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Economical growth, structural changes of inequality  and socio-economic  polarization in Russia.   
A lot of scientific literature aim to investigate the dependences of socio-economic stratification ,  economic productivity  and economic growth.  Meanwhile the multiform mechanisms stipulating  such dependences are not described yet.  

Socio-economic stratification  can be measured with the help of this or that indexes of  income inequality ,payment and other  prosperity criterions  of different groups of population . It has also the other important characteristics which do not depend on general inequality as it is.  Polarization of population between the poles of poverty   wealth is in the number of  less investigated characteristics. In contrast to income concentration and other economic resources the growth of polarization does not necessarily accompany the growth of general inequality. The process of polarization is expressed in synchronous growth and quantity of well-to-do population and quantity of poor population.  Polarization makes a definite contribution to inequality  but  the presence of considerable polarization in society does not connect with high notions of traditional inequality indexes.  Besides the polarization can growth while the general inequality goes down.


The process of income and payment  polarization of population has  a considerable  politico-economical and socio-political significance. The interest to the problems and methods of income polarization measurement  in  world scientific literature was arisen by statistic investigations which show that processes of polarization  of payment played a considerable part in economic development of different countries in last twenty years.

Bertles( 1997), for  example, showed  that the income distribution dynamics in USA  in 80-th and 90-th was characterized with  simultaneous growth of employees` shares getting high and low salary. Bich, Chaikovsky and Slotzve (1997) showed that the growth of payment polarization did not obligatory accompany the growth of inequality and that was typical for NAFTA countries. Milanovich (2000) notes that the growth of payment polarization was discovered during the statistic analysis of transitional processes in Central and East Europe  and  UIC. Actually the effects of  income polarization had been discussing  long before this statistic investigations in a context of washing out problem and even possible ”disappearance” of middle class in works of Bredbery (1985),Horrigan and Hoggen(1985) and Levy (1987). 


J.Galbraith and his colleagues in their article showed that in spite of deep differences in methods of performing the economical reforms the processes of  quick growth  of interregional and interindustry payment inequality had the striking resemblance in Russia as well as in China. In combination with all above mentioned works one can not get impressed that  the growth of inequality reflects some universe tendency.  Besides as Diton (2003) showed  there is evident contradiction  between  economic growth and steadily high level of poverty. In that report there is a new approach to explanation of phenomenon of socio-economical stratification  growth which we apply  to analysis of inequality and payment polarization in branches of Russian industry and to analysis of socio- economical  stratification in Russia  regions.


In comparison with Galbraith’s work we focus our attention  not at interbranch payment inequality but structural inequality changes inside the branches of  Russian industry. In books written by A.Shevyakov  and  A.Kiruta  the general inequality is divided into normal inequality (excluding  inequality stipulating by poverty) and redundant  inequality (stipulated by poverty). There was also shown that links between inequality and economic growth  manifest  in  conduct of these structural components of inequality. That means  that normal inequality  grows with the economic growth  and  redundant inequality diminish . You should take into consideration that  redundant inequality diminishing  fails to keep up with  normal inequality growth.  
In the report there will be shown that just those processes of  structural changes of payment inequality have taken place in branches of Russian economy  under conditions  of economic growth after 1998 crisis. The new aspect  of the structural changes examining in the report , shows  that the rupture between  normal inequality growth and  redundant inequality is stipulated by high polarization of payment.  Our explanation and resemblance between dynamics of socio-economic stratification in Russia and China and  paradox ,discussed  in A.Diton’s work (2003) is that after all these phenomenon there are  general processes of payment and income polarization 
Polarization  of Russian society with  insignificant fluctuations had been growing  during all the reform years but  it  had got the biggest scale  after the 1998 crisis. The following years of economic growth it was not only leveling but it consolidated. Actually  the 1998 crisis  entail serious structural changes in socio-economical stratification. It  expressed   : first ,  in interregional inequality of income growth    ; second,  in growth of rupture between income of the most -provided and least-provided groups of population inside regions ; third, the growth of rupture between the least and most highly paid employees in economy in general and in  most branches of industry.  It should be noted that the growth of these ruptures make the simultaneous contribution  to the growth of polarization and in growth of payment o of income concentration.  Meanwhile  the growth of income concentration is mainly connected with  growth of high incomes from property and business. ( assesses by A.Shevyakov ,2003,  tabl. 5)  the growth of general income polarization is stipulated by growth of payment polarization.

