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Economy and politics in January 2001

In January, Mr. Putin proceeded with perfecting a new system of relations between the executive branch and legislature. The past conflicts have been substituted by a system of pragmatic alliances formed by the pro-government forces with both representatives of the right wing and the leftist wing of the political spectrum. As a result, the vote outcome by the majority of the bills, including the Tax Code and the budget 2001 became that the most preferred by the executive power.

At the same time the Cabinet’s stand, which is often consolidated and coordinated with the monetary authorities (for instance, main directions of the single government credit and monetary policy for 2001 that strictly meet main assumptions and calculations of the government budget draft 2001), became a target for an open criticism on the part of the National Economy Counselor A. Illarionov and the newly created State Council. Another notable example of such disagreements is an open debate on the problem of Russia’s foreign debt. Lacking any real powers, the opponents to the government, nonetheless, pursue an important work on arranging public opinion for a possibility to employ alternative approaches to, and methods of implementation of economic reforms.

In the economic sphere Kremlin has a chance for a flexible reacting to changes in the political and economic situation which in the political sphere results in the promotion of the President’s personal positive image in the country. At the same time, especially in the short- term perspective, there is an increased level of political uncertainty, which, of course, affects investors’ mood, and the last example of which is the situation with respect to Russia’s payments on its external debts in 2001.

An additional factor helping maintain the increased level of political uncertainty is the ongoing opposition between the Center and some regions in the course of the ‘power vertical’ reform. The legal uncertainty creates both a conflict zone and a possibility for the governors to protect their interests successfully. Thus, heads of regions succeeded in compromising with the executive power regarding their third tenure. In December, E. Rossel signed agreements with a number of Ministries and departments concerned on non-rotation of heads of regional branches of the latter without the regional authorities’ approval, thus restricting possibilities for the Presient’s Representative.

With a broad support of the executive power’s actions in the StateDuma, a certain problem becomes the quality of bills, which sometimes appear rather ‘raw’ (the 2nd part of the Tax Code, Law ‘On joint stock companies»), while another problem is the absence of the executive power’s clear stance on a number of essential matters, be that the adoption of a new land Code or the slowdown of the labor relations reform.

The financial outcome of the last year (overfulfillment of the budget revenue, high positive foreign trade balance, high level of foreign reserves, steadily low inflation, the growth in the proportion in monetary settlements) should be mostly attributed to a high level of international oil prices. At the same time the government’s performance in terms of industrial policy is far from being outstanding. The execution of the budget 2001 would require from the government to focus its efforts primarily on encouraging the investment process.

T. Drobyshevskaya, V. Novikov

State of the federal budget
Between January to November 2000, the level of the federal budget revenues made up 15.9% of GDP (see also the statistical Appendix available in the Russian version), including tax reveues – 13.7% of GDP, and expenditure – 12.8% of GDP, including non-interest expenditure - 10.2% of GDP. The level of budget proficit thus made up 3.1% of GDP.

The considerable growth, as compared with previous month, of tax revenues into the federal budget to be explained by an additional revenue from large-scale taxpayers, «Gazprom» among others.

By December 1, 2000 some Rb. 82.7 bln. were reimbursed on value-added tax (1.3% of GDP), what made up a fourth part of received VAT revenues for the same period. At the same time a certified amount for reimbursement is only Rb. 102 bln. (1.6% of GDP), while the aggregate amount of declared for reimbursement is Rb. 150 bln. (2.4% of GDP).

Table 1.
The monthly execution of the federal budget of the Russian Federation (in comparable prices)


Х`99
I`00
II `00
III `00
IV`00
V`00
VI`00
VII`00
VIII`00
IХ`00
Х`00
ХI`00

Revenues













Corporate profit tax
5089
2719
2831
5253
6383
7613
5470
3424
7645
4922
4617
7728

Personal income tax
1002
550
603
713
710
751
907
937
950
802
855
951

VAT, special tax and excises
12775
13824
15428
15075
16622
18019
15224
16323
12947
14145
15748
14510

Tax on foreign trade and  foreign trade operations
4428
5184
6793
7214
7312
6905
6994
6917
7068
7329
7240
7553

Other taxes, duties and payments
641
540
576
779
654
618
666
775
641
995
869
913

Total- taxes and charges
23935
22817
26231
29034
31681
33906
29260
28376
29252
28192
29329
31655

Non- tax revenues
4940
3240
3002
3973
4438
5125
5322
4182
6097
4261
4950
6659

Revenues, total
28875
26057
29233
33007
36119
39031
34582
32557
35348
32454
34279
38314

Expenditure













Public administration
488
106
724
890
860
597
1012
523
709
844
486
798

National defense
4017
47
8625
7982
5512
5428
4527
3587
6162
4514
8044
6780

International activities
688
1227
2008
1345
1090
60
-4899
1514
828
1109
1201
1183

Judicial power
170
47
171
226
224
178
262
199
201
211
194
251

Law enforcement and security activities
2472
1326
2846
2911
2824
3249
3675
2394
2696
3125
2844
3491

Fundamental research
379
54
303
371
420
440
563
491
398
455
540
699

Services provided for the national economy
1740
447
940
1405
2072
1414
1298
1175
1744
1625
1464
1809

Social services
2856
2183
3074
4700
4399
3368
4810
3710
3355
3584
3698
4460

Servicing  of public debt
6193
6314
4552
5121
4921
7015
5154
5450
6942
6519
2594
4119

Other expenditure
6251
4734
3752
5242
4760
8719
6947
6132
6785
5619
6516
7565

Expenditure, total
25254
21113
22400
30194
27082
30468
23348
25175
29821
27605
27581
31155

Loans, redemption exclusive
-3728
91
862
1557
196
-2497
100
-186
339
-177
-80
45

Expenditure and loans, redemption exclusive
21526
21204
23263
31750
27278
27971
23448
24989
30160
27428
27501
31200

Budget deficit (-)
7349
4853
5970
1257
8841
11060
11134
7568
5189
5026
6777
7114

Domestic financing
-7287
-822
-4335
3480
-585
-7964
3680
-1399
-1414
-3089
4630
-4432

External financing
-62
-4024
-1640
-4736
-8256
-3095
-14814
-2844
-3775
-1936
-11407
-2682

Total financing
-7349
-4846
-5976
-1257
-8841
-11060
-11134
-4243
-5189
-5025
-6777
-7114

in % GDP

Table 2. 
The  actual tax revenue to the federal budget, according to MTC ( in prices of January 1998)
1999
2000

I
II
III
IV
V
VI
VII
VIII
IX
X
XI
XII
I
II
III
IV
V
VI
VII
VIII
IX
X
XI
XII

10067
11586
12281
12287
10524
11369
12785
12838
12514
14238
16190
21455
15030
16161
18247
20714
23469
18817
18219
18762
17422
18232
20306
25579

The dynamic of the real debt on taxes into the federal budget is represented on figure 1. By January 1, 2000 the total bulk of the debt into the federal budget increased as compared with the previous month and was a little bit more than Rb. 292.1 bln. The volume of the net balance debt, that is including tax overpayment – Rb. 203.9 bln.

[image: image1.wmf]Figure 1. Rate of  growth of the real tax arrears to the federal budget (in % to the preceding 
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[image: image2.wmf]Figure 2. Cumulative real monthly increase of tax arrears to the federal budget (in real RUR) 
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Execution of consolidated budget between 1998 through 2000 is represented in Table 3.

Tax revenues for the first three weeks of the year 2001 in the MTC domain made up about 70% of scheduled for January. Therefore there is some possible loss of revenue of the Federal budget in January 2001, to the certain degree eased by an increase of revenue from the State Customer Service.

Table 3
 Execution of the consolidated budget of RF in comparable prices (prices of January 1998)
1998


I
II
III
IV
V
VI
VII
VIII
IX
X
XI
XII

Taxes
30126
33495
37888
45434
43139
40949
41345
35716
25597
28621
33866
50482

Revenues
34978
38540
45684
51720
50198
48945
48502
44052
32081
34197
39069
67225

Expenditure
44836
37683
60997
60148
58386
64209
58078
46184
32366
38604
45711
71973

Deficit
-9858
857
-15313
-8428
-8188
-15264
-9576
-2132
-285
-4407
-6642
-4748

1999


I
II
III
IV
V
VI
VII
VIII
IX
X
XI
XII

Taxes
21766
21622
30452
36691
32072
36152
37183
37947
33622
37038
48002
62535

Revenues
24864
24555
34416
42411
38693
43643
43953
45894
42105
44934
56431
76974

Expenditure
23174
28026
40726
44441
42940
46870
43805
45186
42243
42101
48357
94741

Deficit
1690
-3471
-6310
-2030
-4247
-3227
148
707
-138
2834
8075
-17767

2000


I
II
III 
IV
V
VI
VII
VIII
IХ
X
XI

Taxes
35000
39967
49979
56674
60959
52423
49227
56175
49608
50085
60625

Revenues
41048
86605
144825
209542
276129
332904
385245
449406
502532
552710
620116

Expenditure
33375
73598
130479
184075
234519
281956
329824
202779
433754
477106
533702

Deficit
7673
13007
14347
25467
41610
50948
55421
246627
68779
75604
86415

Monetary Policy

In December 2000 the CPI growth rate amounted to 1.5%. The price growth rates were uniform across all groups of goods. Thus, the prices for food stuffs and non-food goods rose by 1.5%, for services – by 1,6%. Therefore, in 2000 the inflation rate declined to 20.2% (or about 1.55% per month) vs. 1998 and 1999. This is the second minimum inflation value since 1991 (in 1997 – 11.0%). As long as groups of goods are concerned, the price dynamics in 2000 was substantially different from that in 1999. Given that in 1999 the prices for food stuffs and non-food goods rose at the highest rate, in 2000 the biggest price growth was registered among services – by 33.7%, while the prices for food stuffs and non-food goods made up, correspondingly, 17.9% and 18.5%. The tendency testifies to a growing ruble real exchange rate (measured as a ratio of prices for tradable and non-tradable goods). In 2000, similar to 1999, the producer prices grew at a higher rate in comparison with the CPI. This year PPI increased by 31.7% (in 1999 – by 67%).

