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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to consider the effects of indirect taxes, VAT in
particular, on inequality. The study tests the hypothesis that indirect taxation in
Russia does not have a significant impact on inequality but has a potential to reduce
it. Methodologically, the study relies on correlation regression analysis, time series
analysis, structural analysis and the index method. The data used for the analysis
are provided by the Federal State Statistics Service (Rosstat) and Federal Tax Service
for the period from 1992 to 2021. Calculations were conducted with the help of Data
Analysis ToolPak in MS Excel. A classification of the types of economic inequality
is proposed together with the corresponding fiscal instruments used to tackle each
type. Indirect taxes are considered to be capable of reducing consumption inequality.
To evaluate the influence of indirect taxation on inequality, the following parameters
were considered: VAT-to-GDP ratio and the share of VAT in total tax revenues of the
consolidated budget, share of revenue raised through 10% VAT in the total volume of
VAT, and the decile ratio of consumption spending. It was found that indirect taxes
in Russia do not have a significant impact on inequality. Although in some years
VAT receipts accounted for a larger share in total tax revenues and in GDP and this
trend was accompanied by lower levels of inequality, this happened because of the
influence of other factors, for example, the use of the progressive scale of the personal
income tax in the 1990s. To reduce inequality, a viable solution for the government
would be to apply a system of differentiated VAT rates to balance disparities in
consumption of the wealthiest and poorest households (these differences are reflected
in Rosstat data on consumption). Moreover, since utilities, telecommunications and
food constitute up to 70% of the poor’s expenditures, it would make sense to lower
the VAT rate for these categories of goods and services while raising the rate for
such categories as hospitality services, cafes and restaurants, recreation and leisure
services because in total, these categories account for 13.2% of the expenditures of the
wealthiest households. Unfortunately, in 2022, the government took the decision to
apply zero-rated VAT to these services as part of the anti-crisis program.
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OKa3bIBaeT CYIIeCTBEHHOTO BIIVISTHIIS Ha HEPaBeHCTBO IpaXKIaH, HO 00JIafjaeT IIOTeH-
LIVaJIOM €T0 CIVIaKMBaHMs. B paMKax IIpOBepKI IMIIOTe3bI IIPVIMEeHEeH KOPPeJIIIOH-
HO-perpeccMOHHBIN aHaJIN3, aHaJIN3 PSI0B AMHAMUKY, CTPYKTYPHBIVI aHaJIU3 U MH-
IeKCHBII MeTofI. PacueTsl IIpOBeJIeHEI C MCIIOIb30BaHeM ITaKeTa « AHaJIV3 TaHHBIX»
B MS Excel 3a mepmor ¢ 1992 o 2021 r. Ha ocHoBe 1aHHBIX Poccrara 1 PemepaibHOM
HaJIoroBovt ciIyXOel. B paMkax paszpaboTaHHOV KaccuduKalyy 3KOHOMUUYECKOIo
HepaBeHCTBa I'paKIaH 00OCHOBAHO, YTO MMEHHO KOCBeHHBIE HaJIOIVI HaIlpaBJIeHbI
Ha CIVIaKMBaHIe HepaBeHCTBa IToTpebiieHs. 1151 OIleHKY BIIVISIHVS KOCBeHHOTO Ha-
710r000J10KeHMs Ha HepaBeHCTBO posesieH pacueT gosm HIIC B BBIT u coBoKymHBIX
HaJIOTOBBIX JIOXOHaX KOHCOJMIOMpoBaHHOro Oomkera PP, momm obmaraemsix HIC
ToBapos 110 craBke 10% B o0mem oopeme HJIC, a Taxke fermiibHOro Koadduimen-
Ta OHIOB 10 pacxofaM Ha IoTpebiieHMe. YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO KOCBEHHBIE HAJIOT
B Poccunt He OKasbIBaIOT CYIIECTBEHHOIO BIIMSHA Ha CIVIaKMBaHMe HepaBeHCTBA,
a 6osee BeIcokm1 yaenpHBIN Bec HIIC B cymMMe Hastoroseix moxomos 1 BBIT B oTmess-
Hble TOBI TP OoJTee HM3KIX ITOKa3aTe X HepaBeHCTBA B 9TO BPEMSI SIBJISIETCS CIIefI-
CTBMEM VHBIX (PaKTOPOB, HAIIPUMep, IIPOTrPeCCHBHON IITKaIbI IIOJOXOIHOTO Hajlora
B 1990-e rr. [Tj151 crytaXkmBaHMs HepaBeHCTBa 1iesiecoobpasHa nnddepeHmars cra-
Bok HJIC c ydgeToMm cTpyKTyphl moTpebireHnst Harbosiee 11 HaviMeHee o0ecTieueHHBIX
rpak[IaH, KOTopas ollpelie/leHa Ha OCHOBe JTaHHBIX PoccTaTa 0 HepaBeHCTBe IIOTpe-
Ortennst B Poccum. Kpome Toro, critakmBaHMiO HepaBeHCTBa II0CITIOCOOCTBOBaAIO ObI
cavkeHne ctaky HJIC 1Mo XVJIMIITHO-KOMMYHAJTBHBIM YCIIyTaM U CBS3U, KOTOPBIE
HapsIIy ¢ IUTaHMeM cOCTaBIIIoT 10 70% pacxomos OeqHBIX IpakIaH, V1 IIOBbIIIIEHIEe
HJC no roctuHMitaM, Kade, pectopaHaM 1 OTABIXY (B coBoKymHocTH 13,2% pac-
X0[10B Hanbosiee obecrie4eHHBIX IpaXk/iaH), 10 KOTOPBIM B paMKax aHTUKPU3VUCHO
niporpammel 2022 1. BBefieHa ctaska HIC 0%.

KITFOYEBBIE CJIOBA
KOCBEHHBIe HaJIOI'V, HaJIOT Ha J0OaBJIEHHYIO CTOMMOCTb, HepaBeHCTBO, MOHeTapHOe
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1. Introduction

In many countries inequality is seen
as a major threat to the economic secu-
rity of the state. Inequality reduction
was included by the United Nations as
one of the goals into its 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development!. According to
the World Economic Forum?, inequality in
the wealthiest countries has now reached
its highest level in the last fifty years.
In Russia, inequality has remained con-
sistently high in the last 30 years, that is,
since the beginning of the market reforms.

Given the rise of the consumer econo-
my, the gross divide between the rich and
the poor manifested most starkly in con-
sumption inequality. It also makes con-
sumption taxes, such as VAT and excise
duties, a potentially suitable tool for tack-
ling the inequality problem.

