We agree with Natalia that OECD studies are outdated; hence, it may be better to cut summaries of the OECD paper. It is rather required to avoid repetition found in the former version of this module.

COMMENTS: 

1. We are afraid that, due to the excessive cut of the text, for regional government officials have difficulty in understanding what kind of problems existed in the field of regional trade policy during the Eltsin period. (Although they were mentioned a little in the second and 4th paragraphs of page 2 in the revised version). We should describe what kind of obstacles on interregional goods flows existed during 1990s more inclusively. Thus, we added a possible change in Natalia’s text on Page 1 (See the text below) OK (Zubarevich)
2: On page 4, line 6-7


If Russian domestic banks had to compete with Citicorp or other Megabanks under equal conditions, banking business could cause problems, as you wrote. However, in a sense the banking sector is generally the most exclusive market, and the Russian financial market is not the exception. If this is the case, the financial sector in Moscow may not be stagnated because of WTO accession: rather it would grow further as a (Russian) national financial center. (This is not the case for Saint-Petersburg.) 

We add a possible change in Natalia’s text  on Page4 (Please see the text below). OK (Zubarevich)
3. Page 8, ‘4. Impact on spatial…’

It might be better to emphasize more strongly that the positive effect of WTO accession would be realized only in the long run. The more quick development of urban agglomerations, exporting regions and seaport regions seems to be positive effect in the near future (Zubarevich)
We add a possible change on Page 9. (Please see the text)

Module 19. “Russian Regions and Trade Policy”

by Junichi Goto, Kazuhiro Kumo, Natalia Zubarevich

1. Institutional and economic factors influencing the region’s role in trade policy


The important steps taken by the Russian government to integrate its economy into the international trading system has highlighted the role of its regional and local governments in trade policy. The involvement of regional and local governments in trade-related policies is not unusual in federal systems of government like Russia’s. The experience of most OECD member countries that have a federal form of government underscores the necessity of building efficient co-ordination among the various levels of government when negotiating international trade commitments. The mechanisms of co-ordination have varied considerably among the OECD member countries, often relating to particular country’s history and political culture. In all cases, however, co-ordination between the federal and regional levels of government requires an active exchange of information and regional officials who are knowledgeable about the various international trade disciplines. 

Russia’s federal system divides the power to conduct trade policy between federal and subfederal levels of government. The Russian Federation Constitution and federal lows give clear pre-eminence to the federal government in trade policy, but specify a number of aspects of trade policy for which regional governments have joint responsibilty. Financial aid and subsidies, government procurement contracts, licensing and promotion of investment and trade are all subjects of regulation by regional authorities under the Constitution of the Russian Federation. Customs regulation, competition policy and certification and licensing and protection of proprietary rights are exercised by regional branches of federal agencies but fairly often there is additional regional regulation to be found in these areas. Since recently regional norms are being brought to compliance with federal norms, however numerous issues in regional regulation have yet to be addressed. 

WTO accession requires realization of a unified market in Russia including the unification of trade policy norms and regulations at regional level. Indeed it is regions that largely define federal government's ability to fulfill the obligations undertaken upon WTO accession.

In 1998-2001 OECD has conducted a research in a number of pilot regions (cities of Moscow and St. Petersburg, Novgorod and Sverdlovsk Oblasts and the Primorsky Krai)
. The case studues identified certain policy areas – customs administration, product sertification, government procurement, financial aid to producers, competition policy and licensing – in which different regional approaches appear to have a significant influence on interregional and international trade. Direct barriers to trade are rather infrequent and limited to the period of 1998 financial crisis when some regions were temporarily restricting imports. These barriers were in force only briefly. At the same time discrimination of companies from another regions and states survives in a variety of shapes.

First, discrimination exists in the form of privileges granted to local producers who receive subsidies and loans and enjoy tax exemptions granted by regional government. Among pilot regions such occurrences have been most common in Sverdlovsk Oblast and the city of Moscow. The degree of liberalism of an economic policy implemented by regional or local government is commonly evaluated through the share of subsidies in budget expenditure. Overall before 2002, regional subsidies were very large with a subsequent decrease only in industry.
 

Apart from subsidies, a vast majority of Russian Federation subjects were granting regional tax exemptions on an individual basis. Such individual tax exemptions create competitive advantages for beneficiaries and encourage corruption. Privileges are granted on a massive scale in Tatar and Bashkir republics; such privileges have only been granted to regional companies. In the Kalmyck Republic preferential tax regime was enjoyed by numerous companies from other regions. Mordovian Republic and Chukot Autonomous District granted preferences to certain major companies, while in the city of St. Petersburg, Leningrad and Novgorod Oblasts preferences were rather an exception
. Today due to a revision of federal laws regions no longer have the right to grant profit tax exemptions.

Another form of discrimination pertains to the procedure of government procurement contracting. Regional governments often distribute government procurement contracts without any competitive bidding or distribute these contracts exclusively among local companies. In Moscow city and Sverdlovsk Oblast priority of local producers is forth in regional legislation. In St. Petersburg the bids submitted by foreign companies are the last to be considered. 

Second, the norms and practices of trade regulation are not sufficiently transparent and loosely defined. Regional customs bodies have enough room to maneuver around interpreting customs classification and evaluation regulations, and customs duty rates for the same category of imports may differ across regions giving a competitive edge to certain importers. Some regions utilized vague licensing criteria which also lead to discrimination. External producers were often required to provide numerous licenses and product certificates. In St. Petersburg, more than 20 government agencies were involved in certification. Moscow legislation introduced requirements for licensing of certain activities (e.g. assessment) not provided for by the federal law. In the Primorsky Krai, license fees payable by foreign companies and joint ventures in involved in certain types of activity were several times higher than the fees paid by Russian businesses. Requirement for “regional marking” for products was the additional example of practices resulting in an increased cost of goods and inhibiting their market launch. Such regional laws have been primarely targets of recent efforts by the federal goverrnment to bring regional legislation into conformity with federal law.   

Third, the conditions of competition are influenced by the pricing policy. Regional governments jointly with the federal government control the prices charged by local natural monopolies e.g. for power and natural gas supply, rent and utilities). Municipal and commuter transport fares, prices for baby food, school lunches and foodstuffs centrally supplied to the Far North are also regulated. Pricing policies are also employed to support local monopolies and businesses. There are vivid examples of protectionism by governors lobbying for major companies doing business in their regions. For example, metallurgy plants in Kemerovo Oblast have been granted discounted fares for transporting exported products by rail, and such examples come in numbers.

A World Bank analysis covering 70 companies in 13 regions has shown that competitive advantages of companies enjoying privileged status granted by local governments constituted the basis of their successful development. In addition to subsidies, governments use other instruments of non-market regulation including restrictions on access to land and real estate thereby ensuring advantages for their local business counterparts
.

As a result, transaction costs to producers of goods and services increase due to excessive and non-transparent regulation. All this creates preferences for companies closely connected to regional government, reduces competition and encourages corruption. Therefore the key objectives for creating a conducive business environment in the regions remain the same. Those are elimination of discrimination, protection of proprietary rights and transparency of government regulation and stability of legislative base stimulating trade and investment.

2. The impact of WTO accession on the regions: economic benefits and costs
There are few quantitative assessments of the impact of Russia's accession to the WTO on the regions. A research by the National Investment Council and the Russian Academy of Sciences evaluated the impact of WTO accession on the regions at the angle of regions' involvement in foreign economic activities and regional potential for imports substitution
. The research focused on the impact of a change of import duties on economic growth; these assessments were only preliminary and incomplete.  Regional benefits and costs of Russia's pending accession to the WTO can be evaluated on a qualitative level focusing on major impact factors and related risks. 