1. Structural inequality changes and payment polarization in branches of Russian economy in 1999-2001.

The 1998 crisis brought principal changes in conditions and  mechanisms of economical conduct.  The main   consequences  of the crisis was cost reduction  and sharp rise  not only the production profitability but also the profitability of assets . These after-effects affected all the branches of economy. In export producing branches these affects reveal more powerfully but they were in the line with changes in all economy.   The growth of investments profitability created powerful stimulus for investing and the growth of production profitability widened the opportunities of investing on account of  personal resources.          
At the same time this crisis entailed serious socio-economical polarization of Russian society which did not smooth during the following years of economic growth but on contrary it consolidated. At first the polarization created prerequisites for economic growth  but  in 2001 already the redundant income growth of the most well-provided group of population in which the essential part played property income growth apart from  the high payment growth. This fact started to narrow the opportunities of further economic growth.  In 2002 in combination with the growth of natural monopoly rates it brought to lowering of production profitability as well as profitability of assets which strongly affected the branches working for domestic consumption.

The growth of payment in 2000-2002 , considerably outstripping growth of GNP is perceived by everyone as a  positive occurrence. Meanwhile approximately 45% of the total accumulation of payment were stipulated with the payment growth of 10%  the  highest paid employees and more than 60% -growth of payment 20% employees with the  highest salaries. The contribution of payment increase of 20% employees with the lowest salaries made up less than 3%.  At the same time more than 40% of all industry employees continue receiving salaries lower than the amount of living wages for capable of working population. Such ratio appeared owing to redundantly high inequality of payment and also because the growth of high wages passed ahead the growth of low wages. 

On the picture 1 the detailed picture of average monthly wages of 10% the most high paid employees is shown for the period from 1999 up to 2001. In all branches of economy with high as well as low wages the increase made up not less than 30% of all payment increase. In branches of material and technical supply and sales also in trade and public catering they made up more than a half of all payment increase.  At the same time the most of them according to absolute amount of increase could be detected in bank sphere, fuel and metal industries , in branch of communication and two others above mentioned  branches.
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Pic.1  Average monthly wages increase of 10% most high paid employees for the period from 1999 to 2001: A) - In percentage  to general  payment increase in corresponding branches of economy; B) - In absolute  amount.

According to our assesses based on State Committee on Statistics dates the payment differentiation constantly grew ( October 1999, April 2000, April 2001) .In economics as a whole the average monthly wages of 10% most high paid employees was higher than  average wages of 10%  most low paid employees for 31.9 times in 1999, 33.5 times – in 2000 ,38.9 times -2001. In industry the situation was much better: the corresponding ruptures in payment were there in 1999 – for 21.5 times,  in 2000- 20.4 times, 2001- 25,1 times. Scales and changes of payment differentiation  in branches of economy greatly varied  as barometer shows in the picture 2.
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Pic. 2 The barometer of ratio between 10% most high paid  and 10% most low paid employees in  branches of economy  in 1999-2001.                                                                                                                              

          .
.
The balance between average payment level  and rupture in wages of 10% most high paid and 10% most low paid employees in branches of economy is clearly shown in the picture 3  by means of regressive equalization.
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Pic. 3. The dependences of the salaries of 10% of the most highly paid workers and 10% of workers with the lowest salaries from the average salary in branches of economy in 1999 and

Coefficients in regressive equalization  given in the picture 4  show that in 1999  the increase of average payment per ruble in a branch was expressed in a payment increase of 10%    highest paid  employees and was approximately  3 rubles when the payment increase of  the lowest paid employees was 20 copecks.  In 2001 this contrast considerably intensified. Now the increase of average wage in a branch is 1 ruble and it expressed in wages increase of 10% highest paid employees in 3.3 rubles when the increase of 10% lowest paid employees   was only 15 copecks. All these facts let us talk of polarization of payment in Russian economy . Meanwhile the balance between wages of 10% highest paid  and 10% of lowest paid employees expresses  not only the effects of polarization but also the effects of wages concentration in separate branches.  In order to divide these effects in our subsequent analysis we should use special  set of instruments .
At the same time  and it is very important that  normal inequality “ which can be identified as  inequality  which should have taken place in a case all the wages of low paid employees and all income per capita  low the verge of poverty are increased to living wages.”- is not excessively high. To explain the thesis we show in the picture 4 how the diagram given in the picture 2 change if all the wages which are low than living wages  level should have been  increased to that level in every branch of economy .
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Pic. 4. The normal ratio between the incomes of 10% of workers with the highest and the lowest salaries in the same conditions, in which in a pic. 3 are shown actual ratio.