The questions this study seeks to ad-
dress are as follows. How can different

! https:/ /www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/
ru/sustainable-development-goals/

2 https:/ /www3.weforum.org/docs/ WEF_
Global_Risk_Report_2020.pdf
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fiscal tools be used to counteract different
types of economic inequality? Does VAT
affect inequality in Russia? What are the
differences in the final consumption pat-
terns of the highest- and lowest-income
households in Russia? How can these
differences be taken into account by pol-
icy-makers to develop measures and
policies that could keep inequality in
check? How can indirect taxes be used
to curb inequality?

The purpose of this study is to consider
the potential of indirect taxes as tools to
reduce inequality by evaluating the re-
lationship between VAT and inequality
in Russia.

The hypothesis is that indirect taxa-
tion in Russia does not have a significant
impact on inequality but has a potential
to reduce it.

The paper is structured as follows. The
section “Literature Review” surveys the
most up-to-date scholarly knowledge on
the impact of indirect taxation on ine-
quality in different countries. The section
“Methodology and Materials” describes


https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/ ru/sustainable-development-goals/
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/ ru/sustainable-development-goals/
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Global_Risk_Report_2020.pdf
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Global_Risk_Report_2020.pdf
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the methodological framework and data
used in this study. The section “Results”
presents the study’s key findings. The sec-
tion “Discussion” compares the results
with the evidence provided by prior re-
search and examines the potential of indi-
rect taxes as tools for tackling inequality.
The conclusions are drawn in the final sec-
tion of the article.

2. Literature review

In contemporary financial and eco-
nomic research, much scholarly attention
is focused on the relationship between
taxation, including indirect taxation, and
inequality.

A seminal work on the topic of ine-
quality was written by Simon Kuznets,
a Nobel Prize Laureate in Economics [1].
Kuznets hypothesized that in the era of
industrialization, economic growth went
hand in hand with increasing inequality;
this trend continued until the 1920s, after
which inequality started to decline while
economic growth continued, accompa-
nied by a rise in real income. To describe
this process, he proposed the inverted
U-shaped curve called the Kuznets Curve,
which related income inequality with eco-
nomic growth.

Piketty [2] extrapolated this curve
with new data to show that if 19* century
data are included into analysis, the graph
takes a horizontal S shape, rather than an
inverted U-shape. Piketty also demon-
strated that since the 1970s, the income
gap has been widening and the concentra-
tion of wealth has been increasing.

Yurevich [3] has empirically shown
the negative influence of inequality on eco-
nomic growth. There are, however, other
points of view. For instance, Briickner &
Lederman [4] argue that in poor countries
inequality has a significant positive effect
on gross domestic product per capita.

Stiglitz [5] argues that inequality is
a phenomenon that is inherent in a mar-
ket economy and that once inequality
emerges, it keeps reproducing itself. To
achieve greater equality, it is necessary to
“rewrite the rules” governing the market
economy through government regulation
and in particular fiscal regulation.
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Atkinson [6] believes that in order to
reduce inequality, new tools are needed in
addition to taxes and state support for the
poor. Atkinson identified five main areas
of policy to tackle inequality: technology,
employment, social security, the sharing
of capital, and taxation.

In the spectrum of studies on inequa-
lity and taxation, income taxation is one
of the key research areas. Alvaredo et al.
[7], Piketty et al. [8], Auten & Splinter [9]
agree on the ability of direct taxes to curb
inequality, although they have some disa-
greements as to what extent.

Of special interest in this respect are
the cases of countries with flat income tax
systems, primarily Eastern European and
Middle Asian countries, former members
of the Socialist bloc. Mozdzierz [10] has
demonstrated a decrease in inequality in
Slovakia after the country’s government
decided to return to the progressive tax.
Mihaescu & Voinea [11] and Ilie [12] ar-
gue that in Romania the use of propor-
tional taxation has led to an increase in
inequality. Tanchev [13] used economic-
mathematical modeling to show that
proportional income taxation in Bulgaria
contributes to inequality. Pugachev [14]
argues that the tax system that existed in
Russia before 2021 increased monetary
inequality while income taxation as part of
the tax system exacerbated this situation.

Let us now look at the current state of
research on the effects of indirect taxes on
inequality.

Martorano et al. [15] studied 14 Latin
American countries in the period between
1990 and 2010 and found that an increase
in the proportion of direct taxes in com-
parison with indirect taxes contributes to
inequality reduction. Martorano [16] in-
vestigated the relationship between fiscal
policy and inequality in Latin America in
the 1970s and found that an increase in
indirect taxes causes an increase in ine-
quality. This happened, for example, in El
Salvador and Honduras, where inequality
was growing while the general tax burden
remained low and indirect taxes prevailed
over direct taxes.

Interestingly, earlier studies of Latin
American countries, for example, Hanni
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et al. [17] and Goiii et al. [18], on the con-
trary, demonstrated that due to the large
share of indirect taxes in the tax system,
taxation in general has a modest or regres-
sive impact on income distribution.

Ciminelli et al. [19] found that indirect
taxes significantly contributed to the re-
duction in income inequality in 16 OECD
countries (in the period between 1978 and
2012). Indirect tax increase hits poor peo-
ple the hardest because their marginal
propensity to consumer is higher.

Ilaboya & Ohomba [20] examined the
impact of taxation on inequality in Nige-
ria in a 30-year period starting from the
1980s and found that a decrease in the
share of indirect taxes in total tax reve-
nues contributes to inequality.

Webber & Thomas [21], in their study
of the influence of taxes on inequality in
the UK in 1977-2014, using the data on the
progressivity and the average rate (in pro-
portion of income) of indirect taxes, have
shown that in this period, indirect taxes
were regressive, which contributed to in-
come inequality.

Similar evidence regarding the cor-
relation between indirect taxation and
inequality was obtained by Barnard [22]
for the UK; Martinez-Vazquez et al. [23]
for a large panel of countries; Cuceu &
Vaidean [24] for Romania; and Gornia [25]
for Latin America.

On the other hand, there are studies
that show the absence of any significant
influence of indirect taxes on inequali-
ty. For example, Blasco et al. [26] argue
that indirect taxes have an insignificant
influence on inequality. The redistribu-
tive effect of indirect taxes varies across
countries due to the differences in the
average tax rate. They also emphasize
that in countries with insignificant in-
fluence of indirect taxes on inequality,
inequality reduction cannot be used to
justify tax cuts.