In January 2001 the weekly rates of consumer price growth accelerated (see Fig. 1). The seasonal factors played a main role in the process. According to our estimates, over the month the CPI growth rate accounts for 2.5–2.7%. However, one should expect a decline in monthly price growth rates to 1.0–1.5% a month. Nonetheless, we envisage some shifts in annual inflation cycles in 2001, due by the need of the RF Ministry of Finance in accumulating foreign exchange to pay the Russian Paris club debts as early as in February and early March. Hence, more intensive emission activity of the CBR and a ‘return’ to the market funds from the Federal Budget accounts in the Bank of Russia can generate some acceleration of inflationary processes (up to 2.0% per month) yet in April (in 1998 and 1999 – in May or June). Taking into account the inertia in terms of price growth, the annual CPI growth rate is expected to range between 15% to 20%, i. e. it should exceed the rate projected in the 2001 Federal Budget Law (12%)
.

Figure 1.
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Figure 2.

[image: image4.wmf]Dynamics of Monetary Base and Foreign Reserves of the RCB

in the second half of 2000 and 2001

390

400

410

420

430

440

450

460

470

480

490

500

510

520

26.6-2.7.00

10-16.7.00

24-30.7.00

7-13.8.00

21-27.8.00

4-10.9.00

18-24.9.00

2-8.10.00

16-22.10.00

30.10-5.11.00

13-19.11.00

27.11-3.12.00

11-17.12.00

25-31.12.00

8-14.1.01

bln. rubles

21,0

21,5

22,0

22,5

23,0

23,5

24,0

24,5

25,0

25,5

26,0

26,5

27,0

27,5

28,0

28,5

bln. dollars

Monetary Base (bln. rub.)

Foreign Reserves (bln. doll.)


In 2000, the CBR foreign reserves rose by more than 2.2 times - up to $27.95 billion. The volume is at 3.3 billion US dollars higher than the previous maximum value of June 1997. By end-2000 the share of gold fell to 13%. However, in December 2000 and January 2001 the CBR had to intervene with dollar supply to the foreign exchange market (details see in section Financial markets), and in January 2001 the volume of foreign reserves remained at the initial level (see Fig. 2). Should the oil prices keep the level of 18$/bbl and higher, the trade balance would end up with a positive value of $30–35 billion (in 2000, according to preliminary estimates, – about $55 billion). Therefore, taking into account an increase in capital outflow (namely, because of debt payments to the Paris club), the increase in foreign reserves amounts to $5–7 billion. Thus, by end-2001 the reserves would equal to $33–35 billion.

In 2000 the narrow monetary base grew by 69.0% (from 307.5 to 519.6 billion rubles), including 14.15% in December. The fact is related to seasonal fluctuations of the monetary aggregate, and yet in the first three weeks of January 2001 the narrow monetary base was reduced by about 4% (see Fig. 2).

S. Arkhipov, S. Drobyshevsky.
Financial Markets

The government securities market.
In January 2001 the quotations of the Russian foreign liabilities grew substantially (see Figs. 1 and 2). Thus, by January 25, the Minfin bonds prices rose by 7–15%, and eurobonds prices – by up to 7.5%. It is worth noting that the highest growth rates were recorded on medium-term bonds (the fifth Minfin issue and eurobond matured in 2007), nevertheless, the ‘hump’ in the midst of the yield curve of the Russian securities was still there. The general level of yields to maturity on the Minfin bonds declined slightly (to 27.5–28% annualised on the shortest issue, and to 15.5–20% – on other issues). The eurobonds yields fell more intensively: below 10% annualised on the issue matured in November 2001, up to 7% annualised – on bonds of 30-years maturity, and 15% annualised and less – on medium-term issues).

In our view, the growth of the Russian securities prices can be attributed only to the effect of ‘delayed demand’ on the part of big international investors, due to the current situation in the world markets (high degree of uncertainty about the US financial market and fall in oil prices) and internal problems of the Russian economy (failure to negotiate restructuring of the Russian debts to the Paris Club). It is evident that since the 1st of January 2001 the quota of the securities in portfolios has been changed.

Figure 1.
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Figure 2.

[image: image6.wmf]Dynamics of quotations of the Russian eurobonds with maturity in

2001, 2007 and 2028 in October 2000 through January 2001

70

72

74

76

78

80

82

84

86

88

90

92

94

96

98

100

02.10.00

05.10.00

10.10.00

13.10.00

18.10.00

23.10.00

26.10.00

31.10.00

03.11.00

09.11.00

14.11.00

17.11.00

22.11.00

27.11.00

30.11.00

05.12.00

08.12.00

14.12.00

19.12.00

22.12.00

27.12.00

05.01.01

11.01.01

16.01.01

19.01.01

24.01.01

USD-2001

USD-2007

USD-2028


Figure 3.
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During 2000 we can distinguish two sub-periods in the GKO-OFZ market with different pattern of main indicators (see Fig. 3). In the first half of the year, the average-weighted yield on ruble-denominated securities declined from 50–55% to 20–25% annualised, the trade volume in the secondary market equalled 3 to 5 billion rubles per week in February and March, but it fell to one to three billion rubles in April and May. In the second half of 2000, the average yield to maturity in the market stabilised at the level of 20% annualised. Since June 2000 the turnover in the secondary market grew slightly, its mean weekly volume amounted to about 4 billion rubles and reached 7–8 billion rubles in some weeks. However, in November and December the trade volume declined again to 2–3 billion rubles per week. The real ruble yield, which made up between 1.5% to 2% in monthly terms during early-2000, fluctuated around zero in the second half of the year.

In 2000 the RF Ministry of Finance held 7 primary auctions on placing new GKO issues of maturity between 3 to 7 months. The total sum was 19.5 billion rubles. Two bill issues were placed among non-residents only (the total sum was 5 billion rubles). The claimed demand for the securities exceeded their supply almost at 65% and amounted to 32.1 billion rubles. The total volume of placed GKOs exceeded 15.8 billion rubles, the gain of the RF Ministry of Finance – 15.3 billion rubles. The average-weighted auction yield was at the level of 12.34% annualised (14.90% annualised exclusive of the issues for non-residents).

Stock market.

In January 2001, the Russian stock market demonstrated an appreciable growth. During last month some improvement of the situation on the world financial markets and the growth in international oil prices were most important positive factors influenced the Russian and foreign investors’ mood with respect to the Russian stocks market. At the same time, many serious investors still take a wait-and-see stand, because of some uncertainty with regard to both the relationship between the Russian Government, the Paris Club of creditors and the IMF and adverse changes in external and internal policy in Russia which occurred over last weeks.

In December 2000, the RTS Index practically did not change: its rate decreased from 143.42 to 143.29 points, i. e. just by 0.09%. Thus, according to the adjusted estimations, in 2000 the RTS Index dropped from 177.71 to 143.29 points, i. e. by 19.37%. In spite of the drop in prices, the investors’ interest in the Russian stock market has grown significantly. In 2000, the total turnover at the RTS made up about $5.568 bln. That is at 138.5% higher than the total turnover at the RTS registered in 1999. Considering the growth in turnovers, it is worthwhile noting that in 1999 the RTS Index made up more than 200%.

In January 2001, the RTS Index grew from 143.29 to 173.53 points, i. e. by 21.1%. Hence, by the end of last month the stock index reached the level registered a year ago - in January 2000 (see Fig.4). In January, the total turnover in the RTS made up about $347.3 mln. That is at 40.5% superior to the respective index registered in December 2000 ($247.2 mln.) and at 25.2% inferior to the average monthly turnover in 2000 ($464.0 mln.).

Figure 4.
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In the third week of January 2001, the share of common stocks of RAO ‘UES Russia’ in the total trade volume in the RTS was 37.0% (35.0% in December), the share of ‘LUKoil’ stocks – 18.3% (14.7%), ‘Surgutneftegaz’ – 9.0% (11.7%), ‘Tatneft’ – 6.1% (11.2%), ‘YUKOS’ – 5.5% (3.5%). Thus, in late January the total proportion of the five most liquid stocks in the RTS was 75.9% (in December 2000 – 78.2%).

In January 2001, despite the growth in the RTS index, changes in stock prices for the Russian blue chips were notably different (see Fig.5). During last month, it was stocks of ‘Mosenergo’ (41.5%), ‘Tatneft’ (37.3%), RAO ‘UES Russia’ (29.9%), ‘Surgutneftegaz’ (27.1%) and ‘Norilsky Nickel’ (20.7%) the quotations of which grew most significantly.

Figure 5.
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The most important factors that had a certain impact on the change in prices on the Russian stock market in January 2001 were, as follows:

Firstly, a possible restructuring of payments on the Russian debts to the Paris Club was making headlines. In the very beginning of 2001, the Russian Government stated that it did not intend to pay on the debts to the Paris Club in the first quarter of 2001. That caused rather a harsh response by creditors. The statements of the German and Japanese top authorities on Russia’s membership in G8, as well as the toughening of the US attitude to granting credits to Russia have made the Russian Government slightly play back its stance. A majority of investors agree that the negotiations between Russia and the Paris Club should intensify in the second half of February, when the IMF mission is to finish its work in Moscow. At present the most probable outcome would be that this year Russia would, nevertheless, carry out all payments due on its debts to the Paris Club, but the Federal Budget 2001 Law needs to be amended. Only then Russia may take a chance to work over ‘debts- for- shares-schemes and, possibly, to restructure or to write off a part of payments on foreign debt in 2002 and 2003, otherwise, the default on the Russian foreign debt would result in a substantial deterioration of investment climate in the country as early as in mid-2001. As of now, such a scenario is not seriously considered by the investors community, and the price rise for the Russian financial assets in January speaks in favour of our view. At the same time, during forthcoming months a delay with payments to the Paris Club will start playing a great role.