Adaptation factors: level of development and openness of regional economies

WTO accession will enable regions to fully partake in globalization processes and will stimulate foreign trade and foreign direct investment. Export intensive manufacturing sectors and regions will benefit the most from the real exchange rate depreciation that should accompany tariff reduction. Regions and cities with the most developed service sectors will receive more foreign direct investment and expand employment; skilled labor in such regions should gain from foreign direct investment. WTO accession is expected to increase the value of production in Russia and the value of consumption between 7 and 24 percent (see module 7). WTO accession strengthens the role of the federal government relative to the regional governments. Due to interregional barriers getting lower, capital and labor will more easily move from region to region; hence, regions must domestically compete with each other.   

However not all Russian regions will have accumulated sufficient experience in the global market of goods and services, and therefore regions will have different combinations of benefits and costs. In terms of foreign trade development, subjects of the Russian Federation can be conventionally categorized into three groups, i.e. "open", "semi-open" and "closed". It is noteworthy that there is no direct correlation between economic "openness" and its institutional capacity of a region. Economically developed "open" regions' government policies are also marked for protectionism and other forms of discrimination in trade regulation. It should be mentioned though that the most "closed" regions as a rule feature higher levels of protectionism.

The so-called "open" regions
 account for more than one-third of the country's population; regions with the most developed economies (major urban agglomerations, raw material exporting and transit regions) fall under this category. Most foreign investment is accumulated in these regions that are involved in global trade and other forms of globalization (see module 18) and therefore accession to the WTO will contribute to development of such regions. Only for the banking and insurance business in two federal cities (Moscow and St. Petersburg) WTO accession may cause problems of growing competition.



In "semi-open" regions major import-substituting industries co-exist with isolated export-oriented industries. This category is largely represented by regions in the Urals and Volga Federal District and several Oblasts in Central Russia. Before the default of 1998 these regions survived thanks to export-oriented industries, and during the period of economic growth they achieved steady development of industrial sector based on growth of import-substituting industries. Overall regions with a diversified economic structure are capable of adapting to new conditions while they still might encounter short-term difficulties with local labor markets (see below).

"Closed" regions include nearly one-third of less developed subjects of the Russian Federation specializing in import-substituting industries (machine-building, food and light industries) and less than 1/5 of population. Over the past few years the economies of many regions have been transforming to become more open. For example, in the textile industry production of fabrics from customer-furnished raw materials has become increasingly popular (tolling schemes); certain machine-building plants of the military-industrial complex have also geared towards export of military materiel, and chemicals' exports have grown. Such changes are mostly found in industrial Oblasts in Central and Northwestern areas of Russia. At the same time the regions of southern Siberia devoid of mineral resources and especially underdeveloped republics and autonomous districts are the least protected lacking competitive advantages. If the federal government were to distribute the additional revenue from WTO accession back to the underdeveloped regions their budget expenditures would increase. 

Spatial risk factors

In addition to poor development and "closure" of economy there are other risk factors, each affecting its specific spatial zone.

Localization of industries. Export-oriented industries including fuel and energy complex, metallurgy and certain chemicals' producers will benefit from Russia's accession to the WTO. A large number of sectors however are not ready for the opening of markets as their produce is not competitive compared to that of major global producers. These sectors include machine-building (primarily automotive and aviation industries), light and food industries, agriculture (especially stock raising), insurance and banking services.

Russia is special in the sense that many industries in the risk group are localized in a limited number of regions where they are a major local specialization. The degree of such localization is especially high in automotive industry: more than 80% of Russian cars are manufactured in two subjects of the Russian Federation. In the textile industry, three subjects account for more than 65% of fabric production. A vast majority of banking and insurance services are concentrated in Moscow. Even in such a deconcentrated sector as stock raising, 10 subjects of the Russian Federation account for more than one-third of national meat production. Therefore apart from a range of sectoral outcomes WTO accession will also have a regional dimension to it.

Dependence of regional and local budget revenues from leading enterprises. During transition the dependence of regional and especially local budgets from one or two major taxpayers has increased; this situation is most typical for local budgets. Most often budgets are supported by metallurgy and oil and gas producing enterprises. In Russia there are few regions where a substantial share of budget revenues is generated by enterprises within the risk group. In this respect the most typical examples are Samara (VAZ Auto Works) and Nizhny Novgorod (GAZ Auto Works) Oblasts and Khabarovsk Territory (aircraft factory in Komsomolsk-on-Amur) and to a lesser extent, Vladimir and Yaroslavl Oblasts. As of the year 2001, VAZ Auto Works accounted for 23% of all tax revenues in Samara Oblast. Should economic conditions deteriorate, tax revenues collected by the Oblast and Togliatti municipality shall inevitably shrink resulting in a reduction of social spending. Most other regions where import-substituting industries prevail will not suffer such disastrous consequences as budget revenues are more diversified.

One-company towns. During transition one-company towns supported by depressed industrial enterprises predominantly in the textile, timber and machine-building industries were most vulnerable. These towns are relatively small (74% of such towns have a population of under 50,000 residents) and lack a developed municipal infrastructure, social and cultural facilities. Depression of these towns is further aggravated by remoteness of alternative labor market disallowing shuttle migrations and low mobility of population while housing market is undeveloped. As a result, during the crisis of 1990s such towns became "traps" for their residents. Industrial growth of the past few years has somewhat eased the situation for most depressive one-company towns, but should economic conditions worsen they shall be the first to suffer negative economic and social consequences.
In 13 regions of the Russian Federation the share of one-company towns exceeds 60%: in industrial regions of Central Russia, Urals and northeastern parts of the country (see Table 1). In Sverdlovsk Oblast alone, one-company towns have an aggregate population of 1.5 million residents or 42% of urban population. One-company towns in Khakass and Komi republics and Tyumen, Vologda and Archangel Oblasts account for more than 50% of urban population. Among regions with the largest share of one-company towns, local economic mainstays are found only in Ivanovo, Nizhny Novgorod and Sverdlovsk Oblasts. For these three Oblasts a high concentration of one-company towns increases the risk of negative consequences of WTO accession.
Table 1. Regions with the largest share of one-company towns

	Region
	Total number of cities/towns
	Including one-company towns
	Percentage share of one-company towns

	Chukot Autonomous District
	3
	3
	100

	Khakass Republic 
	5
	4
	80

	Karelian Republic
	13
	10
	77

	Ivanovo Oblast
	16
	12
	75

	Sverdlovsk Oblast
	47
	33
	70

	Kemerovo Oblast
	20
	14
	70

	Nizhny Novgorod Oblast
	25
	17
	68


Source: One-company towns and local economic mainstays: a survey paper / I.V. Lipsits (ed.). Moscow, Khroniker publishers 2000, p. 28. 

3. Positive and negative consequences of WTO accession for labor markets
Quantitative assessments on a macroeconomic level demonstrate that short- and medium-term employment dynamics conditioned by Russia's accession to the WTO will be insignificant
. 

A research by the Center of Economic and Financial Studies (TsEFIR) assesses possible consequences of WTO accession for regional labor markets of Russia
. This research focuses on the decrease of regional employment following changes of tariff policy in manufacturing industries. The findings speak of minimal impact on employment in most regions. Industrial employment may fall by more than 1% as a direct consequence of WTO accession only in a few regions (Ivanovo and Kurgan Oblasts, Jewish Autonomous Oblast and Adigei republic). Furthermore, a drop in employment by 0,5-1% is also possible in another seven regions most of which are in the Northern Caucasus. The authors conclude that following Russia's accession to the WTO, grave consequences in the form of growing unemployment at regional level are not to be expected. The other research shows that adjustment costs to trade liberalization on the form of chances in industrial labor demand are not high for 11 Economic Regions (see module ??? - I. Denisova).  Moreover, one should take into account the effect of the shift from industrial employment to employment in services which are to dampen the effect of trade chocks.    