Muinelo-Gallo & Roca-Sagalés [27]
conducted an empirical study of OECD
countries, covering the period of 1972-
2006, and found that in comparison with
direct taxes, indirect taxes are less effec-
tive at reducing inequality. They tend to
be used more often in poor countries to

22

minimize the negative influence on eco-
nomic growth. There is evidence show-
ing the important role of income inequal-
ity in the development of budget policy
(see, for example, Bénabou [28]).

Hindriks & Myles [29] believe that
indirect taxes do not have a significant
impact on inequality because the same
rates are applied to such categories of
goods as essential goods and luxury
goods.

Guillaud et al. [30] examined 22
OECD countries between 1999 and 2013
and found an insignificant influence of
indirect taxes on inequality in comparison
with direct taxes.

Decoster et al. [31] demonstrate that
indirect taxes are regressive with respect
to disposable income but proportional or
progressive with respect to total expendi-
tures. Thus, indirect taxes are less signif-
icant for inequality reduction than direct
taxes.

Similar conclusions were made by Fi-
gari & Paulus [32] for European countries,
Savage [33] for Ireland, Bargain et al. [34]
for the USA for the period of 1978-2009.

Thus, despite the vast body of re-
search on the influence of indirect taxes
on inequality, there is still no consensus
on this matter: while some scholars are
convinced of the considerable potential
that indirect taxes hold to curb inequa-
lity, others, on the contrary, believe that
this effect is insignificant at best, espe-
cially in the light of the regressive nature
of indirect taxes and the absence of dif-
ferentiated rates for different groups of
commodities.

As far as Russia is concerned, there is
still a perceived lack of scholarly inquiry
into the influence of indirect taxes on
inequality in this country, which means
that more research is necessary to gain
insights into the specific aspects of this
problem. For instance, it is still unclear
what direct vs indirect tax ratio should
be in the tax burden structure to ensure
an inequality-reducing impact. Another
question concerns the impact of diffe-
rentiated indirect taxes on inequality re-
duction. All of the above determines the
relevance of this study.
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3. Methodology and materials

To study the impact of indirect taxa-
tion on inequality, first and foremost, it is
necessary to clarify our understanding
of inequality as contemporary economic
science offers no uniform approach to this
concept. Economic inequality means the
unequal distribution of income (earnings)
or wealth in a society.

This study proposes a classification
of types of economic inequality (income
inequality, wealth inequality or mone-
tary inequality, and consumption ine-
quality) and identifies fiscal tools that can
be used to better tackle each specific type
(see Table 1).

The proposed classification shows that,
in order to tackle the problem of inequa-
lity, it is necessary to go beyond personal
income taxation and take a broader view of
the fiscal tools that could be used for this
purpose. Personal income tax (PIT) can
help reduce income inequality but some of
the wealthiest citizens may not have cur-
rent earnings but have large amounts of
accumulated capital. This means that such
tools as property taxes may be needed to
deal with inequality of this kind.

This paper tests the hypothesis about
the influence of indirect taxes on inequality
in Russia on the macro-economic level with
the help of correlation regression analysis.
The following parameters will be used for
this purpose:

(1) Relationship between the Gini
coefficient and the share of VAT in total
tax revenues of the consolidated budget
in a 30-year period - from 1992 to 2021.

(2) VAT-to-GDP ratio in a 27-year pe-
riod - from 1995 to 2021.

(3) The share of revenue raised
through VAT levied at 10% (reduced-rate
VAT) in the total volume of VAT in
a 12-year period, from 2010 to 2021.

(4) The decile ratio of consumption
spending and the share of reduced-rate
VAT in the total volume of VAT in
a 10-year period, from 2012 to 2021.

The analysis relies on the official
statistical data provided by Rosstat and
the data of the Federal Tax Service from
1-NDS Report “Report about the Structure
of Value Added Tax Charges”. These indi-
cators are listed and described in Table 2.

To evaluate the possible impact of
VAT on consumption inequality, we
need to conduct a structural analysis of
the consumption patterns of the richest
and poorest households by using Rosstat
statistics by deciles. Our calculations of
the structure and dynamics of final con-
sumption expenditures in the first and
tenth decile groups in Russia in 2012 and
2021 will help us reveal the consump-
tion disparities for specific categories of
goods and services between the lowest-
and highest-income households.

The average rate of VAT on aggregate
spending of decile groups was calcula-
ted by applying the formula of weighted
arithmetic mean. The shares of expendi-
ture categories in the total volume of ex-
penditures were taken as weights under
the assumption that the general VAT rate
(20, 10 or 0%) for each category applies to
all expenditures in this category.

Table 1

Classification of the types of economic inequality and corresponding fiscal tools

Types of economic inequality

Description

Fiscal tools to reduce
inequality

Income inequality

Disparities in the distribution of
current income - wages, pensions,

Personal income
taxation

welfare payments, interest
payments, rent income, etc.

Monetary inequality -
inequality by the level of capital
accumulated or wealth

etc.

Consumption inequality

Disparities in the distribution
of accumulated capital - property,
vehicles, financial assets, securities,

Disparities in consumption

Personal income
taxation

Indirect taxation

Compiled by the author.
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Table 2
Macro-economic indicators reflecting the impact of indirect taxation
on income inequality in Russia
Source of
data and the
Indicators Identifier Description Formula period for
which data
are available
Gini coefficient G Universal measure of n n Rosstat!
income inequality and Zi:12 j=1 X=X j| 1992-2021
income distribution. G= T'
Takes values [0; 1], .
where 0 expresses ‘t/illhe.re xis th(fe she.lre of
perfect gquahty and 1, by € milorﬁf o :}11 gltvinl
perfect inequality. V(O)ﬁfr?leoof ilrrllcorfle?)fa
all households, 7 is the
number of households
Share of VAT d, Shows the role of VAT VAT Rosstat?
in total tax in the generation of d=—, 1992-2021
revenues of the tax revenues of the IR
consolidated consolidated budget where VAT is VAT
budget receipts and
TR stands for tax
revenues of the
consolidated budget.
VAT revenue as d, Measure of the VAT Rosstat®
a percentage of government’s revenue i 1995-2021
GDP (tax-to-GDP from VAT relative to GDP
ratio) the size of national
economy
Share of revenue d, Shows the share of VAT 10% Federal Tax
raised through reduced-rate VAT d3 b -3 i , Service of
reduced-rate applied to essentials VATC;WXM the Russian
VAT (10%) in the (10%) in the total here VAT is th Federation*
total volume of volume of VAT. We where ¢ C’“A'de 1}_51 N d 2010-2021
VAT assume that there is EUTOIR .V hT charged, ¢
no difference between VAT gaygea is the amount o
VAT chareed and VAT charged at the rate
: & of 10%.
paid.
Decile ratio k, Ratio of final —_ Rosstat®
of consumption consumption k, = x_ﬂl 2012-2021
spending expenditures per X,
capita of the richest where x,, is PIT receipts
10% to thatoof the per capi’éeot in the 10% cr))f
poorest 10 %. regions with the highest
tax revenues, x; PIT
receipts per capita in the
10% of regions with the
lowest tax revenues
Note.