Secondly, in January 2001 the world oil prices renewed their growth. On the one hand, that increased the demand for stocks of the Russian oil companies. However, on the other hand, it was the additional factor, which complicated the process of negotiations between the Russian Government and the Paris Club of creditors. Between December 29, 2000, to January 30, 2001, the price for the nearest futures on Brent oil on the NYMEX grew from 22.38 $/bbl to 26.89 $/bbl, i. e. by 20.2% (see Fig. 6). Investors expected growth in oil prices in January, because in the end of 2000 the OPEC’s authorities announced a possible reduction in oil production by their countries. In spite of some tension between OPEC and the US State Department, at the beginning of 2001 OPEC declared that the decision to decrease the oil production has been already made. Thus, at the OPEC Conference on January 17, 2001 in Vienna, the OPEC members just co-ordinated the volume of that decrease (by 1.5 ml. bbls per day, or by 5% of the total oil production in the OPEC countries). This decision will have become effective as of February 1, 2001. Nevertheless, in late January the head of OPEC commented that in March 2001 OPEC might decide to decrease the oil production once again. This intention has resulted from expectations of both a seasonal drop in demand for oil after the end of the heating season and the drop in economic growth rates in the biggest oil importers, namely the USA and Japan.
Figure 6.
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Thirdly, in January 2001 the majority of the world stock markets demonstrated growth in prices (see Tab.1). The determination of the US Federal Reserve to prevent a ‘hard landing’ of the US economy became an important reason for optimism of international investors. In early January, the Fed declined both the federal funds rate to the level of 6% annualized, and the discount rate - first to 5.75%, and then to 5.5% annualized. Moreover, the Fed declined its rate again in late January. Nevertheless, today it is quite difficult to predict if the Fed’s measures are effective in the conditions close to economic recession. Now the rates of sales and volume of production testify to the fact that the process of landing takes place in the US economy. If the decrease in US rates were efficient, the growth rate in US economy in 2001 would not exceed 3%. In this case in 2001 both the developed European countries (where the discount rates are still unchanged and the growth in GDP can reach 4%) and the South-East Asian countries (Except the Japanese economy that also experiences a drop in the rate of  its GDP growth) (the growth in GDP can reach 5%) would become more attractive in terms of investment climate.

Should the measures of the US Federal Reserve be late or inefficient by any reason, the US economy will drop into recession period. This can affect the level of economic activity and stability of the financial markets worldwide. For the developing economies, with their GDP growth and the situation on the stock and exchange markets being closely related to the volume of foreign investments, this may cause a much more dramatic outcome

Figure 7.
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Table 1.

Dynamics of the Foreign Stock Indexes

as of January 30, 2001
value
change for last week (%)
change for last month (%)

RTS (Russia)
173.64
3.00%
21.18%

Dow Jones Industrial Average (USA)
10881.20
2.17%
0.11%

Nasdaq Composite (USA)
2838.35
-0.07%
10.97%

FTSE 100 (UK)
10421.07
-4.24%
10.43%

DAX-30 (Germany)
6739.30
0.25%
5.77%

CAC-40 (France)
5930.17
1.55%
0.16%

Swiss Market (Switzerland)
8047.10
2.00%
-1.31%

Nikkei-225 (Japan) 
13826.65
-1.13%
-0.86%

Bovespa (Brazil)
17722.58
-0.61%
16.14%

IPC (Mexico)
6518.58
2.21%
16.57%

IPSA (Chile) 
104.37
-1.03%
8.36%

Straits Times (Singapore)
1961.52
2.47%
3.21%

Seoul Composite (South Korea)
591.34
-5.76%
17.19%

ISE National-100 (Turkey)
6334.50
1.93%
1.79%

Interbank loan market
In 2000 in the market for ruble interbank loans, the turnovers took a gradual growth, while the average level of interest rates was declining. Exclusive of the end-of-month effects, the annual average rate of overnight credits fell from 8–12% to 2–3% annualised (see Fig. 8). In January 2001, the rates on ruble interbank credits came back to the level of 2–4% annualised after soaring up to 20–24% annualised in the end of 2000.

Over last year, the volume of given overnight loans amounted to about 600 billion rubles, i. e. about $50 billion per month (in December – about 75 billion rubles). For reference: in 1999 the turnover in the market did not exceed 200 billion rubles. Hence, the nominal volume of given overnight credits in 2000 reached the level of 1997 in ruble terms. However, first, in real (dollar) terms the monthly volume of given credits declined from $8 billion to $1.7 billion, and, second, – in 1997 the share of overnight loans was 75–85%, while in 2000 it substantially exceeded 95% of the total market turnover.

Figure 8.

[image: image12.wmf]'Overnight' Ruble Interbank Interest Rates

in 2000 and in January 2001

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

24

26

28

30

32

34

36

38

40

05.01.00

20.01.00

03.02.00

17.02.00

02.03.00

17.03.00

31.03.00

14.04.00

28.04.00

17.05.00

31.05.00

15.06.00

29.06.00

13.07.00

27.07.00

10.08.00

24.08.00

07.09.00

21.09.00

05.10.00

19.10.00

02.11.00

17.11.00

01.12.00

18.12.00

03.01.01

18.01.01

% annualized

MIBID

MIBOR

MIACR


Figure 9.
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In spite of some pessimism regarding the prospects of the US economy in 2001, in January the Euro exchange rate to dollar began to drop (see Fig. 10). Between December 29, 2000, to January 30, 2001 the Euro exchange rate dropped from 0.9372 $/euro to 0.9247 $/euro, i. e. by about 1.3%.

Figure 10.
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Figure 11.

[image: image15.wmf]Dynamics of EURO Excnange Rates

between August 2000 to January 2001

23,0

23,5

24,0

24,5

25,0

25,5

26,0

26,5

27,0

27,5

01.08.00

08.08.00

15.08.00

22.08.00

29.08.00

05.09.00

12.09.00

19.09.00

26.09.00

03.10.00

10.10.00

17.10.00

24.10.00

31.10.00

05.11.00

14.11.00

21.11.00

28.11.00

05.12.00

10.12.00

20.12.00

27.12.00

05.01.01

13.01.01

20.01.01

29.01.01

rubles/euro

The official EURO exchange rate

The average-weighted 'today' EURO exchange rate 

The average-weighted 'tomorrow' EURO exchange rate 


Nevertheless, the fall in the Euro exchange rate against the main international currencies did not affect investors’ interest in the ‘Euro/Ruble’ market. According to the preliminary estimations, in January 2001, the total trading volume by ‘today’ and ‘tomorrow’ contracts on Euro in the SELT made up 3.27 bln. rubles. That represents an 17.1% increase vs. the respective index registered in December 2000.

In December 2000, the official euro exchange rate grew from 23.88 rubles/euro to 26.14 rubles/euro, i. e. by 9.46% or 196.0% annualized (see Fig.11). The ‘today’ euro exchange rate in the SELT grew from 24.1170 rubles/euro to 26.6858 rubles/euro, i. e. by 10.65% (236.9% annualized). The ‘tomorrow’ euro exchange rate in the SELT grew from 24.10 rubles/euro to 26.77 rubles/euro, i. e. by 11.08% (252.8% annualized).

In January 2001, the official euro exchange rate dropped from 26.14 rubles/euro to 26.0 rubles/euro, i. e. by 0.54%. According to the preliminary estimations, the ‘today’ euro exchange rate in the SELT dropped from 26.6858 rubles/euro to 26.2309 rubles/euro (as of January 29), i. e. by 1.7%. The ‘tomorrow’ euro exchange rate dropped from 26.77 rubles/euro to 26.201 rubles/euro (as of January 29), i. e. by 2.13%.

Table 2.

 Indicators of Financial Markets.

month
September
October
November
December
January*

inflation rate (monthly)
1.3%
2.1%
1.5%
1.6%
2.6%

annualised inflation rate by the month’s tendency
16.77%
28.32%
19.56%
20.98%
36.07%

the RCB refinancing rate
28%
28%
25%
25%
25%

annualized yield to maturity on OFZ issues
19.76%
18.76%
20.85%
20.94%
20.5%

volume of trading in the secondary GKO-OFZ market a month (billion rubles)
16.43
16.97
13.00
10.77
11.0

yield to maturity on Minfin bonds by the end of the month (% a year):






4th tranche
27.74%
28.55%
31.06%
30.16%
27.5%

5th tranche
19.54%
20.87%
21.17%
21.99%
19.5%

6th tranche
18.67%
19.64%
19.69%
20.17%
19%

7th tranche
15.74%
16.86%
16.73%
16.67%
15%

8th tranche
18.47%
19.15%
20.42%
20.86%
19%

INSTAR – MIACR rate (annual %) on interbank loans by the end of the month: 






overnight
9.49%
11.17%
6.69%
21.70%
8%

1 week
9.35%
13.18%
10.26%
15.17%
6%

official exchange rate of ruble per US dollar by the end of the month
27.75
27.83
27.85
28.16
28.37

official exchange rate of ruble per Euro by the end of the month
24.47
23.42
23.88
26.14
26.00

average annualized exchange rate of ruble per US dollar growth
0.0%
0.29%
0.07%
1.11%
0.75%

average annualized exchange rate of ruble per euro growth
-1.09%
-4.29%
1.96%
9.46%
-0.54%

volume of trading at the stock market in the RTS for the month (millions of USD)
443.6
414.1
353.9
247.2
330

the value of the RTS Index by the end of the month
199.08
189.00
143.42
143.29
173.53

growth in the RTS Index (% a month)
-17.05%
-5.06%
-24.12%
-0.09%
21.10%

* Estimates

S. Arkhipov, S. Drobyshevsky.

Investment in the real sector
In 2000, the volume of investment at the expense of all the sources of financing made up Rb. 1171.5 bln., or at 17.7% more than over the respective period of the prior year. During 2000 one noted a steady trend to the advanced growth of investment in capital assets compared with the dynamics of GDP and output of the main sectors. The proportion of investment in capital assets in GDP rose up to 16.8% vs. 14.7% in 1999.