The research by the Independent Social Policy Institute (NISP) used a different approach to identifying regions with increased risk of growing unemployment after WTO accession, adjusting for economic specialization, sectoral employment structure and situation on the labor market. This research identified a number of regions with problematic economic specialization endangered by Russia's accession to the WTO. Those are regions with concentrations of automotive and aircraft industries (Nizhny Novgorod, Samara and Ulyanovsk Oblasts and Khabarovsk Territory), other types of machine-building industry (Vladimir, Kaluga, Penza, Kurgan and Novosibirsk Oblasts and Mordovian republic), light industry (Ivanovo and Vladimir Oblasts), food industry (Krasnodar, Stavropol and Altai Territories and republics in the Northern Caucasus), agricultural regions in the black soil area of Central Russia, Volga Federal District, Northern Caucasus, southern Urals and Siberia, and banking and insurance business (city of Moscow
). Underdeveloped republics with non-competitive economies badly adapting to a change of institutional environment were also categorized as problem regions.

Analysis of employment reflected a large share of industrial employment typical of regions specializing in most problematic industries, i.e. textile and machine-building industries. The threat to agricultural employment resulting from a growth of agricultural imports after WTO accession need not be exaggerated. In most agricultural Oblasts the impact will be mitigated by retirement of older workers accounting for a large percentage of agrarian workforce over the next few years. In southern republics that have long been experiencing agrarian overpopulation, a reduction of agricultural production would accelerate labor migration to cities and town of Russia. However the combination of substantial employment in machine-building and significant agricultural employment may be fraud with labor market problems in certain republics (Chuvash, Mordovian and Mari El) and Pskov Oblast.
Small business has been regarded as an alternative employment niche under possible aggravation of the labor market situation. So far small business is underdeveloped due to numerous institutional barriers, both on a national and regional scale. Current level of employment in small business (based on fairly reliable statistical data) can be used as an indicator of inter-regional mobility of population and favorability of institutional environment in a given region. The logic used is fairly straightforward: the regions where a substantial percentage of workers are already employed by small business have better prerequisites for further development of small enterprise, and vice versa. Analysis demonstrates that regions with the most advanced small business as a rule enjoy more favorable location factors (proximity of major cities, national borders and trade routes). On the other hand, regions where small business is underdeveloped suffer from more pronounced institutional barriers (regional government policies and traditionally strong shadow sector). There are however certain objective limitations including sparse population and alternative employment opportunities in export-oriented industries. Regions in the risk group (Ulyanovsk, Vladimir, Bryansk, Tambov and Kurgan Oblasts and republics in the Volga Federal District and Northern Caucasus) are marked for the major role played specifically by the institutional barriers; therefore increasing employment in small business requires reviewing local governments' policies and legalizing shadow business.

Labor market condition was analyzed in terms of regional unemployment level during the transition. A retrospective analysis allowed identifying dynamics during crises and economic growth. Regions where demographic transition is incomplete were continually distressed (republics of the Northern Caucasus and southern Siberia): in these areas a high rate of unemployment is supported by the growth of younger population of active working age. In other regions with a lower unemployment rate labor markets are more responsive to economic dynamics albeit with a slight time lag. Analysis of regions distribution by general unemployment level shows that when economic situation worsens (1998 indicators), employment falls most substantially not in the least developed regions that are steadily distressed but in the regions with average unemployment rates including most industrial Oblasts with import-substitution economies (see Figure 1). Consequently such regions are facing risks that are above average national level. 


[image: image1]
Figure 1. Distribution of regions by general unemployment rate

In terms of negative consequences of WTO accession, most problems will be faced by Bryansk, Vladimir, Ivanovo, Kaluga, Kurgan, Nizhny Novgorod, Penza, Pskov, Samara and Ulyanovsk Oblasts and Mordovian, Udmurt and Chuvash republics. More than a half of potentially distressed regions are located in the Volga Federal District where there is a high concentration of import-substitution machine-building, developed food industry and a high industrial and a substantial agricultural employment while small business is underdeveloped in most distressed regions. The Central Federal District ranks second in terms of the number of regions facing most likely negative consequences of Russia's accession to the WTO.

It is highly unlikely that if the situation worsens for import-substituting industries, the trends of economic decline would be comparable with the 1998-1999 labor market lowest. It should be noted though that distressed regions have many one-company towns with import-substituting industries, and the negative social consequences of possible decline will be much more pronounced at city/town level rather than in the region on the whole.
Identification of spatial areas of maximal risk does not necessarily mean that negative consequences are unavoidable. Managing globalization processes is not an option, but amelioration of its negative consequences should become part of regional policies in Russia. The analysis made and projections based thereon allow adjustment of negotiating positions and development of measures to reduce costs to distressed regions and cities caused by Russia's accession to the WTO.

4. Impact on spatial discrepancy of households income
Estimations presented in module 7 show that vast majority of the households will gain in the medium term run from WTO accession and the gains as percent of consumption will be distributed rather evenly across households at different income levels. But in the 1990s a growing discrepancy of incomes was one of the major socioeconomic consequences of globalization processes. 
Russia has joined the group of countries with a high degree of regional income differentiation which is natural for a country with a vast territory and unevenly developed national economy.

Regional disparity can be measured by the ratio between per capita cash earnings and minimum subsistence income. In Moscow and autonomous districts of Tyumen Oblast, average per capita cash earnings are 4 to 6 times higher than minimum subsistence income. According to the State Committee for Statistics, Muscovites account for more than 20% of Russians' incomes. In most subjects of the Russian Federation, population income is below the average national level. Most dynamics is found in the median group: in the relatively prosperous 1997 and 2002, it was vaguely defined while during crisis of 1998-1999 median regions approximated outsiders (see Figure 2). The distressed group includes 15 to 20 subjects of the Russian Federation in which income is close to minimum subsistence level or even below it. The huge lead of Moscow and oil and gas producing autonomous districts of Tyumen Oblast on the background of insignificant income differences among other regions illustrates persistent spatial disparities. Regions specializing in industries with a risk of negative consequences of WTO accession (except Samara Oblast) belong to groups with a low or reduced purchasing power.
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Figure 2. Distribution of regions by ratio between average per capita cash earnings and minimum subsistence income
Analysis of inequality in Russia in 1992-2001 performed by L. Ovcharova et al. based on RLMS (Russian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey) data demonstrated that throughout the transition regional disparities were the determinant factor of expenditure differentiation of Russian households (see Figure 3). In addition to regional disparities, inequality is influenced by such factors as type of settlement and employment and education of household members. In other transition economies inequality is most influenced by the factors external to households, i.e. regional and settlement disparities
.
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Figure 3. Percentage contributions of sociodemographic factors to inequality in Russia in 2001

Thus geographical factors of inequality have become most important and inequality in Russia has achieved gigantic dimensions. As noted above, economically strong regions would benefit from Russia's accession to the WTO and its costs would be largely borne by the less developed regions. This means that the impacts of WTO accession include further growth of regional disparities at least as a short-term prospect. This is an objective process as regional disparities always increase at initial stages of economic growth or innovation as strong centers (spatial points of growth) are the first to receive an added development impetus followed by projecting this growth onto peripheral regions.