! https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/31165;

2 https:/ / gks.ru/bgd/regl/b06_13 /Main.htm, https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/42547;

% https:/ / gks.ru/bgd/regl/b06_13/Main.htm, https:/ / www fedstat.ru/indicator/42547, https:/ /
www.fedstat.ru/indicator/30946, https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/57319;

* https:/ /www.nalog.gov.ru/rn77/related_activities/statistics_and_analytics/forms/;

® https:/ /rosstat.gov.ru/folder/13723

Compiled by the author.
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https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/42547
https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/30946
https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/30946
https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/57319
https://www.nalog.gov.ru/rn77/related_activities/statistics_and_analytics/forms/
https://rosstat.gov.ru/folder/13723
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4. Results

As Figure 1 illustrates, there is
a strong inverse correlation between the
share of VAT in total tax revenues of the
consolidated budget and the Gini coeffi-
cient in 1992-2021. The higher is the share
of indirect taxes in comparison with direct
taxes and property taxes, the lower is in-
come inequality.

An even stronger correlation is found
between the VAT-to-GDP ratio and Gini
coefficient (see Fig. 2).

Based on these findings, we can sup-
pose that differentiated VAT rates may
hold considerable potential to reduce in-
equality, especially regarding the reduced
rate (10%) of VAT applied to specific
categories of essentials - food, medica-
tions, and children’s goods. However, the
evaluation of the relationship between the
share of reduced-rate VAT (goods taxed
at 10%) in the total volume of VAT and
the Gini coefficient in Russia in 2010-2021
has shown a moderate inverse correlation
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Share of VAT in total tax revenues of the consolidated budget (d,)

Figure 1. Relationship between the share of VAT in total tax revenues
of the consolidated budget and the Gini coefficient in 1992-2021
Note. Here and elsewhere in the figures the indicator values are given
in percentages and points are labelled with years

Compiled by the author by using Rosstat data (https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/31165,
https:/ / gks.ru/bgd/regl/b06_13/Main.htm, https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/42547)
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Figure 2. Relationship between the VAT-to-GDP ratio
and Gini coefficient in 1995-2021

Compiled by the author by using Rosstat data (https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/31165,
https:/ / gks.ru/bgd/regl/b06_13/Main.htm, https:/ /www fedstat.ru/indicator/42547,
https:/ /www fedstat.ru/indicator /30946, https:/ /www .fedstat.ru/indicator/57319)
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(r=-0.613, R* = 0.3757) (see Fig. 3), which
means that this supposition is false. In our
estimation of the share of reduced-rate
VAT in the total volume of VAT, we as-
sume that this figure is the same for VAT
charged and VAT paid.

Since indirect taxes are mostly aimed
at reducing consumption inequality, it
makes sense to look at the relationship
between the share of reduced-rate VAT
(goods taxed at the rate of 10%) in the total
volume of VAT and the decile ratio of con-

0.422

sumption spending (see Fig. 4). Correlation
coefficient r = -0,1129 points to a weak
inverse correlation, which means that the
application of reduced-rate VAT in Rus-
sia has virtually no effect on consumption.
This might be explained by the fact that
the goods taxed at the reduced rate are the
basic necessities such as food, medications,
and children’s goods. These goods exhibit
low price elasticity of demand, which is
why VAT is distributed evenly among the
consumers - both wealthy and poor.
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Figure 3. Relationship between the share of revenue raised through reduced-rate
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Table 3 summarizes the results of
the correlation regression analysis of the
impact of indirect taxes on inequality in
Russia reflected in the macro-economic
indicators.

Correlation regression analysis has
shown a strong inverse correlation be-
tween the Gini coefficient and VAT-to-
GDP ratio as well as the share of VAT
in total tax revenues of the consolidated
budget. There is also a weaker correla-
tion between the share of reduced-rate
VAT in the total volume of VAT and the
inequality indicators - the Gini coeffi-
cient and the decile ratio of consumption
spending. This means that indirect taxes
do not have a significant impact on ine-
quality in Russia while the larger propor-

tion of VAT in total tax revenues and in
GDP in some years in combination with
lower levels of inequality result from
the influence of other factors. If we look
at Figures 1 and 2, we can see that the
points in the lower right part of the graph
mostly correspond to the 1990s, when the
progressive PIT scale was in force and the
level of inequality was on the rise (Gini
coefficient, 0.39-0.40) but had not yet
reached its peak (0.41-0.42 in 2000-2020).

If we exclude from the analysis the
period when the progressive PIT scale
was in force, we will see that the relation-
ship between the share of VAT in total tax
revenues of the consolidated budget and
the Gini coefficient in 2001-2021 becomes
weaker (Fig. 5) (correlation coefficient

Table 3

Results of correlation regression analysis of the impact of indirect taxes
on inequality in Russia

Strength
Linear |Correlation| Coefficient of siLe;If(ieiance Standard of correlation
Indicator Factors| regression | coefficient |of determina- & h on the
equation | (1) tion(Rzy | (@imthe |emor | oy ddnek
F-test
scale
d GO 0855 0.731 0.01 00055  Strong
L +0.
G d, CTI0S 0893 0.797 0.01 00053  Strong
L +0.
d GBS o613 0.3757 0.01 0.0041  Noticeable
L +0.
ki 4 kg} T 01129 0.0011 0.01 08496  Weak
L +8.
Compiled by the author.
0.430
0.425 - - G = -0.1835d, + 0.4477
G 0.420 - T~ o o ¢ R*=0.5531
£ 0415 =~ ....,;\
i
g T ° ~~
S 0.400 - ~a
5 J °
& 039
0.390 -
0-385 T T T T T T T T T
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of the consolidated budget and Gini coefficient in 2001-2021

Share of VAT in total tax revenues of the consolidated budget (d,)
Figure 5. Relationship between the share of VAT in total tax revenues

Compiled by the author by using Rosstat data (https://www.fedstat.ru/indicator/31165,
https:/ /gks.ru/bgd/regl/b06_13/Main.htm, https:/ /www.fedstat.ru/indicator/42547)
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r=-0.744 and determination coefficient
R?=10.553; in 1992-2021 they were 0.855
and 0.731 respectively).