Factual payment differentiation coincides with normal one in fuel and electro-energetic industries. In all other branches of economy there is a considerable redundant inequality. This is not because of the high wages which are excessively high but  the low  wages which are excessively low and there are a lot of such wages .

The picture 4 gives us the first statistic confirmation of the main thesis that economic growth is expressed in growth of normal wages inequality .Now let us  investigate the problem in details using the normal and redundant inequality measurement terms of Gini   index. It should be noted that general inequality of wages in Russian economy as a whole and in most branches had been growing during the examining time. (table1) .This growth was fully stipulated by the growth of normal inequality shown in the picture 5. As for the redundant inequality ,it has been diminishing  in most branches as it is shown in the picture 6.   
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Pic. 5 . Normal  inequality barometer in branches of Russian economy in 1999-2001.
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Pic. 6.  Redundant inequality barometer in branched of Russian economy in 1999-2001.


The decrease of redundant inequality is more noticeable in branches where it is very high.  First of all these are the branches of social sphere such as : Health and Social services, Education, Culture and Arts. Then –the branches of industry with low wages such as: Glass and Porcelain-Faience, Forestry and Woodworking,  Machinery.  

 
So the economic growth actually is expressed in inequality structural progress under which the normal inequality increases and  redundant inequality decreases. But the problem is that the redundant inequality decreases disproportionately and insufficiently. To explain the thesis let us examine the percentage barometer of employees of economy branches getting the salaries below the level of living wages of capable of working population. This barometer is shown in the picture 7 . In economics as a whole the share of workers with the salaries below the level of living wages made up 42.9% in 1999, 43.2% in 2000 and 44.6% in 2001.  So the share has been constantly growing.  The most noticeable decrease of shares of employees with salaries below the level of living wages  has taken place in the branches where the redundant inequality decreased a lot. 
But all these reductions were not considerable and the structure of   the branch as well as interbranch disproportions was practically unchanged. Let me remind you that all these changes took place against the background of a swift salary growth of highest paid  employees. So all these facts means that the essence of problem is in a steady and extraordinary high payment polarization.
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Pic.7. Barometer of employees’ shares getting salaries below the level of living wages of capable of working population. 


The processes of payment polarization and income of population has  an essential politico-economical and socio-political meaning. The problem of income and payment polarization is not literally in appearance of considerable concentration of population in a pole of wealth  or in a pole of  poverty but that there is a great mass   of poor people with greatly varied salaries and incomes beside a great mass of well-to-do people with much more greatly varied incomes.

Different  indexes constructions for statistic measuring of polarization scale were given in works of Wolfson (1994), Joan Esteban and Debra Ray(1994), Esteban, Gradin and Ray (1999)  and Milanovich (2000).  In this scientific report  there will be given some estimations  of Milanovich’s polarization index meaning and also more  substantial estimations will be given with the help of new indexes introduced by A. Kiruta (2003) in his article. In the article the general inequality expressed by Gini index  is distributed  in a sum of polarization and concentration.
Polarization index by Milanovich (2000) is built by analogy with Gini index  and takes the value from 0 to 1 . Maximum polarization is equal to 1 and is reached when the society is divided into two equivalent parts . All members of the first part get zero income whereas the members of the second part get the income equal to doubled per capita income. Polarization is less when factual income distribution  digresses more from this model situation of maximum polarization. In general case the polarization index corresponding to income distribution is calculated by formula
PMil  =  1 — (2/m) (  dF(x) (0 x ( y — ((y)( dF(y) ,

 (1)

where  m- income per capita. In comparison with Gini index ,by leveling of incomes higher than median reducing the concentration, polarization index grows. The drawback of the index is that by maximum concentration (when G=1 and  no polarization ) Pmil=5 though by sense it should be equal to zero. Kiruta (2003, 7) showed that after very simple formula modification (1) this drawback can be removed.  In  7 polarization index is identified by formula
PK  =  1 — (4/m) (  dF(x) ( (0 x (y — ((y) dF(y)( .

