 8% in this
group keep rabbits (8%) or ‘other’ (goats, geese or turkeys). In 2021, we
suggested the expansion of self-sufficiency practices, and its dairy-meat
component became more marketable (farmers had more sales opportuni-
ties due to the urban residents moving to the village during the pandem-
ic and the increasing number of urban consumers), but today the situa-
tion changes due to the rising costs of poultry and livestock production.

As in 2021, those who produce food on personal subsidiary plots
provide their family consumption (over go%) and have reached their
limit. However, the situation has worsened so much that the share of
those planning to expand such activities increased: in 2021, 87% re-
fused to do this, in 2022 — 81%; in 2021, every tenth respondent ac-
cepted this possibility, and now 16% are ready to grow more pota-
toes, vegetables and fruits (71% in this group), much less often to
keep more poultry (39%) or cattle (22%).

In the previous waves, the majority did not notice the disappear-
ance of usual food (84% in 2021, 85% in 2020, 82% in 2017), but in 2022,
this indicator changed to 50%. Accordingly, before a small share no-
ticed a reduction in the usual food range (7%, 8% and 7%, respective-
ly), now it is 44%. As before, every second respondent who noticed a
reduction in the range does not experience any inconvenience (49%;
46% in 2021). But there are changes in the estimates of the set of miss-
ing products: before, one in five in this group mentioned vegetables,
fish and fruits, one in three — dairy products, one in four — grocer-
ies; in 2022, groceries (52%) and ‘other’ became leaders (61%) com-
pared to dairy products and fruits (7%), vegetables (6%), fish (5%)
and meat (3%). It seems that the self-limiting practices determined a
set of affordable meat and dairy products, fruits and vegetables, while
groceries were more diverse before the latest price increase and sanc-
tions (Fig. 15: ‘groceries (cereals, pasta)’ were included in the list
2020). In 2022, the ‘other’ has increased significantly due to the sugar
rush which led to rising prices and its temporary shortage. Respond-
ents often specify that “there are cereals and fish — everything is on
sale but too expensive — we cannot buy it... at an exorbitant price”.
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Fig. 15. Missing food products (in the relevant group)

The key part of the sociological monitoring is the economic access
to food. Its main indicator is the share of the total monthly family
income spent on food (Fig. 16), which has changed little since 2017:
one half spent a third to a half of income on food; over 40% — a half
to two thirds (43% in 2022, 45% in 20212020, 48% in 2017); the most
polar income groups — 13% (14% in 2021, 13% in 2020, 12% in 2017) —
spent less than a third of income on food, about one in ten (11% in
2022—2021, 12% in 2020, 10% in 2017) — more than two thirds.

— 34
3_0||3/2 31
02022
1 - 02021
1918 02020
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Less than a  One third to one About ahalf One half totwo More than two  Hard to say
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Fig. 16. Shares of food expenses in the total monthly family income, %

In 2021, the oldest had the largest share of food expenses in the
total monthly family income — more than a half (65% vs 48% in
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the younger group, 54% in the middle group). In 2022, the ratio has 115
changed — 57% in two older groups spend a half or more of income
on food, while in the younger group — 46%. “Now the food is all there, N.I. Shagaida,
but sometimes there is not enough money... We do not spend money on 1. V. Trotsuk
anything except food”. Moreover, the oldest spend a significant share  Russia’s food
of income on medicines: “I need to buy medicines which have risen in  security under
price by the devil knows how much”. the crisis of 2020
In the middle-age group, fluctuations in the share of food expens-  sce1: Objective
es do not exceed the statistical error, while in the older group, the  and subjective
decrease in the share of respondents with the highest food expenses  dimensions
can be explained by the fact that pension indexations and social pay-
ments partly compensate for rising prices. In the older group, there is
a higher share of those who did not notice changes in food expenses
compared to the last year (22% vs 14% and 12% in younger groups),
a lower share of those with increasing food expenses (72% vs 83%),
and a higher share of those with increasing incomes in the last 12
months (24% vs 19% and 13%).
The low food-purchasing capacities were proved by the answers
to the question whether family food expenses had changed over the

year (Fig. 17).