The exclusion from the analysis of the
1990s, when the progressive PIT was in
effect, has decreased the tightness of the
relationship between the share of VAT
in total tax revenues of the consolidated
budget and inequality even though the
share of VAT in that period was larger
(25-31%). This means that indirect taxes in
Russia do not have a significant impact on
the income and consumption gaps.

Therefore, in order to reduce ine-
quality, among other things, it is neces-
sary to change the indirect taxation sys-
tem, taking into account the disparities
in consumption. Let us now consider
the characteristics of consumption of the
wealthiest and poorest households in
Russia (see Table 4).

Food makes up the main part of final
consumption expenditures of lowest-in-
come earners - 51.3%. For highest-income
earners this figure is 19.8%. Most of these
goods are taxed at the reduced rate of
10%. The prevalence of expenditures in

this category (goods charged at reduced
VAT) leads to a decrease in the tax bur-
den on the lowest-income earners, even
though, as we have found earlier, this
does not result in a reduction in inequa-
lity. This can be explained by the follo-
wing: first, these are the expenditures that
consumers cannot avoid due to their es-
sential character and, second, in absolute
values, expenditures in this category re-
main 3.1 times smaller for the lowest-in-
come earners than for the highest-income
earners - 3,561 roubles per month against
10,950 roubles per month per capita.
Transport makes a significant part
of the wealthiest citizens” expenditures -
25.8%, which is 4.69 times higher than
for the poor. The share of expenditures
for the highest-income groups persistent-
ly exceeds the share of expenditures for
the lowest-income groups in such cat-
egories as hotels, cafes and restaurants
(7.5 times, 4.5% of expenditures of the
10* decile group) and in recreation and
leisure (4.83 times, 8.7% of expenditures
of the 10" decile group). To support these
sectors, in 2022, the Russian government

Table 4
Structure and dynamics of final consumption expenditures
of the first and tenth decile groups in Russia in 2012 and 2021
] q ] Ratio of the tenth
' First decile Tenth decile decile to the first
Expenditure o =
categories 2012, 2021, , —@M8€ o012 12021, . AM8& 1 o012, | 2021,
0 | v, mpercentage —, 7 T, 7 inpercentage yo0 | times
points points
Groceries 48.0 513 3.3 171 198 2.7 0.36 0.39
fClOthing and 80 77 -03 78 69 -0.9 098 090
ootwear
Housingand = 457 435 ) 78 97 09 050 072
communal services
Home appliances 29 29 0 6.6 6.1 -0.5 2.28 2.10
Transport 61 55 -0.6 353 258 9.5 5.79 4.69
Telecommunications 4.8 5.6 1.2 22 35 1.3 0.46 0.63
Health care 22 29 0.7 30 35 0.5 1.36 1.21
Education 05 1.2 0.7 08 0.8 0 1.60 1.14
Recreation and 29 18 0.9 67 87 20 231 483
eisure

Hotels, cafes, 08 06 -0.2 45 45 0 563  7.50

restaurants

Compiled by the author by using Rosstat data (https:/ /rosstat.gov.ru/folder/13723).
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set the rate of VAT to zero for these ser-
vices. Taking into account the structure of
consumption of the wealthiest and poorest
households, these anti-crisis measures are
likely to widen the inequality gap because
the categories where goods and services
are zero-rated occupy a significant place in
the expenditures structure of the wealthy
(13.2%) while remaining quite insignificant
for the poor (2.4% or 5.5 times less).

Let us now calculate the average rate
of VAT on aggregate spending for the
first and tenth decile groups. It should
be noted that health care services are ze-
ro-rated for VAT. Similarly, since 2022,
a zero rate has been set for services of
cafes and restaurants as well as for hospi-
tality and tourism services. If we assume
that goods from the category “Groceries”
are taxed at 10%, goods and services from
categories “Health care”, “Recreation
and leisure”, and “Hotels, cafes and res-
taurants”, at 0%, and goods and services
from all the other categories, at 20%, then
the average rate of VAT on aggregate
spending for the first decile group will
be 13.81% and for the tenth decile group,
14.68%, that is, it will be by 0.87 percent-
age points lower. Undoubtedly, the ap-
plication of the reduced rate for certain
categories of essential goods is necessary
to lower the tax burden on the poor al-
though this measure is not very helpful
in bridging the inequality gap because
zero-rated VAT for those goods and ser-
vices that make up a larger share of rich
people’s expenditures than those of the
poor (leisure, hotels, cafes and restau-
rants) will inevitably produce the oppo-
site effect and increase inequality.

Differentiated VAT rates could pro-
vide a viable solution to the problem of
inequality: the VAT rate should be raised
for luxury goods as well as for those
goods, works and services that are major
components of the consumer basket for
the wealthiest groups while occupying
an insignificant part of the basket of the
poorest households. At the same time,
reduced VAT rates should be applied to
the goods that are considered essential.
As Table 4 shows, it would make sense
to apply a higher VAT rate to hospitali-
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ty services, cafes, restaurants, and trans-
port while at present the services in all of
these categories, except for transport, are
zero-rated.

To reduce inequality, it would be ne-
cessary to lower VAT rate for those items
that account for a much larger share of the
consumption structure of the first decile
group in comparison with the tenth group:
groceries, utilities, and telecommunica-
tions. Together, these categories will form
70.4% of expenditures of the poorest and
only 33% of the wealthiest households.

If we suppose that for cafés and res-
taurants, for hospitality and leisure ser-
vices, the VAT rate will be returned to
the level of 20% while for utilities and
telecommunications, it will be reduced
to 10%, similar to reduced-rate VAT
charged on essential goods, then, pro-
vided that the consumption structure
remains the same as in 2021, the aver-
age rate of VAT on aggregate spending
for the first decile group will be 12.97%
(lower by 0.84 percentage points in com-
parison with the current level) and for
the tenth decile group, 16.67% (higher by
1.99% percentage points in comparison
with the current level). The difference
between average rates will increase from
0.87 to 3.7 percentage points. Thus, the
proposed measures can help the govern-
ment tackle the problem of inequality
while avoiding the negative effects on tax
revenues collected in the country.