 (2)

Like index (1) this index gets values from 0 to 1 and  maximum polarization equal to 1 can be reached  in case when the society is divided into two parts and all  members of the first part get zero income  whereas the members of the second part get the doubled per capita income. At the same time in these two last cases when all the incomes are divided equally and the concentration of incomes is maximum then Pk=0.  Milanovich index is equal to 0 only in the first case . Besides indexes of Milanovich and Kiruta connected by ratio   
(PK + 1)/2  ( PMil .

:
With the help of Kiruta index Gini index is distributed  in a sum of inequality stipulated by polarization and inequality stipulated by income concentration:
G  =  0.5 PK  +  CK ,

where new index of income concentration calculated by formulas
CK  =  4 (0 1 (LP(q) — min { L(q), LP(q)}) dq.


 (3)
        LP(q) = 0  при  q ( 0.5  и  =  2q — 1  при q > 0.5 ,

 (4)

L(q)  =   (1/m)  (0 x(q) y dF(y) ,     x(q)  =  min { x ( F(x) ( q } .

 (5)

In table 1the results of index calculation (1),(2) in branches of economy and in economy as a whole are shown for period from 1999-2001. In table 3 the corresponding Gini indexes of payment inequality and concentration are calculated by formulas (3)-(5). Polarization estimations by formula (2) systematically exceeds its estimation by formula (1). At the same time they express a bit different changes in polarization and correlation between them is very weak. It can be explained by high correlation between indexes of Milanovich and Gini and great correlation with concentration index (3).

Table 1. Payment polarization indexes in Russian economy, industry and branches of economy.
	
	Indexes Milanovich
	Indexes Кiruta

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	1999
	2000
	2001

	All economy
	0,511
	0,513
	0,522
	0,670
	0,668
	0,650

	The industry, including
	0,476
	0,477
	0,480
	0,665
	0,661
	0,657

	Electric power industry
	0,374
	0,376
	0,411
	0,591
	0,590
	0,626

	Fuel 
	0,450
	0,464
	0,469
	0,661
	0,671
	0,678

	Black and nonferrous metallurgy
	0,423
	0,423
	0,445
	0,638
	0,635
	0,648

	Chemical and petrochemical
	0,416
	0,406
	0,417
	0,629
	0,620
	0,627

	Mechanical engineering and metal working
	0,454
	0,448
	0,449
	0,657
	0,652
	0,654

	Forestry, Woodworking 
	0,499
	0,495
	0,514
	0,685
	0,683
	0,687

	Building materials
	0,429
	0,432
	0,447
	0,642
	0,644
	0,659

	Glass, porcelain, faience
	0,415
	0,430
	0,436
	0,632
	0,641
	0,646

	Easy
	0,452
	0,430
	0,478
	0,661
	0,643
	0,679

	Food 
	0,458
	0,459
	0,480
	0,648
	0,649
	0,640

	Other industries
	0,454
	0,457
	0,478
	0,653
	0,648
	0,659

	Agriculture
	0,514
	0,521
	0,518
	0,662
	0,662
	0,658

	Transport
	0,443
	0,437
	0,435
	0,650
	0,643
	0,639

	Communication
	0,462
	0,460
	0,466
	0,659
	0,655
	0,617

	Construction
	0,495
	0,502
	0,509
	0,670
	0,663
	0,664

	Trade and public catering
	0,475
	0,487
	0,501
	0,651
	0,652
	0,572

	Supply, selling, preparations
	0,478
	0,482
	0,498
	0,665
	0,662
	0,623

	Housing, municipal services
	0,431
	0,435
	0,431
	0,646
	0,644
	0,640

	Public health services
	0,446
	0,444
	0,459
	0,646
	0,644
	0,649

	Education
	0,470
	0,475
	0,476
	0,666
	0,671
	0,668

	Culture and art
	0,481
	0,482
	0,485
	0,611
	0,620
	0,616

	Science 
	0,469
	0,478
	0,484
	0,649
	0,656
	0,661

	Bank activity
	0,496
	0,506
	0,500
	0,622
	0,646
	0,621

	Other branches of economy
	0,479
	0,491
	0,493
	0,662
	0,668
	0,646


Таble. 2. Indexes of an inequality and concentration of a payment in the Russian economy, in the industry and on branches of economy
	