Conclusion
Of all assessments made, the majority are qualitative or probabilistic in nature as final conditions of Russia's accession to the WTO are unknown and adjustment for all cross-sectoral and spatial combinations of impacts is not possible in principle. A more accurate assessment of regional impacts can be obtained only after completion of negotiations when there is an opportunity to evaluate accession impacts both in economic and social terms. In any event, this impact will be spatially differentiated due to specific opportunities/limitations combinations existing in various regions.
It is also obvious that regional consequences of future Russia's accession to the WTO will be a combination of benefits and costs, and therefore it is important to understand their net effect. WTO accession should result in a more transparent regulation of regional economies, stimulate their openness, accelerate institutional reform in the regions and reduce protectionism towards local producers. Therefore Russia's accession to the WTO will serve as a catalyst for structural and institutional reform in the regions where these reforms are delayed because of disinterested local bureaucracies and limited opportunities for private initiative. Such outcome is certainly a benefit increasing the attractiveness of Russian regions for investment.
WTO accession will not result in massive unemployment as the threat for Russian labor market is clearly overstated. Local increases in unemployment rate however may be considerable, especially in one-company towns in the Volga Federal District and Central Federal District. On the contrary, such consequences as growth of spatial discrepancies are underestimated most likely because of a in spite of stable 15 years' trend Natalia—I don’t understand the previous sentence—what stable trend in the last 15 years???. It would be wise though to plan for the financial costs of transition as disparities between some regions may grow. In many cases the appropriate policies may be to help with migration and training costs rather than attempt to preserve all cities or regions as economically viable on an equal level.. 

Overall the successes and failures of WTO accession will not so much be the result of exterior influence but of domestic Russian policy including the priorities of regional policies. A positive net outcome requires purposeful preparation for WTO accession by both government and business including the preparation at a regional level.
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� federal cities and their agglomerations, Tumen, Murmansk, Perm, Vologda, Belgorod, Lipetsk, Chelyabinsk, Kemerovo, Irkutsk oblast, Krasnoyarsk and Krasnodar krai, Komi republic.    


� 1) Impact of Russia's accession to the WTO on the national economy / Russian Academy of Sciences and the National Investment Council. Moscow, Russian Academy of Sciences, 2002; 2) Assessment of social and economic outcomes of Russia's accession to the WTO. Report by an expert group chaired by A. Daniltsev, Dr. Sc. (Econ.). Moscow, State Institute of Administration and Management, 2002.


� K. Yudaeva, E. Bessonova, K. Kozlov et al. Sectoral and regional analysis of Russia's accession to the WTO: evaluation of costs and benefits. Gazette of the Moscow Carnegie Center, vol. 3, 2003.


� Concentration of these sectors in Moscow even with a view at shrinking employment is not a serious threat for capital's diversified labor market.


� "Poverty, ethnicity and gender in transition economies" project sponsored by the Yale University (USA) and launched in the year 2000.


� Source: Russia's accession to the WTO: imaginary and real social consequences. "NISP Research Project" series. Moscow 2004, p. 58.





�During the 1990s some regional authorities have active roles in product and service certification. In other cases some regional certification bodies are empowered to hold additional laboratory tests of products. The independence of regional offices sometimes results in inconsistency and complicated procedures increased expenses for exporters.


The situations must have been changed: WTO requires co-ordination between the federal and regional levels of government on trade policy. After President Putin came into power, the federal government bend its energies on consolidation of a ruling system. 





�Especially the federal city, Moscow, would grow further because of concentration of financial activities in the capital, given that the banking sector could not be open to the world market easily.


�The growing income discrepancy at the first stage of economic growth is a general phenomenon. It should be noted that the effects of globalization on Russian inhabitants examined in module 7 were long-term ones.
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				Значение факторов неравенства в среднем для шести стран

				Детская нагрузка		2.9

				Возрастной состав		4.2

				Гендерный состав		4.3

				Размер семьи		5.7

				Тип образования		7.1

				Тип занятости		10.1

				Тип поселения		10.5

				Регион		10.8

				Россия												Болгария

				Размер семьи		1.4										Размер семьи		1.7

				Гендерный состав		2.0										Детская нагрузка		2.4

				Детская нагрузка		2.9										Тип образования		4.8

				Возрастной состав		6.7										Возрастной состав		6.6

				Тип занятости		9.3										Гендерный состав		9.1

				Тип образования		10.1										Тип поселения		9.2

				Тип поселения		10.3										Регион		12.7

				Регион		22.2										Тип занятости		14.8

				Венгрия												Польша

				Детская нагрузка		0.4										Возрастной состав		1.5

				Гендерный состав		1.2										Регион		3.8

				Размер семьи		2.0										Гендерный состав		4.3

				Возрастной состав		3.0										Детская нагрузка		5.7

				Регион		4.7										Тип поселения		7.1

				Тип занятости		5.0										Тип образования		8.7

				Тип поселения		5.4										Тип занятости		9.0

				Тип образования		6.1										Размер семьи		14.5

				Румыния												Словакия

				Гендерный состав		3.5										Детская нагрузка		2.3

				Возрастной состав		3.7										Возрастной состав		3.4

				Детская нагрузка		3.9										Гендерный состав		5.3

				Тип образования		7.0										Тип образования		5.5

				Размер семьи		8.8										Размер семьи		5.7

				Регион		9.2										Тип занятости		6.9

				Тип занятости		15.4										Регион		12.4

				Тип поселения		18.0										Тип поселения		13.3





фактEU

		





факт-RLMS

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



РОССИЯ



распрEU

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



БОЛГАРИЯ



decil_dist_RLMS

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



ВЕНГРИЯ



распрRLMS

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



ПОЛЬША



либ_патер

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



РУМЫНИЯ



ineq_changeEU

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



СЛОВАКИЯ



tableEU

				1992

				Детская нагрузка		0.9

				Размер семьи		1.3

				Образование		1.9

				Гендерный состав		2.6

				Тип поселения		6.3

				Возрастной состав		6.6

				Статус занятости		8.7

				Регион		10.2

				1993

				Гендерный состав		0.6

				Детская нагрузка		0.7

				Размер семьи		1.1

				Образование		3.6

				Возрастной состав		4.6

				Тип поселения		6.1

				Статус занятости		6.1

				Регион		10.2

				1994

				Детская нагрузка		0.3

				Размер семьи		1.4

				Гендерный состав		2.5

				Возрастной состав		4.4

				Образование		4.5

				Статус занятости		5.8

				Тип поселения		5.8

				Регион		11.4

				1995

				Детская нагрузка		0.7

				Размер семьи		0.8

				Гендерный состав		1.1

				Возрастной состав		3.0

				Тип поселения		3.5

				Образование		3.7

				Статус занятости		4.0

				Регион		12.1

				1996

				Размер семьи		0.3

				Детская нагрузка		1.1

				Возрастной состав		2.7

				Гендерный состав		2.9

				Статус занятости		3.8

				Тип поселения		3.9

				Образование		4.3

				Регион		12.5

				1998

				Размер семьи		0.2

				Детская нагрузка		0.4

				Гендерный состав		1.4

				Возрастной состав		4.7

				Тип поселения		5.3

				Статус занятости		6.0

				Образование		6.4

				Регион		18.1

				2000

				Детская нагрузка		1.2

				Размер семьи		1.4

				Гендерный состав		2.6

				Тип поселения		4.7

				Возрастной состав		6.4

				Статус занятости		7.0

				Образование		7.3

				Регион		17.2

				2001

				Gender		0.9

				Size of family		1.1

				Number of children		1.3

				Type of settlement		5.8

				Age		6.1

				Education		6.2

				Employment status		6.2

				Region		15.2

						IX 1992		XI 1993		XII 1994		X 1995		X 1996		XI 1998		X 2000		X 2001

				Размер семьи		1.3		1.1		1.4		0.8		0.3		0.2		1.4		1.1

				Гендерный состав		2.6		0.6		2.5		1.1		2.9		1.4		2.6		0.9

				Возрастной состав		6.6		4.6		4.4		3.0		2.7		4.7		6.4		6.1

				Детская нагрузка		0.9		0.7		0.3		0.7		1.1		0.4		1.2		1.3

				Тип образования		1.9		3.6		4.5		3.7		4.3		6.4		7.3		6.2

				Тип занятости		8.7		6.1		5.8		4.0		3.8		6.0		7.0		6.2

				Тип поселения		6.3		6.1		5.8		3.5		3.9		5.3		5.7		5.8

				Регион		10.2		10.2		11.4		12.1		12.5		18.1		17.2		15.2

				общее неравенство

						0.171		0.194		0.204		0.197		0.205		0.225		0.202		0.172





tableEU

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



IX 1992



ineq_EU

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



XI 1993



ineq_RLMS

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



XII 1994



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



X 1995



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



X1996



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



XI 1998



		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



X 2000



		