Adjustment of VAT rates should take
into account the elasticity of demand and
the possibility of tax burden shifts, be-
cause for goods, works and services for
which the demand is highly elastic (this
includes luxury goods, which consumers
can quickly choose to stop buying once
the price goes up), most of the tax bur-
den resulting from the higher tax rate is
borne by the producer or seller. It should
also be noted that the marginal propensi-
ty to consume in lower-income groups is
higher than in the wealthiest groups while
the marginal propensity to save is, on the
contrary, higher for the wealthy, which is
why a rise in consumption taxes will in-
fluence primarily the most disadvantaged
households.
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5. Discussion

The results of the analysis confirmed
the hypothesis that indirect taxation in
Russia does not have a significant im-
pact on inequality but has a potential to
reduce it.

These findings correspond to those of
the previous studies on Latin American
countries: for example, Hanni et al. [17];
Goiii et al. [18], whose study covered
22 OECD countries in the period from
1999 to 2013; Guillaud et al. [26]; and
Blasco et al. [22]

Within the framework proposed
by Muinelo-Gallo & Roca-Sagalés [23],
Russia can be classified as belonging to
the group of high-income countries that
choose not to use indirect taxes to reduce
inequality to avoid the negative impact
on economic growth.

The proposed classification of the
types of economic inequality shows that
indirect taxes are aimed at reducing con-
sumption inequality.

Correlation regression analysis has
shown that there is a strong inverse rela-
tionship between the VAT-to-GDP ratio,
the share of VAT in total tax revenues of
the consolidated budget and the Gini co-
efficient (r = -0.855 and -0.893; R? = 0.797
and 0.731). The relationship between the
share of reduced-rate VAT (10%) in the
total volume of VAT and the indicators
of inequality (Gini coefficient and decile
ratio of consumption spending) is weaker
(r = -0.613 and -0.1129; R2 = 0.3757 and
0.0011). These results point to the absence
of any significant impact of indirect taxes
on inequality, especially if we pay atten-
tion to the fact that after we excluded from
the analysis the period of the 1990s, when
the progressive PIT scale was in force and
the levels of inequality were lower, this
relationship became weaker even though
in this period the share of VAT in total
tax revenues of the consolidated budget
was larger (25-31%) than in 2001-2021
(14-24%).

Even though so far indirect taxation
has had no significant impact on inequality
in Russia, there are grounds to believe that
indirect taxes still hold certain potential in
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this respect. Studies of other countries (see,
for example, Ciminelli et al. [19], Hindriks
& Myles [25], Guillaud et al. [26]) provide
sufficient evidence to confirm this fact.

The structure of final consump-
tion expenditures of the wealthiest and
poorest households, according to official
Rosstat data, is different. The largest part
of expenditures for the lowest-income
households consists of food, utilities,
and telecommunications (in total 70%).
For the highest-income households,
the share of expenditures in such cate-
gories as hotels, cafes and restaurants
persistently exceeds the correspon-
ding expenditures of the lowest-income
households (7.5 times, 4.5% of expendi-
tures of the 10" decile group). We find
a somewhat similar picture in the cate-
gory of recreation and leisure services
(4.83 times, 8.7% of expenditures of the
10* decile group).

The average rate of VAT on aggre-
gate spending of the richest and poorest
households is 14.68% and 13.875 respec-
tively, that is, the difference is insigni-
ficant. In calculating this figure, we pro-
ceeded from the assumption that for each
category, the general VAT rate (20, 10 or
0%) applies to all of the expenditures in
this category.

The anti-crisis measures taken by the
Russian government in 2022 included
setting the rate of VAT to zero for leisure
and recreation services, hospitality ser-
vices, services of cafés and restaurants.
Unfortunately, this step does not lead
to a reduction in inequality because the
share of expenditures in these catego-
ries for the highest-earning households
is 4.8-7.5 times higher in comparison with
the poorest households.

To reduce inequality in Russia, it
would make sense to apply the rate of
10% to utilities and telecommunications
the same way as the reduced rate is now
applied to essentials. At the same time, the
VAT rate should be raised to the standard
level of 20% for leisure and hospitality
services, cafés and restaurants. This will
lead to a decrease in the average VAT rate
on aggregate spending of the poor - to
12.97% (this figure will fall by 0.84 per-
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centage points in relation to its current
level) and to an increase in the average
VAT rate for the rich - to 16.67% (a rise by
1.99 percentage points). This way indirect
taxation will contribute to inequality re-
duction in Russia.

6. Conclusions

The above-described results lead us to
the following conclusions:

1. Economic inequality comprises in-
come inequality, monetary inequality or
inequality in accumulated wealth, and
consumption inequality. Each of these
types of inequality can be considered in
connection to certain fiscal tools that are
used to reduce it: income taxes, property
taxes and indirect taxes respectively.

2. VAT in Russia does not have a sig-
nificant influence on consumption ine-
quality. The situation was exacerbated
by the introduction of the zero-rated
VAT for tourism and hospitality servic-
es, cafes and restaurants as an anti-crisis
measure, because it decreased the tax bur-
den on the rich: for the rich, the share of
spending in these categories exceeds the
corresponding expenditures of the poor

4.8-7.5 times. Despite the apparent dis-
parities in consumption of the richest
and poorest households, the average rate
of VAT on aggregate spending of these
groups is virtually the same.

3.To reduce consumption inequal-
ity in Russia, a viable solution would be
to lower the rate of VAT for utilities and
telecommunications, similar to the way
the reduced rate is applied to necessities
and to raise the rate to the standard level
(20%) for leisure and recreation, hospitali-
ty services, cafes and restaurants. This will
result in a lower average rate of VAT on
aggregate spending for the poorest house-
holds and in a higher average VAT rate for
the richest.

Thus, our initial hypothesis that indi-
rect taxation in Russia does not have a sig-
nificant impact on inequality but has a po-
tential to reduce it has been confirmed.

On the practical level, these findings
can be of interest to policy-makers and
government agencies in search of ways to
tackle inequality with the help of indirect
taxation. This research on the potential of
indirect taxes to curb inequality in Russia
opens up avenues for further exploration.