Fig.1
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Source: Goskomstat

The renewal of investment activity in 2000 was accompanied by a growth in the demand for construction services and capital goods. In 2000, the volume of work performed by the construction companies under respective contacts grew by 11.5% vs. 1999 and made up Rb. 530.3 bln., while the increment of gross produce in machine engineering over the year accounted for 15.5%, and that in the industry of construction materials- 7.6%.

The changes in the structure of output in the machine- building sector were determined mostly by the growth in demand on the part of oil sector, transport and communication sectors. It was these sectors that demonstrated the highest growth rate of investment in production.

Between January to November 2000, over 3,000 new oil wells were put into operation in the oil sector. However, almost ¾ of the total increment in the national oil output was ensured by placement into operation of previously idle wells. When compared with 1999, the volume of operational drilling by oil companies grew by 68.9%, while that of prospecting drilling- by 25.7%. The growth in oil companies’ investment demand generated acceleration of the rate of output of equipment designated for the production of hydrocarbon raw materials. Despite an intensive increase in the production of equipment for the oil sector, an insufficient volume and non- rational structure of its output do not allow to overcome a long- term backwardness of the prospecting drilling rate. On the other hand, it is also an insufficient scale of investment that became the factor inhibiting the production growth rate.

With the change in the structure of investment demand and taking into account the lack of a modern domestic machine- building base, there is a growth in place with respect to the proportion of enterprises’ spending on purchasing second- hand equipment and machinery in their investment expenditure. In 1999, the volume of investment in capital assets by this item grew as much as 2.7 times. Between January to November 2000 enterprises and organizations (exclusive of small companies) spend Rb. 48.7 bln. (or 22.9%) to invest in import equipment, devices, machinery, and tools, providing that the demand for import equipment also grows on the part of enterprises of the consumer complex, which traditionally were oriented to the market for import equipment, as well as on the part of enterprises of the fuel and energy sector, metallurgy, forestry and chemicals, whose investment development programs were based usually on the domestic output of capital goods. Whereas under the present exchange rate buying a new equipment has become impossible for the majority of consumers, the employment of an import second-hand one (with the respective effort to its restoration) allows enterprises to solve their most pressing problem of production capacities modernization.

The emergence of the investment process towards the import of second hand equipment, introduction of morally obsolete equipment into operation and expansion of the sphere of major overhaul of the domestic and import equipment currently operating in the economy in combination with a limited potential of the machine- building complex in terms of the output of modern equipment leads to the inhibition of economic growth.

Fig.2
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A steady positive dynamics of output and the growth in effective demand between 1999 through 2000 have changed the situation in the investment market. With the production profitability rate growing, enterprises have become more active in investing in implementation of their investment projects, however it is yet premature to classify this situation as «investment boom».

First, with a steady growth in gross national savings in place, the mechanisms of its transformation into investments practically do not work. Secondly, the absence of investment financial institutions, underdeveloped security market, unsteady laws complicate the process of attraction of borrowed capital and banking credits- indeed, there is no mechanism of inter- sectoral capital flow as yet, which complicates investment activity both at the enterprises level, sectoral, and regional levels. It has become obvious that with economic growth in place, the management of investments is not coordinated with dynamic process of the restructuring of the Russian economy.

O. Izryadnova 

The real sector: trends and factors
Last year appeared the most successful one of the Russian economy over the last decade. Economic growth took place against the backdrop of a favorable external economic situation and domestic social and economic stability. According to results of 2000, one notes positive dynamics practically across all the major macroeconomic parameters: the increment in GDP accounts for 7.6% vs. its respective index of 1999, investment in capital assets- 17.7%, gross industrial output- 9.0% The high rates of value-added in the industrial sector and construction industry ensured an advanced output of goods compared with the output of services –108.2% and 107.3%, respectively.

Fig.1
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In 2000, the dynamics of the final consumption of GDP developed under the impact of trends to the growth in domestic and external demand. The change in the structure of production and consumption of GDP in 2000 relative to the prior year can be attributed, primarily, to the growth in the share of gross accumulation of capital assets and the further growth in the proportion of net export of goods and services.

During the whole 2000 it was the capital assets accumulation that showed the most rapid growth rate compared to other elements of the final consumption of GDP. With the rise of the business activity level in the national economy, the growth in investment demand ensured almost ¼ of the increment in the physical volume of GDP. Almost 1/3 of the noted increment can be attributed to the impact on the part of the growth in net exports. According to preliminary estimates, the volume of foreign trade balance for 2000 accounts for over USD 61 bln. vs. 34 bln. in 1999.

As long as the redistribution of resources in favor of the investment component of GDP and the rest of the world is concerned, in 2000 one notes a contraction in the share of spending on final consumption of material goods and services, particularly, the share of households’ consumption vs. 1999. However the growth in consumer demand was ensured by the increase in the population’s real disposable incomes. When compared with 1999, the growth in real incomes of the population made up 9.1%, while that in the real salaries and wages- 22.5%. As a result, almost 2/5 of the increment in GDP can be attributed to the growth in final consumption.

Table 1

Change in the dynamics of GDP consumption across its components


1998 
1999 
2000 estimated

Gross domestic product
-4,9
3,2
7,6

   Expenses on final consumption 
-2,3
-3,5
7,9

     Of households
-3,6
-5,3
10,3

     Public entities
0,6
0,9
1,6

   Gross accumulation
-31,3
9,3
16,2

     Capital assets accumulation
-11,2
2,4
15,0

   Net export 
111,0
60,2


     export
1,9
4,5
8,4

     import
-13,6
-3,2
14,3

Source: the RF Ministry for Development and Trade

While estimating prospects for the economy’s development in 2001, one should pay a special attention to some negative phenomena. The signs of a slowdown in the growth rate in the industrial sector and construction industry have that manifested themselves recently give a signal of the exhaustion of the potential to post-devaluation development.

The increase in the industrial output is limited by a very slow renewal of the population’s real effective demand. The population’s real disposable income accounts for 80% of its respective index of 1997. Though the retail trade turnover volume has reached the 1997 (pre-crisis) level, it has been taking place against the lowering savings and deteriorating consumption structure of the population.

Fig.2
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Since early 2000, the structure of goods resources of the consumer market and the market of material and technical resources has experienced an intensifying trend to the growth in the proportion of import goods. One of the reasons for the lowering competitiveness of domestic produce appeared that between 1999 to 2000 economic growth was focused mostly on rising the extent of the use and introduction to production of spare production capacities. There is no substantial progress in placement of new capacities into operation, and the age and technological structure of the production equipment continues to deteriorate. The shortages of modern equipment have become a notable factor constraining industrial growth. As long as a low investment activity over the preceding period is concerned, the magnitude of investment in capital assets does not correspond to actual needs in production capacities renewal and modernization, which affects the efficiency of the economy’ performance.

The real sector experiences a slowdown of its profit growth rate. Between January to November 2000 the positive financial balance of performance of large and medium enterprises across all the sectors made up Rb. 968. Given that over the 1st quarter the growth rate was 285.6% vs. its respective period of the prior year, it slid to 182.5% over the 11 months on the whole.

One of the major factors in this respect is the rise in production costs determined by the domestic price rise for material resources consumed. During 2000 as a whole, the industrial producer price rise was advanced compared with the dynamics of consumer prices. The inflation rate accumulated at the consumer market since early 2000 exceeded 20%. AS a result, the gap between consumer prices and industrial producer prices emerged right after the 1998 crisis has narrowed, which may also appear a factor constraining growth in output.

Economic development prospects to a significant extent find themselves dependent upon mobilization of the available reserves for investment growth through introduction of entities’ and population’s savings. At this juncture, the adoption of the 2001 Federal Budget yet in 2000, along with an implementation of the Government’s Action Plan in the area of social policy and the economy modernization may become key factors allowing to block the impact of negative trends.

O. Izryadnova
IET Monthly Trends Survey: January 2001

In January, negative trends in the Russian industrial sector remained unchanged. Enterprises reacted to fall in effective demand by ceasing growth in their output, re-estimating the stock of finished produce and slowdown of the decrease in the volume of barter transactions. The barter forecasts testify to the producer’s intent to get back once again to non- monetary sales schemes, should the situation be deteriorating further on. However, the forecasts of output and effective demand, as well as enterprises' estimates of their financial and economic position show their hopes for renewal of a normal (monetary) industrial growth after the January holidays.

In January 2001, the majority of the industrial indicators continued to deteriorate. First, a substantial fall in effective demand started: it spread out over all the sectors, except the electric power sector and forestry. The most intensive decline in sales was reported by the construction sector, chemicals, petrochemicals, and food- processing sectors. As a result, the intensity of change in effective demand slid from + 18 to –9 points over the last three months. There has not ever been such a sharp transition from rather an intensive growth in demand (the higher rate was registered just once- in April 2000) to an evident decline in the national industrial sector, as well as there has not been such a long (1999 through 2000) period of an absolute growth in effective demand ever registered. One should hope that the situation should improve after January (which is the traditionally ‘calm’ month for the Russian industrial sector).