Hard to say
= Have not changed
m Have decreased
m Have increased
2022 2021

2020 2017

Fig. 127. Changes in family food expenses, %

An ever-increasing share claims that from year to year, their food
expenses grow — 65% in 2017, 79% in 2022. Since there are no sig-
nificant changes in the share of food expenses in the total month-
ly family income, we can suggest that Russians spend social pay-
ments and benefit indexations, pensions and salaries on their usual
food basket. However, respondents tend to stereotypically ‘normally’
assess their financial situation: 63% consider it good (‘very good” —
4%; 58% and 5% in 2021, 63% and 5% in 2020, 60% and 4% in 2017),
30% — poor (‘very bad’ — 4%; 34% and 5% in 2021, 30% and 5%
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in 2020, 32% and 4% in 2017). The ‘normalization’ of assessments is
confirmed by the clarifying comments: “Rather good, but sometimes
you just want more... You have to suffer in order to buy something
in addition to food, something necessary. If you buy this something,
you start limiting yourself in everything else, because it is impos-
sible to just get up, go and buy what you want. Even though I am
working”.

The tendency to ‘normalization’ can be seen in the assessment of
changes in the total family monthly income over the last 12 months,
and the distribution of answers has not changed since 2020: 56%
(57% in 2021, 52% in 2020) claim that their family income has not
changed, 24% (27% and 34%) — that it has decreased, 18% (14% and
13%) — that it has increased. Given the objective indicators of in-
flation and rising prices, the share of those who admit a decreasing
family income is a negative indicator of the worsening social-eco-
nomic situation of a significant share of households. Most respond-
ents (60%; 64% in 2021, 67% in 2020, 71% in 2017) have a low aver-
age monthly family income — from 11 to 50 thousand rubles, and
32% (38%, 41% and 47%, respectively) — from 11 to 30 thousand
(Table 6).

Table 6. Average monthly family income, %

Income 2022 2021 2020 2017
Less than 10,000 4 7 7 9
11-30,000 32 38 41 47
31—-50,000 28 26 26 24
51-100,000 20 15 14 11
More than 100,000 10 8 6 3
Refusal to answer/Hard to say 6

Changes in the ratio of income groups since 2017 are insignificant
and, for most indicators, do not exceed the statistical error. Howev-
er, there is an upward trend in the average family income (Fig. 18) —
the share of households with an income of more than 5o thousand
rubles increases, but, given the food-expenses share, such an income
growth does not compensate for rising food prices.

The oldest have the lowest average monthly family income: 53%
(63% in 2021) — less than 30 thousand rubles, while 70% (62%) of
18-34-year-olds and 66% (53%) of 35-54-year-olds — much higher. In
the youngest group, 40% have an average monthly family income of
more than 51 thousand rubles, in the middle group — 37%, and in the
older group — only 16%. In general, there is an increase in the aver-
age total monthly family income of all age groups in absolute terms,
but it lags behind an increase in food prices.
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Fig. 18. Average total monthly family income, %

As in the previous waves, in 2022, there are no significant differences
by social-demographic characteristic. For instance, some gender differ-
entiation was predictable: women know better food prices; they more of-
ten mention the lack of money as the reason for not buying fresh fruits
in winter (77% vs 45% of men); more often admit family food restric-
tions (47% vs 39%); more often prefer the strategy of buying cheaper
products in usual stores (73% vs 65%); more carefully monitor the range
of food products and notice its reduction more often (49% vs 38%); are
more demanding on the family diet — less often consider it excellent
(10% vs 15%) and more often — satisfactory (38% vs 32%); more re-
alistically assess family food expenses and more often admit that food
limitations are determined by rising prices (g5% vs 91%) rather than
by decreasing incomes (22% vs 29%). As one male respondent stressed,
“I have a good wife. I open my fridge and can choose whatever I want”.