X 2001



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Тип поселения

Регион



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Тип образования

Тип занятости



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Размер семьи

Гендерный состав



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Возрастной состав

Детская нагрузка



		

						Россия		Болгария		Венгрия		Польша		Румыния		Словакия						средний размер семьи

				размер семьи																Россия		2.81

				1		19.7		19.3		25.9		19.2		17.1		23.1				Болгария		2.9

				2		26.7		26.9		28.1		19.5		25.8		24.4				Венгрия		2.6

				3		22.9		20.8		19.8		18.1		21.0		18.4				Польша		3.4

				4		20.8		20.7		17.8		18.6		19.1		21.9				Румыния		3.1

				5+		9.9		12.3		8.3		24.6		17.0		12.2				Словакия		2.8

				гендерный состав																		2.93

				только мужчины		4.7		4.1		8.2		8.0		6.3		10.3

				преобладают мужчины		6.4		14.4		12.6		15.6		14.3		12.3

				равное число мужчин и женщин		46.7		47.2		45.5		43.9		48.4		44.3

				преобладают женщины		10.9		14.4		11.3		14.2		15.8		12.2

				только женщины		31.2		19.7		22.4		18.3		15.2		20.9

				возрастной состав

				только 18 - 64 лет		70.8		61.8		60.8		71.7		65.2		68.2

				только 65+ лет		15.9		19.8		25.2		13.0		16.9		17.3

				смешанный		13.3		18.4		14.0		15.4		17.9		14.5

				Детская нагрузка

				0		52.9		74.2		77		60.1		68.3		70.1

				0.1 - 0.5		10.4		8.2		7.7		7.2		10.7		9.3

				0.6 - 1		24.2		12.8		8.7		16.3		13.7		13.7

				1,1 - 2		10.8		4.2		4.6		10.7		6.2		5.2

				2.1+		1.7		0.6		2.1		5.7		1.1		1.6

				образование (18+)

				у всех взрослых высшее		13		5.8		6.7		4.9		5.1		6.1

				ни у кого нет высшего		68.5		79.1		81.7		82.8		83.0		80.2

				смешанный тип		18.5		15.1		11.6		12.2		11.9		13.7

				занятость (18+)

				все взрослые работают		41		20.5		29.4		25.9		19.7		34.5

				никто не работает		22.4		36.3		28.0		25.9		36.7		24.6

				смешанный тип		36.5		43.2		42.7		48.2		43.6		40.8

				тип поселения

				столица		9.6		14.5		19.5		5.4		8.7		8.4

				город		64.6		54.0		45.5		63.4		52.0		47.8

				село		25.9		31.4		35.1		31.2		39.2		43.8

						Россия		Болгария		Венгрия		Польша		Румыния		Словакия

				размер семьи

				1		0.93		1.02		1.36		1.11		1.18		1.00

				2		1.03		0.99		1.06		1.40		1.03		1.06

				3		1.10		1.08		1.03		1.04		0.99		1.05

				4		1.02		1.05		0.92		0.91		0.93		0.98

				5+		0.79		0.78		0.59		0.63		0.74		0.75

				гендерный состав

				только мужчины		1.46		2.12		1.63		1.15		1.41		1.20

				преобладают мужчины		1.03		0.95		0.83		0.74		0.87		0.97

				равное число мужчин и женщин		1.02		1.03		0.98		1.07		0.97		1.01

				преобладают женщины		0.96		0.95		0.90		0.85		0.91		0.97

				только женщины		0.90		0.75		1.06		1.10		1.00		0.93

				возрастной состав

				только 18 - 64 лет		1.12		1.13		1.11		0.99		1.07		1.08

				только 65+ лет		0.67		0.70		0.79		1.22		0.84		0.88

				смешанный		0.78		0.88		0.78		0.88		0.87		0.86

				Детская нагрузка

				0		0.93		0.97		1.06		1.12		1.03		1.01

				0.1 - 0.5		1.20		1.25		1.19		1.10		1.02		1.04

				0.6 - 1		1.12		1.13		0.75		0.91		0.96		0.98

				1,1 - 2		0.93		0.73		0.72		0.66		0.78		0.96

				2.1+		0.54		0.51		0.42		0.58		0.61		0.80

				образование (18+)

				у всех взрослых высшее		1.59		1.49		2.05		1.37		1.44		1.51

				ни у кого нет высшего		0.84		0.92		0.90		0.94		0.93		0.93

				смешанный тип		1.19		1.25		1.26		1.08		1.20		1.23

				занятость (18+)

				все взрослые работают		1.28		1.54		1.75		1.38		1.21		1.21

				никто не работает		0.72		0.70		0.74		0.88		0.91		0.87

				смешанный тип		1.04		1.00		0.88		0.86		0.88		0.95

				тип поселения

				столица		1.63		1.56		1.63		1.37		1.73		1.25

				город		1.03		0.96		1.20		1.10		1.01		1.01

				село		0.69		0.80		0.60		0.74		0.84		0.85





		

		средние расходы в отношении к медианным расходам

				IX 1992		XI 1993		XII 1994		X 1995		X 1996		XI 1998		X 2000		X 2001

		1 дециль		0.16		0.14		0.16		0.18		0.16		0.16		0.20		0.22

		2		0.37		0.35		0.38		0.40		0.39		0.37		0.41		0.42

		3		0.55		0.52		0.56		0.56		0.55		0.53		0.56		0.57

		4		0.72		0.70		0.72		0.73		0.71		0.69		0.72		0.73

		5		0.89		0.89		0.90		0.90		0.90		0.89		0.91		0.91

		6		1.11		1.12		1.11		1.11		1.11		1.12		1.11		1.11

		7		1.35		1.38		1.37		1.37		1.36		1.40		1.36		1.37

		8		1.68		1.77		1.77		1.72		1.75		1.84		1.75		1.74

		9		2.23		2.41		2.39		2.31		2.50		2.56		2.41		2.38

		10 дециль		4.36		4.82		5.69		5.77		5.80		6.45		6.27		5.15

		распределение общего объема расходов между децильными группами

				IX 1992		XI 1993		XII 1994		X 1995		X 1996		XI 1998		X 2000		X 2001

		1 дециль		423161.4		5967.0		15224.3		33633.1		34744.8		40297.6		106643.6		166714.3

		2		986336.9		15428.1		35143.8		75256.0		82583.0		96310.0		221658.8		320725.8

		3		1449990.8		23186.0		51970.9		106535.5		118545.5		137612.1		308571.3		440222.9

		4		1901775.3		31099.6		67411.3		137324.7		151903.8		177050.7		393681.7		561578.2

		5		2372909.9		39450.9		83594.5		169870.2		192720.7		229311.7		494533.2		699113.5

		6		2935312.5		49432.1		103172.4		208888.4		236205.6		287768.3		607367.4		861806.6

		7		3582562.6		60787.2		127409.2		257996.0		291058.3		360289.0		742745.5		1052737.4

		8		4456408.0		78048.4		164588.3		324485.8		375382.9		473131.8		958874.2		1345006.3

		9		5921304.8		106257.6		222856.3		434996.0		532216.4		659367.5		1314812.5		1838645.7