Secondly, for the second month running our surveys registered a slowdown in the decline of barter transactions. The absolute change of the respective rate is still small (5 points), however, with account for the respective forecasts, it appears rather alarming. In the meantime the share of barter in the volume of sales stands at 16% and has not changed since September 2000, when the last measurement of the index was made. In January 2001, enterprises cash sales made up as much as 67% of their produce, while in September 2000- 58%.

Thirdly, the estimates of the stick of finished produce experienced a drastic change over last month. The proportion of reports ‘above norm’ grew by 9 points and has become equal to the proportion of responses ‘below norm’. The deficit of stock registered since September 1999 has disappeared. Such a drastic change in terms of estimates of the stock of finished produce had been registered only over remote 1993- 1994, with enterprises facing a sharp compression of demand for their produce for the first time ever. An absolute surplus of the stock is still registered only in the metallurgical sector, chemicals and petrochemicals, while other sectors experienced a decrease in the lack of their stock. Whereas there was no cardinal change in the stock volume, the main reason for their ‘re-estimation’ is the concern that the compression of demand will be continuing.

Fourthly, in January our survey practically registered a complete discontinuation of production growth. The intensity of the change in output fell from +23 to +2 over the month. This is one of the sharpest drops in the output change rate for the whole history of the surveys. An absolute growth has remained only in the sector for electric power, machine building, and forestry.

At the same time, the estimates of the volume of effective demand and output have not changed as yet. About one- third of enterprises consider the current volumes of sales and output to be normal. There were not as well any crucial changes registered in terms of enterprises’ estimates of their financial and economic positions,- moreover, the proportion of reports ‘satisfactory’ has broken the record value over all the years concerned, while the proportion of replies ‘bad’ reached its minimal value for the same period.

Between 200 through 2001 the capacities loading rate was stable and is at a better level compared wit early 1994. However, after July 2000 estimates of excessive capacities due to the envisaged demand began to deteriorate. The share of enterprises considering their capacities excessive grew from 25 up to 34%, with the pessimistic estimates standing at 61% in the construction sector and 41% in the machine- building sector.

After a five- month deterioration (however, against remaining hopes for the growth in sales), the forecasts of change in effective demand improved by 6 points in January. The growing optimism was registered in all the sectors, except the metallurgical and light industries. An absolute reduction in monetary sales in the short run may become possible only in the ferrous metallurgy, while the most intensive growth in those is envisaged in the construction industry, chemicals, petrochemicals, and machine building.

The forecasts of barter transactions reacted adequately to the compression of effective demand. In the short run enterprises envisaged a sharp slowdown of the intensity of their decrease (from –18 to –6 points). However, in the industrial sector as a whole there are no forecasts of growth in barter: its absolute growth is possible only in the ferrous metallurgy and construction sector. The share of ‘compensation’ forecasts of barter (i.e. the proportion of the enterprises that intend to raise the volume of barter in response to the fall in monetary sales) made up 12% in January. It was in October 2000 during which the minimal rate (6%) of the index was registered.

S. Tsoukhlo

Russian Agriculture: Performance in 2000

2000 was the second year round of growth in the Russian agrarian sector. Agricultural output expanded at the rate of 5% (but still didn't reach the level of relatively favourable 1997) which is outstandingly high for the recent 15-year period (Picture 1).

Picture 1. 

Change in the Russian agricultural output (1985-2000)
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Source: State Committee for Statistics of the Russian Federation.
The bulk of gross output growth was provided by crop production, and first of all by grains production (Table 1). The latter again demonstrated the trend towards increasing share of feed grains (barley, oats, corn) thus evidencing progress in domestic livestock production. At the same time, the growth of food grains crop in absolute terms coincided with the decline of their share in the total grains output.

Table 1. 

Gross production of basic agricultural crops, million tons


1986-90
1992
1997
1998
1999
2000
2000 as % of 1999

Grain (weight after processing) 
104,3
106,9
88,6
47,8
54,7
65,4
119,6

  including wheat
43,5
46,2
44,3
27,0
31,0
34,4
111

Sugar beets
33,2
25,5
13,9
10,8
15,2
13,9
91,45

Sunflower
3,1
3,1
2,8
3,0
4,2
3,8
90,48

Potatoes
35,9
38,3
37
31,3
31,2
32,6
104,5

Vegetables
11,2
10,0
11,1
10,5
12,3
12,1
98,37

Source: State Committee for Statistics of the Russian Federation.
Table 2. 

Gross production of grains: dynamics and structure, %


2000 as % of 
Grain crop structure


1999
1995-1999
1999
2000

Grains, total
119,6
100
100
100

  incl. wheat
111,1
52,6
56,7
51,6

           barley 
132,1
21,4
19,4
22,5

           rye 
114,0
8,3
8,8
7,9

           oats
136,7
9,2
8,0
10,9

           corn
141,7
2,3
2,0
2,3

           grain legumes
136,4

1,6
1,8

Source: Calculated using the data of Grains Association Herald, № 01(68), January 19, 2000 and the State Committee for Statistics of the Russian Federation.

The production of basic livestock products except milk is also growing. Yet the rate of this growth in the second half of the year noticeably fell (Table 3). Output is increasing despite continuing decline in the livestock numbers, evidencing higher productivity of animals.

Table 3. 

Gross production of basic livestock products, million tons


1995-99
1998
1999
2000





Jan. - June
year

Meat (slaughter weight)
5,0
4,7
4,3
2,8
4,4

Milk
34,9
33,2
32,1
16,6
31,9

Eggs (billion pieces)
33,3
32,6
33,3
17,4
33,9

Source: State Committee for Statistics of the Russian Federation.

Output of livestock products continues to grow faster than their sales meaning that the process of eliminating shadow turnover is not yet completed.

According to preliminary estimates, agriculture's profit in 2000 amounted to 15 billion rubles just as in 1999. The sector makes profit for the second year round, while in 1998 it made loss of 38 billion rubles. Like in 1999, in 2000 the ratio of agricultural and input prices was in favour of agriculture (in November input price index was 101,1%, while agricultural price index - 103,6%) which surely improves the sector's financial situation. Investments in agricultural production are growing partially due to an outburst of direct foreign investments in primary farming (Table 4).

Table 4. 

Investments in agriculture's fixed capital

1997
1998
1999
2000

6 months
year
6 months
year
6 months
year
6 months

Total investments, billion rubles*

2,3
10,3
2,8
10,4
5,2
18,2
9,5

foreign direct investments, million dollars

3,7
5,5
1,5
4,2
8,6
45**
16

* - rubles after devaluation; ** - including ruble investments converted into dollars.

Source: Economic Journal of the Highest School of Economics. Vol. 4, № 4, 2000, p. 569.

At the same time, the sector's higher profitability doesn't solve the problem of agricultural producers' accumulated debts, currently amounting to nearly 180 billion rubles (of which 170 billion rubles are outstanding debts). Agricultural growth necessitates rational restructuring of these debts that notably hinder the sector's development. The gap between annual profits and accumulated debts leaves no hope that agriculture will settle this problem by itself. On the eve of a new farming season producers' debts and blocked accounts prevent them from using normal seasonal credits, thus supporting shadow turnover, barter, commodity credits and associated with them inter-regional trade barriers.

However, bigger receipts from marketing agricultural products enable producers to buy more agricultural machinery. Tractor and agricultural machinery production continued to grow, the average growth reaching almost 150% by November (e.g. the production of grain harvesters increased nearly 2,3 times). The industry has restored its performance at approximately the 1995 level. It should be noted, that the sale of additional agricultural machines is not limited to the Russian internal users: their export is expanding, mainly to the CIS countries. In 1999 Russia became a net exporter of tractors. More mineral fertilizers are sold on the domestic market evidencing their wider application in agriculture. 

Food industry also continues to grow (except for flour milling that was affected by poor domestic grain crop in the previous agricultural year). The output of some food products (sugar, vegetable oil) exceeded the pre-reform level. The production of other commodities is still constrained by low domestic demand and non-developed export. Thus, despite two years of growth in the meat and milk industry, its output still accounts for only 15-30% of the 1990 level.

The major factor of growth in the food industry are higher real incomes of population. In 2000 0,75 rubles of real incomes' increase contributed to 1 ruble increase of food retail sales. The income elasticity of food demand is still very high. Thus, in the near future growing real incomes will continue to raise demand for agrifood products. The Russian agricultural production and food industry still demonstrate relatively high elasticity of supply and the current investments in these sectors support the belief that they will retain it in the years to come.

On the other hand, the foreign trade balance for agrifood commodities remains very negative. According to preliminary estimates the situation improved for grains, flour, vegetable oil. Some more milk products were exported. However, export still fails to stimulate domestic production. The lack of bulky export sales prevents from estimating competitiveness of Russian products protected on the domestic market by relatively weak ruble.

In this situation the demand for domestic agrifood products in the near future will be determined by comparative rates of strengthening ruble and improving the competitiveness of Russian produce. The government's protectionist policy will certainly play here an important role.

E. Serova, T. Tikhonova

Profitability rate of Russian banks according to the third quarters of 2000.

According to results of the three quarters  2000, the operating Russian banks’ profits made up 1.1% of assets (ROA  index), or 1.5% in annualized terms. As usual, Sberbank’s positions are better than  the average one. Sberbank excluded,  the ROA  would slid to 0.9% in annualized terms. So far, as it was noted over 1999, it is small banks that show a greater efficiency. If one breaks the banks operating as of  January 1, 2001, into three groups depending on size of their capital, as follows:

· banks  whose capital is over Euro 5 mln.;

· banks with the capital between  Euro 1 to 5 mln.,

· banks, whose capital is under Euro 1 mln.,-

and excludes  form the last group the banks with negative capital and  those on which the data on regulative capital size is missed, it is the very group of small banks whose ROA rate was the highest one, according to results of 3 quarters 2000 (see . Fig.1).