References

1. Kuznets S. Economic Growth and Income Inequality. The American Economic Review,
1955;1(45):1-28. Available at: https:/ /assets.aeaweb.org/asset-server/files /9438 .pdf
2. Piketti T. Capital in XXI century. Cambridge Massachusetts: The Belknap Press

of Harvard University Press;
uploads/2014/06/14Thomas-Piketty.pdf

2014. Awvailable at:

https:/ /dowbor.org/wp-content/

3. Yurevich M. Social Inequality, Investment, and Economic Growth. Journal of Economic
Regulation. 2019;4(10):35-46. https:/ /doi.org/10.17835/2078-5429.2019.10.4.035-046

4. Briickner M., Lederman D. Effects of Income Inequality on Aggregate Output. Policy
Research Working Paper. 2015;6:2-32. Available at: http:/ /hdl.handle.net/10986/22203

5. Stiglitz J. The price of inequality: how today’s divided society endangers our future. New York;
2012. http:/ /resistir.info/livros/stiglitz_the_price_of_inequality.pdf

6. Atkinson A.B. Inequality: What can be done? Harvard University Press; 2015. Available at:
https:/ /www.acarindex.com/dosyalar/kitap/acarindex-1436513133.pdf

7. Alvaredo F., Chancel L., Piketty T., Saez E., Zucman G. World Inequality Report - 2018.

Executive Summary. World Inequality Lab; 2017. 20 p. Available at: https://wir2018.wid.world/
files/ download/wir2018-summary-english.pdf

8. Piketty T., Saez E., Zucman G. Distributional national accounts: methods and estimates
for the United States. The Quarterly Journal of Economics. 2018;133(2):586-587. https://doi.
org/10.1093/qgje/ qjx043

9. Auten G, Splinter D. Income Inequality in the United States: Using Tax Data to Measure Long-
Term Trends. February 18, 2022. 44 p. Available at: http://davidsplinter.com/AutenSplinter-
Tax_Data_and_Inequality.pdf

10. Mozdzierz A. Tax Policy and Income Inequality in the Visegrad Countries. Nase
gospodarstvo/Our Economy. 2015;61(6):12-18. https:/ /doi.org/10.1515/ngoe-2015-0022

31


https://assets.aeaweb.org/asset-server/files/9438.pdf
https://dowbor.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/14Thomas-Piketty.pdf
https://dowbor.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/14Thomas-Piketty.pdf
https://doi.org/10.17835/2078-5429.2019.10.4.035-046
http://hdl.handle.net/10986/22203
http://resistir.info/livros/stiglitz_the_price_of_inequality.pdf
https://www.acarindex.com/dosyalar/kitap/acarindex-1436513133.pdf
https://wir2018.wid.world/files/download/wir2018-summary-english.pdf
https://wir2018.wid.world/files/download/wir2018-summary-english.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx043
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx043
http://davidsplinter.com/AutenSplinter-Tax_Data_and_Inequality.pdf
http://davidsplinter.com/AutenSplinter-Tax_Data_and_Inequality.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1515/ngoe-2015-0022

Journal of Tax Reform. 2023;9(1):19-33 eISSN 2414-9497

11. Mihaescu F., Voinea L. The Impact of the Flat Tax Reform on Inequality: The Case of Romania.
Wiiw Balkan Observatory Working Papers. No. 81, 2009. 23 p. Available at: https:/ /wiiw.ac.at/
the-impact-of-the-flat-tax-reform-on-inequality-the-case-of-romania-dlp3217.pdf

12.Ilie S. Income Inequalities in Romania in the Aftermath of the 2008 Economic Crisis.
Romanian Journal of Economic Forecasting. 2020;23(2):115-130. Available at: https:/ /ipe.ro/rjef/
rjef2_20/1jef2_2020p115-130.pdf

13. Tanchev S. How the proportional income taxation increases inequality in Bulgaria.
Journal of Tax Reform. 2021;7(3):244-254. https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2021.7.3.101

14. Pugachev A.A. Taxation-Based Indicators as a Measure of Income Inequality in Russian
Regions. Journal of Tax Reform. 2022;8(1):40-53. https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2022.8.1.107

15. Martorano B. Taxation and inequality in developing countries: Lessons from the recent
experience of Latin America. Journal of International Development. 2018;30(2):256-273. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jid.3350

16. Martorano B. Tax Policy and Inequality in Latin America. June 2018. 30 p. Available at:
https:/ /internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/tax-policy-and-inequality-latin-
america-english-2018.pdf

17. Hanni M., MartnerFanta, R., Podesta A. The Redistributive Potential of Taxation in
Latin America. CEPAL Review. 2015;116:7-26. Available at: http:/ /hdl.handle.net/11362 /39603

18. Gorii E., Lopéz J., Servén L. Fiscal Redistribution and Income Inequality in Latin America.
World Development. 2008;39(9):1558-1569. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2011.04.025

19. Ciminelli G., Ernst E., Meriola R. Giuliodori M. The composition effects of tax-based
consolidations on income inequality. European Journal of Political Economy. 2019;57:107-124.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2018.08.009

20. llaboya O.]J., Ohomba N. Direct Versus Indirect Taxation and Income Inequality.
European Journal of Accounting Auditing and Finance Research. 2013;1(1):1-15. Available at:
https:/ /www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/DIRECT-VERSUS-INDIRECT-
TAXATION-AND-INCOME-INEQUALITY.pdf

21. Webber D., Thomas N. The effects of taxes and benefits on income inequality: 1977 to
financial year ending 2015. Census; 2021. 25 p. Available at: https://www.ons.gov.uk/
peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/
bulletins/ theeffectsoftaxesandbenefitsonincomeinequality /1977tofinancialyearending2015

22. Barnard A. The effect of taxes and benefits on household income 2008 /2009. Economic &
Labour Market Review. 2010;4(7):36-47. https:/ /doi.org/10.1057 /elmr.2010.95

23. Martmez-Vazquez J., Dodson B.M., Vulovic V. The impact of tax and expenditure
policies on income distribution: Evidence from a large panel of countries. Hacienda P ublica
Espanola. 2012;200(1):95-130. https:/ /doi.org/10.2139/ss1rn.2188608

24. Cuceu I, Vididean V. Redistributing Income through VAT. Economic Sciences
Series. 2018;18(2):588-592.  Available at: https://ideas.repec.org/a/ovi/oviste/
vxviiiy2018i2p588-592.html

25. Gornia G. Inequality trends and their determinants. World Institute for Development
Economics Research Working Paper. 2012/09. 44 p. Available at: https:/ /www.wider.unu.edu/
sites/ default/files/ wp2012-009.pdf