		10 дециль		11547448.4		212604.0		528473.7		1087113.5		1238328.3		1657272.0		3427792.8		3968993.0

				35577210.6		622260.9		1399844.7		2836099.2		3253689.3		4118410.7		8576681.0		11255543.7

				IX 1992		XI 1993		XII 1994		X 1995		X 1996		XI 1998		X 2000		X 2001

		1 дециль		1.2		1.0		1.1		1.2		1.1		1.0		1.2		1.5		151.4		51.4

		2		2.8		2.5		2.5		2.7		2.5		2.3		2.6		2.8		121.9		21.9

		3		4.1		3.7		3.7		3.8		3.6		3.3		3.6		3.9		117.1		17.1

		4		5.3		5.0		4.8		4.8		4.7		4.3		4.6		5.0		116.1		16.1

		5		6.7		6.3		6.0		6.0		5.9		5.6		5.8		6.2		111.6		11.6

		6		8.3		7.9		7.4		7.4		7.3		7.0		7.1		7.7		109.6		9.6

		7		10.1		9.8		9.1		9.1		8.9		8.7		8.7		9.4		106.9		6.9

		8		12.5		12.5		11.8		11.4		11.5		11.5		11.2		11.9		104.0		4.0

		9		16.6		17.1		15.9		15.3		16.4		16.0		15.3		16.3		102.0		2.0

		10 дециль		32.5		34.2		37.8		38.3		38.1		40.2		40.0		35.3		87.6		-12.4

				100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0		100.0

		средние расходы в отношении к медианным расходам												124.0				114.1

				IX 1992		XI 1993		XII 1994		X 1995		X 1996		XI 1998		X 2000		X 2001

		1 дециль		0.16		0.14		0.16		0.18		0.16		0.16		0.20		0.22

		2		0.37		0.35		0.38		0.40		0.39		0.37		0.41		0.42

		3		0.55		0.52		0.56		0.56		0.55		0.53		0.56		0.57

		4		0.72		0.70		0.72		0.73		0.71		0.69		0.72		0.73

		5		0.89		0.89		0.90		0.90		0.90		0.89		0.91		0.91

		6		1.11		1.12		1.11		1.11		1.11		1.12		1.11		1.11

		7		1.35		1.38		1.37		1.37		1.36		1.40		1.36		1.37

		8		1.68		1.77		1.77		1.72		1.75		1.84		1.75		1.74

		9		2.23		2.41		2.39		2.31		2.50		2.56		2.41		2.38

		10 дециль		4.36		4.82		5.69		5.77		5.80		6.45		6.27		5.15





		распр_

						1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1998		2000		2001

				размер семьи

				1		20.5		19.9		16.6		18.0		18.3		18.5		19.1		19.7

				2		29.3		29.3		28.4		27.9		27.9		28.0		27.6		27.4

				3		21.6		21.2		23.5		23.1		23.0		23.1		22.6		22.5

				4		20.4		20.8		21.1		20.8		20.6		20.3		20.5		20.3

				5+		8.2		8.8		10.4		10.2		10.2		10.2		10.2		10.0

				гендерный состав

				только мужчины		4.7		3.8		4.4		4.5		4.6		4.9		4.3		5.1

				преобладают мужчины		6.4		7.0		7.4		7.4		7.3		8.5		9.3		8.6

				равное число мужчин и женщин		53.0		53.0		54.5		53.0		51.3		50.6		47.7		47.0

				преобладают женщины		9.8		10.1		12.6		12.5		14.2		13.2		14.1		14.7

				только женщины		26.1		26.0		21.1		22.6		22.6		22.8		24.6		24.6

				возрастной состав

				только 18 - 64 лет		73.4		70.7		71.1		69.6		68.7		68.3		67.4		67.0

				только 65+ лет		14.4		16.3		13.7		15.4		16.0		15.7		16.6		16.7

				смешанный		12.2		13.1		15.3		15.0		15.3		15.8		15.9		16.3

				Детская нагрузка

				0		56.2		59.9		54.0		56.5		65.0		58.1		58.4		60.4

				0.1 - 0.5		14.7		13.1		16.0		15.1		12.5		14.3		15.4		14.6

				0.6 - 1		20.6		19.0		21.3		20.2		16.1		19.1		18.9		18.6

				1,1 - 2		6.9		6.9		7.5		6.9		5.2		7.5		6.1		5.4

				2.1+		1.6		1.1		1.1		1.3		1.1		1.0		1.1		1.0

				образование (18+)

				у всех взрослых высшее		7.6		9.1		9.3		8.0		9.1		11.8		8.8		7.1

				ни у кого нет высшего		77.9		74.2		73.8		75.9		73.0		69.7		74.1		69.2

				смешанный тип		14.5		16.7		16.9		16.0		17.9		18.5		17.1		23.6

				занятость (18+)

				все взрослые работают		41.9		38.2		37.4		36.6		34.4		29.0		30.4		31.2

				никто не работает		26.2		29.2		28.9		30.4		31.5		34.1		33.8		33.6

				смешанный тип		31.9		32.6		33.8		33.0		34.1		36.9		35.8		35.2

				тип поселения

				столица		5.7		5.3		6.6		6.3		5.9		5.3		3.8		8.6

				город		69.5		68.6		69.0		68.7		62.2		68.8		69.5		66.4

				село		24.8		26.1		24.4		25.0		31.8		25.9		26.7		25.0

						1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1998		2000		2001

				размер семьи

				1		0.89		0.90		0.82		1.00		1.04		0.97		0.88		0.84		0.9

				2		0.94		0.99		1.08		1.11		1.01		1.03		1.00		0.99		1.0

				3		1.14		1.14		1.07		1.00		1.05		1.04		1.18		1.11		1.1

				4		1.09		1.04		1.05		0.95		0.94		1.00		1.00		1.05		1.0

				5+		0.91		0.83		0.82		0.82		0.90		0.90		0.81		0.99		0.9

				гендерный состав

				только мужчины		1.42		1.02		1.08		1.28		1.75		1.37		1.61		1.05		1.3

				преобладают мужчины		1.11		1.15		1.08		0.95		0.88		0.97		0.95		1.01		1.0

				равное число мужчин и женщин		1.04		1.02		1.10		1.06		1.04		1.06		1.07		1.07		1.1

				преобладают женщины		1.05		1.04		0.90		0.85		0.98		0.89		0.94		0.96		1.0

				только женщины		0.80		0.89		0.75		0.91		0.82		0.86		0.82		0.87		0.8

				возрастной состав

				только 18 - 64 лет		1.11		1.09		1.11		1.10		1.10		1.14		1.16		1.14		1.1

				только 65+ лет		0.57		0.75		0.64		0.77		0.76		0.65		0.64		0.63		0.7

				смешанный		0.83		0.82		0.79		0.76		0.80		0.75		0.72		0.79		0.8

				Детская нагрузка

				0		0.94		0.99		0.98		1.04		1.03		0.96		0.92		0.93		1.0

				0.1 - 0.5		1.20		1.15		1.10		0.98		1.08		1.04		1.15		1.15		1.1

				0.6 - 1		1.03		0.99		0.97		0.98		0.95		1.07		1.13		1.13		1.0

				1,1 - 2		0.95		0.88		1.03		0.76		0.66		1.10		1.01		0.94		0.9

				2.1+		0.99		0.61		0.70		0.73		0.75		0.69		0.76		0.92		0.8

				образование (18+)

				у всех взрослых высшее		1.32		1.28		1.47		1.55		1.50		1.65		1.70		1.36		1.5

				ни у кого нет высшего		0.93		0.93		0.87		0.90		0.88		0.83		0.84		0.85		0.9

				смешанный тип		1.19		1.16		1.29		1.20		1.23		1.22		1.34		1.33		1.2

				занятость (18+)