Thanks to a higher leverage (assets/ capital ratio) large banks ( those whose capital is over Euro 5mln.) show a higher capital profit rate- the ROE rate in the group is slightly higher than that of small banks ( Fig.2). Prior to the crisis, the profitability rate of big banks was higher than in the other groups, while the group of banks that would not have a 1 mln. ECU capital showed losses.

Fig.1 

ROA rate over 3 quarters 2000
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1. banks with the capital over Euro 5 mln., as of January 1, 2000

2. banks with the capital between 1 to 5 mln.

3. banks  with the capital under 1 mln.

The change in the profitability curve is not a sole difference between the groups concerned. As Table 1 shows, the number of banks with capital over Euro 5 mln. fell at the most: while the group of banks with their capital between 1 to 5 mln. Euro  has had 82 banks missing, the former group lost 142 ones. The number of banks whose capital was not negative, however, not reaching the margin  of Euro 1 mln., grew by  28 banks, while as long as big banks are concerned, their proportional weight in the banking system’s assets dropped. Given that prior to the crisis about 94% of assets accounted for big banks, by the end of the 3rd quarter the respective rate was only 88%. In addition to an increase in the share in insolvent banks’ assets ( from 0.4 up to 2.8%) being quite natural for the crisis period, the proportional weight of medium- size  and small banks also experienced some growth ( from 5  up to 8%, and from 0.8 up to 1.2%, respectively).

Fig.2 

ROE index over 3 quarters 2000
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1.-banks with the capital over Euro 5 mln., as of January 1, 2000

2.-banks with the capital between 1 to 5 mln.

3.-banks  with the capital under 1 mln.

Table 1. 

The proportion of big, medium-, and small- size banks’ assets in the overall amount of assets

Capital, Euro mln.
Number of banks
Proportion in the amount of assets, as %
Number of banks
Proportion in the amount of assets, as %


As of 1.07.98
As of  01.10.00

Over  5
415
93.8
273
88.1

1 to 5
587
5
505
7.9

Under 1
454
0.8
482
1.2

Negative
79
0.4
16
2.8

N/a
29

3


The structure of assets placement does not provide a straight answer to the question as to  what were the reasons for a higher profitability rate of small banks. As Table 2 shows, the proportion of this particular group in the amount of funds placed on the corresponding accounts with the Central Bank is much higher than in the amount of loans disbursed.

Table 2.

The proportion of big, medium-, and small-size banks in the amount of  funds placed  
on corresponding accounts with CBR and in the balances of their clients, as of October 1, 2000

Capital, Euro mln.
The proportion in the amount, as %


Funds at corresp. Accounts  with CBR
Loans to the non- banking sector
Accounts balances of customers of the non- banking sector

Over 5
65.5
88.1
85.7

 1 to 5
26.4
6.4
11.5

Under 1
7.7
1.1
2

Negative or n/a
0.3
4.4
0.8

Nevertheless,  their interest income in terms of loans is much higher in this group, than in the others ( see Fig.3), more specifically, in the regional part of the group of small banks. As concerns the Moscow part of this group, their interest gains/ assets ratio stands closer to the one of the big banks. Such a gap might be attributed to a higher share of loans denominated in yard currency noted in bigger banks’ balance sheets, however, as the analysis shows, the profitability of Rb.- denominated loans extended by small, especially provincial banks is also fairly high ( see Fig.4). Given  that as of  end of the 3rd quarter 2000, in the group of big banks the correlation between Rb.- denominated interest gains and Rb.-denominated loans made up a. 18%, the respective index across small banks  was as much as 30%. Should the respective calculation be made using the average value over 9 months rather than the assets as of the end of the respective period, the value would make up a. 38%, which is pretty close to the average rate of the refinancing rate noted over the same period ( 35.4%).

Small banks  enjoy yet another advantage: that is, a higher level of commission income. With the revaluation of foreign exchange- denominated funds being relatively low in  their net income, the noted two factors allowed small banks a  relatively higher operational income ( 13.5% in annualized terms as per cent to assets, as of the end of the respective period, against the average 8%). However, they tend to loose partly this advantage due to high administrative costs  relative to assets (9.8% vs. the average 5.3%). Nonetheless, their profit on assets is, anyway, higher than the one of the bigger banks.

It appears necessary to consider these specifics of small banks in course of development of a concept for an optimal national structure of the market for banking services. The debate on the issue has been reactivated last month, particularly,  with respect to an initiative  launched by CBR to establish specialized credit institutions maintaining a limited scope of operations – deposit and credit institutions that may attract legal entities’ funds and invest those on their own behalf, but  with no right to attract the population’s money and deliver the services on holding accounts and settlements ( see Kommersant, January 18, 19, 2001). According to Mr. A. Simanovsky, head of the Department  for  prudential banking monitoring of CBR, such organizations might enjoy certain advantages compared with banks, for they would not bear large costs related to organization of their cash settlements units.

Fig. 3 

Interest  incomes by loans  extended to the non- banking sector  as per cent relative to assets over 3 quarters 2000
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1.-banks with the capital over Euro 5 mln., as of January 1, 2000

2.-banks with the capital between 1 to 5 mln.

3.-banks  with the capital under 1 mln.

Fig.4 

Interest gains by loans extended to the non- banking sector as per cent to  Rb.- denominated loans extended as of the end- 3rd quarter 2000.
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1.-banks with the capital over Euro 5 mln., as of January 1, 2000

2.-banks with the capital between 1 to 5 mln.

3.-banks  with the capital under 1 mln.

Considering  the future of the banks that are incapable to increase their capital to reach the mandatory value of Euro 1 mln., indeed their cuts in administrative costs, epecially permanent costs, would allow them enhancement of their efficiency. As concerns the proposed solution of the problem- that is, concentration of their operations on attracting legal entities’  fixed deposits, at present their operations  with this particular kind of funds is far from being one of small credit institutions’ strengths. As of October 1, 2000, slightly over 200 of the 480 banks included in the group operated  in this segment of the market. Their share in the overall amount of legal entities’ deposits  accounted for 0.6%, i.e. was twice lower compared with the analogous index by assets.

At the same time, the course to a sharp reduction in the number of banks appears ignorant of the specifics of geographic markets for banking services  that emerged by today. Less than 30% of the overall number of banks that had positive capital, but not making up Euro 1 mln. accounted for Moscow and the Moscow Oblast, while another 70% was dispersed across 70 regions ( see Table 3), including 9 regions in which all the banks had capital up to Euro 1 mln. In such conditions, a purely administrative decision to withdraw them from the market may become not the wisest one, and  it may contradict another, not less important direction of the government policy: that is, the task of maintenance of competition environment in the market for banking services, especially considering that  as yet less radical, economic measures  are far from being exhausted. Speaking about the latter, those are encouragement of recapitalization, including mergers and amalgamations, revision of licensing procedures implying an introduction of licenses that both restrict the circle of permissible operations and impose territorial restrictions on the right to  carry out business operations for small credit institutions. If one compares the proportions of small banks in the regional markets for credit and cash services, they rend to be more inclined to perform payment functions. As the comparison between Column 5 and Column 7 of Table 3 shows, in more than 40 regions the share of small banks in terms of the clients’ balance accounts is higher than that in the amount of loans to the non- banking sector extended by banks of the respective region.

Table 3 

Distribution of the banks with a regulative capital under Euro 1 mln. 
across regions, as of October 1, 2000.

Region
Number of banks in the region
Including banks with capital under 1 mln. Euro*
Banks  with capital under 1 mln. Euro in the overall number of banks, as %
Proportion of banks with capital under 1 mln. Euro in:





Total assets
Total volume of loans
Total amount of account balances of clients

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Arkhangel’sk Oblast
4
4
100
100
100
100