	Indexes Gini of an inequality of a payment
	Indexes of concentration of a payment under the formula (3)

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	1999
	2000
	2001

	All economy
	0,493
	0,497
	0,524
	0,158
	0,162
	0,199

	The industry, including
	0,450
	0,449
	0,469
	0,118
	0,119
	0,141

	Electric power industry
	0,324
	0,324
	0,366
	0,028
	0,029
	0,053

	Fuel 
	0,394
	0,399
	0,406
	0,063
	0,063
	0,067

	Black and nonferrous metallurgy
	0,391
	0,382
	0,429
	0,072
	0,064
	0,105

	Chemical and petrochemical
	0,373
	0,367
	0,380
	0,058
	0,058
	0,067

	Mechanical engineering and metal working
	0,424
	0,407
	0,416
	0,095
	0,081
	0,089

	Forestry, Woodworking
	0,448
	0,442
	0,466
	0,105
	0,100
	0,123

	Building materials
	0,375
	0,371
	0,395
	0,054
	0,049
	0,065

	Glass, porcelain, faience
	0,366
	0,376
	0,373
	0,050
	0,055
	0,050

	Easy
	0,396
	0,382
	0,422
	0,065
	0,061
	0,083

	Food 
	0,438
	0,444
	0,487
	0,114
	0,119
	0,167

	Other industries
	0,429
	0,441
	0,460
	0,102
	0,117
	0,131

	Agriculture
	0,504
	0,510
	0,513
	0,173
	0,179
	0,184

	Transport
	0,414
	0,415
	0,417
	0,089
	0,094
	0,097

	Communication
	0,429
	0,430
	0,487
	0,100
	0,102
	0,178

	Construction
	0,467
	0,491
	0,493
	0,132
	0,159
	0,161

	Trade and public catering
	0,463
	0,476
	0,575
	0,138
	0,150
	0,289

	Supply, selling, preparations
	0,445
	0,456
	0,523
	0,112
	0,125
	0,211

	Housing, municipal services
	0,390
	0,396
	0,405
	0,067
	0,073
	0,085

	Public health services
	0,423
	0,422
	0,436
	0,100
	0,100
	0,112

	Education
	0,421
	0,425
	0,437
	0,088
	0,090
	0,103

	Culture and art
	0,519
	0,510
	0,515
	0,213
	0,200
	0,207

	Science 
	0,463
	0,456
	0,463
	0,139
	0,127
	0,132

	Bank activity
	0,534
	0,519
	0,538
	0,223
	0,196
	0,228

	Other branches of economy
	0,456
	0,462
	0,492
	0,125
	0,128
	0,169



According to estimations and with the help of index (1) payment polarization in 1999-2001 weakly grew but according to estimations of index (2) – it weakly decreased meanwhile the payment concentration noticeably grew which entailed the growth of payment inequality in economy as a whole and in most of its branches. 

In the last table 3 in this part the whole structure of payment inequality in 2001 is shown. The distribution of general inequality in the sum of polarization and concentration on one hand and the sum of normal and redundant inequality on the other –these are two different characterizations of inequality structures between which there are no substantial links. Though the contributions of branches in general polarization and payment concentration  in economy ,shown in two last columns of table 3 correlates substantially with normal and redundant inequality in the branches. So the higher contribution of a branch in general payment polarization is the higher redundant inequality and lower normal inequality are.

 On the contrary the higher contribution of a branch in the general income concentration is, the higher normal payment inequality and lower redundant inequality are. The essence of the problem is in the principal link between normal and redundant inequality on one hand and polarization and payment concentration on the other.