26. Blasco J., Guillaud E., Zemmour M. Consumption taxes and income inequality An
international perspective with microsimulation. Luxembourg Income Study Working Papers Series.
2020;785:1-35. Available at: https:/ /hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02735145/ document

27. Muinelo-Gallo L.; Roca-Sagal es O. Joint determinants of fiscal policy, income inequality
and economic growth. Economic Modelling. 2013;30:814-824. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
econmod.2012.11.009

28. Bénabou R. Unequal Societies: Income Distribution and the Social Contract. American
Economic Review. 2000;90:96-129. https:/ /doi.org/10.1257 /aer.90.1.96

29. Hindriks J., Myles G.D. Intermediate Public Economics. The MIT Press, Cambridge,
Massachusetts; 2013. Available at: https:/ /dspace.uef.edu.vn/bitstream/123456789/29440/1/
Intermediate %20public%20economics %20-2013-336r.pdf

30. Guillaud E., Olckers M., Zemmour M. Four levers of redistribution: The impact of tax
and transfer systems on inequality reduction. Luxembourg Income Study Working Papers Series.
2017,695:1-38. Available at: https:/ /hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02735326 / document

31. Decoster A., Loughrey J., O'Donoghue C., Verwerft D. How regressive are indirect
taxes? A microsimulation analysis for five European countries. Journal of Policy analysis and
Management. 2010;29(2):326-350. https:/ /doi.org/10.1002/ pam.20494

32


https://wiiw.ac.at/the-impact-of-the-flat-tax-reform-on-inequality-the-case-of-romania-dlp3217.pdf
https://wiiw.ac.at/the-impact-of-the-flat-tax-reform-on-inequality-the-case-of-romania-dlp3217.pdf
https://ipe.ro/rjef/rjef2_20/rjef2_2020p115-130.pdf
https://ipe.ro/rjef/rjef2_20/rjef2_2020p115-130.pdf
https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2021.7.3.101
https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2022.8.1.107
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3350
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3350
https://internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/tax-policy-and-inequality-latin-america-english-2018.pdf
https://internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/tax-policy-and-inequality-latin-america-english-2018.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/11362/39603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2011.04.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2018.08.009
https://www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/DIRECT-VERSUS-INDIRECT-TAXATION-AND-INCOME-INEQUALITY.pdf
https://www.eajournals.org/wp-content/uploads/DIRECT-VERSUS-INDIRECT-TAXATION-AND-INCOME-INEQUALITY.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/theeffectsoftaxesandbenefitsonincomeinequality/1977tofinancialyearending2015
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/theeffectsoftaxesandbenefitsonincomeinequality/1977tofinancialyearending2015
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/theeffectsoftaxesandbenefitsonincomeinequality/1977tofinancialyearending2015
https://doi.org/10.1057/elmr.2010.95
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2188608
https://ideas.repec.org/a/ovi/oviste/vxviiiy2018i2p588-592.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/ovi/oviste/vxviiiy2018i2p588-592.html
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/wp2012-009.pdf
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/wp2012-009.pdf
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02735145/document
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2012.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2012.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.1.96
https://dspace.uef.edu.vn/bitstream/123456789/29440/1/Intermediate%20public%20economics%20-2013-336r.pdf
https://dspace.uef.edu.vn/bitstream/123456789/29440/1/Intermediate%20public%20economics%20-2013-336r.pdf
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02735326/document
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20494

eISSN 2414-9497 Journal of Tax Reform. 2023;9(1):19-33

32. Figari F., Paulus A. The Distributional Effects of Taxes and Transfers Under Alternative
Income Concepts: The Importance of Three «I» s. Public Finance Review. 2015;43(3):347-372.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/1091142113506930

33.Savage M. Integrated Modelling of the Impact of Direct and Indirect Taxes Using
Complementary Datasets. The Economic and Social Review. 2017;48(2):171-205. Available at:
https:/ /www.esri.ie/system/files/media/file-uploads/2017-06/JA201727 .pdf

34. Bargain O., Dolls M., Immervoll H., Neumann D., Peiechl A., Pestel N., Seigloch S.
Tax policy and income inequality in the U.S., 1976-2009: A Decomposition Approach Society
for the Study of Economic Inequality. SSRN Electronic Journal. 2011;5910:1-45. https://doi.
org/10.2139/ssrn.1913617

Acknowledgements

The article was prepared supported by the grant of the President of the Russian Federation
No. MK-2397.2022.2.

Information about the author

Andrey A. Pugachev - Cand. Sci. (Econ.), Associate Professor, Associate Professor of the Department
of Finance and Credit, P.G. Demidov Yaroslavl State University (14 Sovetskaya str., Yaroslavl,
150003); ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0001-7989-6353; e-mail: andrxim@yandex.ru.

For citation

Pugachev A.A. The Impact of Indirect Taxation on Inequality in Russia. Journal of Tax Reform.
2023,9(1):19-33. https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2023.9.1.126

Article info
Received November 2, 2022; Revised December 7, 2022; Accepted January 11, 2023

BaaropapHocTH
Crarps 1ofroros/ieHa pu prHaHCOBOV rojyiepkke rpanTa [Tpesugenta PO Ne MK-2397.2022.2.

UHPopmauusa 06 aBTope

ITyeaue6 Amndpeii Asexcanopobuu - KaHOAMOAT SKOHOMWYECKMX HayK, HOLIEHT, HOLEHT Kade-
Apbl bVHAHCOB M KpeanTa, SIpociiaBCKIy TocyAapcTBeH bl yHvBepenTeT M. ILT. Jemmyto-
Ba, I. SIpociasie, Poccua (150003, r. SIpocnasik, yiu. Coserckasi, 14); ORCID: https:/ /orcid.
org/0000-0001-7989-6353; e-mail: andrxim@yandex.ru.

AAA UMTUPOBaHUA

Pugachev A.A. The Impact of Indirect Taxation on Inequality in Russia. Journal of Tax Reform.
2023;9(1):19-33. https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2023.9.1.126

UHopmauumsa o ctatbe

Mara mocryrmienvst 2 Hoabpa 2022 e.; maTa MOCTYIUIEHWS II0CIIe pelieH3MpoBaHus 7 Oekadps
2022 e.; nata mpuHaATHA K nedatut 11 anbaps 2023 e.

33


https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142113506930
https://www.esri.ie/system/files/media/file-uploads/2017-06/JA201727.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1913617
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1913617
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7989-6353
https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2023.9.1.126
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7989-6353
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7989-6353
https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2023.9.1.126