Vladimir Oblast 
3
3
100
100
100
100

Kostroma Oblast      
6
6
100
100
100
100

Orel Oblast        
2
2
100
100
100
100

Republic of Mary-El      
1
1
100
100
100
100

Chuvashia Republic
6
6
100
100
100
100

Republic of Adygea
5
5
100
100
100
100

Republic of Ingoushetia
2
2
100
100
100
100

Republic of Altay
5
5
100
100
100
100

Stavropol Krai      
11
10
90.9
34.8
37.4
37.6

Republic of Dagestan     
44
40
90.9
33.7
78.6
78.7

Tver Oblast         
8
7
87.5
46.0
45.7
69.1

Ulyanovsk Oblast      
7
6
85.7
42.7
48.9
35.1

Republic of Kabardino- Balkaria
7
6
85.7
95.8
99.5
100

Pskov Oblast      
5
4
80
36.7
53.4
85.7

Ivanovo Oblast      
5
4
80
58.8
55.6
77.4

Republic of Mordovia     
5
4
80
46.1
40.4
44.1

Amur Oblast         
5
4
80
59.6
39.8
94.3

Altay Krai          
9
7
77.8
54.8
52.7
67.7

Astrakhan Oblast    
4
3
75
12.1
12.2
17

Republic of Karachaevo-Cherkessia
7
5
71.4
28.1
34.8
16.4

Yaroslavl Oblast      
10
7
70
16.9
14.8
19

Saratov Oblast      
19
13
68.4
24.4
18.8
27.4

Kaluga Oblast        
6
4
66.7
48.4
76.2
39.7

Kirov Oblast        
3
2
66.7
42.9
33.3
72.2

Republic of Kalmykia     
3
2
66.7
17.4
49
16.2

Republic of Tyva          
3
2
66.7
85.1
83
72.0

Republic of Khakassia       
3
2
66.7
42.8
40.5
47.4

Magаdan Oblast      
3
2
66.7
55.4
52
69.8

Sakhalin Oblast      
6
4
66.7
44.7
39.6
39.8

Ryazan Oblast        
7
4
57.1
7.3
4.8
8.5

Krasnodar Oblast     
28
16
57.1
9.6
7.9
11.4

Republic of Bashkortostan
14
8
57.1
2.6
1.8
6.1

Omsk Oblast         
9
5
55.6
10.4
4.5
19.9

Udmurt Republic   
11
6
54.6
23.6
22.9
26.1

Rostov Oblast       
25
13
52
11.5
7.9
11.1

Vologda Oblast      
10
5
50
4.5
11.3
6.7

Smolensk Oblast       
4
2
50
15.2
14.3
15.5

Belgorod Oblast     
6
3
50
10.4
8.5
16.6

Voronezh Oblast      
4
2
50
39.7
24.2
75.4

Lipetsk Oblast         
2
1
50
23.1
47.5
19.8

Tambov Oblast       
2
1
50
48.2
64.5
57.4

Penza Oblast       
2
1
50
0.5
0.7
1.2

Republic of North Ossetia – Alania
6
3
50
8.0
4.4
5.8

Курганская область       
4
2
50
33.3
30.3
66.2

Kamchatka Oblast       
8
4
50
14.7
7.7
20.7

Kaliningrad Oblast  
14
7
50
15.7
13.6
26.6

Orenburg Oblast     
11
5
45.5
15.9
12.2
12.1

Irkutsk Oblast       
11
5
45.5
11.4
12.9
9.6

Тульская область         
7
3
42.9
14.9
11.9
20.5

Томская область          
5
2
40
14.9
22.3
24.9

Novosibirsk Oblast    
13
5
38.5
6.8
5.4
8.0

Republic of Sakha (Yakutia)
8
3
37.5
11.6
8.4
15.8

Nizhny Novgorod Oblast   
20
7
35
4.5
3.2
5.3

S. Petersburg and the Leningrad Oblast   
44
15
34.1
1.4
0.7
1.9

Novgorod Oblast    
3
1
33.3
6.7
4.8
3.3

Krasnoyarsk Krai        
12
4
33.3
5.6
5.5
4.2

Republic of Buryatia     
3
1
33.3
0.1
0
0

Khabarovsk Krai         
6
2
33.3
3.2
2.3
5.3

Chelyabinsk Oblastь      
13
4
30.8
1.8
1.5
2.1

Samara Oblast        
23
7
30.4
2.6
1.8
1

Republic of Tatarstan    
24
7
29.2
2.9
4
2.7

Sverdlovsk Oblast     
28
8
28.6
2.0
2.1
3.2

Primorsky Krai
8
2
25
1.6
1.5
2.2

Tymen Oblast        
33
8
24.2
0.4
1.5
0.6

Moscow and Moscow Oblast 
597
130
21.8
0.8
0.3
1.1

Kemerovo Oblast      
14
3
21.4
2.4
0.6
4.7

Republic of Komi         
6
1
16.7
0.5
0.5
0.3

Volgograd Oblast    
6
1
16.7
5.6
1.5
10.8

Perm Oblast         
11
1
9.1
3.7
2.9
5.7

Murmansk Oblast       
3
0
0
0
0
0

Republic of Karelia      
1
0
0
0
0
0

Bryansk Oblast        
2
0
0
0
0
0

Kursk Oblast          
1
0
0
0
0
0

Chita Oblast        
2
0
0
0
0
0

All the operating banks, inclusive of Sberbank
1279
480
37.5
1.1
0.9
2.1

exclusive of the banks that did not meet the sufficiency standard H1 as of the respective data

Note: Non- banking credit institutions were not considered. Calculations were made on the banks that were operative as of January 1, 2001.

L. Mikhailov, L. Sycheva, E. Timofeev

Foreign trade

In November 2000, the volume of the Russian exports has reached USD 10 bln.- fir the first time over the last decade. The export volume grew by 31.6% compared with November 1999 ( and by 8.1% compared with October 2000). The previous record0breaking value was noted in December 1999, with the export volume reported at the level of USD 9.7 bln.

As a result of the record export growth, the active foreign trade balance has exceeded USD 5.7 bln.- again, for the first time ever in the new Russian history. That happened despite the fact that the volume of import supplies grew by 22% compared with its respective period of 1999 (by 5.3% compared with October 2000) and peaked the maximal level ( since September 1998) of USD 4.3 bln.

Thanks to the dynamic growth in exports and imports, in November 2000 Russia’s foreign trade turnover made up USD 14.3 bln., which became the maximal value since December 1997.

Fig.1 
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In November 2000, the dynamics of foreign trade has far exceeded  the national experts’ expectations: thus in late- December the Ministry for Economic Development and Trade estimated the level of the November exports being USD 8.9 bln. and imports- 4.1 bln.

The main factors that determined the situation in the sphere of foreign trade in 2000 were, primarily, the favorable state of affirs in the world markets for raw materials and a real appreciation of the Rb.

In 2000, OPEC, in its attempt for preventing a record- breaking pace of the price rise for petroleum derivatives, has raised oil output and export quotas for its members four times. However, it succeeded in the price correction only by the end of the year. By mid- December, the oil prices slid by 30% on average, however they experienced a price rise then. At present the oil (Brent) prices are fluctuating around USD 26/barrel. 

Table 1 

Average world prices in November respective year

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Oil ( brent), USD/t
22,8
17,8
11,5
24,1
25,6

Natural gas, USD/mln.m3
3,093
2,393
2,251
2,558
8,713

Petrol, USD/t
0,6691
0,5648
0,3739
0,6986 
0,7649

Copper USD/t
2273,3
1834,7
1601,6
1748,1
1914,4

Aluminum, UDS/t
1459,9
1535,45
1305
1470,7
1562,5

Nickel, USD/t.
6920
6099
4202
7984,2
7315,4

Source: calculated  by the data of the London Metal Exchange and new York Mercantile Exchange
As long as the trade with the CIS countries is concerned, in November 200 the volume of goods turnover made up USD 2.7 bln., with export being USD 1.4 bln. and import- 1.3 bln. Despite the maintenance of an insignificant positive trade balance, the trend to advanced growth in import supplies emerged over the second half of the year was still there ( thus, for instance, import supplies grew by 36.9% compared with November 1999, while the export increment made up only 7.4%), particularly in the area of food supplies.

In January 2001, Russia and Moldova held negotiations on gas supplies. However, the respective agreement has not been concluded because of Russia’s unwillingness to decrease export gas price of USD 80/ cub.m.  At the same time, given that in early 2000 the price was close to international ones, by the end of the year it made up 25 to 30% of the world prices. Last year, Moldova improved its performance in terms of payments for the Russian gas supplies and pays in cash for as much as 80% of those, however, the Moldovan debt for gas supplies grew by USD 30 mln.  solely in 2000.

The new  customs clearing procedure for the goods moved cross the Russian and Belorussian borders for commercial purposes   became effective as of January 2001. The customs duties will not be charged (they were canceled upon the adoption of the Agreement on Customs Union between the countries in January 1995), however customs declarations have been introduced that specify the type and quantity of goods. Such measures on a partial renewal of the customs control would allow both conduct of customs statistics and cargo insurance in the event of any losses in the course of its transportation.

New import tariff rates became effective in Russia as of January 1, 2001: those are 5%, 10%, 15%, and 20% of the customs value. As concerns import vehicles, a 25% duty rate has remained unchanged, for the sake of making national automobile projects profitable. The marginal duty rate across groups with the maximal rate of 30% was lowered to 20%, and import custom duty rates for technological equipment were reduced  for the sake of acceleration of modernization of the national economy.

Customs payments play an exclusively important role in the provision of revenue part of the federal budget. In 2000, the RF State Customs Committee transferred to the federal budget the revenues totaled as much as 5.2% of GDP (31.9% of all the revenues to the federal budget). At the same time, the SCC still has significant spare reserves  that may be employed to increase the volume of customs payments. According to SCC data, the clearance at the customs office of 25 to 27% of import goods  was made with some breaking of the current procedures, providing that a significant part of them were declared with distortion of  the respective assortment classification. There was an excessively broad differentiation between the customs tariff rates for similar goods within the same commodity groups, particularly, with respect to group 8704 (trucks), there were 4 customs duty rates (5, 10, 15, and 25%), while in group 04 (milk and dairy products) there were 3 of them- 10,15, and 20%, and in group 3004 ( medicines) they ranged between 0 to 20%, etc.

Such gaps, of course, complicated the administration of  customs duties collection, thus giving indecent importers a chance to import goods under the name of those that were subject to imposition of minimal rates.

In such a situation, the unification of import tariff duties should help raise the level of customs administration and prevent from evasion from paying off customs duties at full.

Another important direction of the tariff policy should be a course towards a gradual decrease decrease of the higher level of import customs duties and elimination of specific customs duties. In compliance with the declared intention to join WTO, Russia’s specific tariffs should be liquidated in the future.

Such specific duties were introduced to prevent attempts to lower  contract prices for goods. Such an approach appears fairly correct, however, in the future this kind of control should be substituted by a development and broad use of the market prices mechanism used for the taxation purposes, as per the general Part of the Tax Code. Customs officers should be entitled to have a fair data base of the catalogue and exchange prices for various goods and, hence, prevent such attempts.

It should be noted, however, that the liquidation of specific and combined rates is attributed to longer- term measures. At the present stage, specific components of combined duties should be kept, with their number and level subject to decrease.