				все взрослые работают		1.23		1.16		1.21		1.23		1.20		1.26		1.34		1.27		1.2

				никто не работает		0.63		0.75		0.68		0.78		0.77		0.69		0.70		0.74		0.7

				смешанный тип		1.00		1.04		1.04		0.94		1.01		1.08		0.99		1.01		1.0

				тип поселения

				столица		1.09		1.11		1.53		1.38		1.50		1.29		1.15		1.52		1.3

				город		1.12		1.05		1.07		1.06		1.07		1.11		1.11		1.04		1.1

				село		0.65		0.85		0.66		0.74		0.77		0.65		0.68		0.71		0.7

						0.47		0.20		0.40		0.31		0.30		0.46		0.43		0.34

						0.44		0.26		0.87		0.64		0.73		0.65		0.47		0.82

						-0.03		0.06		0.47		0.33		0.43		0.18		0.04		0.48





		

												патерналистсткие режимы

				Размер семьи		1.4		1.7		8.8		4.0

				Гендерный состав		2.0		9.1		3.5		4.9

				Возрастной состав		6.7		6.6		3.7		5.7

				Детская нагрузка		2.9		2.4		3.9		3.1

				Тип образования		10.3		4.8		7.0		7.4

				Тип занятости		9.3		14.8		15.4		13.2

				Тип поселения		10.1		9.2		18.0		12.4

				Регион		22.2		12.7		9.2		14.7

												либеральные режимы

				Размер семьи		14.5		5.7		2.0		7.4

				Гендерный состав		4.3		5.3		1.2		3.6

				Возрастной состав		1.5		3.4		3.0		2.6

				Детская нагрузка		5.7		2.3		0.4		2.8

				Тип образования		8.7		5.5		6.1		6.8

				Тип занятости		9.0		6.9		5.0		7.0

				Тип поселения		7.1		13.3		5.4		8.6

				Регион		3.8		12.4		4.7		7.0

						патерналистсткие режимы

				Регион		14.7

				Тип занятости		13.2

				Тип поселения		12.4

				Тип образования		7.4

				Возрастной состав		5.7

				Гендерный состав		4.9

				Размер семьи		4.0

				Детская нагрузка		3.1

						либеральные режимы

				Тип поселения		8.6

				Размер семьи		7.4

				Тип занятости		7.0

				Регион		7.0

				Тип образования		6.8

				Гендерный состав		3.6

				Детская нагрузка		2.8

				Возрастной состав		2.6





		

				размер семьи

						внутригрупповое неравенство												межгрупповое неравенство				общее неравенство				внутригрупповое неравенство				межгрупповое неравенство				общее неравенство				изменение внутригруппового  неравенства				изменение межгруппового неравенства		изменение общего неравенства

				Россия		0.1243												-0.0018				0.1261

				Болгария		0.1145												-0.0020				0.1164				0.1147				-0.0016				0.1162

				Венгрия		0.0760												-0.0015				0.0775				0.0753				-0.0019				0.0772

				Польша		0.0967												-0.0162				0.1129				0.1005				-0.0108				0.1113

				Румыния		0.1428												-0.0138				0.1566				0.1465				-0.0098				0.1563

				Словакия		0.0671												-0.0041				0.0712				0.0653				-0.0034				0.0687

				размер семьи

						внутригрупповое неравенство												межгупповое неравенство												общее неравенство

						без применения российской структуры (1)				с применением российской структуры (2)				изменение показателя (2-1)				без применения российской структуры (1)				с применением российской структуры (2)				изменение показателя (2-1)				без применения российской структуры (1)				с применением российской структуры (2)				изменение показателя (2-1)

						абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент		абс.зн.		процент

				Россия		0.1243		98.6										0.0018		1.4										0.1261

				Болгария		0.1145		98.3		0.1147		98.6		0.0002		0.3		0.0020		1.7		0.0016		1.4		-0.0004		-0.3		0.1164				0.1162				-0.0002

				Венгрия		0.0760		98.0		0.0753		97.5		-0.0006		-0.5		0.0015		2.0		0.0019		2.5		0.0004		0.5		0.0775				0.0772				-0.0003

				Польша		0.0967		85.6		0.1005		90.3		0.0038		4.6		0.0162		14.4		0.0108		9.7		-0.0054		-4.6		0.1129				0.1113				-0.0015

				Румыния		0.1428		91.2		0.1465		93.7		0.0037		2.5		0.0138		8.8		0.0098		6.3		-0.0040		-2.5		0.1566				0.1563				-0.0003

				Словакия		0.0671		94.3		0.0653		95.1		-0.0018		0.8		0.0041		5.7		0.0034		4.9		-0.0007		-0.8		0.0712				0.0687				-0.0025

				изменение общего неравенства в зависимости от использования российских весов по данному признаку

				размер семьи

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.116

				Венгрия		0.078		0.077

				Польша		0.113		0.111

				Румыния		0.157		0.156

				Словакия		0.071		0.069

				гендерный состав

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.116

				Венгрия		0.078		0.074

				Польша		0.113		0.111

				Румыния		0.157		0.161

				Словакия		0.071		0.065

				возрастной состав семьи

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.121

				Венгрия		0.078		0.078

				Польша		0.113		0.113

				Румыния		0.157		0.158

				Словакия		0.071		0.072

				демографическая нагрузка

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.106

				Венгрия		0.078		0.072

				Польша		0.113		0.104

				Румыния		0.157		0.142

				Словакия		0.071		0.099

				высшее образование

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.113

				Венгрия		0.078		0.077

				Польша		0.113		0.108

				Румыния		0.157		0.155

				Словакия		0.071		0.075

				СТАТУС ЗАНЯТОСТИ

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.121

				Венгрия		0.078		0.121

				Польша		0.113		0.121

				Румыния		0.157		0.121

				Словакия		0.071		0.121

				ТИП ПОСЕЛЕНИЯ

						без учета структурных различий		с учетом структурных различий

				Россия		0.126

				Болгария		0.116		0.110

				Венгрия		0.078		0.071

				Польша		0.113		0.115

				Румыния		0.157		0.150

				Словакия		0.071		0.068





		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

РАЗМЕР СЕМЬИ



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

ГЕНДЕРНЫЙ СОСТАВ



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

ВОЗРАСТНОЙ СОСТАВ



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

ДЕТСКАЯ НАГРУЗКА



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

ОБРАЗОВАНИЕ



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

СТАТУС ЗАНЯТОСТИ



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



без учета структурных различий

с учетом структурных различий

ТИП НАСЕЛЕНОГО ПУНКТА



		

				Декомпозиция неравенства в России и 5 странах с переходной экономикой с использованием российской структуры																										убрать этот столбец

				Среднее Логарифмическое Отклонение

				Страна		неравенство внутри групп				неравенство между группами				структурный эффект				неравенство внутри групп				неравенство между группами				структурный эффект				общее неравенство

						абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		доля

						Размер семьи												Гендерный состав

				Россия		0.124		98.6		0.002		1.4						0.124		98.0		0.003		2.0						100

				Болгария		0.115		98.7		0.002		1.4		-0.000		-0.0		0.104		89.4		0.012		10.6		-0.000		-0.0		100

				Венгрия		0.075		97.2		0.002		2.5		0.000		0.3		0.074		95.5		0.000		0.4		0.003		4.1		100

				Польша		0.100		89.6		0.011		9.7		0.001		0.8		0.109		96.7		0.002		2.1		0.001		1.2		100

				Румыния		0.147		93.6		0.010		6.3		0.000		0.2		0.157		100.4		0.003		2.1		-0.004		-2.5		100

				Словакия		0.065		91.7		0.003		4.8		0.003		3.6		0.064		89.5		0.001		2.1		0.006		8.4		100