There are predictable differences by type of settlement, although
in absolute terms incomes of the Russian population grow in urban
and rural areas (Table 7): 55% in the countryside (67% in 2021, 61% in
2020) have a total monthly family income of less than 3o thousand ru-
bles, while 31% — in the city (39% and 44%, respectively), i.e. groups
with a total monthly family income of more than 31 thousand rubles
make up 64% (55%; 48%) in the city and 39% (28%; 34%) in the vil-
lage. If we take 5o thousand rubles of total monthly family income,
then in the city, every third family has a higher income (34%), in the
village — 17%. Thus, there is an ongoing concentration of poverty in
rural settlements. Moreover, lower incomes of rural households deter-
mine a larger share of food expenses which make up less than a half
for 38% of urban residents and 22% of rural residents, more than a
half — for 52% and 62%, respectively.
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118 Table 7. Income groups in the city and the village, 2020 /2021 / 2022, %

COBPEMEHHOCTE Average monthly family income Urban areas Countryside
Less than 10,000 6/5/3 8/13/8
11-30,000 38/34/28 53/54/47
31-50,000 27/28/30 22/48 /22
54—-100,000 15/47/22 8/7/12
More than 100,000 6/10/12 4/3/5
Refusal to answer/Hard to say 7/7/6 6/6/6

Despite lower incomes and a larger share of food expenses, most
indicators of food consumption and social-economic well-being are
similar for rural and urban respondents. On the one hand, this con-
firms the conservation of rural poverty (as ‘normal’) and sustain-
ability of rural survival strategies (personal subsidiary plots). For
instance, although rural residents more often admit having malnour-
ished relatives and friends (27% vs 20%), almost every second rural
respondent (49% vs 39%) claims that the number of such families in
his social circle has not changed. On the other hand, there is a kind of
‘standardization’ of food-consumer practices — not differing by settle-
ment but depending on objective factors. For instance, urban respond-
ents are more likely to buy food in large department stores (76% vs
58%), while rural respondents — in small stores (60% vs 45%) and
from private sellers (16% vs 10%). At the same time, rural respond-
ents do not rely on personal subsidiary plots to a much greater ex-
tent than urban respondents: it seems that in the production of po-
tato, vegetables and fruits, rural respondents have reached the limit
of their capabilities, so they are less likely to increase their produc-
tion (60% vs 77%).

Conclusion

The 2022 survey confirmed a number of the previously identified
trends. Russians buy food mainly in large department stores and are
confident food nationalists. Meat products are considered a neces-
sary indicator of the ‘normal’ family diet, but family income deter-
mines their quality and quantity. The absence of meat and fish or
fruits in winter in the family diet is always determined by low in-
comes. Russians react to rising prices mainly by reducing the fish
and meat parts of their diet, then reduce expenses on dairy prod-
ucts and fruits, and in 2022 — on vegetables, sugar and cereals. It
seems that the population’s self-limiting practices have led to a
set of affordable meat and dairy products, fruits and vegetables,
while groceries were more diverse until the latest price increase
and sanctions.
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Russians describe their food practices and opportunities inconsist-
ently, which can be explained by two factors. On the one hand, Rus-
sians tend to ‘normalize’ their practices when comparing them with
other people and concluding that their diet is ‘satisfactory’. On the
other hand, low incomes and high shares of communal and food ex-
penses limit all other opportunities, and food becomes an important
source of a sense of ‘normality’. Both factors seem to remain and
even increase their impact due to the decreasing purchasing capaci-
ties under rising prices and sanctions. This is confirmed by the rath-
er high estimates of the quality and sufficiency of one’s diet (in direct
questions) while admitting the increasing number of malnourished
families among one’s friends and relatives (in indirect questions).

Low incomes (their growth in absolute terms does not compen-
sate for rising prices) and high food expenses, i.e. the economic ac-
cess to food, is the main threat to Russia’s food security. The physi-
cal access to food is sufficient: Russians are worried not by the range
of food products (with the latest exception of sugar and groceries)
but by rising prices under the exhausted resources of food self-suffi-
ciency and self-limitations. Thus, Russians are constantly looking for
cheaper products and stores, do not give up usual products but buy
them in smaller quantities; in 2022, Russians were forced to reconsid-
er their attitude to personal subsidiary plots and more often intend to
expand food production for self-sufficiency.