N. Volovik, N. Leonova

� Our inflation forecast for the year corresponds to oil prices at the level 18$/bbl and higher. On the one hand, should oil prices fall below the noted level, the positive trade balance will reduce, and the foreign exchange supply in the domestic market will shrink. Hence, the ruble/US$ exchange rate will grow faster, against a slower pace of the growth in monetary base. On the other hand, should the oil prices fall, the profits of oil companies would also decrease and the budget revenues would diminish. As Russia meets its obligation to service and to pay its foreign debt, an additional monetary emission is needed. In the case of the pessimistic scenario, the latter would have a strong inflationary impact, and the inflation rate would rise up to 25%, thus. exceeding the level of 2000.
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				1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999/Iкв		1999/IIкв		1999/IIIкв		1999/IVIкв		2000/Iкв

		Доля поступлений по импорту в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		14		23		29		48		54		52		49		48		40		35		35		36		38

		Доля собственного производства  в товарных ресурсах розничного товарооборота		86		77		71		52		46		48		51		52		60		65		65		64		62

				1997		1998		1999/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв		2000/Iкв		IIкв		IIIкв		VIкв

		The share of import supplies in the commodity resources of the retail trade turnover		49		48		40		35		35		36		38		38		39		41

		The share of own production in the commodity resources of the retail trade turnover		51		52		60		65		65		64		62		62		64		59
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		изменение производства ВВп по секторам экономики

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		85.5		91.3		87.3		95.9		96.6		100.9		95.1		103.2		107.6

		производство товаров		81.8		87.9		81.5		95		93.6		100.3		92.6		106.6		108.2

		производство услуг		93.3		96.6		94.8		97.1		99.6		101.5		97.5		101		107.3

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		GDP		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.1		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		3.2		7.6

		Output of goods		-18.2		-12.1		-18.5		-5		-6.4		0.3		-7.4		6.6		8.2

		Output of services		-6.7		-3.4		-5.2		-2.9		-0.4		1.5		-2.5		1		7.3
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output of main sectors of the economy

investment in capital assets

Dynamics of output of main sectors of the economy and investment in capital assets, as % to December 1998
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		изменение производства ВВп по секторам экономики

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		85.5		91.3		87.3		95.9		96.6		100.9		95.1		103.2		107.6

		производство товаров		81.8		87.9		81.5		95		93.6		100.3		92.6		106.6		108.2

		производство услуг		93.3		96.6		94.8		97.1		99.6		101.5		97.5		101		107.3

				1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		-14.5		-8.7		-12.7		-4.1		-3.4		0.9		-4.9		3.2		7.6

		производство товаров		-18.2		-12.1		-18.5		-5		-6.4		0.3		-7.4		6.6		8.2

		производство услуг		-6.7		-3.4		-5.2		-2.9		-0.4		1.5		-2.5		1		7.3
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ВВП

производство товаров

производство услуг

Изменение динамики производства ВВП по секторам экономики в 1992-2000 годах,
 в %% к предыдущему году
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				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		ВВП		0.644		1.399		19.006		171.509		610.745		1540.492		2145.655		2478.594		2696.4		4545.5		6940.1

		инвестиции в основной капитал		0.249		0.211		2.67		27.125		108.81		266.974		375.958		408.797		407.086		670.439		1171.5

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		Доля инвестиции в основной капиталв ВВП, в % к итогу		38.7		15.1		14.0		15.8		17.8		17.3		17.5		16.5		15.1		14.7		16.9
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Доля инвестиции в основной капиталв ВВП, в % к итогу

Доля инвестиции в основной капитал в ВВП, в % к итогу
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				Динамика выпуска продукции базовых отраслей экономики продукции,				Динамика инвестиций в основной капитал , в % к предыдущему периоду				Машиностроение

				в % к предыдущему периоду		к декабрю 1997 г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		к декабрю 1997 г.		в % к предыдущему периоду		в % к декабрю1997г.

		01.1998		85.5		85.5		34.7		34.7		101.3		101.3

		02		99.2		84.8		106.5		37.0		103.2		104.5

		03		110.1		93.4		109.7		40.5		106.7		111.5

		04		96.8		90.4		97.7		39.6		94.2		105.1

		05		94.9		85.8		104.2		41.3		95.6		100.5

		06		104.9		90.0		119.8		49.4		99.2		99.6

		07		99.9		89.9		103.4		51.1		79.7		79.4

		08		101.1		90.9		107		54.7		104.7		83.2

		09		103.4		94.0		106.7		58.4		89.3		74.3

		10		97.8		91.9		92.9		54.2		118.2		87.8

		11		93.5		85.9		107.6		58.3		102.5		90.0

		12		107.2		92.1		152.1		88.7		101.3		91.1				100		100		100

		01.1999		88.2		81.3		43.9		39.0		112.5		102.5				88.2		43.9		112.5

		02		99.6		80.9		109.3		42.6		100.0		102.5				87.8		48.0		112.5

		03		113.7		92.0		111		47.3		100.0		102.5				99.9		53.3		112.5

		04		96.9		89.2		98.8		46.7		97.5		100.0				96.8		52.6		109.7

		05		98.3		87.6		106.5		49.7		108.8		108.8				95.1		56.0		119.3

		06		107		93.8		123.5		61.4		94.3		102.6				101.8		69.2		112.5

		07		101.6		95.3		102.4		62.9		96.7		99.2				103.4		70.9		108.8

		08		103.3		98.4		100.4		63.1		95.5		94.7				106.8		71.2		103.9

		09		105.4		103.7		100.4		63.4		107.8		102.1				112.6		71.4		112.0

		10		96.1		99.7		102		64.7		99.8		101.9				108.2		72.9		111.8

		11		94.3		94.0		100.4		64.9		101.8		103.7				102.1		73.2		113.8

		12		105.2		98.9		151.2		98.2		110.8		114.9				107.4		110.6		126.1

		01.2000		88		87.0		92.1		90.4		100.9		116.0				94.5		101.9		127.2

		02		102.1		88.9		103.6		93.7		99.6		115.5				96.5		105.5		126.7

		03		109.9		97.7		107.8		101.0		103.1		119.1				106.0		113.8		130.7

		04		94.9		92.7		96		96.9		104.4		124.3				100.6		109.2		136.4

		05		101.1		93.7		110.8		107.4		93.4		116.1				101.7		121.0		127.4

		06		106.1		99.4		121.8		130.8		103.5		120.2				107.9		147.4		131.9

		07		100.6		100.0		100.3		131.2		96.0		115.4				108.6		147.9		126.6

		08		106.8		106.8		108.8		142.8		99.9		115.3				115.9		160.9		126.5

		09		101.3		108.2		101.9		145.5		105.0		121.0				117.4		163.9		132.8

		10		98.1		106.1		93.4		135.9		97.7		118.2				115.2		153.1		129.7

		11		94.3		100.1		102.7		139.5		99.9		118.1				108.7		157.2		129.6

		12

				продукция  базовых отраслей экономики		инвестиций в основной капитал		динамика машиностроения

		01.1998		-14.5		-65.3		1.3

		02		-0.8		6.5		3.2

		03		10.1		9.7		6.7

		04		-3.2		-2.3		-5.8

		05		-5.1		4.2		-4.4

		06		4.9		19.8		-0.8

		07		-0.1		3.4		-20.3

		08		1.1		7.0		4.7

		09		3.4		6.7		-10.7

		10		-2.2		-7.1		18.2

		11		-6.5		7.6		2.5

		12		7.2		52.1		1.3

		01.1999		-11.8		-56.1		12.5

		02		-0.4		9.3		0.0

		03		13.7		11.0		0.0

		04		-3.1		-1.2		-2.5

		05		-1.7		6.5		8.8

		06		7		23.5		-5.7

		07		1.6		2.4		-3.3

		08		3.3		0.4		-4.5

		09		5.4		0.4		7.8

		10		-3.9		2.0		-0.2

		11		-5.7		0.4		1.8

		12		5.2		51.2		10.8

		01.2000		-12		-7.9		0.9

		02		2.1		3.6		-0.4

		03		9.9		7.8		3.1

		04		-5.1		-4.0		4.4

		05		1.1		10.8		-6.6

		06		6.1		21.8		3.5

		07		0.6		0.3		-4.0

		08		6.8		8.8		-0.1

		09		1.3		1.9		5.0

		10		-1.9		-6.6		-2.3

		11		-5.7		2.7		-0.1

				output of main sectors of the economy		investment in capital assets		динамика машиностроения

		01.1999		88.2		43.9		112.5

		02		87.8		48.0		112.5

		03		99.9		53.3		112.5

		04		96.8		52.6		109.6875

		05		95.1		56.0		119.34

		06		101.8		69.2		112.53762

		07		103.4		70.9		108.82387854

		08		106.8		71.2		103.9268040057

		09		112.6		71.4		112.0330947181

		10		108.2		72.9		111.8090285287

		11		102.1		73.2		113.8215910422

		12		107.4		110.6		126.1143228748

		01.2000		94.5		101.9		127.2493517807

		02		96.5		105.5		126.7403543735

		03		106.0		113.8		130.6693053591

		04		100.6		109.2		136.4187547949

		05		101.7		121.0		127.4151169785

		06		107.9		147.4		131.8746460727

		07		108.6		147.9		126.5996602298

		08		115.9		160.9		126.4730605696

		09		117.4		163.9		132.796713598

		10		115.2		153.1		129.7423891853

		11		108.7		157.2		129.6126467961
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продукция  базовых отраслей экономики

инвестиций в основной капитал

Изменение динамики выпуска продукции базовых отраслей экономики и инвестиций в основной капитал, 
в %% к предыдущему месяцу
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output of main sectors of the economy

investment in capital assets

Динамика выпуска продукции  базовых отраслей экономики и инвестиций в основной капитал, 
в % к декабрю 1998 года
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