Table 3. Structure of wages inequality in 2001.
P - polarization, an index (2)
C - concentration, an index (3)

GN - a normal inequality 

GE - a superfluous inequality, GE = G – GN

	
	Contributions to the general inequality, %
	Contributions to the appropriate parameters on economy as a whole, %

	
	P
	C
	GN
	GE
	P
	C

	All economy
	62,1
	37,9
	76,1
	23,9
	
	

	The industry, including
	70,0
	30,0
	89,7
	10,3
	22,9
	41,3

	Electric power industry
	85,6
	14,4
	97,3
	2,7
	1,0
	4,6

	Fuel 
	83,4
	16,6
	99,0
	1,0
	0,2
	5,5

	Black and nonferrous metallurgy
	75,6
	24,4
	97,0
	3,0
	1,1
	7,2

	Chemical and petrochemical
	82,5
	17,5
	91,3
	8,7
	1,9
	3,0

	Mechanical engineering and metal working
	78,6
	21,4
	84,3
	15,7
	10,1
	11,8

	Forestry, Woodworking
	73,7
	26,3
	80,7
	19,3
	1,6
	2,3

	Building materials
	83,5
	16,5
	81,3
	18,7
	1,3
	1,4

	Glass, porcelain, faience
	86,5
	13,5
	79,7
	20,3
	0,3
	0,3

	Easy
	80,3
	19,7
	55,9
	44,1
	1,8
	0,8

	Food 
	65,7
	34,3
	84,2
	15,8
	3,0
	3,5

	Other industries
	71,6
	28,4
	86,9
	13,1
	0,6
	0,9

	Agriculture
	64,2
	35,8
	24,9
	75,1
	10,1
	2,1

	Transport
	76,7
	23,3
	92,7
	7,3
	5,5
	11,9

	Communication
	63,4
	36,6
	86,3
	13,7
	2,1
	2,4

	Construction
	67,3
	32,7
	89,9
	10,1
	3,5
	7,2

	Trade and public catering
	49,7
	50,3
	72,7
	27,3
	4,4
	2,8

	Supply, selling, preparations
	59,6
	40,4
	83,4
	16,6
	0,8
	0,9

	Housing, municipal services
	79,0
	21,0
	77,5
	22,5
	7,5
	5,5

	Public health services
	74,3
	25,7
	52,1
	47,9
	12,0
	4,2

	Education
	76,4
	23,6
	47,2
	52,8
	17,6
	5,3

	Culture and art
	59,9
	40,1
	49,1
	50,9
	2,8
	0,9

	Science 
	71,4
	28,6
	85,2
	14,8
	2,5
	3,5

	Bank activity
	57,7
	42,3
	97,0
	3,0
	0,4
	2,6

	Other branches of economy
	65,7
	34,3
	83,9
	16,1
	7,9
	9,6


2. The structural dynamics analysis of socio-economic stratification of regions in Russia
During reforms the inequality of socio-economic development of the Russian regions has reached unprecedented before scales. Pic. 9 shows the dynamics of an inter-regional inequality indexes of monetary incomes per head of the population and monthly average wages in calculation on one worker.
Growth of an inter-regional inequality of incomes proceeded with 1992 for 2000. In 2001 this inequality has slightly gone down, but remained above, than in 1999. To explain, as far as the achieved inequality is great, we shall notice, that in 1999-2001 years it was higher, than an inequality of individual incomes per head in the countries of the Western Europe. 
Let's notice, that in our calculations of an inter-regional inequality of incomes and payments regions are taken with the weights equal according to shares of their population in an aggregate number of the population of Russia and shares occupied in regional economy in an aggregate number occupied in economy. If all regions undertook with equal weights estimations of an inter-regional inequality would be much higher. 
Pic. 9. Dynamics of an inequality of the Russian regions on income levels per head of the population and average wages of hired workers

[image: image10]
On the following pic. 10 dynamics of polarization incomes per head and a payment (Milanovich indexes) on regions of Russia is shown accompanying growth of an inter-regional inequality.
The general tendency of inter-regional polarization of incomes and payments is similar to the tendency of change of an inter-regional inequality. Basic difference consists that during reforms an inter-regional inequality of incomes it became essential to exceed an inequality of a payment whereas inter-regional polarization of incomes and payments grew more or less equally, approximately the same as the inter-regional inequality of a payment grew.
It means, that at the general growth of inter-regional polarization of incomes and payments the essential factor of growth of socio-economic stratification of Russian regions was concentration in separate regions of the incomes which have been not connected to a payment, that was incomes of the property and enterprise activity. We shall prove this thesis more precisely, turning from Milanovich indexes to Kiruta indexes of polarization and concentration .
Pic. 10. Dynamics of polarization of the Russian regions on income levels per head of the population and average wages of hired workers

[image: image11]