Based on the statistical and sociological data, we can conclude that to-
day the main challenge for Russia’s food security is the economic access
to food. Russian agriculture performs its key function, and its production,
with a few exceptions, is sufficient for sustainable food supplies; in some
branches, the country is no longer a net importer. However, there are
no improvements in the economic access to food, and not enough data to
assess the physical access to food. Russia’s population is still quite posi-
tive about the situation despite the lack of improvements in its economic
access to food, but the reserves of social positivity are limited.
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AHHOTayums. B cTaTbe npeacTaBieHbl pe3ynbTaTbl OLEHKW NPOLOBONbCTBEHHOW 6e3onac- 121
HOCTU Poccun B 2020—2024 roibl Ha OCHOBE AOCTYMHbIX CTATUCTUYECKUX AAHHbIX U CO-
LLMONOTMYECKOrO MOHUTOPUHIa «MPOAOBO/IbCTBEHHOIO CaMO4YyBCTBUS» HaceneHus, pea-
NM3yemoro ¢ 2045 roga LleHTpom arponpoaoBonbCTBEHHON NOAUTUKK UMOU PAHXuUIC.
ABTOpPbI NoflaratoT, 4TO A1 POCCUMCKOro CEeNbCKOro X03MCTBa PUCKMU NaHAEMUUN Gbinn

N. I. Shagaida,
L V. Trotsuk

orpaHMyeHbl, U MPOU3BOACTBO CEbX03MNPOAYKLIMM 06ECMeynIo BbICOKUIA yPOBEHb MpPo- Russia’s food
[OBONILCTBEHHOrO camoobecnevyeHns. Xots GU3nMyYecKui JOCTYN K NPOAOBOIbLCTBUIO CO- security under
XPaHUCH Ha NPeXHEM YPOBHE, 3IKOHOMMYECKMI A0CTYN YXYALIMACS, HO POCCUIACKME the crisis of 2020—
Ccembi CMOTNIM 0GECNednTb MPUBbIYHBIA ANS ce6st PALIMOH MUTAHKUS, NePeHanpaBhB COKO-  5001: Objective

HOMJIEHHbIE 3a Nepuos NaHAeMUNHbIX OrpaHUYeHUit CpeacTBa Ha nNuTaHue. PocT LeH

Ha NPOAOBOJILCTBUE CTaN BaykHeWWwen Npo6neMor KpM3NCHOro nepuoaa, U ans ee pe-
LWEeHUs POCCUICKOe NpaBUTENbCTBO 3a4eCTBOBaNo 6oraTblii apceHan Mep — OT CHUXKe-
HUS NOLWINMH Ha UMMOPTHOE MPOLOBOJSILCTBUE U BPEMEHHbIX 3anpeToB Ha IKCMOPT oTe-
YeCTBEHHOW MPOAYKLMK O YCTaHOBNEHUS NpefeNbHbIX PO3HUYHbIX LLEH Ha OTAENbHble
npoayKTbl NUTaHus. Counonornyeckas oLeHKa «npoAoBOSIbCTBEHHONO CaMOYyBCTBUS»
HaceneHus (06LWepocCcUncKuin TenedoHHbIM ONpoc) NoKa3ana, YTo 3anpockl cemew

C TOYKM 3pEHMS AOCTYNa K NPOLOBONbCTBUIO JOBONIbHO CKPOMHbI Ha GOHE 3HaYUTENbHO-
ro KpeauTa TepneHns U YCTOMYMBBIX MPaKTUK NPUCNOCOGNEHNS K OGbEKTUBHbBIM COLLU-
anbHO-9KOHOMWYECKUM OrpaHnyeHuam. NpuHMMas BO BHUMaHUe JOCTUMKEHUE CTPaHOMN
60NbWKNHCTBA NOKa3aTenen NPoaoBONbCTBEHHOr0 caMoobecneyeHns cornacHo JOoKTpu-
He NPoAOBO/LCTBEHHOW 6€30NacHOCTH, Lienecoo6pa3Ho CMeCTUTb GOKYC rocylapCTBeH-
HOM NOMIUTUKM C caMOOBEeCNEYEHHOCTH (M HapalMBaHMa IKCMOPTa) Ha IKOHOMUYECKU
[OCTYN HaceneHus K NpoLoBONbCTBUIO.

and subjective

dimensions

KntoyueBbie cinoBa: NpoaoBobCTBEHHass 6€30NacHOCTb, MPOAOBO/LCTBEHHOE
caMo4yBCTBME, CaM0O06€eCcne4YeHHOCTb, 3KOHOMUYECKUI U PU3NYECKUIA JOCTYN
K MPOAOBOJ/IbCTBUIO, NAaHAEMUA, CTAaTUCTUHECKHNE U COLMONTIOTUHECKNE AaHHble
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