						Возрастной состав												Иждивенческая нагрузка

				Россия		0.118		93.3		0.008		6.7						0.123		97.1		0.003		2.9						100

				Болгария		0.114		98.3		0.007		5.7		-0.005		-4.1		0.100		89.0		0.006		4.9		0.007		6.1		100

				Венгрия		0.076		97.9		0.002		2.7		-0.001		-0.6		0.072		93.2		0.000		0.3		0.005		6.5		100

				Польша		0.111		99.3		0.002		1.7		-0.001		-0.9		0.097		90.8		0.007		6.3		0.003		2.9		100

				Румыния		0.153		97.7		0.005		3.3		-0.001		-0.9		0.133		89.2		0.009		5.8		0.007		5.0		100

				Словакия		0.070		98.0		0.002		3.1		-0.001		-1.1		0.097		136.8		0.002		3.2		-0.028		-39.9		100

				продолжение Декомпозиция неравенства в России и 5 странах с переходной экономикой с использованием российских весов

				Среднее Логарифмическое Отклонение

				Страна		неравенство внутри групп				неравенство между группами				структурный эффект				неравенство внутри групп				неравенство между группами				структурный эффект				общее неравенство

						абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля		абс.зн.		доля

						Образование												Статус занятости

				Россия		0.113		89.7		0.013		10.3						0.114		90.7		0.012		9.3						100

				Болгария		0.106		91.2		0.008		6.8		0.002		1.9		0.107		88.3		0.022		18.0		-0.008		-6.3		100

				Венгрия		0.070		90.3		0.007		9.6		0.000		0.1		0.073		94.1		0.004		5.3		0.000		0.6		100

				Польша		0.104		92.6		0.004		3.4		0.005		4.0		0.106		99.4		0.010		9.5		-0.009		-8.9		100

				Румыния		0.135		86.3		0.020		12.9		0.001		0.8		0.143		90.0		0.030		19.2		-0.015		-9.3		100

				Словакия		0.069		96.4		0.006		8.2		-   0.003		-   4.6		0.022		30.2		0.005		6.2		0.046		63.6		100

						Тип населенного пункта												Регион

				Россия		0.114		90.1		0.013		10.1																		100

				Болгария		0.103		88.3		0.008		6.8		0.006		4.9														100

				Венгрия		0.068		87.9		0.003		3.8		0.006		8.3														100

				Польша		0.106		94.7		0.008		7.5		-0.002		-2.2														100

				Румыния		0.128		81.8		0.022		14.2		0.006		4.0														100

				Словакия		0.059		82.8		0.009		13.0		0.003		4.1														100





		

		Сравнительный анализ показателей неравенства в странах с переходной экономикой (эквивалентные денежные расходы)

				Индекс Тейла (0) - левая шкала		Индекс Тейла (1) - левая шкала		Индекс Тейла (2) - левая шкала		Индекс Джини - правая шкала		Децильный коэффициент, в разах		Квинтильный коэффициент, в разах		Доля д-в с расходами ниже 1/2 национальной медианы, в %		Доля д-в с расходами ниже 2/3 национальной медианы, в %

		Россия		0.126		0.141		0.111		0.291		6.0		3.2		13.8		25.6

		Болгария		0.116		0.147		0.132		0.303		5.1		2.8		12.0		26.3

		Венгрия		0.078		0.089		0.080		0.218		3.6		2.2		7.9		19.3

		Польша		0.112		0.138		0.121		0.290		5.3		2.8		14.8		24.3

		Румыния		0.157		0.183		0.141		0.337		6.5		3.4		19.1		29.9

		Словакия		0.071		0.081		0.079		0.232		3.2		2.1		6.6		18.0

						Индекс Тейла (0) - левая шкала								Индекс Тейла (1) - левая шкала

				Словакия		0.071						Словакия		0.081

				Венгрия		0.078						Венгрия		0.089

				Польша		0.112						Польша		0.138

				Болгария		0.116						Россия		0.141

				Россия		0.126						Болгария		0.147

				Румыния		0.157						Румыния		0.183

						Индекс Тейла (2) - левая шкала								Индекс Джини

				Словакия		0.079						Венгрия		0.218

				Венгрия		0.080						Словакия		0.232

				Россия		0.111						Польша		0.290

				Польша		0.121						Россия		0.291

				Болгария		0.132						Болгария		0.303

				Румыния		0.141						Румыния		0.337

						Децильный коэффициент, в разах								Квинтильный коэффициент, в разах

				Словакия		3.2						Словакия		2.1

				Венгрия		3.6						Венгрия		2.2

				Болгария		5.1						Польша		2.8

				Польша		5.3						Болгария		2.8

				Россия		6.0						Россия		3.2

				Румыния		6.5						Румыния		3.4

						Доля д-в с расходами ниже 1/2 национальной медианы, в %								Доля д-в с расходами ниже 2/3 национальной медианы, в %

				Словакия		6.6						Словакия		18.0

				Венгрия		7.9						Венгрия		19.3

				Болгария		12.0						Польша		24.3

				Россия		13.8						Россия		25.6

				Польша		14.8						Болгария		26.3

				Румыния		19.1						Румыния		29.9
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ДОЛЯ Д-В С РАСХОДАМИ НИЖЕ 2/3 МЕДИАНЫ, В %



		

		Динамика показателей неравенства в России (эквивалентные денежные расходы)

				Децильный коэффициент, в разах		Квинтильный коэффициент, в разах		Индекс Джини		Индекс Тейла				Среднее логарифмическое отклонение		Коэффициент вариации		Доля д-в с расходами ниже 1/2 национальной медианы, в %		Доля д-в с расходами ниже 2/3 национальной медианы, в %

		IX 1992		9.6		4.1		0.4470		0.1660				0.1706		0.1331		22.3		31.8

		XI 1993		11.3		4.6		0.4730		0.1870				0.1936		0.1350		23.7		33.0

		XII 1994		10.1		4.3		0.4930		0.1964				0.2039		0.1404		21.8		31.7

		X 1995		9.1		4.0		0.4907		0.2025				0.1971		0.1469		20.8		31.1

		X 1996		10.7		4.3		0.4983		0.2043				0.2046		0.1644		21.5		32.5

		XI 1998		11.3		4.6		0.5219		0.2355				0.2252		0.1762		22.6		33.7

		X 2000		9.4		4.1		0.5058		0.2271				0.2020		0.1617		20.7		32.0

		X 2001		8.6		4.0		0.4660		0.1755				0.1715		0.1153		20.6		31.0

						Децильный коэффициент		Квинтильный коэффициент

				IX 1992		9.6		4.1

				XI 1993		11.3		4.6

				XII 1994		10.1		4.3

				X 1995		9.1		4.0

				X 1996		10.7		4.3

				XI 1998		11.3		4.6

				X 2000		9.4		4.1

				X 2001		8.6		4.0

						Черта бедности на уровне 2/3 медианных расходов		Черта бедности на уровне 1/2 медианных расходов

				IX 1992		31.8		22.3

				XI 1993		33.0		23.7

				XII 1994		31.7		21.8

				X 1995		31.1		20.8

				X 1996		32.5		21.5

				XI 1998		33.7		22.6

				X 2000		32.0		20.7

				X 2001		31.0		20.6

						Индекс Джини (правая шкала)		Индекс Тейла (0)		Индекс Тейла (1)		Индекс Тейла (2)

				IX 1992		0.447		0.171		0.166		0.133

				XI 1993		0.473		0.194		0.187		0.135

				XII 1994		0.493		0.204		0.196		0.140

				X 1995		0.491		0.197		0.203		0.147

				X 1996		0.498		0.205		0.204		0.164

				XI 1998		0.522		0.225		0.236		0.176

				X 2000		0.506		0.202		0.227		0.162

				X 2001		0.466		0.172		0.176		0.115
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