Let's compare all over again estimations of inter-regional polarization of incomes and the payments constructed with the help of Milanovich indexes and Kiruta indexes. Inter-regional polarization of incomes (pic. 11, А), appreciated with the help of Kiruta index, on the average approximately in 1.8 times surpasses an estimation with the help of Milanovich index. 
Pic. 11. Comparison of dynamics estimations of inter-regional polarization of incomes and payments on Milanovich indexes and Kiruta indexes 
А) Polarization under incomes
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Б) Polarization on a payment 
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The appropriate divergences of estimations of polarization of regions on a payment decrease from excess of an estimation on Kiruta index above an estimation on Milanovich index approximately in 2 times at the end of 80th years before excess at 1.6-1.7 time in middle of 90th years and in the beginning of 2000th years (pic. 11, B). Thus estimations with the help of Kiruta index show a little steadier growth of polarization, than an estimation with the help of Milanovich index.
The most interesting results are received at estimations of decomposition of Gini indexes (pic. 9) in the sum of components, caused by polarization and concentration. On pic. 12 it is shown, that since 1994 the contribution of concentration of incomes to separate regions in territorial socio-economic stratification became essential. It has even more increased as a result of crisis of 1998 and grew down to 2000 at rather weak, but steady growth of inter-regional polarization of incomes. 
Pic. 12. Decomposition of Gini indexes of an inter-regional inequality of incomes in the sum of inter-regional polarization and concentration

[image: image14]
Following pic. 13 shows, that though the contribution of effects of concentration of incomes to an inter-regional inequality of payment during reforms grew, influence of these effects on an inter-regional inequality of payment was rather weak in comparison with their influence on an inter-regional inequality of the incomes, shown on pic. 12. 
Comparison of pic. 12, 13 with pic. 9 shows, that increasing excess of estimations of an inter-regional inequality of incomes over an inter-regional inequality of payment is  mainly explaned by growth of concentration of incomes of the population in separate regions of Russia.
Pic. 13. Decomposition of Gini indexes of an inter-regional inequality of payment in the sum of inter-regional polarization and concentration
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The carried out analysis allows to draw the following conclusions. Territorial socio- economic stratification of the Russian society with insignificant fluctuations accrued in all years of reforms, but the greatest scales has got after crisis of 1998.
The next years of economic growth it was not levelled, and on the contrary, it was fixed. Actually, crisis of 1998 has caused essential structural change of socio-economic stratification.
This change was expressed, first, in growth of an inter-regional inequality of incomes, second, in growth of breaks between incomes most and the least provided groups of the population inside regions, and, thirdly, in growth of breaks between payment of most  low and most highly paid workers in economy as a whole and in the majority of branches of economy. 
Growth of such breaks brings the contribution simultaneously in growth of polarization and in growth of concentration of incomes. However growth of incomes concentration  is connected mainly to growth of high incomes of the property and enterprise activity (see estimations in A.J.Shevjakov, 2003, tab. 5) whereas growth of the general polarization of incomes is caused mainly by increase of polarization of payment.
The conclusion
In developing economy to which number the Russian economy concerns also, in process of economic growth the normal inequality grows, and the superfluous inequality decreases. 
Whether grows thus or decreases general inequality it is defined by a ratio between rates of growth of the first and decrease of the last. For transitive economy, irrespective of mechanisms of realization of reforms, speeding up of growth of the highest incomes and earnings is typical. 
Low incomes and earnings thus "are tightened" after growth high, but this pulling up really occurs much more slowly, than it would be possible to expect. In result high and rather steady polarization of incomes and payments is formed. 
The highest contributions to the general polarization of payment bring branches of economy with the highest superfluous inequality of payment. In the Russian conditions this are, first of all, branches of social sphere of economy. 
And the highest contributions to concentration of payment bring branches with the highest normal inequality of salaries. In the Russian conditions it is bank sphere and the branches working on export: a fuel industry and metallurgy. 
Socio-economic stratification of regions develops under influence of two factors: inter-regional polarization of payment and concentration of incomes of the property and enterprise activity. 
Apparently, the formulated dependences with those or other clauses have rather universal character. And they stand up for revealed by J. Galbraith and his collaborators similarity between processes of socio-economic stratification in Russia and in China. 
Attempt to realize the research similar submitted in given report, on a statistical material on other countries, including, to China would be rather interesting and would promote a deepening of understanding of dependences between an inequality and economic growth. 
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